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II. Development Challenge 
Context

Kazakhstan is a landlocked country with a population of over 17 million people. With a land area of 2,717,300 km2, it is the ninth largest country in the world and the largest and northernmost of the five Central Asian countries. The vast territory of the country extends 3,000 km west to east– from the Volga River and Caspian Sea to the Altai Mountains – and 1,700 km north to south – from the South Ural Mountains and West Siberian Plains, to the Kyzylkum Desert and Tian Shan Mountains. Kazakhstan lies mainly in a temperate climate zone, with deserts in the South. Its position between the Siberian taiga and Central Asian deserts, and between the Caspian Sea and high mountains, means the country possesses a great variety of natural landscapes and ecosystems.

Kazakhstan faces several serious environmental challenges. Poor agricultural practices, as well as pollution from heavy industry, have resulted in land and water resource degradation, including biodiversity loss, hindering development in many areas of the country. The area of degraded agricultural land represents about 14% of the total agricultural land in Kazakhstan. The national forest area declined to 3.3 million hectares by 2010. At that time, there were 16 threatened mammals’ species, 21 threatened birds’ species, and 16 threatened higher plant species due to unsustainable production practices and habitat loss. The drying up of the Aral Sea, a marker of unsustainable planning and desertification, and disposal of nuclear, chemical and biological waste from past weapon testing programs are also among pressing, serious environmental issues and represent an ongoing threat to water and food resources throughout the country.
 
Major ecosystems

The country contains lowland deserts, steppes, mountain forests, and meadows. Ecological zones range from semiarid, forested steppes in the northern zones and warm moderate deserts in the south to cold semi-deserts (see Map 1). The eastern and southern parts of Kazakhstan (southwestern part of the Altai, the northern Tien-Shan, and the western Tien-Shan) feature several mountain systems. The SGP, in order to produce measurable impacts on a concentrated geographic scale, will focus activities on desert and steppe ecosystems, while recognizing the potential for replicating and upscaling successful interventions to other geographic zones. Seven pilot sites have been selected as representatives for desert and steppe ecosystems in order to avoid dispersing resources too widely. 
Map 1. Ecological zones of Kazakhstan
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Steppe ecosystems

A significant portion of the world’s remaining natural Pontian steppe habitat is found in Kazakhstan and houses four largely contiguous steppe ecological zones i.e., forest steppe, meadow steppe, dry steppe and desertified steppe. These four steppe zones stretch across the northern and central sections of Kazakhstan. Of the five steppe ecozones the project will target meadow steppe, dry steppe and desertified steppe. 
The natural composition of the meadow steppe consists of forbs and feather grasses, sometimes in combination with fescue, or bunch grass. The most important aspect of this zone is the very fertile Chernozem or Chestnut soils, which provides large areas suitable for agriculture. The presence of these fertile soils is a key reason why natural areas of meadow steppe have been reduced by over 75%, due to their use in agriculture and unsustainable agricultural practices. 
In contrast, agricultural use of dry steppe further south is sharply restricted by less rain and less fertile Chestnut soils. The natural vegetation of different types of feather grass steppe in northern areas and fescue-feather grass steppe in the south, partly in a vegetative complex with Artemisia communities and halophytic vegetation in depressions, is consequently still widespread and regenerates on abandoned agricultural lands. Desertified steppes maintain a higher percentage of natural habitat as agriculture has never been possible there. The only land-use is pasturing and hay-making due to limited rainfall and less fertile soils (e.g. Solonetz). In some classifications, the northern parts of the steppe are called tall-grass steppe (meadow steppe, partly forest steppe), while the southern areas are known as short-grass steppe (dry steppe, desertified steppe) and Artemisia steppe (semi-desert steppe).

The steppe habitat supports approximately 2,000 species of flora, including about 30 endemic species, along with unique floristic compositions. Twenty main vegetation communities
 have been identified, of which eight are endemic, two are rare and five represent unique relict communities. Steppes form a broad band across northern Kazakhstan. Steppe ecosystems host more than 20 major plant formations. However, most steppes are either heavily ploughed or grazed. The dominant vegetation consists of grasses, notably the various species of feathergrasses (Stipa) but also including fescues (Festuca) and wild oats (Avena). Numerous herbaceous species are also present. Characteristic shrubs include Spiraea, Caragana, and wild cherry (Cerasus). Occasional stands of birch, pine, and alder can be found. 
Kazakhstan’s steppe ecosystems also provide habitat for globally endangered species of steppe fauna. Of the total of 178 mammal species in Kazakhstan, 73 (41%) are found in steppe areas; this figure includes nine of the 24 globally endangered mammal species occurring in the country.
 In addition, of 488 bird species described for Kazakhstan, 336 (68.9%) are found in the steppe. This includes 21 of the 30 autochthonous endangered bird species. Fourteen of these threatened species are steppe breeding birds, such as Sociable Lapwing, Great Bustard, Little Bustard, Pallid Harrier, and Black-winged Pratincole and are located inside the steppe zone. Steppe habitats are favored by rodents such as ground squirrels (Citellus), hamsters (Cricetus, Cricetulus, Podopus), voles (Microtus), lemmings (Lagurus), and marmots (Marmota bobac). The saiga antelope (Saiga tatarica) also reside here, and wolves (Canis lupus), foxes (Vulpes vulpes, corsac), and steppe ferret (Mustela eversmanni) are typical carnivores in this ecosystem. Lowland steppes also support a characteristic and threatened bird fauna, including bustards (Otis tarda, O. tetrax), Demoiselle crane (Anthropoides virgo), Sociable plover (Chettusia gregaria), and Black (Melanocorypha yeltoniensis) and White-winged larks (M. leucoptera).
Desert ecosystems

Desert ecosystems make up most of the country, covering 136.3 million hectares or about 50% of the country’s territory. Deserts are found in the Caspian lowlands, Mangyshlak peninsula, Ustyurt plateau, southern Turgay mesa and Kazakh melkosopochnik (Eastern Betpak-dala and Pribalhashe), Turan lowland (Aral), Kyzyl-Kum, Moin-Kum deserts, Alakol and Ili depressions, foothills of the Northern Tien Shan, and the Alatau and Jungar Tarbagatay mountains in the south. They provide habitat for 151 threatened species (out of 800 listed in the country, which is the second highest after forests); 27 rare vegetation communities (out of 79 rare vegetation communities in Kazakhstan in need of protection, which is the highest number, followed by forest communities at 22); 51.4% of all bird species; and 65.2% of all reptile species. 

Of the four desert ecosystem sub-types, this project focuses on the Central desert and the portion of the Southern desert that includes the sand massifs of “Bolshie Barsuki”, “Malye Barsuki” and “Aral Karakum”, covering the typical dry desert ecosystem of the Aral-Syrdarya river basins. They are home to two Global 200 Ecoregions and a number of Important Bird Areas (IBAs).

The target steppe and desert areas include many lakes and rivers, of which the largest are the Aral Sea, Lake Balkhash, Lake Alakol, Lake Borovoe, the lake systems of Korgalzhino and Sarycopin, and Syr Darya, Ili, Ishim and Irtysh Rivers.
In southern Kazakhstan, desert ecosystems are characterized by shrub (notably wormwood Artemisia spp.) and shrub/grass communities. Rocky and clay deserts give way to more sandy deserts in the extreme south. Saxaul (Haloxylon) woodlands are characteristic of sandy deserts, with endemic sand acacias (Ammondendron) also playing an important ecological role. Calligonum and Astragalus are widespread plants. A distinctive type of desert Saiga antelope is found here and is one of the few large steppe animals that are still relatively abundant. However, it is threatened by poaching and habitat loss. Many endemic species comprise the fauna of the desert regions. A diverse rodent community includes more than ten species of jerboas, with several endemic genera, and the unique Selevinia (Selevinia betpakdalensis) in its own family. Larger mammals include the Wild ass (Equus hemionus) and the Goitered gazelle (Gazella subgutturosa). The Houbara bustard (Chlamydotis undulata) is a threatened bird species characteristic of the semi-desert region. The reptile fauna is also very diverse.
Threats and Barriers 
Structural and functional degradation of desert and steppe ecosystems is occurring across Kazakhstan with the loss of important biodiversity and ecosystem services. 
Wind and water erosion primarily due to unsustainable farming practices (crop and rice production) and extensive resource use (grazing, wood and grass harvesting) affect over 67 % of rain-fed areas of steppe and desert ecosystems, resulting in the loss of organic matter in topsoil (20% in the past 30 years) and reduction of crop yields by 20-30%
. Widespread monoculture and accompanying practices are by far the leading cause of the gradual degradation of habitats and the loss of flora and fauna, including floodplain communities and riparian forests. The use of chemicals remains widespread in agriculture. Yet another problem stems from the accumulation of large volumes of manure. Excessive volumes of manure are discharged by farmers to rivers and local watercourses resulting in pollution of surface waters
. Inefficient irrigation coupled with excessive cultivation have negatively affected soil structure, causing waterlogging, salinization, leaching of essential soil nutrients, and wind and water erosion. 
The increasing annual harvest of riparian trees and reeds by local communities, local hunters, fishermen and farmers for use as fuel and for sale as well as for creating areas for fishing, grazing and harvesting has led to a dramatic reduction of the area and diversity of wooded zones. Tree and reed cutting puts at risk the survival of some bird, reptile and mammal species, because their distribution is closely connected with these islets of wooded vegetation in surrounding treeless landscapes. Cutting of saksaul forest near rural settlements causes sand drifts, soil erosion, and increased occurrence of windstorms in production landscapes. Overharvesting of medicinal plants, including rare and endangered species, represents another problem in areas adjacent to protected areas in East- Kazakhstan, Southern Kazakhstan, and Almaty Oblasts. 

Overgrazing is the leading cause of degradation of Kazakhstan’s rangelands, making this important agroecosystem susceptible to droughts, inadequate natural regeneration, widespread aerial transportation of sand and salt (affecting some 30 million ha) and formation of salinized or “solonchak” lands (more than 93 million ha).
 Today, over 62% of winter pastures and 71% of summer pastures are eroded and the quality of pastures has declined by 4-5 times compared to 1980s levels
. Between 1951 and 2011, the stocking rate of livestock increased five times over the carrying capacity of pastures around rural settlements. Just in the past decade, sheep grazing in Kazakhstan has nearly tripled. The pressure on pastures (floodplain pastures and pastures around settlements) is intensified by the declining practice of moving livestock between summer and winter pastures, and increased livestock density, especially in areas around settlements, i.e. communal winter pastures
. The combined impact generates land erosion around settlements and under-grazing at distant pastures. 

Pasturelands in Kazakhstan are affected by uneven use. Over 125 million ha of pastures lack watering points, thus restricting their utilization. On the other hand, some pastures are being over used - about 27.1 million ha of pastures that are located around settlements are classified as highly degraded due to unsustainable use. The number of animals owned by a rural family in Kazakhstan is frequently too low to justify the cost of moving the flock (i.e. transport and petrol costs, hiring herdsmen) to distant pastures.
 Moreover, the poor infrastructure in distant pastures (i.e. watering points, roads, seasonal facilities for herders, electricity) makes distant pastures even more unattractive and these areas remain under-grazed. Livestock continues to graze on lands around settlements resulting in further degradation of these lands, which can only generate poor quality forage. This, in turn, leads to low productivity of cattle raising.
Unsustainable hunting and fishing is on the rise. Unsustainable fishing largely stems from the poorly regulated fishing and unsustainable fishing practices of local fishermen. Local fishermen use fishnets that catch both full-grown and immature fish thus exhausting the commercial stock without maintaining the adequate balance of fish age classes in lakes and rivers. Fish stocking is limited and there is also a limited number of hatcheries in target areas. The uncontrolled poaching of Goitered gazelle (Gazella subgutturosa) and Koulan (Equus hemionus) has contributed to a significant drop in their populations since the 1990s. Pheasants (a commercial species) across target localities suffer from disturbances from local inhabitants during nesting and hatching periods. Poaching not only threatens steppe and desert species directly, but also leads to broader, ecosystem-level impacts associated with sharply reduced levels of grazing. Unsustainable hunting and fishing destabilize population size, disturb birds during nesting times, and can jeopardize conservation efforts in protected areas and in hunting areas in both zones. 
Household and hazardous waste accumulation is increasing in rural and peri-urban areas. Sample tests of eggs, milk and meat of domestic poultry and cattle pasturing near dumps have shown high concentration of pesticides in Karaganda oblasts, for example. The problem of ground contamination exists near industrial cities and towns like Karaganda, Temirtau, Ekibastuz, Balkhash. Ground samples from children's playgrounds in Balkhash showed high content of heavy metals. According to the waste industry association, separate collection of wastes from the public still remains the key challenge to proper domestic waste management.
Being a semiarid to arid country with a temperate climate, Kazakhstan faces significant desiccation in the face of climate change, and significant exacerbation of non-climate pressures. Kazakhstan’s national communications to the UNFCCC indicate that climate change scenarios for Kazakhstan project an increase in average temperature (approximately +1.4 by 2030 to +4.6 by 2085), and northward migration of humidity zones by as much as 450 km. This increasing aridity threatens to significantly decrease the resilience of Kazakhstan’s ecosystems to land degradation pressures, constituting both a considerable threat to the natural environment, as well as to national development and poverty alleviation targets. Climate change impacts are expected to exacerbate existing land degradation pressures, by reducing ecosystem resilience to non-climate drivers of land degradation, while also contributing to land degradation directly through desiccation and increased wind and water erosion. Land degradation has already had significant adverse impacts on rural communities, whose livelihoods are dependent on agriculture and livestock production. Climate change will increase the severity and geographic extent of land degradation pressures, threatening these livelihoods further.

The essential problem to be addressed by this project is that the necessary collective action in Kazakhstan for adaptive management of resources and ecosystem processes for sustainable development and global environmental benefits is hindered by the organizational weaknesses of the communities living and working in affected landscapes to act strategically and collectively in building social and ecological resilience. 

The preferred solution is the following: rural community level organizations develop and implement adaptive management strategies and projects for their landscapes that build social, economic, and ecological resilience based on and sustained by global environmental and local sustainable development benefits. To pursue the achievement of results with these strategies in adaptive landscape management, community organizations will implement grant projects reviewed and approved by the SGP National Steering Committee (NSC) 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. 
This will be achieved through a community-based approach to managing natural resources across local landscapes. This approach, framed around a community-driven vision for restoring and maintaining the productivity and resilience of local ecosystems, integrates biodiversity conservation, the careful stewarding of ecosystem services, and the practice of sustainable agriculture and sound fishing practices across the landscape as a basis for sustainable livelihoods.

The barriers to this solution include: 
· Rural communities lack adequate skills and capacities for landscape-level resource planning and management: Communities generally suffer from weak organizational capacities to efficiently and effectively plan, manage and implement initiatives and actions of their own design. They often lack a larger, more long-term vision and strategy for ecosystem and resource management and suffer from weak adaptive management capacities i.e. to innovate, test alternatives, monitor and evaluate results, and adjust practices and techniques to meet emerging challenges and lessons learned. Community-based organizations such as joint pasture users’ associations or joint forest users do exist but are not conversant in sustainable resource management and receive limited extension support or training in long-term strategic planning for resilient ecosystem management. Motivation to maintain ecosystem services is often weak, and innovation in incentive development is rarely systematic, for example, there is no experience with Payments for Ecosystem Services at community level in Kazakhstan. There is a need for structured innovation and the systematization of this experience with the aim of developing a critical mass of pilot projects relevant to the Kazakh context.
· Community organizations often lack sufficient organizational capacities to effectively initiate and implement initiatives and actions that reduce threats to biodiversity and land degradation, increase adaptation to climate change and preserve ecological functions of production and non-production landscapes. Community-based organizations implement initiatives and projects largely on an ad-hoc basis and, due to limited funds and capacities, may lag behind in addressing issues. 
· Community organizations lack sufficient financial resources to lower the risks associated with innovating land and resource management practices and sustaining or scaling up successful experiences. Financial support for sustainable use in the form of lending from a revolving fund has been gaining popularity, especially in areas where income has been gradually rising and with it the borrowing capacity of people. In rural areas, however, the access by community-based organizations to micro-credit remains a problem. While for mainstream agriculture (crop farming, animal husbandry) more credit is available, alternatives that would at the same time generate biodiversity and SLM benefits lack credit availability.

· Knowledge from project experience with innovation/experimentation in relation to biodiversity conservation, climate mitigation and sustainable land management is not systematically analyzed, recorded or disseminated for adaptive management and policy inputs: Kazakhstan has declared a transformation to a “green economy,” but in the area of community-based practices, the country has neither the know-how nor the professionals with relevant biological, climate, SLM and financial knowledge and skills. The existing extension services do not have this knowledge either, and as a result local communities are unable to acquire methods to raise productivity without negatively disrupting ecosystem functions, in particular in regard to the role of pastures and forests in underground water recharge, erosion control, flood mitigation, etc. Few communities realize the benefits of using distant pastures, and no easily accessible information is available on how to improve living conditions of herders in distant pastures (e.g. the use of wind and solar power for electricity generation, energy efficient stoves and materials for construction of herder houses, etc.), even though this knowledge is available in the country. Finally, there is a rather limited cooperation and co-ordination between conservation agencies, development sectors, land-use planning authorities, and local communities. Conservation agencies, local communities, stakeholders within development sectors and land-use planning authorities have few interactions regarding conservation strategies and objectives. This absence of co-operation is particularly critical with respect to comprehensive policy making that stems from tested and workable solutions and approaches to sustainable landscape management.

III. Strategy 
The Kazakhstan Small Grants Programme’s (henceforth SGP) objective is to build the social-ecological resilience of steppe and desert landscapes of Kazakhstan by securing global environmental benefits from community-based management of biodiversity, ecosystem function, and land, water and biomass resources. 
The strategy to achieve this is to galvanize collective action in Kazakhstan for adaptive management of resources and ecosystem processes, as well as through technology development and application, for sustainable development and global environmental benefits. Collective action will be made possible by addressing the organizational, technical and capacity weaknesses that currently exist in the communities living and working in selected rural and peri-urban landscapes. 
The project will be rooted in the methodology of the Community Development and Knowledge Management for the Satoyama Initiative (COMDEKS) programme.  The COMDEKS programme seeks to improve landscape-level resilience through community action, while recognizing the inter-connectedness of ecosystem services, local food production, natural resource use, income opportunities and culture
. 

There are three defining aspects of the COMDEKS programme, which the SGP design will integrate into its own programming:

·    Community-based organizations are the driving force in rural development strategies and must take the lead in project planning, landscape governance, project execution and monitoring;
·    Participatory landscape governance represents an effective foundation for the organization of community-based, multi-stakeholder approaches to land and resource management;
·    Integrated solutions are effectively addressed through action at the landscape level, as the scale is large enough to include various communities, processes and systems that underpin ecosystem services, rural economic production and local cultures.  

SGP-0P6 in Kazakhstan will build on the experience and lessons learned from the COMDEKS Programme, which has piloted the community-based landscape approach in 20 countries.
 This knowledge will assist community-based organizations in carrying out and coordinating projects in pursuit of outcomes they will identify in landscape plans and strategies. Coordinated community projects in the landscape will generate ecological, economic and social synergies that will produce greater and potentially longer-lasting global environmental benefits, as well as increased social capital and local sustainable development benefits. Multi-stakeholder groups will also take experience, lessons learned, and best practices from prior initiatives and implement a number of potential scaling up efforts during this project’s lifetime.

The project will also apply the concept of the “landscape”, which takes into account biodiversity value, land use trends and patterns, opportunities for application of renewable energy technologies, previous SGP-supported initiatives, poverty and inequality levels, disposition of communities and local authorities, and potential partnerships with NGOs, the private sector and others, as well as other factors. Targeting landscape resilience allows for the various types of community action to be catalyzed to advance multiple global environmental and local development goals synergistically in the same geographic space. 

The definition of landscape used in this project is that of a biophysical as well as cultural and political entity
 with overarching problems of ongoing environmental degradation, economic production, and social cohesion. This allows for a coherent thematic approach to addressing environmental problems in each landscape. 

Through a thematic approach, focused on smaller-scale geographic landscapes, the SGP will support community organizations to achieve impacts at the scale of rural and urban landscapes, with the aims of progressively acquiring critical mass to reach a tipping point of adoption by rural and urban constituencies of adaptive practice and innovation for resilience-building. To achieve this, the project will foster adaptive management capabilities by enhancing technical know-how, developing planning and organizational skills, and promoting innovation and experimentation capacity to enhance organizational agency in developing plans and priorities and carrying them out for landscape resilience. The project will also invest in strategic projects, which will build knowledge, capacity, and allow synergies among other smaller local actions. 

It is essential to note, however, that Kazakhstan is a very large country with a population that is spread over vast distances, with low population density. To see results accrue at the landscape level, the project will have to encompass sufficiently large geographic terrain, to involve the actions of local actors. As such, the project will be focusing on two broad landscapes: steppe landscape and the desert landscape. The steppe landscape will include Akmola, Karaganda and Kostanai oblasts; the desert landscape will include activities in Almaty, East Kazakhstan, Kzylorda, and South Kazakhstan oblasts. To offset the landscape size for it to be manageable and efficient is to emphasize activities that produce and disseminate knowledge as well as involve peer exchanges among communities and other purposeful capacity building initiatives.

The small grants provided through the SGP will support those communities and CSOs that are vulnerable to develop their capacities to take measured risks in testing new methods and technologies, to innovate as needed, and to build synergies and collaborations as per their comparative advantage. In particular, SGP-OP6 will support local initiatives that enhance livelihoods while combating environmental degradation, and provide opportunities for vulnerable groups such as women, youth, disabled communities with little opportunities and the poor.

 In particular, the project will seek to strengthen local community organizations and NGOs through:
(1) Capacity-building: the project will support organizations to apply their knowledge and administrative skills to work individually and collectively, and particularly to pilot, innovate and test tools and technologies, for greater landscape resilience. The belief or assumption is that organizations have the ideas and the knowledge of the local context to respond to environmental degradation, which they experience. However, the work is carried out without coordination or a shared vision with other development organizations, and without the freedom to test new strategies given limited resources. The community organizations also lack the tools and skills that can help them reach a tipping point in achieving demonstrable impacts in their immediate environment. In the case of Kazakhstan, with a population spread across vast areas, the need for coordination among organizations is all the more necessary to achieve aggregate impacts, and achieve landscape outcomes. Further, organizations require the know-how to put their expertise into action, as well as the freedom to test and pilot innovations. The SGP Country Programme will provide the resources and technical support to allow these entities to test alternatives, monitor and evaluate results, adjust practices and techniques, and work with other organizations according to their comparative advantage and under the key principles of learning-by-doing. The approach will be cross-cutting so as to generate different environmental benefits, as well as promote social cohesion. The project will also support the establishment of two mechanisms, (i.e. a multi-stakeholder policy platform and a multi-stakeholder group to identify landscape-level objectives and monitor results under Component 1) to increase coordination among different groups, so that they may liaise, plan, benefit from each other’s comparative advantage and resources, and work towards common and broader objectives.  The project will also share success stories and lessons learned from other pilots and trials (planned under Component 2) with the aim of benefiting other organizations with these experiences. Specific trainings on sustainable land management, energy efficient technologies, and conservation methods will also be disseminated (under Component 2).
(2) Mainstreaming environmental issues into other sectors and livelihood practices. One of the baseline issues, at the policy level, has been that environmental considerations have not been fully integrated into development, agriculture, water management, and health sectors. In the case of water resources management, for instance, while there have been multi-stakeholder groups addressing issues of supply and usage, these have not been integrated into holistic perspectives on watershed management or into broader landscape considerations incorporating other focal areas. This project will promote inclusion of environmental considerations into other sectoral and livelihood activities through inclusion of a variety of stakeholders with differing sectoral priorities.  The project will also seek to achieve this through knowledge-sharing and management of information generated through the SGP. By sharing the lessons learned, and the results of pilots with a broad base of stakeholders, the project will promote an integrative and holistic approach to sectoral concerns (Component 2). This will be done through case studies, demonstrations on test plots, knowledge fairs, an online database of project successes, and others. 
(3) Promoting reversal of land degradation. The project will support community organizations to promote appropriate land management systems and practices that enable users to maximize the socio-economic benefits to the land, while optimizing ecosystem function and the corresponding provision of ecosystem services. Growing aridity due to climate change and poor water planning and unsustainable grazing practices has wreaked havoc on the soil in specific areas. The project will address land degradation through re-forestation activities, promoting resilient agriculture, enhancing the sustainability of crop and livestock production, and supporting water resources management. Under Component 1 for instance, grants will be provided to organizations supporting sustainable practices such as: 

· drip irrigation 

· crop rotation 

· zero-tillage 

· sustainable pasture management

· sustainable fodder production

· agro-ecological farming

· agro-tourism 
· reclaiming degraded lands and testing innovations in land clearing, drainage, irrigation channels, floodgate restoration
· using municipal wastewater as fertilizer for agricultural lands

(4) Mitigating and adapting from/to impacts related to Climate Change. Climate change is projected to increase temperatures, extreme precipitation events and frequency and intensity of droughts, with consequences for agriculture and water management. The impact of rising temperatures can be observed in Kazakhstan through the reduction in the number of colder days, increased aridity and a dramatic decrease of water resources. To achieve the objectives of the project, the SGP programme will support the development, piloting and dissemination of energy efficient technologies (Component 1). These include, but are not limited to:

· Renewable energy sources such as wind or solar
· Promotion of biogas facilities
· Promoting use of pyrolysis furnaces

· Piloting and disseminating water and heat saving technologies such as solar water heaters
· Energy efficiency technologies
The project will also promote adaptive practices to build community resilience to climate change. The SGP will promote climate-smart agro-ecological practices, which take into account food security, people’s access to resources, and adaptive capacity. Adaptive practices will be explored for soil and land management, and livestock and fisheries management. Given the increase in salinity and droughts, along with the general lack of infrastructure, the project will seek to increase access by promoting water conservation methods and explore payment for ecosystem services (Component 1). 
(5) Reducing threats to biodiversity. Biodiversity underpins ecosystem function and the provision of ecosystem goods and services that sustain communities. In Kazakhstan, the loss of biodiversity can broadly be attributed to habitat loss and degradation due to overgrazing, soil erosion, salinity, and deforestation, among other factors. To respond to some of these factors, SGP-OP6 will support projects that provide monitoring and protection of endangered species; establish links between economic value and conservation at the local level; mainstream knowledge of biodiversity’s role in climate regulation, pollination, disaster protection, eco-tourism and nutrient cycling. The project will also seek to improve conservation activities and introduce guidelines in protected areas (PAs) and their buffer zones, as well as in resting areas of migratory birds and hunting preserves. 
(6) Promoting sustainable livelihood options. To ensure that sustainable production practices are adopted by beneficiaries, it will be necessary for the project to demonstrate the economic benefits that can emerge from such practices. Under Component 1 the project will support initiatives that enhance marketing capacities of smallholders, create more and stronger links between producers and consumers, and promote the production and certification of agro-ecological products. The project will also promote new livelihood activities such as eco-tourism, and will support access to financial resources through a revolving fund. Under Component 2, the project will provide technical trainings on lessons generated through successful SGP interventions.
IV. Results and Partnerships 
i. Expected Results:  
The Project Objective is to build the socio-ecological resilience of steppe and desert landscapes of Kazakhstan by securing global environmental benefits from community-based management of biodiversity, ecosystem function, and land, water and biomass resources. 

The GEF-funded alternative to the baseline will address barriers to community-based climate change mitigation and adaptation, reduction of land degradation and biodiversity conservation. In doing so, the project will support measures to improve community-based capacities and resources to promote and build ecosystem resilience through resource management planning at the landscape level and supporting measures to avoid GHG emissions by improving the adoption of energy efficient and renewable energy technologies and sequestering carbon through restoration of natural forests from community-based efforts. By focusing on targeted communities in the steppe and desert landscapes, the project seeks cost-effective delivery of community-level investments, processes and tools, within a measurable, limited geographic scope. The project also seeks to build synergies and linkages among various community-level interventions, so as to harmonize them, increase value-added of existing initiatives, promote social cohesion and generate greater impacts and results on the landscape through cumulative interventions. This project’s strategy is to build on this by consolidating past gains in community-based conservation and sustainable development and scaling-up efforts to reach more communities across the oblasts. 

The GEF-funded alternative will be delivered through two Components:

· Component 1- Resilient rural and peri-urban landscapes of steppe and desert ecosystems for sustainable development and global environmental protection 

· Component 2- Knowledge Generation and Management, Information-sharing and Dissemination of Lessons Learned 
Individual small grants, strategic grants and other project outputs and activities will deliver the following concrete outcomes: 

· Outcome 1.1 - Community organizations in multi-stakeholder partnerships formulate and implement adaptive management plans to strengthen socio-ecological resilience of steppe and desert landscapes based on conservation of biodiversity, sustainable management of land and water resources and adaptation to and mitigation of climate change.
· Outcome 1.2 - Multi-stakeholder landscape management groups, local policy-makers and sub-national advisors organized in landscape policy platforms discuss potential policy innovations based on analysis of project experience and lessons learned.
· Outcome 1.3 - Community organizations in target eco-systems build their adaptive management and organizational capacities by designing and implementing community and/or landscape level projects to sustain and revitalize biodiversity and ecosystem function; improve productivity and sustainability of production systems; develop viable livelihood alternatives; and strengthen formal and non-formal landscape governance institutions and mechanisms.
· Outcome 1.4 - Successful technologies, practices and systems from community-based initiatives are replicated and promoted for upscaling by multi-stakeholder partnerships using knowledge and lessons learned from identifying, testing and adapting community innovations for landscape and resource management.
· Outcome 2.1 - Knowledge products and lessons learned are systematized, codified and disseminated for policy inputs and recommendations.
Outcome 1.1 - Community organizations in multi-stakeholder partnerships formulate and implement adaptive management plans to strengthen socio-ecological resilience of steppe and desert landscapes based on conservation, of biodiversity, sustainable management of land and water resources and adaptation to and mitigation of climate change.
Outcome 1.1 will be delivered through four outputs. Under Output 1.1.1 - Formal multi-stakeholder groups organized for each landscape, the project will seek to develop or strengthen groups composed of a variety of stakeholders with differing interests, but with the potential of having impact on the given landscapes. Multi-stakeholder groups will include community organizations, municipal administrations, private sector representatives, research and educational centres, agricultural and fishing associations and other livelihood interests, youth and vulnerable groups. To have an impact on the large desert and steppe landscapes, the project will be piloted in seven sites, where results will be closely monitored. There is also a practice in SGP Kazakhstan to support grants in the International Waters focal area (not more than 20% from the biodiversity focal area), and Chemicals focal area (not more than 20% from CC focal area), which will be considered by the multi-stakeholder group for potential for further actions (including possible grant support). The seven sites include: Akmola, East Kazakhstan, Kostanai, Karaganda, Kzylorda, South Kazakhstan, and Almaty oblasts. Multi-stakeholder groups will be created in each of these pilot sites. Specific activities under this output include: 
· Identifying existing groups that exist in each pilot site, and how these can be strengthened and capacitated to be more inclusive (particularly of vulnerable groups and actors that impact the landscape environment but are not traditionally included in environmental planning or management). This will involve an assessment of current capacity, assessment of challenges and weaknesses, identification of key stakeholders, and may require a NGO mapping exercise to be inclusive of smaller groups and organizations, and to understand who is doing what.
· Establishing multi-stakeholder groups’ missions and mandates. Under output 1.1.1, stakeholders will develop a more concrete understanding of the purpose of the landscape-level multi-stakeholder group in the short, medium and long-term.

· Making logistical arrangements for effective functioning of the multi-stakeholder group. This will involve delineating roles and responsibilities, establishing meeting schedules, etc. Under this activity, it will be ensured that women are also involved in management positions, and that timing and frequency of meetings does not negatively impact women’s participation. 
· The multi-stakeholder groups will also contribute to improved understanding of biodiversity value, land use trends and patterns, opportunities for application of renewable energy technologies, energy efficiency potential, current unsustainable practices in each pilot site, waste, chemicals and current levels and management of water resources, poverty and inequality, and identifying partners in other sites and nationally. This exercise will help the group to identify the key challenges that exist in the landscape, and what can be done cross-sectorally to address them. While these were articulated during the consultations in the PPG phase, the conversation at the multi-stakeholder group level will be more advanced and detailed, with potential interventions to test how these will contribute to landscape goals —which the organization will determine through participatory methods.
Output 1.1.2 - Formal multi-stakeholder agreements agreed and signed regarding long-term outcomes for each landscape will also help attain Outcome 1.1. Under this output, the multi-stakeholder groups will crystallize their objectives in agreements that are signed and adhered to. It is understood that these objectives and agreements will be iterative, subject to adaptive management and may shift to respond to the lessons learned and knowledge garnered through the implementation of SGP projects, as well as research generated in the landscape. The specific activities under this project include: 
· Conducting consultations to determine landscape goals, objectives, outputs in each pilot site with regards to biodiversity conservation, land degradation and climate change mitigation and adaptation. In addition to these focal areas, the multi-stakeholder groups will also consider objectives linked to waste/chemicals management and transboundary water resources (IW) issues. 
· Developing and signing agreements through participatory and inclusive processes
· Agreeing to timelines for medium and long-term outcomes planned for each landscape

Output 1.1.3 - Participatory research and planning processes instituted, leading to comprehensive socio-ecological baseline assessments, are also planned under Outcome 1.1. The purpose of this output is to provide up-to-date ecological information against which the results of the project can be assessed. Such assessments will also guide multi-stakeholder groups in revising and revisiting plans, priorities and activities, to meet the ecological needs of the landscape. Specific activities under this output include:
· Carrying out baseline assessment of work completed or underway with potential environmental impact on the landscape. This research and baseline assessment will be realized through a grant project identified through a special projects competition announcement. This will allow local organizations to generate information and strengthen research capacities while carrying out the work.
· Compiling data from differing organizations, institutions and levels of government on what is being done at the landscape level. This will also promote harmonization of data that already exists and allow organizations to socialize this information and coordinate or supplement each other’s work. 
Output 1.1.4 - Landscape strategies developed by multi-stakeholder groups with detailed typology of community level projects developed and agreed by multi-stakeholder groups together with eligibility criteria will be a key part of achieving Outcome 1.1. Landscape strategies will be developed through participatory methods and will establish outcomes and activities for each pilot site. The landscape strategies will be based on outcomes related to biodiversity conservation and ecosystem services, sustainable land management, and climate change mitigation, as well as chemicals and waste management and transboundary water issues, all of which are shaped and defined by their relation to local priorities for food and water security, income generation and the development of social capital for the global environment and socio-ecological resilience. The landscape strategy will define the types and numbers of community projects required to meet the selected outcomes, the eligibility criteria for grant selection, and will include an action plan. The strategy will also determine which large, strategic projects (up to USD 150,000) will be supported to build landscape resilience. There will be consultations and collaboration among the different pilot sites to ensure that the plans are coherent in achieving landscape-level impacts on desert and steppe ecosystems. Akmola, Kostanai and Karaganda oblast pilot sites will target the steppe landscape while the Kzylorda, South Kazakhstan, Eastern Kazakhstan and Almaty oblast pilot sites will target the desert landscapes. The specific activities under this output include:
· Carrying out consultations with formal multi-stakeholder groups to develop landscape strategies using results of the baseline assessment. 

· Developing an action plan with specific activities and initiatives for each target landscape, approved by the corresponding multi-stakeholder group to ensure aggregated impact 

· Developing eligibility criteria for grant applications
· Sharing landscape strategies with stakeholders across each landscape and between landscapes to ensure coherence among activities and inclusion of more remote partners. 

· Ensuring that adaptive management is built into landscape strategies.

Outcome 1.2 - Multi-stakeholder landscape management groups, local policy-makers and sub-national advisors organized in landscape policy platforms discuss potential policy innovations based on analysis of project experience and lessons learned
There is one output under Outcome 1.2.: Output 1.2.1 Multi-sectoral policy dialogue platforms organized for each landscape and one dialogue platform organized nationally including potential financial partners and public sector institutions as viable in analysis and planning. The main purpose of this output is to bridge the gap between the field-level activities and the policy-level. The strength of the SGP is that it has local impacts on the ground and, through its pilots and support for organizations, it can inform the policy-level with demonstrable activities with knowledge related to building landscape resilience. Through policy platforms, information can be shared across different levels of government, questions of future financing can be addressed through consultations with private partners and successful interventions can be up-scaled and replicated at a national level. The key activities under this output include:
· Establishing linkages with appropriate private sector and public sector initiatives to establish a multi-sectoral policy dialogue

· Organizing one policy dialogue per year 
· Providing lessons learned and case studies to relevant government actors

Outcome 1.3 - Community organizations in target eco-systems build their adaptive management and organizational capacities by designing and implementing community and/or landscape level projects to sustain and revitalize biodiversity and ecosystem function; improve productivity and sustainability of production systems; develop viable livelihood alternatives; and strengthen formal and non-formal landscape governance institutions and mechanisms

There are four outputs under Outcome 1.3, most of which involve grants to community organizations to build landscape resilience. The first Output 1.3.1 - Community level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that conserve biodiversity and enhance ecosystem services will focus on building capacity of organizations through learning-by-doing in biodiversity-related interventions. In particular, grants will be provided to organizations to build their capacity to carry out sustainable practices with regards to biodiversity, wildlife corridors, protected areas (PAs), Important Bird Areas (IBAs), PA buffer zones, hunting and fishing zones. While grants will be provided on the basis of quality of application and according to eligibility criteria established, it is anticipated that grants will support activities along the following lines:  
· Actions to promote implementation of the UN Convention on biodiversity conservation

· promoting pilot trials for ecosystem-based management approach and payment for ecosystem services in IBAs, PAs and their buffer zones

· bolstering revolving fund initiatives to promote eco-tourism, biodiversity conservation, sustainable land and water management

· establishing incubation centers and hatcheries to enhance stocks of important native species

· establishing water collection reservoirs particularly for spawning of fish
· disseminating best practices with regard to sustainable fisheries among fishermen
· establishing a wildlife inventory and map wildlife routes to support rangers to monitor hunting zones and practices

· establishing sustainability guides for practices carried out in protected areas
· strengthening biodiversity monitoring at IBAs, in PAs and hunting areas 
· piloting conservation, restoration and sustainable use of ecosystems—important for biodiversity conservation—outside protected areas or IBAs
Output 1.3.2 – Community-level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that enhance productivity and sustainability of smallholder agroecosystems will also seek to support Outcome 1.3. Under this Output grants will be administered to address the challenges identified with regard to poor agricultural practices, which result in land degradation through soil loss and erosion. Some of the activities that are foreseen under this output include:

· drip irrigation 

· crop rotation

· zero-tillage

· sustainable pasture management

· sustainable fodder production

· agro-ecological farming

· agro-tourism 

· farmer field schools for agricultural practice/demonstrations
· degraded lands clearing, drainage, irrigation channels, floodgate restoration

Output 1.3.3 – Community-level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that enhance mitigation and adaptation to climate change impacts particularly through piloting and implementing energy efficient technologies and energy alternatives – this output seeks to promote mitigation activities to build climate change resilience in the targeted landscapes. While specific energy efficient technologies and practices, and adaptation strategies will be discussed, assessed and eligibility criteria will be determined during the early phases on project implementation, it is anticipated based on interests discussed in the PPG, that the following activities will be supported:
· wind or solar generator installation on farms, in PAs, and as part of community infrastructure
· biogas facilities 
· a holistic approach to electricity generation for local community needs (mini-HPP, belt-type (sleeve-type) stations, pyrolysis furnaces, wind generators etc.); the elevation differences in Katon-Karagai region range from 10 to 15 meters, i.e. sufficient for the normal operation of a small-scale hydropower plant. Sleeve piping could be used (belt-type mini-HPP, mini-stations) at 10-15m elevation drops. 

· development of a Centre for Innovative Technologies for energy and resource-efficiency technologies which will be maintained by research institutes. SGP will support the initial organizational development and citizen science activities.
· Piloting and disseminating water and energy saving technologies (solar water heaters)
· Development of how-to guidelines for most efficient technologies for further dissemination and replication
Output 1.3.4 – Community-level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that innovate alternative livelihood options and improve market access seek to enhance livelihood opportunities to achieve Outcome 1.3. It was apparent through consultations that for sustainable practices to be adopted in the long-term, people must perceive the economic benefits of such practices. For that reason, the project will explore means to enhance people’s economic benefits from improvements in current livelihoods, new livelihood activities, or through awareness-raising that demonstrates the socio-economic benefits of sustainable practices. Interventions that are foreseen to be supported include: 
· supporting the organization of a Village Savings and Lending Association, managed by local communities, to serve needs of small-scale farmers in agriculture and animal husbandry
· invigorating revolving fund institutions to support commercial endeavors of smallholders

· testing, processing and selling sustainable agricultural products in immediate proximity to cultivation sites, to reduce transport costs, lower cost of products, enlarge growing sites

· development of agricultural tourism

· production of agro-ecological farming and certification 
· establishing trial cooperatives for sustainable products (e.g. new methods for red deer breeding, small-scale beehives)
· establishing an inventory of medicinal plants and establishing linkages between rural communities and larger pharmaceutical research/companies, while promoting sustainable use and guidelines 
Outcome 1.4- Successful technologies, practices and systems from community-based initiatives are replicated and promoted for upscaling by multi-stakeholder partnerships using knowledge and lessons learned from identifying, testing and adapting community innovations for landscape and resource management
There is one output under Outcome 1.4. Output 1.4.1 - Strategic projects (up to USD 150,000) to implement strategies enabling and facilitating up-scaling of the identified successful portfolios and lines of work. Under this output, successful initiatives may be up-scaled with the support of a strategic project. This will include: 
· the analysis of the SGP project portfolio to identify the most cost-effective and sustainable technologies and practices on efficient water and land management, adaptation to climate change, biodiversity conservation etc.;
· design of a comprehensive methodology (how-to-guideline) for each identified and prioritized technology/practice to systematize the experience and practical knowledge, 

· formulation of a strategy to upscale the prioritized technology/practice over the short, medium and long term, including financial aspects

· design of training modules for each selected technology/practice targeting different focus groups,

· piloting methodologies and training modules at SGP’s existing demonstration plots, and refining proposed methodologies and training modules as needed,

· holding a national-level event to present strategies and piloted and refined methodologies for all focal areas to a diverse group of stakeholders
· replication and up-scaling may be implemented in other geographical zones for greater coverage and to share lessons learned and benefits with other regions
Under Component 2, the outcomes and components primarily address knowledge management. The SGP is known for generating practical research, data, lessons learned and best practices. Items under this component will seek to harness that knowledge, apply it to different areas, replicate it and share it with relevant stakeholders. As SGP support enables organizations to test and pilot interventions, failures are just as relevant to be shared with other stakeholders, which will be possible through outputs under this component. 

Outcome 2.1 - Knowledge products and lessons learned are systematized, organized and disseminated for policy recommendations

Under Outcome 2.1, Output 2.1.1- Case studies and lessons learned are applied for further research, direct replication, or policy development purposes. The main activities foreseen under this Output 2.1.1. include:
· Producing seven case studies (one per oblast)
· Supporting peer-to-peer exchanges on lessons learned
· Integrating feedback from granted projects into the SGP Country Programme
· Developing a best-practices catalogue 
· Gathering data, information and feedback to send to relevant government departments and share in multi-sectoral policy platforms
The second output under Outcome 2.1: Output 2.1.2 - Relevant project and portfolio experiences systematized and codified for dissemination to stakeholders with detailed analysis of successful grant project portfolios and lines of work (e.g. crop genetic resource conservation) to identify lessons learned/best practice and market opportunities and identification of upscaling opportunities Activities include: 
· Assessing and disseminating information about community-level innovations and trials

· Establishing hubs in each landscape which will be responsible for facilitating exchange of information and reaching audiences and groups

· Establishing an online database of successful and unsuccessful pilots and projects 

· Supporting organizations in business planning and organizational management from previous successes to advance their capabilities.
Output 2.1.3 - Capacity building trainings, modules, and demonstrations carried out beyond the landscapes to replicate and upscale successes is more focused on the capacity-building aspect and of imparting technical knowledge to broader constituencies of beneficiaries, based on SGP successes. Activities include: 
· Providing capacity development to youth on theme-based modules and provide practical trainings and summer programming
· Provide technical trainings to smallholders operating in the agriculture/livestock sector

· Organizing knowledge fairs 

· Organizing theme-based seminars

· Establish training centres with regards to focal areas
Essentially, the strategies, outcomes, drivers and assumptions, intermediate states and aspect can be summarized by the following Theory of Change diagram:
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Fig. 2: Theory of Change
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Global Environmental Benefits

SGP-OP6 is designed to achieve global environmental benefits (GEBs) in climate change mitigation, land degradation and biodiversity conservation. The project is designed to deliver simultaneous multiple environmental benefits through its interventions. 

On climate change for instance, the project will seek the sustainable mitigation of the concentration of anthropogenic greenhouse gases (GHGs) in the atmosphere. Project interventions will promote: 

· Mitigation of GHG emissions (through energy efficient technologies introduced, adapted, piloted and disseminated)

· Increased use of renewable energy (solar, wind)

· Improved energy efficiency 

· Conservation and enhancement of carbon stocks in agriculture, forest and other land use (reforestation, re-vegetation and rehabilitation of degraded soils)

On land degradation, the project will address erosion, desertification and deforestation through: 

· Improved provision of agro-ecosystem and forest ecosystem goods and services (through dissemination of knowledge on agro-ecology and improved grazing/livestock maintenance)

· Mitigated and avoided greenhouse gas emissions and increased carbon sequestration in production landscapes (reforestation, increasing plant coverage, conservation tillage)

· Conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in production landscapes (endangered wildlife, flora and fauna and species)

On biodiversity conservation, the project will

· promote the conservation of globally significant biodiversity and 
· the sustainable use of globally significant biodiversity.
GEBs generated can be estimated over the short term as a result of aggregated impacts from potential future 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 landscape management, promoting/piloting innovations, reducing land degradation, mitigating emissions, and addressing biodiversity hotspots. Under these approaches, community groups, local authorities and NGOs form multi-stakeholder partnerships and develop and implement landscape strategies based on outcomes linked to biodiversity conservation and ecosystem services, sustainable land management, and climate change mitigation, all of which are shaped and defined by their relation to local priorities for food and water security, income generation and the development of social capital for the global environment and socio-ecological resilience. The landscape strategy will define the types and numbers of community projects required to meet the selected outcomes; at that point, once the strategy has been developed by communities, 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) to leverage upscaling of successful SGP-supported technologies, practices or systems. 

Moreover, given the nature of the SGP programme where individual community projects are approved during Country Program execution through an on-going application process and National Steering Committee (NSC) approval, it is difficult to predict in absolute terms which GEBs will be produced, how and in what volumes. What the design phase does account for are the broad priorities of the landscape and communities interviewed, and estimates of the types of activities pursued. 

It is also anticipated that while all the GEBs will not be realized within the three-year timeframe of this project, the investment in strategic projects and organizations and their coordinated actions will accrue and foster concrete long-term impacts.

Table 1: 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 
	70,000 hectares 

	2. Sustainable land management in production systems (agriculture, rangelands, and forest landscapes)
	120 million hectares under sustainable land management
	70,000 hectares

	3. 4. Support to transformational shifts towards a low-emission and resilient development path
	750 million tons of CO2e mitigated (include both direct and indirect)
	 795.6 tons of CO2e over three years
 

	4. 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

	5. 
	Reduction of 1000 tons of Mercury
	      metric tons

	6. 
	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 


The project will also contribute to the Aichi Targets and to twelve Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and their targets:

Aichi Targets

· Strategic Goal B: Reduce the direct pressures on biodiversity and promote sustainable use. The SGP project will contribute to this by improving ecosystem function and promoting more sustainable ecosystem use and management. 

· Strategic Goal E: Enhance implementation through participatory planning, knowledge management and capacity building. The SGP project will contribute to this by promoting multi-stakeholder collaborations and synergies in landscape management.

Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) 

· SDG 1 by developing strategies to eradicate poverty,
· SDG 2 by protecting seeds and seed banks, endemic species and enhancing food security, 
· SDG 4 by improving access to education and involving education centers in environmental awareness efforts, 
· SDG 5 by taking the necessary measures to ensure women’s empowerment and participation in all development efforts, 
· SDG 6 by improving access to water and sanitation,
· SDG 7 by facilitating access to energy services and renewable energy technologies,
· SDG 9 by facilitating access to credit and helping small scale producers to add value to commodities,
· SDG 10 by promoting social inclusion and income generating activities,
· SDG 12 by promoting waste management, 
· SDG 13 by strengthening community resilience and improving awareness raising on climate change issues,
· SDG 14 by designing and implementing conservation measures on coastal zones, and
· SDG 15 by restoring ecosystems, reforesting, combating desertification and biodiversity loss.
Partnerships:  
The proposed project is complementary to a number of programs and initiatives carried out by the Government, bilateral and multilateral international organizations and local NGOs. In particular, the GEF project will coordinate and/or utilize the experiences from the following complementary programmes and projects:

· The project will tap into the experiences and lessons learned of the World Bank/GEF projects “Biodiversity Conservation in Western Tian-Shan”, “Drylands Management Project” and “Forest Protection and Rehabilitation” vis-à-vis participatory land and rangelands management (e.g. herder agreements on restoration and development of degraded rangelands, community management of grazing pressure, and provision of water resources for associated rangelands). In particular, the project employs a number of generated positive results that demonstrated the environmental, social and economic viability of shifting from the current unsustainable agricultural production of monocultures and livestock raising in dryland ecosystems to a well-balanced and beneficial agricultural system for rural communities.

· The project will utilize the experiences and practices of the UNDP/GEF and GIZ projects on “Sustainable rangeland management for rural livelihood and environmental integrity”, and “Supporting sustainable land management in steppe and semi-arid zones through integrated territorial planning and agro-environmental incentives”, including functional zoning of pastures, reconstruction of water points at distant pastures, participatory approaches to herder engagement, integrated pasture and land use planning and management, sustainable land use practices in critical production landscapes in steppe and semi-arid ecosystems. 
· The project will utilize the already emerged experience on landscape level planning, design and implementation of PES schemes, operationalization of a lending program, and protection of biodiversity outside protected areas within the ongoing UNDP/GEF Project on Improving sustainability of the PA system in desert ecosystems. The UNDP/GEF project has completed its midterm review offering useful lessons in the target desert ecosystem. 
· The GEF SGP Program will employ the experience of the ongoing UNDP/GEF project on low carbon urban development including design and implementation of energy efficient and renewable solutions suitable (financially and technically feasible) for small towns in Almaty, Karaganda, and Kzylorda oblasts.
· The Kazakhstan GEF 6 Upgrading Country Program will partner with the Central Asia Regional Environmental Center (CAREC) in promoting PES schemes at local level. CAREC has produced a brief summary and analysis of opportunities for reward schemes or PES application in Kazakhstan
. Of the nine opportunities identified in the report, sustainable environmental practices such as pasture rehabilitation and management, conservation and protection of land and water resources in agriculture, and wildlife management stand out as the most relevant. The project will build on CAREC’s experience
 and utilize its expertise for long-term sustainable land, water and biodiversity use in target landscapes. If opportunities arise, the Program will employ CAREC’s experience in addressing transboundary water issues at community levels.
· The association of NGOs “Ecoforum of Kazakhstan” has approached SGP Kazakhstan for cooperation on energy efficiency, chemical safety and management of hazardous waste. The association has extensive experience in engaging vulnerable social groups and SGP will make use of its knowledge and skills.

· The Association for the Conservation of the Biodiversity of Kazakhstan (ACBK) will support implementation of GEF SGP Country Program activities through the Altyn Dala Conservation Initiative and Central Asia Desert Initiative being implemented by ACBK on the ground in target steppe and desert ecosystems.
ii. Stakeholder engagement: 
The primary stakeholders of the Kazakhstan GEF 6 Upgrading Country Program are the community-based organizations and local NGOs in target steppe (Akmola, Kostanai, Karaganda, and East Kazakhstan oblasts) and desert ecosystems (Kzylorda, South Kazakhstan and Almaty oblasts) who will receive grants to produce benefits to local sustainable development and the global environment and ultimately to the resilience of their communities and landscapes. Women, youth, people with disabilities as well as other socially vulnerable groups will be especially invited to participate in the landscape planning and management processes, as well as to submit project proposals for specific initiatives. Regional NGOs and well-experienced, long-servicing local NGOs, whose work has been expanded to support and share experience with other communities in pursuing local sustainable development, are also important stakeholders. These will include those NGOs who have the interest and capacities to provide key support services to community-based projects, including technical assistance and capacity development. Primary stakeholders are located in the rural areas of target desert and steppe ecosystems.

Extensive consultations in September-October 2016 in target regions and ecosystems during the PPG phase have helped to confirm and refine primary stakeholder groups that the project will engage during implementation of the Country Program. Stakeholder groups and their expected roles are summarized in the table below:
Table 2: Stakeholders

	Stakeholders
	Relevant roles

	NGOs and CBOs

	Local (rural) community organizations that reside inside PAs, in areas adjacent to PAs, and in production landscapes, including livestock raisers, shepherds, farmers, rural agricultural cooperatives, apartment-owners associations
	Main participants in landscape planning exercises; first-order partners in the multi-stakeholder partnerships for each landscape; signatories to community level partnership agreements; implementing agents of community and landscape level projects.

Local communities are typically rural communities residing in target ecosystems covering Almaty, Akmola, East-Kazakhstan Karaganda, Kostanai, Kzylorda, and South Kazakhstan oblasts. These communities represent key users and beneficiaries of PAs and the wider production landscapes and include both men and women. Local landscape management plans will be designed with their direct engagement, and replicable and sustainable resource use practices will be implemented directly by target communities. Local communities will generate a pool of best practices and lessons learned that will be used by regional and national authorities for policy making.

	NGOs
	Lead and facilitate participatory baseline assessments and landscape planning processes; partners in multi-stakeholder partnerships for each landscape; signatories to community level partnership agreements; provide technical assistance to community organizations for implementation of their projects; potential participant on policy platforms. Potential NGO stakeholders will include those with experience in the specific areas of action for resilient landscapes.

	Second level organizations – landscape level: Akbota Public Fund
	Primary participant in landscape planning exercises; first-order partner in the multi-stakeholder partnerships for relevant landscape; implementing agent of landscape level projects.
Although initially created to address specific environmental problems of the Arnasai community, the Akbota Public Fund now represents a key knowledge-sharing and training center for communities in northern and central parts of Kazakhstan. This NGO has already completed 19 environment and sustainable development projects (drip irrigation, energy efficiency in heating and lighting, sustainable land management, etc.) generating important lessons learned and results, and actively sharing this knowledge with other communities by means of exhibitions, seminars and workshops.

	Knowledge management and  facilitating access to credit organizations 
	These stakeholders will perform collection and dissemination of best practices, capacity building of target communities, increase opportunities for market/capital access, and partnership-building among local authorities, local communities, PAs, private sector and other landscape-level stakeholders to enhance replication potential of successfully piloted practices and policy mechanisms in target ecosystems. These hubs will be active in promoting the following practices: drip irrigation, zero tillage, crop rotation, sustainable pasture management, fodder production, agro-ecological farming, and biodiversity-related products, including ecotourism and agrotourism.

	Union of Farmers’ Associations of Kazakhstan. The Farmers’ Union is working with national partners to raise awareness about the challenges involved in pasture and rangeland management 
	Cooperation on community capacity building activities, awareness raising and advocacy at national and regional levels for policy changes based on positive results of community-based projects.

	Central Asia Regional Environmental Center (CAREC)
	Sharing its research, experience and expertise on developing reward schemes (or PES) and implementation of transboundary water management in Kazakhstan

	Association “NGOs Ecoforum of Kazakhstan”
	Cooperation on energy efficiency, chemical safety and management of hazardous waste as well as in engaging vulnerable social groups in project implementation.

	SGP Country Programme

	SGP National Steering Committee
	Functions as the Project Steering Committee; reviews and approves landscape strategies; advises regarding multi-stakeholder partnership composition and TORs; approves criteria for project eligibility for each landscape based on proposals by multi-stakeholder partnerships and SGP Operational Guidelines; reviews and approves projects submitted by SGP Country Programme Manager; reviews annual project progress reports and recommends revisions and course corrections, as appropriate, representative participant on policy platforms

	SGP Country Programme Manager (National Coordinator), and team
	Responsible for the overall implementation and operations of the SGP Kazakhstan Country Programme, acting as secretary to the National Steering Committee, mobilizing co-financing, organizing strategic partnerships with government and non-governmental organizations, and, in general, for managing the successful achievement of Country Programme Objectives as described in the Project Document.

	National, regional and local government

	Ministry of Energy, Department of Green Economy and Climate Change
	Government institution and implementation partner responsible for coordination of the state programs on biodiversity conservation, PA management and sustainable land use; partner in multi-stakeholder partnerships for each landscape; selected member of National Steering Committee; primary participant on policy platforms. 

	Ministry of Agriculture (MOA)
	Identifies numbers and sites for pasture infrastructure, establishes grazing quotas and promotes land use. Equally, approves farming regulations, which strongly influence ecosystem sustainability to ensure the global benefits of the project. Responsible for enforcing agricultural laws/by-laws on all land types and categorized under different forms of agricultural land use systems. MoA will serve as partner in multi-stakeholder partnerships for each landscape and primary participant on policy platforms.

	Ministry of Economy, Committee for Land Resources Management 
	State agency that maintains maps for agricultural land use and other purposes and conducts land surveys. Engaged in decision making for special land use regulations. The Committee will serve as partner in multi-stakeholder partnerships for each landscape and primary participant on policy platforms.

	Local governments, including Oblast and rayon akimats
	Key stakeholders for baseline assessments, landscape planning processes, and replication of tested sustainable resource use approaches in other areas; partners in multi-stakeholder partnerships for each landscape; primary participants on policy platforms.

	Academic and research institutions 

	Kazakh Agrotechnical University, Research Institutes of Pastures and Fodder Production

Each of these institutions has a mandate for scientific research in its respective area.
	Key knowledge-holder and scientific support for the development of landscape resilient practices. Institutes will share available scientific knowledge on practices for adaptive management of landscapes, provide capacity building training for local communities and farmers, will participate as experts in project development and monitoring. These institutions will serve as partners in multi-stakeholder partnerships for each landscape; and primary participants on policy platforms.

	Private sector
	Partners in multi-stakeholder partnerships for each landscape; signatories to community level partnership agreements, as appropriate; potential participant on policy platforms.


iii. Mainstreaming gender:  
In Kazakhstan, many rural women have no college or higher education. In central towns of rural districts (rayons), the number of women with college or higher education is considerably higher. In the villages and rural districts, women are visible members of society comprising up to 95% of the staff in state-funded organizations and institutions (schools, kindergartens, medical institutions), as well as in the area of agricultural products processing. 
Public women's councils operate in some rural districts. As a public body, they are not very active. Their activities are mainly limited to working together with the akimat on arranging events for International Women's Day, International Children's Day, and others. Women's councils in rural districts do not properly communicate with women's organizations of the district in arranging workshops, and training courses on women's entrepreneurship. In urban areas, women are usually leaders of apartment-owners’ associations, which have been recipients of GEF/SGP grants in previous GEF cycles.

Gender is a cross-cutting issue in the global SGP grant-making criteria and is incorporated in the SGP project cycle. Under GEF 6, the same trend will continue, strengthening gender equality and women’s empowerment as essential elements to achieve sustainable development and project impacts for the global environment. The community projects supported by SGP promote equitable economic benefits for both men and women. Women are incorporated in all decision-making positions of the projects and in the governing bodies established with SGP support, and will take into account special considerations and preferences (schedules, group structure, etc.) to meet women’s needs. SGP will continue to collect and maintain gender-disaggregated data and indicators in its projects. Under SGP-05 the share of women in target landscapes constitutes 56% of the population.  
Gender issues were widely addressed by previous phases of GEF SGP in Kazakhstan, including in the target landscapes. The GEF SGP has offered equal opportunities for all potential project proponents but granted preferential support to projects that were either initiated by women or with active engagement of women during project implementation. In GEF-5, in particular, out of 57 ongoing SGP projects, eighteen (18) projects are led by women and in twenty-two (22) projects women either have key roles in implementation of project activities or represent direct beneficiaries. Two demonstration projects managed by women have become “learning centers” for local communities and authorities, the private sector, public institutions, etc., as well as demonstration platforms of best practices for visiting governmental officials, business, donors, NGOs, local authorities, etc. The majority of women-led projects establish successful cooperation with youth projects thus enhancing potential impacts of SGP projects. For example, the Akbota NGO, which will partner with GEF SGP in GEF-6, actively engages women, men and young people (school students) as its staff and project partners. Its staff has high professional competencies and expertise in implementation of locally designed interventions, in many ways thanks to past and ongoing cooperation with GEF SGP in Kazakhstan. Finally, GEF SGP has actively engaged women experts for monitoring and evaluation of community projects, and this practice will be retained in the GEF-6 cycle of the Country Programme.
The Project’s grant recipients will be coming largely from rural areas. In theory, women have equal opportunities but, in practice, due to circumstances (lack of jobs) they are engaged in housework, livestock maintenance, backyard gardening, harvesting and processing food for winter (butter, jam, Kurt—a cheese made from dehydrated cream, etc.), and raising children. UNDP-GEF’s annual reporting on its in-situ conservation and SLM projects (for example, conservation of agro-biodiversity or wetland ecosystems, sustainable rangelands management) has revealed that women have become key partners in rural communities, as they are more receptive to new concepts and more willing to shift to ecosystem-friendly practices, provided that they generate enough income for a household. This project will, therefore, place particular emphasis on ensuring that women are well represented in project implementation and that the impact of project activities on women will be considered.
Women are not sufficiently engaged in and aware of discussions on and resolution of issues on sustainable use of land and water resources taking place at the district, regional and national levels. This stems from the fact that no local mechanism has yet been set up (e.g. a local self-governance council) that would ensure active participation and influence of women in decision-making for sustainable management of land, pasture and water resources. Project activities will put local women leaders at the core of implementation and will demonstrate the important role of community leadership in the successful uptake of proposed schemes and practices. Women will contribute to development of landscape plans and participate in regional level policy platforms. Women are also expected to benefit from credit resulting in increased income of rural households. Women’s groups will be engaged in monitoring of projects to identify lessons and knowledge for adaptive management as well as gender specific policy recommendations.

The Project will take the following gender-related measures:

· encourage and support participation of women in grant activities and in landscape level planning;
· ensure equal representation of men and women in the project’s seminars, workshops, training-of-trainers, exchange visits and other educational and awareness raising events of the project;

· assist in improving cooperation of women in rural districts with non-governmental women’s organizations in the region and the oblast and carrying out joint "round tables" and seminars on sustainable land, water, and biodiversity use practices, the use of energy efficient appliances and renewable energy sources, and waste management;
· engage women from women's organizations in monitoring and evaluation of grant projects, and in dissemination of good practices in neighboring rural districts. The project will actively engage women from local communities in environmental awareness raising activities for various target groups. Also, when contracting for research and baseline assessment, the project will encourage the inclusion of a higher percentage of women on the team; and

· include activities on improving monitoring and evaluation of gender aspects in the Country Programme’s annual work plans.

v. South-South and Triangular Cooperation (SSTrC):  
South-south cooperation will be assured through exchanges with other SGP Country Programmes in nearby countries and SGP UCPs in the world-wide network of 15 UCPs, which will support each other through informal knowledge exchange networks. Exchanges also take place at the global level through the SGP global program.   
V. Feasibility

i. Cost efficiency and effectiveness:  
SGP strives to be cost effective both at the grant and programmatic level.

Grants: Cost-effectiveness is an important criterion for the approval of SGP grants by the NSC. The budgets of project proposals are compared with those of prior similar interventions and assessed against expected environmental and social benefits. In all cases, communities are expected to contribute substantial in-kind co-financing (i.e., labor, infrastructure, equipment, tools, land) and help mobilize other in-kind or cash resources from development partners and local government. The NSC also assesses whether there may be more cost-effective alternatives to achieving the same global environmental benefits before approving SGP grants. This ensures that GEF funds are applied in the most cost-effective manner.


Programme:  NSC members provide vital scientific and technical inputs to the SGP that would be expensive to obtain via consultant contracts. In addition, the Country Programme Management Unit will establish partnerships with local institutions that are carrying out development as well as international, development agencies and GEF-funded projects. At the same time, the SGP Country Programme will strengthen a network of local organizations that will contribute to the implementation of national environmental priority strategies.

ii. Risk Management:  
As per standard UNDP requirements, the Country Programme Manager will monitor risks quarterly and report on the status of risks to the UNDP Country Office. The UNDP Country Office will record progress in the UNDP ATLAS risk log.  Risks will be reported as critical in ATLAS when the impact and probablity are high (i.e. when impact is rated as 5, and when impact is rated as 4 and probability is rated at 3 or higher).  Management responses to critical risks will also be reported to the GEF in the annual PIR.
Table 3: Project Risks and Mitigation Strategy

	 Project risks

	Description
	Type
	Impact &

Probability
	Mitigation Measures
	Owner
	Status

	Climate disasters such as droughts, floods, mudslides disrupt project implementation 

	Environmental 
	I: medium
P: medium 
	One of the critical aspects of this project is to address the very issue of climate change. While, SGP in and of itself cannot mitigate the overall impacts of climate change, it can increase resiliency-enhancing activities in a contained geographic zone, and it will seek to increase the adaptive capacity of people being exposed to such risks. Through a multi-focal perspective, the project seeks to build resilience, so that people are better equipped and prepared to deal with climate risks. The only real mitigation strategy will be to incorporate climate-resilient adaptive design in all grant projects. In doing so, organizations will both build their capacities in carrying out resiliency activities and insulate their projects from risk. 
	SGP Steering Committee
Grant recipients
	Increasing

	Global environmental benefits and socio-ecological resilience are weakened by policies and private sector practices that undermine landscape management.
	Political

Economic
	P: Medium

I: High
	Multi-stakeholder partnerships will be established as part of the process of participatory landscape planning.  These partnerships will include government entities from all levels.  Policy platforms will be established to analyze lessons learned from project implementation and discuss implications for policy to enhance coherence among policies and activities on the ground. Private sector interests will also be included in multi-stakeholder groups to ensure that they are aware of resilience goals, and consider how their activities may hinder or contribute to those goals. 
	Multi-stakeholder policy platform
	Consistent

	Low capacity and awareness of local NGOs and CBOs to address global environmental problems
	Programmatic
	P: M
I:H
	CBO and NGO performance will be enhanced through risk mitigation systems with tested methodologies from past phases, in particular capacity building processes that have been successful in improving CBO and NGO performance. This takes the form of close monitoring of activities, providing organizational guidance, linking technical advisers to each project, and linking grantee partners to learn from each other (peer-to-peer).  The National Steering Committee (NSC), with representation from civil society leaders, government institutions, and donors further provides guidance for effective design and implementation of the SGP-financed projects.  The SGP Country Programme also reduces risk by supporting replication of good practices that have proven to deliver on GEF strategic priorities at the community level.  
	SGP Steering Committee
	Consistent


iii. Social and environmental safeguards:  
Environmental and social grievances will be reported to the GEF in the annual PIR. Please refer to Section VIII Governance and Management Arrangements on how issues will be addressed and resolved with the different implementing agencies and what the role of the National Steering Committee is.
On the work undertaken during the PPG phase to address any social and environmental risks:

-Participatory regional consultations were carried out during the PPG phase that engaged a wide range of stakeholders in the project target regions (e.g. farmers, individual enterpreneurs, NGO and CBO representatives, representatives of research institutes and associations, public institutions, women organizations, etc.).
-Regional consultations confirmed general environmental problems and barriers, as well as revealed specific regional issues in the wider landscape. The programme design was adjusted to reflect specific needs of target beneficiaries.

Some points are clarified in the Social and Environmental Screening checklist in Annex I. 
iv. Sustainability and Scaling Up:  
The SGP Country Programme, through the landscape approach, seeks to foster sustainability in the long-term. It seeks to ensure sustainability through the following means:
· Promoting the learning-by-doing approach: organizations which receive grants put their work into practice with supervision from the Country Program. This allows them to test practices, achieve results and develop capacities in implementing their work. Through learning-by-doing they are able to build capacities that can be utilized in the long-run, especially in regard to adaptive management.

· Knowledge management systems in place: This phase of the project will develop an online database of successful projects, develop training modules from successful interventions, develop case studies, promote peer-to-peer learning for knowledge-sharing purposes. Knowledge-sharing with a wide variety of stakeholders will increase chances that sustainable practices will be replicated. 
· Promoting the livelihoods approach: The project recognizes that there will be little uptake of sustainable practices unless and until beneficiaries can see socio-economic benefits as a result. For that reason, the SGP is anchored on principles to enhance livelihoods whether it is through demonstrations, trainings, alternative livelihood opportunities or access to markets and loans. A few of the new themes for future products include community guidelines for interventions in PAs and BIAs and hunting zones, as well as extension leaflets for small farmers.
· Multi-stakeholder policy platforms: The SGP will inform the policy environment of its successes and ventures in increasing sustainable practices. By including national government representatives and private sector, the information can be up-scaled at a national level, and may inform higher-level decision-making. 
· Including local-level practitioners: The SGP is grounded on action at the local level. This means that it is directly working with farmers, fisherfolk, and technicians to contribute to their processes of innovation and action. Instead of working at a higher level, the day-to-day interventions are focused on the actual work that requires transformative changes. There are higher chances for sustainability if the project can directly influence, impact and provide demonstrations on the ground. 

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 implementation, as feasible. Case studies highlighting the process, obstacles to and opportunities for upscaling through the strategic projects will be produced with the costs of external experts and participatory analysis workshops incorporated into each strategic project’s budget.  
The project will also apply the COMDEKS process. This process highlighted in the figure below highlights how the iterative and adaptive management process leads to up-scaling over the long-term:
Fig. 2:  Upscaling in the COMDEKS process
 
Adaptive Management Cycle Enhancing Resilience of Socio-Ecological Production Landscapes
VI. Project Results Framework

	This project will contribute to the following Sustainable Development Goals:  please see page 28, above

	This project will contribute to the following country outcome included in the UNDAF/Country Programme Document: Outcome 1.3 Ecosystems and natural resources are protected and sustainably used, and human settlements are resilient to natural and human-induced disasters and climate change. 

	This project will be linked to the following output of the UNDP Strategic Plan:  
Output 1. Selected settlements have adopted integrated models for sustainable growth 
Output 3:  Natural resources are protected, accounted for and integrated in national and/or sub-national development planning 
Output 4. National and sub-national institutions have strengthened capacities in environmental governance in protected territories and adjacent settlements 

	
	Objective and Outcome Indicators
	Baseline 
	Mid-term Target
	End of Project Target
	Assumptions

	Project Objective:

Project Objective: To build the socio-ecological resilience of steppe and desert landscapes of Kazakhstan by securing global environmental benefits from community-based management of biodiversity, ecosystem function, and land, water, and biomass resources

	Area under resilient landscape management whose biodiversity, agro-ecosystems, and sustainable livelihoods are protected 


	About 940,000 ha have received direct impact and 2.33 million ha of indirect impact (including agricultural lands, PAs and buffer zones) since the beginning of the SGP programme in 1998


	25,000 hectares
	70,000 hectares
	Sufficient number of communities working within the landscape, promoting a landscape approach, will lead to a tipping point in building landscape resilience through adoption of best practices


	
	Number of community organizations and associations, whose resilience is strengthened by experimenting, innovating and learning through landscape planning and management processes in the landscape 


	285 community organizations whose experience has been strengthened through implementation of GEF SGP-funded projects in target landscapes in previous GEF SGP programme cycles


	30
	At least fifty organizations strengthened in technical, organizational and financial capacities 
	Community-organizations will rally around thematic environmental concerns to improve their practices

	
	Increased use of renewable energy or energy efficiency technologies at community level
	15 renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies successfully tested in previous SGP phase

	At least 4 energy efficient technologies piloted successfully in 7 pilot sites

	At least 8 energy efficient technologies piloted successfully in 7 pilot sites

	Demonstrations and pilots will lead to broader uptake of energy efficient technologies

	Component 1: Resilient rural and peri-urban landscapes of steppe and desert ecosystems for sustainable development and global environmental protection

	Outcome 1.1

Community Organizations in multi-stakeholder partnerships formulate and implement adaptive management plans to strengthen socio-ecological resilience of steppe and desert landscapes based on conservation, of biodiversity, sustainable management of land and water resources and adaptation to and mitigation of climate change.

	Number of participatory landscape management plans for targeted steppe and desert landscapes


	0 participatory landscape management plans elaborated
	At least 7 landscape management plans (1 per oblast)
	At least 7 landscape management plans (1 per oblast)
	There is fair representation of various interest groups residing in landscapes in developing the management plan and committing to strategies espoused within

	Outcome 1.2

Multi-stakeholder landscape management groups, local policy-makers and sub-national advisors organized in landscape policy platforms discuss potential policy innovations based on analysis of project experience and lessons learned
	Number of multi-stakeholder governance policy platforms which include participatory landscape / planning and adaptive management in the landscape


	There exist 8 River Basin Councils that discuss water management issues (different uses, supply and irrigation) specific to each river basin. However, these do not assess watershed issues holistically or in terms of landscape approach. 


	7 policy platforms’ organizational structures are elaborated
	At least 7 functioning platforms (one per oblast), which include landscape policy considerations in their work-planning.


	Platforms are effective mechanisms for informing policy development and planning 



	
	Number of strategies to achieve greater social and ecological resilience
	Oblast level Environmental Management Council is a second multi-stakeholder platform yet does not fully include landscape strategies
	7 landscape strategies
	At least 7 landscape strategies, one for targeted sites


	Landscape strategies are useful and adaptive tools by which to plan sustainable interventions.

	Outcome 1.3

Community organizations in target eco-systems build their adaptive management and organizational capacities by designing and implementing community and/or landscape level projects to sustain and revitalize biodiversity and ecosystem function; improve productivity and sustainability of production systems; develop viable livelihood alternatives; and strengthen formal and non-formal landscape governance institutions and mechanisms

	Number and typology of community-based projects, implemented by CBOs and NGOs in partnership with others in the targeted landscapes, as outputs to achieve landscape level outcomes

	220 community-based projects implemented by CBOs and NGOs in target landscapes in the areas of climate change adaptation/mitigation, biodiversity conservation and land degradation. 


	20 projects initiated and aligned with landscape strategies
	50-60 projects 


	New community-based projects supported by SGP will lead to fulfillment of landscape objectives

	
	Increased area under management for biodiversity conservation and sustainable use


	750,000 ha of direct impact and about 2 million ha of indirect impact from previous phases of the SGP

	15,000 hectares 
	50,000 hectares
	Supporting community organizations will result in biodiversity conservation 

	
	Increased area of agricultural land under sustainable agro-ecological practices and systems that increase productivity and decrease land degradation 


	190,000 ha of direct impact and 330,000 ha of indirect impact


	5,000 hectares 
	10,000 hectares 
	Supporting community organizations will result in improved and sustainable agricultural practices

	
	Increased area under climate-adaptive practices 


	10,000 ha under climate-adaptive practices 


	5,000 hectares 
	10,000 hectares 
	Supporting community organizations will result in improved climate adaptive practices

	
	Percentage of beneficiaries with increased incomes as a result of sustainable and/or alternative practices
	 Unknown to be calculated during baseline assessment
	20%
	60%
	Improvement in soil quality and livestock health indicates socioeconomic benefits

	
	Number of energy efficient and renewable technologies piloted successfully 

	15 renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies successfully piloted in target landscapes


	At least 4 technologies piloted
	At least 8 technologies piloted
	Communities will agree to try unfamiliar renewable energy technologies

	Outcome 1.4

Successful technologies, practices and systems from community-based initiatives are replicated and promoted for up-scaling by multi-stakeholder partnerships using knowledge and lessons learned from identifying, testing and adapting community innovations for landscape and resource management
Outcome 2.1- 

Knowledge products and lessons learned are systematized, organized and disseminated for policy recommendations

	Number of new technologies, practices or systems successfully replicated and up-scaled beyond the landscapes
	Zero
	At least one new technology, practice or system is replicated and up-scaled through use of strategic projects
	At least five new technologies, practices or systems are replicated and up-scaled beyond the landscapes through the use of strategic projects
	Mechanisms are in place to replicate and upscale technologies at the national level

	
	Component 2- Knowledge Generation and Management, Information-sharing and Dissemination of Lessons Learned

	
	Number of knowledge products (case studies, pamphlets, advocacy campaigns)

	65 SGP-supported projects analyzed, lessons learned documented and published
	5 lessons learned documents
	20-25 lessons learned documents developed; 7 case studies developed (1 per landscape)


	Appropriate dissemination of lessons learned will result in widespread application


Table 4- Outputs and Activities
	Output
	Indicator
	Activities

	1.1.1 Formal multi-stakeholder groups organized for each landscape
	Existence of multi-stakeholder groups organized specifically to address landscape-level environmental concerns
	· Identify existing groups that exist in each pilot site, and assess how these can be strengthened and capacitated to be more inclusive (particularly of vulnerable groups and actors that impact the landscape environment but are not traditionally included in environmental planning or management). 

· Conduct assessments on current capacity, of challenges and weaknesses of NGOs, identification of key stakeholders; NGO mapping exercise to be inclusive of smaller groups and organizations, and to understand who is doing what.

· Establish multi-stakeholder groups’ missions and mandates

· Make logistical arrangements for effective functioning of the multi-stakeholder group. This will involve delineating roles and responsibilities, establishing meeting schedules, etc. Under this activity, it will be ensured that women are also involved in management positions, and that timing and frequency of meetings does not negatively impact women’s participation. 

· Contribute to improved understanding of biodiversity value, land use trends and patterns, opportunities for application of renewable energy technologies, energy efficiency potential, current unsustainable practices in each pilot site, waste, chemicals and current levels and management of water resources, poverty and inequality, and identify partners in other landscapes and nationally. 

	Output 1.1.2 - Formal multi-stakeholder agreements agreed and signed regarding long-term outcomes for each landscape
	Number of formal multi-stakeholder agreements, which include landscape –level outcomes, signed 
	· Come to agreement on landscape goals, objectives, outputs in each pilot site with regards to biodiversity conservation, land degradation and climate change mitigation and adaptation. In addition to these focal areas, the multi-stakeholder groups will also consider objectives linked to waste/chemicals management and transboundary water resources (IW) issues. 

· Develop and sign agreements through participatory and inclusive processes

· Agree to timelines for medium and long-term outcomes planned for each landscape



	Output 1.1.3 - Participatory research and planning processes instituted, leading to comprehensive socio-ecological baseline assessments
	Number of baseline assessments
	· Conduct out baseline assessment of work completed or underway with potential environmental impact in the landscape 
· Compile and harmonize data from differing organizations, institutions and levels of government 


	Output 1.1.4 - Landscape strategies developed by multi-stakeholder groups with detailed typology of community level projects developed and agreed by multi-stakeholder groups together with eligibility
	Number of landscape strategies and action plans
	· Develop landscape strategies using results of the baseline assessment. 

· Develop an action plan with specific activities and initiatives for each target landscape, approved by the corresponding multi-stakeholder group to ensure aggregated impact 

· Develop eligibility criteria for grant applications

· Share landscape strategies with stakeholders across each landscape and between landscapes to ensure coherence among activities and inclusion of more remote partners. 

· Ensure that adaptive management is built into landscape strategies.



	1.2.1 Multi-sectoral policy dialogue platforms organized for each landscape and one dialogue platform organized nationally including potential financial partners and public sector institutions as viable in analysis and planning.
	Number of multi-sectoral policy dialogues
	· Establishing linkages with appropriate private sector and public sector initiatives to create a multi-sectoral policy dialogue

· Organize one policy dialogue per year 

· Provide lessons learned and case studies to relevant government actors

· Raise landscape-level concerns and achievements at the national level

· Provide policy recommendations



	Output 1.3.1 - Community level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that conserve biodiversity and enhance ecosystem services
	Number of biodiversity projects granted and implemented in target sites
	· Promote implementation of the UN Convention on Biological Diversity
· Pilot trials for ecosystem-based management approach and payment for ecosystem services in Important Bird Areas (IBAs), PAs and their buffer zones

· Strengthen revolving fund initiatives to promote eco-tourism, biodiversity conservation, sustainable land and water management

· Set up incubation centers and hatcheries to enhance stocks of important native species

· Establish water collection reservoirs particularly for spawning of fish

· Disseminate best practices with regard to sustainable fisheries among fishermen

· Create a wildlife inventory and map wildlife routes to support rangers to monitor hunting zones and practices

· Develop sustainability guides for practices carried out in protected areas

· Enhance biodiversity monitoring at IBAs, in PAs and hunting areas 

· Pilot conservation, restoration and sustainable use of ecosystems outside protected areas or IBAs



	Output 1.3.2 – Community-level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that enhance productivity and sustainability of smallholder agroecosystems
	Number of projects granted and implemented in target sites, which enhance productivity and sustainability of smallholder agroecosystems 
	· Introduce/increase drip irrigation 

· Introduce/increase crop rotation

· Introduce/increase zero-tillage

· Promote sustainable pasture management techniques, sustainable fodder production and agro-ecological farming

· Pilot agro-tourism initiatives 
· Establish farmer field schools for agricultural practice/demonstrations

· Establish and promote uses of greenhouses

· Clear degraded lands, conduct drainage, establish irrigation channels, floodgate restoration 



	Output 1.3.3 – Community-level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that enhance mitigation and adaptation to climate change impacts particularly through piloting and implementing energy efficient technologies and energy alternatives
	Number of projects granted and implemented in target sites, which enhance mitigation and adaptation to climate change 
	· Wind or solar generator installation on farms, in PAs, and as part of community infrastructure

· Promote biogas facilities 

· Establish holistic approach to electricity generation for local community needs (mini-HPP, belt-type (sleeve-type) stations, pyrolysis furnaces, wind generators etc.); development of a Centre for Innovative Technologies for energy and resource-efficiency technologies; Centre to be maintained by research institutes. SGP will support the initial organizational development and citizen science activities.

· Pilot and disseminate water and energy saving technologies (solar water heaters)

· Development of how-to guidelines for most efficient technologies for further dissemination and replication



	Output 1.3.4 – Community-level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that innovate alternative livelihood options and improve market access
	Number of beneficiaries whose access to markets increased
Percentage of beneficiaries whose incomes increase as a result of sustainable practices
	· Strengthen organization of a Village Savings and Lending Association, managed by local communities, to serve needs of small-scale farmers in agriculture and animal husbandry

· Invigorate revolving fund institutions to support commercial endeavors of smallholders

· Conduct testing, processing and selling sustainable agricultural products in immediate proximity to cultivation sites, to reduce transport costs, lower cost of products, enlarge growing sites

· Develop agricultural tourism

·  Promote certification of agro-ecological farming 
· Establish trial cooperatives for sustainable products (e.g. new methods for red deer breeding, small-scale beehives)

· Establish an inventory of medicinal plants and establishing linkages between rural communities and larger pharmaceutical research/companies, while promoting sustainable use and guidelines 



	Output 1.4.1 - Strategic projects (up to USD 150,000) to implement strategies enabling and facilitating up-scaling of the identified successful portfolios and lines of work.
	Number of strategic projects implemented to enable upscaling of successful SGP interventions
	· Analyze SGP project portfolio to identify the most cost-effective and sustainable technologies and practices on efficient water and land management, adaptation to climate change, biodiversity conservation etc. and provide grants for projects which upscale these
· Hold a national-level event to present strategies and piloted and refined methodologies for all focal areas to a diverse group of stakeholders

· Replicate and upscale beyond landscape for greater coverage and to share lessons learned and benefits with other regions



	Output 2.1.1- Case studies and lessons learned are applied for further research, direct replication, or policy development purposes.
	Number of case studies, number of lessons learned
	· Produce seven case studies (one per oblast)
· Support peer-to-peer exchanges on lessons learned
· Integrate feedback from granted projects into the SGP Country Programme
· Develop a best-practices catalogue 
· Gather data, information and feedback to send to relevant government departments and share in multi-sectoral policy platforms


	Output 2.1.2 - Relevant project and portfolio experiences systematized and codified for dissemination to stakeholders with detailed analysis of successful grant project portfolios and lines of work (e.g. crop genetic resource conservation) to identify
	Number of mechanisms established to centralize, systematize and disseminate information on SGP initiatives (e.g. databases, exchange hubs)
	· Disseminate information about community-level innovations and trials

· Establish hubs in each landscape which will be responsible for facilitating exchange of information and reaching audiences and groups

· Design and implement an online database of successful and unsuccessful pilots and projects 

· Support organizations in business planning and organizational management from previous successes to advance their capabilities.

· Design a comprehensive methodology (how-to-guideline) for each identified and prioritized technology/practice to systematize the experience and practical knowledge, 

· Formulate a strategy to upscale the prioritized technology/practice over the short, medium and long term, including financial aspects



	Output 2.1.3 - Capacity building trainings, modules, and demonstrations carried out beyond the landscapes to replicate and upscale successes
	Number of trainings and modules on sustainable practices financed by SGP
	· Provide capacity development to youth on theme-based modules and provide practical trainings and summer programming
· Provide technical trainings to smallholders operating in the agriculture/livestock sector

· Organize knowledge fairs 

· Organize theme-based seminars

· Establish training centres with regards to focal areas
· Design training modules for each selected technology/practice targeting different focus groups

· Pilot methodologies and training modules at SGP’s existing demonstration plots, and refining proposed methodologies and training modules as needed



VII. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plan

The project results as outlined in the project results framework will be monitored annually and evaluated periodically during project implementation to ensure the project effectively achieves these results.  
Project-level monitoring and evaluation will be undertaken in compliance with UNDP requirements as outlined in the UNDP POPP and UNDP Evaluation Policy. While these UNDP requirements are not outlined in this project document, the UNDP Country Office will work with the relevant project stakeholders to ensure UNDP M&E requirements are met in a timely fashion and to high quality standards. Additional mandatory GEF-specific M&E requirements (as outlined below) will be undertaken in accordance with the GEF M&E policy and other relevant GEF policies.  
In addition to these mandatory UNDP and GEF M&E requirements, other M&E activities deemed necessary to support project-level adaptive management will be agreed during the Project Inception Workshop and will be detailed in the Inception Report. This will include the exact role of project target groups and other stakeholders in project M&E activities including the GEF Operational Focal Point and national/regional institutes assigned to undertake project monitoring. The GEF Operational Focal Point will strive to ensure consistency in the approach taken to the GEF-specific M&E requirements (notably the GEF Tracking Tools) across all GEF-financed projects in the country. This could be achieved for example by using one national institute to complete the GEF Tracking Tools for all GEF-financed projects in the country, including projects supported by other GEF Agencies.    

M&E Oversight and monitoring responsibilities:

Country Programme Manager:  The Country Programme Manager is responsible for day-to-day project management and regular monitoring of project results and risks, including social and environmental risks. The Country Programme Manager will ensure that all project staff maintain a high level of transparency, responsibility and accountability in M&E and reporting of project results. The Country Programme Manager will inform the National Steering Committee (acting as NSC), the UNDP Country Office and the UNDP-GEF Global Coordinator for the SGP Upgrading Country Programs of any delays or difficulties as they arise during implementation so that appropriate support and corrective measures can be adopted. 

The Country Programme Manager will develop annual work plans based on the multi-year work plan included in Annex A, including annual output targets to support the efficient implementation of the project. The Country Programme Manager will ensure that the standard UNDP and GEF M&E requirements are fulfilled to the highest quality. This includes, but is not limited to, ensuring the results framework indicators are monitored annually in time for evidence-based reporting in the GEF PIR, and that the monitoring of risks and the various plans/strategies developed to support project implementation (e.g. gender strategy, KM strategy etc.) occur on a regular basis.  
Project Board (SGP National Steering Committee):  The National Steering Committee (NSC, as Project Board) will take corrective action as needed to ensure the project achieves the desired results. The NSC will hold project reviews to assess the performance of the project and appraise the Annual Work Plan for the following year. In the project’s final year, the NSC will hold an end-of-project review to capture lessons learned and discuss opportunities for scaling up and to highlight project results and lessons learned with relevant audiences. This final review meeting will also discuss the findings outlined in the project terminal evaluation report and the management response.

UNDP Country Office:  The UNDP Country Office will support the Country Programme Manager as needed, including through annual supervision missions. The annual supervision missions will take place according to the schedule outlined in the annual work plan. Supervision mission reports will be circulated to the project team and NSC within one month of the mission. The UNDP Country Office will initiate and organize key GEF M&E activities including the annual GEF PIR, the independent mid-term review and the independent terminal evaluation. The UNDP Country Office will also ensure that the standard UNDP and GEF M&E requirements are fulfilled to the highest quality.  
The UNDP Country Office is responsible for complying with all UNDP project-level M&E requirements as outlined in the UNDP POPP. This includes ensuring the UNDP Quality Assurance Assessment during implementation is undertaken annually; that annual targets at the output level are developed, and monitored and reported using UNDP corporate systems; the regular updating of the ATLAS risk log; and, the updating of the UNDP gender marker on an annual basis based on gender mainstreaming progress reported in the GEF PIR and the UNDP ROAR. Any quality concerns flagged during these M&E activities (e.g. annual GEF PIR quality assessment ratings) must be addressed by the UNDP Country Office and the Country Programme Manager.  
The UNDP Country Office will retain all M&E records for this project for up to seven years after project financial closure in order to support ex-post evaluations undertaken by the UNDP Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) and/or the GEF Independent Evaluation Office (IEO).  

UNDP-GEF Unit:  Additional M&E and implementation quality assurance and troubleshooting support will be provided by the UNDP-GEF Global Coordinator for the SGP Upgrading Country Programs and the UNDP-GEF Directorate as needed.  

Audit: The audit should be performed in accordance with the UNOPS financial regulations and rules applicable to audit policies on UNOPS projects.
Additional GEF monitoring and reporting requirements:
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: 
Inception Workshop and Report:  The Inception Workshop is crucial to building ownership for the project results. A project inception workshop will be held within two months after the project document has been signed by all relevant parties to, amongst others:  
a) Re-orient project stakeholders to the project strategy and discuss any changes in the overall context that influence project implementation; 
b) Discuss the roles and responsibilities of the project team, including reporting and communication lines and conflict resolution mechanisms; The Terms of Reference for project staff will be discussed again as needed.
c) Review the results framework and finalize the indicators, means of verification and monitoring plan; 
d) Discuss reporting, monitoring and evaluation roles and responsibilities and finalize the M&E budget; identify national/regional institutes to be involved in project-level M&E; discuss the role of the GEF OFP in M&E;

e) Update and review responsibilities for monitoring the various project plans and strategies, including the risk log; Environmental and Social Management Plan and other safeguard requirements; the gender strategy; the knowledge management strategy, and other relevant strategies; 

f) Review financial reporting procedures and mandatory requirements, and agree on the arrangements for the audit; and

g) Plan and schedule NSC meetings and finalize the first-year annual work plan.  
The Country Programme Manager will prepare the inception report no later than one month after the inception workshop. The inception report will be cleared by the UNDP Country Office and the UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Adviser, and will be approved by the NSC (SGP NSC).   
GEF Project Implementation Report (PIR):  The Country Programme Manager, the UNDP Country Office, and the UNDP-GEF Global Coordinator for the SGP Upgrading Country Programs will provide objective input to the annual GEF PIR covering the reporting period July (previous year) to June (current year) for each year of project implementation. The Country Programme Manager will ensure that the indicators included in the project results framework are monitored annually in advance of the PIR submission deadline so that progress can be reported in the PIR. Any environmental and social risks and related management plans will be monitored regularly, and progress will be reported in the PIR. 

The PIR submitted to the GEF will be shared with the NSC (SGP NSC). The UNDP Country Office will coordinate the input of the GEF Operational Focal Point and other stakeholders to the PIR as appropriate. The quality rating of the previous year’s PIR will be used to inform the preparation of the subsequent PIR.  

Periodic Monitoring through site visits:

UNDP CO and the SGP UCP Global Coordinator 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 NSC 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 NSC members.

Learning and knowledge sharing:

Lessons learned and knowledge generation:  Results from the project will be disseminated within and beyond the project intervention area 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 the project. The project will identify, analyse and share lessons learned that might be beneficial to the design and implementation of similar projects and disseminate these lessons widely. There will be continuous information exchange between this project and other projects of similar focus in the same country, region and globally.

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.

GEF Focal Area Tracking Tools:  The following GEF Tracking Tool(s) will be used to monitor global environmental benefit results: Biodiversity, Land Degradation and Climate Change (Please see Annex D) 
The baseline/CEO Endorsement GEF Focal Area Tracking Tool(s) – submitted in Annex D to this project document – will be updated by the Country Programme Manager/Team and shared with the mid-term review consultants and terminal evaluation consultants (not the evaluation consultants hired to undertake the MTR or the TE) 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.
Independent Mid-term Review (MTR):  An independent mid-term review process and an External Audit will begin after the second PIR has been submitted to the GEF, and the MTR report will be submitted to the GEF in the same year as the 3rd PIR. The MTR findings and responses outlined in the management response will be incorporated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during the final half of the project’s duration. The terms of reference, the review process and the MTR report will follow the standard templates and guidance prepared by the UNDP IEO for GEF-financed projects available on the UNDP Evaluation Resource Center (ERC). As noted in this guidance, the evaluation will be ‘independent, impartial and rigorous’. The consultants that will be hired to undertake the assignment will be independent from organizations that were involved in designing, executing or advising on the project to be evaluated. The GEF Operational Focal Point and other stakeholders will be involved and consulted during the terminal evaluation process. Additional quality assurance support is available from the UNDP-GEF Directorate. The final MTR report will be available in English and will be cleared by the UNDP Country Office and the UNDP-GEF Global Coordinator for the Upgrading Country Programs, and approved by the NSC (SGP NSC).   
Terminal Evaluation (TE):  An independent terminal evaluation (TE) will take place upon completion of all major project outputs and activities. The terminal evaluation process will begin three months before operational closure of the project allowing the evaluation mission to proceed while the project team is still in place, yet ensuring the project is close enough to completion for the evaluation team to reach conclusions on key aspects such as project sustainability. The Country Programme Manager will remain on contract until the TE report and management response have been finalized. The terms of reference, the evaluation process and the final TE report will follow the standard templates and guidance prepared by the UNDP IEO for GEF-financed projects available on the UNDP Evaluation Resource Center. As noted in this guidance, the evaluation will be ‘independent, impartial and rigorous’. The consultants that will be hired to undertake the assignment will be independent from organizations that were involved in designing, executing or advising on the project to be evaluated. The GEF Operational Focal Point and other stakeholders will be involved and consulted during the terminal evaluation process. Additional quality assurance support is available from the UNDP-GEF Directorate. The final TE report will be cleared by the UNDP Country Office and the UNDP-GEF Global Coordinator for the Upgrading Country Programs, and will be approved by the NSC.  The TE report will be publically available in English on the UNDP ERC.  

The UNDP Country Office will include the planned project terminal evaluation in the UNDP Country Office evaluation plan, and will upload the final terminal evaluation report in English and the corresponding management response to the UNDP Evaluation Resource Centre (ERC). Once uploaded to the ERC, the UNDP IEO will undertake a quality assessment and validate the findings and ratings in the TE report, and rate the quality of the TE report.  The UNDP IEO assessment report will be sent to the GEF IEO along with the project terminal evaluation report.

Final Report: The project’s terminal PIR along with the terminal evaluation (TE) report and corresponding management response will serve as the final project report package. The final project report package shall be discussed with the NSC (SGP NSC) during an end-of-project review meeting to discuss lesson learned and opportunities for scaling up.    

Mandatory GEF M&E Requirements and M&E Budget:  
	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible Parties
	Budget US$

Excluding project team staff time
	Time frame

	Inception Workshop and Report
	· Country Programme 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/Country Programme Manager will oversee the employment 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 Country Programme 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
	· Country Programme Manager and team

· UNDP CO

· UNDP SGP UCP Global Coordinator 
	None
	Annually 

	Periodic status/ progress reports
	· Country Programme 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
	· Country Programme 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
	· Country Programme 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
	· Country Programme 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 
	USD 99,000


	


	Individual grant level 

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

	Field monitoring visits
	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
	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

SGP Country Programme Manager
	No cost
	Half-yearly

	Final reports
	Beneficiary organization

SGP Country Programme Manager
	No cost
	End of project

	Final evaluations
	National consultant

SGP Country Programme Manager

Beneficiary organization
	Included in project grant budget
	End of project

	Audits
	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
	


VIII. Governance and Management Arrangements 
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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 H) that will guide overall project implementation in Kazakhstan, 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 SGP UCP Global Coordinator, 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 for ensuring the project meets its objective and delivers on its targets. The Resident Representative signs the grant agreements with beneficiary organizations on behalf of UNOPS. Grants will have to follow the UNDP Micro-capital grants policy.  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.
Grants will be selected by the NSC from proposals submitted by CBOs and NGOs through calls for proposals in specific thematic and geographic areas relevant to the SGP Country Program strategy, as embodied in this document. 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 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. 
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 NSC, 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.
IX. 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 strategic grant project will have as a primary product a case study, and each grant a 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.  These activities will be carried out under Outcome 2.
At the broader landscape level, the Kazakhstan Country Program will produce a case study of the landscape planning and management experience in each of the selected landscapes. These 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. 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. 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.

X. Financial Planning and Management 

The total cost of the project is USD 7,352,126.  This is financed through a GEF grant of USD 2,649,726, with USD 2,162,400 in cash co-financing, and USD 1,440,000 in in-kind co-financing from CSOs, and $1,100,000 parallel co-financing from UNDP CO.  UNDP, as the GEF Implementing Agency, is responsible for the execution of the GEF resources and the cash co-financing transferred to UNDP bank account only.   

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. The planned parallel co-financing will be used as follows:

	Co-financing source
	Co-financing type
	Co-financing amount (USD)
	Planned Activities/Outputs
	Risks
	Risk Mitigation Measures

	Community Grantee Association
	Cash
	790,000
	Output 1.1.1 

Output 1.1.2 
Output 1.1.3 

Output 1.1.4 
Output 1.2.1 
Output 1.3.1 
Output 1.3.1 
Output 1.3.2 

Output 1.3.3 

Output 1.3.4 

Output 1.4.1 
Output 2.1.2 

	Quality grant applications are not received/implemented
	Active dissemination of information with regards to application processes to NGOs and community organizations working in the sector

	Community Grantee Association
	In-Kind
	790,000
	
	
	

	UNDP
	Parallel
	1,100,000
	Output 1.2.1 
Output 1.3.4 

Output 1.4.1 
Output 2.1.1
Output 2.1.2
	
	

	Association for the Conservation of the Biodiversity of Kazakhstan 
	Cash
	1,072,000
	Output 1.1.3 
Output 1.1.4 

Output 1.3.1 


	Dissonance among associations and organizations with differing environmental priorities
	In order to develop effective landscape strategies, common landscape objectives will have to be identified. Organizations will also be supported to see how improved ecosystem resilience will benefit differing environmental priorities, and how each can contribute to meet overall landscape goals and support one another.  

	Eco-Forum of NGOs of Kazakhstan
	Cash
	200,000
	Output 2.1.1

Output 2.1.2 
Output 2.1.3 


	Communities outside the targeted sites do not benefit from project initiatives
	There will be a concerted effort to both replicate and upscale best practices. Policy platforms will also be struck up as a mechanism to share with higher levels of government the successes of the project

	Eco-Forum of NGOs of Kazakhstan
	In-kind 
	300,000
	Output 1.1.4 

Output 1.2.1 
	
	

	Coalition for Green Economy and G-Global Development
	In-Kind
	150,000
	Output 1.3.4 


	Private sector poses impediments to sustainable practices
	The project is aware that there are various private interests that rely on exploitation of natural resources in Kazakhstan. For that reason, private sector partners will be included in multi-stakeholder consultations, and will also be invited to pilot sustainable practices, and explore the benefits of using energy efficient/renewable  technologies

	Akbota Public Fund
	Cash
	100,000
	Output 1.3.2 

Output 1.3.3 


	Measurable success is not attained during project duration
	It is understood that landscape objectives will be met during the medium to long-term. However, the project has designed activities that can be carried out during project duration and when implemented will 

	Akbota Public Fund
	In-Kind
	200,000
	Output 1.1.1 
Output 1.1.3 


	
	


Budget Revision and Tolerance:  As per UNDP requirements outlined in the UNDP POPP, the NSC will agree on a budget tolerance level for each plan under the overall annual work plan allowing the Country Programme Manager to expend up to the tolerance level beyond the approved project budget amount for the year without requiring a revision from the NSC. Should the following deviations occur, the Country Programme 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 NSC meeting. The Implementing Partner through a NSC decision will notify the UNDP Country Office when operational closure has been completed. At this time, the relevant parties will have already agreed and confirmed in writing on the 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.

XI. Total Budget and Work Plan

	Award ID:  
	00102856
	Project ID(s): 00104757
	

	Award Title:
	Sixth Operational Phase of the GEF Small Grants Programme in Kazakhstan

	Business Unit:
	KAZ10

	Project Title:
	Sixth Operational Phase of the GEF Small Grants Programme in Kazakhstan

	PIMS no.  
	5469

	Implementing Partner (Executing Agency) 
	UNOPS


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

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Resilient rural landscapes of steppe and desert ecosystems for sustainable development and global environmental protection
	 UNOPS
	 62000
	 GEF
	61100
	Personnel
	80,000
	80,000
	80,000
	240,000
	1

	
	
	
	
	71300
	Local consultants
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000
	120,000
	2

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	22,000
	22,000
	22,000
	66,000
	3

	
	
	
	
	72600
	Grants to Institutions
	530,000
	580,000
	336,240
	1,446,240
	4

	
	
	
	
	74200
	Audio Visual & Print Prod Costs
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	30,000
	5

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous Expenses
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	30,000
	6

	
	
	
	
	75700
	Training, workshops & conferences
	20,000
	20,000
	20,000
	60,000
	7

	 
	 
	 
	 
	TOTAL COMPONENT 1
	712,000
	762,000
	518,240
	1,992,240
	 

	2- Knowledge Generation and Management, Information-sharing and Dissemination of Lessons Learned
	 UNOPS
	62000 
	GEF 
	61100
	Personnel
	25,000
	25,000
	25,000
	75,000
	8

	
	
	
	
	71400
	International consultants
	
	25,000
	40,000
	65,000
	9

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	20,000
	20,000
	20,000
	60,000
	10

	
	
	
	
	72600
	Grants to Institutions
	50,000
	50,000
	50,000
	150,000
	11

	
	
	
	
	74200
	Audio Visual & Print Prod Costs
	15,000
	15,000
	15,000
	45,000
	12

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous Expenses
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	30,000
	13

	
	
	
	
	75700
	Training, workshops & conferences
	40,000
	30,000
	30,000
	100,000
	14

	 
	 
	 
	 
	TOTAL COMPONENT 2
	160,000
	175,000
	190,000
	525,000
	 

	Project management
	 UNOPS
	 62000
	GEF
	61100
	Personnel
	31,162
	31,162
	31,162
	93,486
	15

	
	
	
	
	73100
	Rental & Maintenance Premises
	13,000
	13,000
	13,000
	39,000
	16

	
	
	
	
	TOTAL PROJECT MANAGEMENT
	44,162
	44,162
	44,162
	132,486
	 

	TOTAL PROJECT
	916,162
	981,162
	752,402
	2,649,726
	 


Budget notes

	0
	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, support staff. 

	2
	Local consultants support for providing technical inputs and expertise in the areas of climate change, biodiversity, land degradation and monitoring, evaluation and auditing of grantee projects, providing technical assistance to grantees, reporting on project progress and results, and developing related knowledge products, 

	3
	Ex-ante project site visits, field monitoring visits, technical assistance travel for the application by grantees of M&E methods. 

	4
	Financial resources for CBO/NGO grants. It is to be noted that these sums can vary based on how many high-quality projects, including their scope and objectives, are submitted and approved for financing. Grants will have to follow the  Micro-Capital Grants policy.

	5
	Production, layout, translation, printing and dissemination of SGP knowledge products and communication materials including audio-visuals (e.g. factsheets, reports, case studies, etc.), particularly for replication and upscaling purposes.

	6
	Miscellaneous costs. 

	7
	Grantee experience exchange, carried out annually, training workshops with grantees, demonstrations, pilots, multi-stakeholder meetings to develop landscape management plan, meetings with government officials. 

	8
	Technical advisory services for project management and knowledge management activities; Costs are reflecting the proportion of time to be dedicated by each staff on overall project management, knowledge management activities, reporting, and resources mobilization.

	9
	Mid-term and final evaluation and audit consultants. 

	10 
	Travel for replication, upscaling and knowledge-sharing of project demonstrations/results. 

	11
	Grants to organizations for upscaling and replication sustainable and successful practices; grants to arrange SGP best practices knowledge fairs, peer visits, South-South information exchanges. Grants will have to follow the  Micro-Capital Grants policy.

	12
	Production, layout, translation, printing and dissemination of SGP knowledge products and communication materials including audio-visuals (e.g. factsheets, reports, case studies, etc.) for policy purposes, knowledge-sharing. 

	13
	Miscellaneous expenses with regards to knowledge management e.g. research on case studies, liaising with governments, South-South partners on best practices, technology transfer

	14
	Meetings of SGP’s National Steering Committee for the review and approval CBO/NGO grants, Inception workshop, South-South conferences and other trainings and workshops dedicated to knowledge management and upscaling of successes. 

	15
	Project personnel will include an SGP Country Programme Manager and an SGP Programme Assistant 

	16
	Rent for premises 


XII. Legal Context

This document together with the CPAP signed by the Government and UNDP which is incorporated herein by reference, constitute together a Project Document as referred to in the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement (SBAA), signed between UNDP Kazakhstan and The Government of Kazakhstan on 4 October 1994; as such all provisions of the CPAP apply to this document. All references in the SBAA to “Executing Agency” shall be deemed to refer to “Implementing Partner”, as such term is defined and used in the CPAP and this document.

Consistent with the Article III of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement (SBAA), 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.  To this end, 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 the Implementing Partner’s obligations under this Project Document.

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/sc/committees/1267/aq_sanctions_list.shtml. This provision must be included in all sub-contracts or sub-agreements entered into under/further to this Project Document”. 
Any designations on maps or other references employed in this project document do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of UNDP concerning the legal status of any country, territory, city or area or its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries.

Annex A: Multi Year Work Plan:  

	Task
	Responsible Party
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	
	
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4

	Output 1.1.1 - Formal multi-stakeholder groups organized for each landscape


	SGP Steering Committee

SGP Coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.1.2 - Formal multi-stakeholder agreements agreed and signed regarding long-term outcomes for each landscape


	Multi-stakeholder
Group

SGP Steering Committee


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.1.3 - Participatory research and planning processes instituted leading to comprehensive socio-ecological baseline assessments


	Multi-stakeholder
Group

SGP Steering Committee


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.1.4 - Landscape strategies developed by multi-stakeholder groups with detailed typology of community level projects developed and agreed by multi-stakeholder groups together with eligibility criteria


	Multi-stakeholder
Group

SGP Steering Committee


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.2.1 Multi-sectoral policy dialogue platforms organized for each landscape and one dialogue platform organized nationally including potential financial partners and public sector institutions as viable in analysis and planning.


	Multi-stakeholder
Group

SGP Steering Committee


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.3.1 - Community level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that conserve biodiversity and enhance ecosystem services


	Multi-stakeholder
Group

SGP Steering Committee

SGP Coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.3.2 – Community-level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that enhance productivity and sustainability of smallholder agroecosystems


	Multi-stakeholder
Group

SGP Steering Committee

SGP Coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.3.3 – Community-level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that enhance mitigation and adaptation to climate change impacts particularly through piloting and implementing use of energy efficient technologies and energy alternatives


	Multi-stakeholder
Group

SGP Steering Committee

SGP Coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.3.4 – Community-level small grant projects in the selected landscapes that innovate alternative livelihood options and improve market access


	Multi-stakeholder
Group

SGP Steering Committee

SGP Coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.4.1 - Strategic projects (up to USD 150,000) to implement strategies enabling and facilitating upscaling of the identified portfolios and lines of work


	SGP Steering Committee

SGP Coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.1.1- Case studies and lessons learned are applied for other research, replication, or policy development purposes.


	SGP Steering Committee

SGP Coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.1.2 - Relevant project and portfolio experiences systematized and codified for dissemination to stakeholders with detailed analysis of successful grant project portfolios and lines of work (e.g. crop genetic resource conservation) to identify lessons learned/best practice and market opportunities and identification of upscaling opportunities and development of enabling strategy(ies)


	SGP Steering Committee

SGP Coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.1.3 - Capacity building trainings, modules, and demonstrations carried out beyond the landscapes to replicate and upscale successes


	SGP Steering Committee

SGP Coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex B: Monitoring Plan
The Country Programme Manager will collect results data according to the following monitoring plan.  
	Monitoring 
	Indicators
	Data source/Collection Methods


	Frequency


	Responsible for data collection
	Means of verification
	Assumptions and Risks



	Project objective from the results framework
	Area under resilient landscape management whose biodiversity, agro-ecosystems, and sustainable livelihoods are protected 


	Community organizations will be requested to delineate the areas in which they are working and report these to multi-stakeholder groups; GPS coordinates
	Annually 

Reported in DO tab of the GEF PIR
	- communities will report back in their final reports

- monitoring consultant and SGP coordinator will verify reported data
	GPS coordinates

Community Organization reports
	R: observable impact upon area will take longer than project duration

A: Community organizations will have the skills to report back on area covered by interventions

	
	Number of community organizations whose resilience is strengthened by experimenting, innovating and learning through landscape planning and management processes in the landscape
	Monitor number of community organizations that have received funds and accompaniment
	Annually 

Reported in DO tab of the GEF PIR
	SGP coordinator to coordinate activities; multi-stakeholder groups to monitor what activities are taking place in their particular pilot sites and final oversight to be provided by SGP Steering Committee
	Amount of grants/funds distributed


	R: Too few quality applicants

A: funds and accompaniment received translate into strengthened capacity which will build resilience

	
	Increased use of renewable energy or energy efficiency technologies at community level
	Monitoring consultant to calculate number of energy efficient technologies tested and used in pilot sites by reviewing grant reports. 
	Annually 

Reported in DO tab of the GEF PIR
	communities will report back in their final reports

- monitoring consultant and SGP coordinator will verify reported data
	- Number of reported technologies tested or piloted 
	R: Cost of technologies will be prohibitive for different communities

A: Demonstrations and pilots will lead to uptake of energy efficient technologies

	Project Outcome 1.1
	Number of participatory landscape management plans for targeted steppe and desert landscapes


	Number of participatory landscape management plans developed by multi-stakeholder groups—landscape management plans themselves.
	Annually 

Reported in DO tab of the GEF PIR
	Multi-stakeholder groups
	Existence of landscape management plans
	R: Landscape management plans are not adhered to by residents of pilot sites

A: Landscape management plans include varied stakeholders and interests

	Project Outcome 1.2
	Number of multi-stakeholder governance policy platforms which include participatory landscape / planning and adaptive management in the landscape


	Policy platform
	Annually 
	SGP Steering Committee
	Platforms organized annually
	R: Government does not adopt recommendations that are emerge from civil society

A: Private sector and non-traditional environmental partners will be engaged in the policy platform

	
	Number of strategies to achieve greater social and ecological resilience
	Landscape strategies
	Reported in DO tab of the GEF PIR
	Multi-stakeholder groups
	Presence of landscape strategies
	R: Landscape strategies are too ambitious

A: The landscape approach is ideal to build resilience in targeted zones

	Project Outcome 1.3 
Community organizations in target eco-systems build their adaptive management and organizational capacities by designing and implementing community and/or landscape level projects to sustain and revitalize biodiversity and ecosystem function; improve productivity and sustainability of production systems; develop viable livelihood alternatives; and strengthen formal and non-formal landscape governance institutions and mechanisms

	Number of community-based projects implemented by CBOs and NGOs in partnership with others in the targeted landscape


	Grant applications, cash advance documents, signed agreements
	Annually
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Grants
	R:  Grants are skewed towards particular environmental issues and are not holistic

A: High quality projects will receive grants which will contribute to the resilience of the landscape

	
	Increased area under management for biodiversity conservation and sustainable use


	Project reports, grant applications, field visits, GPS Coordinates
	Annually 
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Grants
	R: Project results may not be maintained past project duration

A: Investments in the capacities of CBOs will lead to improved environmental management

	
	Increased area of agricultural land under sustainable agro-ecological practices and systems that increase productivity and decrease land degradation 


	Project reports, grant applications, field visits, GPS Coordinates
	Annually
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Grants
	R: Project results may not be maintained past project duration

A: Investments in the capacities of CBOs will lead to improved environmental management

	
	Increased area under climate-adaptive practices 


	Project reports, grant applications, field visits, GPS Coordinates
	Annually
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Grants
	R: Project results may not be maintained past project duration

A: Investments in the capacities of CBOs will lead to improved environmental management

	
	Number of beneficiaries benefitting from increased socioeconomic benefits through sustainable practices and/or alternative livelihoods
	Surveys, interviews, project reports, site visits
	Annually 
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Survey results, interviews
	R: Beneficiaries’ livelihoods increase but results are not apparent in the three-year project cycle

A: Project can monitor incomes and socioeconomic status of sample group of beneficiaries throughout implementation

	Project Outcome 1.4 
Successful technologies, practices and systems from community-based initiatives are upscaled by multi-stakeholder partnerships using knowledge and lessons learned from identifying, testing and adapting community innovations for landscape and resource management
	Number of energy efficient and renewable technologies piloted successfully 

	Review of technologies that have been innovated, piloted or disseminated through project grants
	Annually

Reported in DO tab of the GEF PIR
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Project reports, site visits, demonstrations of technologies
	

	
	Number of new technologies successfully upscaled beyond the landscapes
	Training sessions on upscaling or piloting beyond selected landscapes; accounts of SGP interventions being replicated 
	Annually
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Demonstrations, trainings, correspondence, exchanges
	A: There is demand for energy efficient technologies beyond the target landscape

	Outcome 2.1- 

Knowledge products and lessons learned are systematized, organized and disseminated for policy recommendations


	Number of knowledge products


	Knowledge products: case studies, pamphlets, advocacy campaigns  
	Annually
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Knowledge products: case studies, pamphlets, advocacy campaigns  
	A: Project results are incorporated in policy decisions

	Mid-term GEF Tracking Tool (if FSP project only)
	N/A
	Standard GEF Tracking Tool available at www.thegef.org Baseline GEF Tracking Tool included in Annex.


	After 2nd PIR submitted to GEF
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Completed GEF Tracking Tool
	

	Terminal GEF Tracking Tool
	N/A
	Standard GEF Tracking Tool available at www.thegef.org Baseline GEF Tracking Tool included in Annex.
	After final PIR submitted to GEF
	SGP Coordinator, SGP Steering Committee
	Completed GEF Tracking Tool
	

	Mid-term Review (if FSP project only)
	N/A
	To be outlined in MTR inception report
	Submitted to GEF same year as 3rd PIR
	Independent evaluator
	Completed MTR
	

	Environmental and Social risks and management plans, as relevant.
	N/A
	Updated SESP and management plans
	Annually
	Country Programme Manager
UNDP CO
	Updated SESP
	


Annex C: Evaluation Plan

	Evaluation Title
	Planned start date

Month/year
	Planned end date

Month/year
	Included in the Country Office Evaluation Plan
	Budget for consultants


	Other budget (i.e. travel, site visits etc…)
	Budget for translation 

	Terminal Evaluation
	May 2020
	July 2020
	Yes/No
	USD 20,000
	5,000
	

	Total evaluation budget
	USD 25,000


Annex D: Tracking Tools (see attached)

Annex E: Terms of Reference
TORs: Country Program Manager, Program Assistant and National Steering Committee

Terms of Reference of the Country Program 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 Program 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 Programs 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 Program 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 Program 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 Program 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 Program 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 Program 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 Programs, 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 Program, implement and monitor accounting system and databases of the SGP Country Program 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 Program 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 Program and contribute to development and implementation of strategies for Country Program sustainability;

· review and approve project proposals, submitted to the SGP by NGOs/CBOs and pre-screened by the Country Program 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 Program 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 Program 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 Programs.  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 Program 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 Program 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 Program, 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 Program 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 Program 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 Program;

· 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 Program 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.

Annex F: UNDP Project Quality Assurance Report  

	Project Monitoring QA Assessment Guidance

	Overall Project 

	Exemplary (5)

(((((
	High (4)

(((((
	Satisfactory (3)

(((((
	Needs Improvement (2)

(((((
	Inadequate (1)

(((((

	At least three criteria are rated Exemplary, and all criteria are rated High or Exemplary.  
	All criteria are rated Satisfactory or higher, and at least three criteria are rated High or Exemplary.  
	At least six criteria are rated Satisfactory or higher, and only one may be rated Needs Improvement.  The SES criterion must be rated Satisfactory or above.  
	At least three criteria are rated Satisfactory or higher, and only four criteria may be rated Needs Improvement.
	One or more criteria are rated Inadequate, or five or more criteria are rated Needs Improvement.  

	DECISION

	· APPROVE – the project is of sufficient quality to continue as planned.  Any management actions must be addressed in a timely manner.

· APPROVE WITH QUALIFICATIONS – the project has issues that must be addressed before the project document can be approved.  Any management actions must be addressed in a timely manner.  
· DISAPPROVE – the project has significant issues that should prevent the project from being approved as drafted.

	RATING CRITERIA

	Strategic

	1. Does the project’s Theory of Change specify how it will contribute to higher level change? (Select the option from 0-4 that best reflects the project):

· 4: The project has a theory of change backed by credible evidence specifying how the project will contribute to higher level change through the programme outcome’s theory of change.  The project document clearly describes why the project’s strategy is the best approach at this point in time.

· 3: The project has a theory of change, specifying how the project will contribute to higher level change through the programme outcome’s theory of change, but this backed by relatively limited evidence.  The project document clearly describes why the project’s strategy is the best approach at this point in time.

· 2: The project has a theory of change describing how the project intends to contribute to development results, but it is not supported by evidence nor linked to higher level results through the programme outcome’s theory of change.  There is some discussion in the project document that describes why the project’s strategy is the best approach at this point in time.

· 1: The project does not have a theory of change, but the project document describes in generic terms how the project will contribute to development results.  It does not make an explicit link to the programme outcome’s theory of change.  The project document does not clearly specify why the project’s strategy is the best approach at this point in time.

· 0: The project does not have a theory of change, and the project document does not specify how the project will contribute to higher level change, or why the project’s strategy is the best approach at this point in time.

*Note:  Management Action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	
	3

	Evidence

The project document outlines how the grants provided to community organizations, in a given landscape, in the areas of climate change, biodiversity conservation and land degradation will facilitate larger scale and long-term changes.  The SGP by design focuses on local scale operations to bring about changes in a limited geographic spoke.  Thus, the SGP cannot be held accountable for achieving global environmental benefits through broader adoption of grant-level results.  Nonetheless, outcomes achieved under the SGP can extend beyond the individual grant level by scaling up and using successful projects as demonstrations sites to extend lessons learned to other communities and inform policy dialogue.  

The evidence supporting this “theory of change” is embedded in the GEF programming framework for the SGP, the COMDEKS approach, UNDP’s strategic programming on low-emission and climate resilient development strategies, the emerging work on green growth indicators and the post-2015 Sustainable Development Goals.  



	2. Is the project is aligned with the UNDP Strategic Plan? (select the option from 0-4 that best reflects the project):

· 4: The project responds to one of the three areas of development work (1.  Sustainable development pathways; 2.  Inclusive and effective democratic governance; 3.  Resilience building) as specified in the Strategic Plan; it addresses at least one of the proposed new and emerging areas (sustainable production technologies, access to modern energy services and energy efficiency, natural resources management, extractive industries, urbanization, citizen security, social protection, and risk management for resilience); an issues-based analysis has been incorporated into the project design; And the project’s RRF includes at least one SP output indicator.  

· 3:  The project responds to one of the three areas of development work (1.  Sustainable development pathways; 2.  Inclusive and effective democratic governance; 3.  Resilience building) as specified in the Strategic Plan; an issues-based analysis has been incorporated into the project design; and the project’s RRF includes at least one SP output indicator.  

· 2:  The project responds to one of the three areas of development work (1.  Sustainable development pathways; 2.  Inclusive and effective democratic governance; 3.  Resilience building) as specified in the Strategic Plan.  The project’s RRF includes at least one SP output indicator, if relevant.

· 1: While the project responds to one of the three areas of development work (1.  Sustainable development pathways; 2.  Inclusive and effective democratic governance; 3.  Resilience building) as specified in the Strategic Plan, none of the relevant SP indicators are included in the RRF.  

· 0: The project does not respond to one of the three areas of development work (1.  Sustainable development pathways; 2.  Inclusive and effective democratic governance; 3.  Resilience building) as specified in the Strategic Plan  
	Rating Score

	
	3

	Evidence

This project responds to two areas of development work per the UNDP Strategic Plan.  The evidence for this is through the various project activities that will integrate global environmental criteria and indicators in sustainable development planning frameworks, and enhance communities and landscape resilience while building governance capacities.  The project addresses sustainable production technologies, natural resources management, and social protection by empowering marginalized and indigenous communities and their livelihoods.  



	Relevant
	

	3. Does the project have strategies to effectively identify and engage targeted groups/areas? (select the option from 0-4 that best reflects this project):

· 4:  The target groups/areas are appropriately specified.  The project has an explicit strategy to identify and engage specified target groups/areas throughout the project.  Beneficiaries will be identified through a rigorous process based on evidence (if applicable.) The project plans to solicit feedback from targeted groups regularly through project monitoring.  Representatives of the target group/area will be included in the project’s governance mechanism (i.e., NSC.)

· 3: The target groups/areas are appropriately specified.  The project has an explicit strategy to identify and engage the target groups/areas throughout the project.  Beneficiaries will be identified through a rigorous process based on evidence (if applicable.) The project plans to solicit feedback from targeted groups through project monitoring.  Representatives of the target group, will contribute to the project’s decision making, but will not play a role in the project’s formal governance mechanism.  

· 2: The target groups/areas are appropriately specified and engaged in project design.  The project document is clear how beneficiaries will be identified and engaged throughout the project.  Collecting feedback from targeted groups has been incorporated into the project’s RRF/monitoring system, but representatives of the target group will not be involved in the project’s decision making.

· 1: The target groups/areas are specified, but the project does not have a written strategy to identify or engage the target groups/areas throughout the project.

· 0: The project has not specified any target group/area that is the intended beneficiary of the project’s results.  

*Note:  Management Action must be taken for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	
	3



	Evidence

Targeted groups in the targeted landscape who impact and have been impacted by vulnerable ecosystems have been identified. The GEF 2020 Strategy emphasizes the requirement that stakeholder representatives actively engage in the full project life cycle in order to facilitate the strategic adaptation of project activities in keeping with project objectives. For this reason, there was wide-ranging participation by community groups during the inception mission in the project design of this project. Once approved, the project document will be shared widely through the SC to ensure that there is ongoing communication and collaboration with key partners. This project proposes to carry out participatory, multi-stakeholder, landscape management in one landscape, and in the areas of innovations and biodiversity conservation at the national level.  Periodic monitoring of implementation progress will be undertaken by the UNDP/CO.  Furthermore, specific meetings may be scheduled between the National Steering Committee, the UNDP/CO and other pertinent stakeholders as deemed appropriate and relevant.  



	4. Have knowledge, good practices, and past lessons learned of UNDP and others informed the project design? (select the option from 0-4 that best reflects this project):

· 4: Knowledge and lessons learned backed by credible evidence from evaluation, analysis and monitoring have been explicitly used, with appropriate referencing, to develop the project’s theory of change and justify the approach used by the project over alternatives.

· 3: The project design references knowledge and lessons learned backed by credible evidence from evaluation, analysis, monitoring and/or other sources, but these references have not been explicitly used to develop the project’s theory of change or justify the approach used by the project over alternatives.  

· 2: The project design mentions knowledge and lessons learned backed by relatively limited evidence/sources, but these references have not been explicitly used to develop the project’s theory of change or justify the approach used by the project over alternatives.

· 1: There is only scant mention of knowledge and lessons learned informing the project design.  These references are not backed by evidence.

· 0:  There is no evidence that knowledge and lessons learned have informed the project design.

*Note:  Management Action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	
	3

	Evidence

The project is built on several programme cycles of experience through which lessons learned have been generated, effective partnerships have been identified, vulnerable ecosystems have been targeted and identified in this phase. 


	5. Does the project use gender analysis in the project design and includes special measures/ outputs and indicators to address gender inequities and empower women?

· 4: Gender analysis has been conducted on the differential impact of the project’s development situation on gender relations, women and men, with constraints identified and clearly addressed in the design of gender-specific measures/outputs and indicators, where appropriate

· 3: Gender analysis has been conducted on the differential impact of the project’s development situation on gender relations, women and men, with constraints identified but only partially addressed in the design of gender-specific measures/ outputs and indicators, where appropriate 

· 2: Partial gender analysis has been conducted on the differential impact of the project’s development situation on gender relations, women and men with constraints identified, but these have not been explicitly addressed in the design of gender-specific measure/outputs and indicators.

· 1: The project design mentions information and/or data on the differential impact of the project’s development situation on gender relations, women and men but the constraints have not been identified and gender-specific intervention has not been considered.  

· 0: No gender analysis has been conducted on the differential impact of the project’s development situation on gender relations, women and men.
	Rating Score

	6. 
	4

	Evidence

Impacts on gender have been included in the project design. Project activities take into account which activities will benefit women and improve their socioeconomic circumstances. Representation on the NSC has gender parity. 

	7. Does UNDP have a clear advantage to engage in the role envisioned by the project vis-à-vis national partners, other development partners, and other actors? (select from options 0-4 that best reflects this project):

· 4: An analysis has been conducted on the role of other partners in the area that the project intends to work, and credible evidence supports the proposed engagement of UNDP and partners through the project.  Options for south-south and triangular cooperation have been considered, as appropriate.

· 3: An analysis has been conducted on the role of other partners in the area that the project intends to work, and relatively limited evidence supports the proposed engagement of UNDP and partners through the project.  Options for south-south and triangular cooperation have been considered, as appropriate.

· 2: Some analysis has been conducted on the role of other partners in the area that the project intends to work, and relatively limited evidence supports the proposed engagement of UNDP and partners through the project.  Options for south-south and triangular cooperation have not been explicitly considered.

· 1: No clear analysis has been conducted on the role of other partners in the area that the project intends to work, and relatively limited evidence supports the proposed engagement of UNDP and partners through the project.  Options for south-south and triangular cooperation have not been considered.

· 0:  No analysis has been conducted on the role of other partners in the area that the project intends to work to inform the design of the role envisioned by UNDP and other partners through the project.

*Note:  Management Action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	
	3

	Evidence

UNDP’s mandate, relationship with government, and long-standing engagement in the country gives it a comparative advantage in facilitating government partnerships especially for GEF grant financed projects. 

	Management and Monitoring

	8. Does the project have a strong results framework? (select from options 0-4 that best reflects this project):
· 4: The project’s selection of outputs and activities are an appropriate level and relate in a clear way to the project’s theory of change.  Outputs are accompanied by SMART, results-oriented indicators that measure all of the key expected changes identified in the theory of change, each with credible data sources, and populated baselines and targets, including gender sensitive, sex-disaggregated indicators where appropriate.

· 3: The project’s selection of outputs and activities are an appropriate level and are consistent with the project’s theory of change.  Outputs are accompanied by SMART, results-oriented indicators, with specified data sources.  Most baselines and targets populated.  Some use of gender sensitive, sex-disaggregated indicators.

· 2: The project’s selection of outputs and activities are at an appropriate level, but do not reference the project’s theory of change.  Outputs are accompanied by SMART, results-oriented indicators, but baselines, targets and data sources are not fully specified.  Some use of gender sensitive, sex-disaggregated indicators.

· 1: The project’s selection of outputs and activities are not at an appropriate level.  Outputs are not accompanied by SMART, results-oriented indicators that measure the expected change, and have not been populated with baselines and targets.  Data sources are not specified.  No gender sensitive, sex-disaggregation of indicators is used.

· 0:   The project’s selection of outputs and activities are not accompanied by appropriate indicators that measure the expected change.  

*Note:  Management Action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	9. 
	4

	Evidence

Project outcomes will be measured through a set of output, process, and performance indicators that have been constructed using SMART design criteria.  These indicators were developed to coincide with each major project activity. 

	8.  Is there a comprehensive and costed M andE plan with specified data collection sources and methods to support evidence-based management and monitoring of the project?
	Yes (2)
	

	9.  Is the project’s governance mechanism clearly defined in the project document, including planned composition of the NSC?

· 4:  The project’s governance mechanism is fully defined in the project composition.  Individuals have been specified for each position in the governance mechanism (esp.  all members of the NSC), and full terms of reference of the NSC has been attached to the project document.  A conversation has been held with each board member on their role and responsibilities, and all members agree on the terms of reference.

· 3: The project’s governance mechanism is almost fully defined in the project document.  Individuals have been specified for each position in the governance mechanism (esp.  all members of the NSC).  While full terms of reference of the NSC may not be attached, the project document describes the responsibilities of the NSC, project director/manager and quality assurance roles.

· 2: The project’s governance mechanism is partially defined in the project document; specific institutions are noted as holding key governance roles, but individuals have not yet been specified.  The project document lists the most important responsibilities of the NSC, project director/manager and quality assurance roles, but full terms of reference are not included.

· 1: The project’s governance mechanism is loosely defined in the project document, only mentioning key roles that will need to be filled at a later date.  No information on the responsibilities of key positions in the governance mechanism.

· 0: The governance mechanism is not clearly defined in the project document

*Note:  Management Action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score 



	
	4

	Evidence

The governance mechanism is fully defined in the project document.  A terms of reference is appended to the prodoc.  The project document describes the responsibilities of the National Steering Committee and UNDP and UNOPS. 

	10.  Have the project risks been identified with clear plans stated to manage and mitigate each risk? (select from options 0-4 that best reflects this project):
· 4: Project risks fully described in the project risk log, based on comprehensive analysis that references key assumptions made in the project’s theory of change.  Clear and complete plan in place to manage and mitigate each risk.  

· 3: Project risks identified in the project risk log.  Clear plan in place to manage and mitigate risks.  

· 2: Some risks identified in the initial project risk log.  While some general mitigation measures have been identified, they do not adequately and fully address all the identified risks.

· 1: Some risks identified in the initial project risk log, but no clear risk mitigation measures identified.

· 0: Risks not clearly identified.  No initial project risk log included with the project document.

*Note:  Management Action must be taken for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	
	3

	Evidence

An in-depth assessment of risks based on an extensive set of consultations and review of the background documentation has been completed.  Risks and assumptions have been fully identified in the project.  Measures to mitigate the risk have been consider and addressed in the project document. 
	

	Efficient
	

	11.  Have specific measures for ensuring cost-efficient use of resources been explicitly mentioned as part of the project design? This can include using the theory of change analysis to explore different options of achieving the maximum results with the resources available.
	Yes (2)
	

	12.  Are plans in place to ensure the project links up with other relevant on-going projects and initiatives, whether led by UNDP, national or other partners, to achieve more efficient results (including, for example, through sharing resources or coordinating delivery?)
	Yes (2)
	

	13.  Is the budget justified and supported with valid estimates?
	Yes (2)
	

	14.  Is the Country Office fully recovering its costs involved with project implementation?
	Yes (2)
	

	Effective
	

	15.  Is the chosen implementation modality most appropriate? (select from options 0-4 that best reflects this project):

· 4:  The required implementing partner assessments (capacity assessment, HACT micro assessment) have been conducted, and there is evidence that options for implementation modalities have been thoroughly considered.  There is a strong justification for choosing the selected modality, based on the development context.  

· 3: The required IP assessments (capacity assessment, HACT micro assessment) have been conducted, and there is evidence that options for implementation modalities have been considered.  There is justification for choosing the selected modality, based on the development context.

· 2: The capacity of the IP has been assessed, but the HACT micro assessment has not been done due to external factors outside of UNDP’s control.  There is evidence that options for implementation modalities have been considered.  There is justification for choosing the selected modality, based on the development context.

· 1: The required assessments have not been conducted, but there is evidence that options for implementation modalities have been considered.

· 0: The required assessments have not been conducted, and there is no evidence that options for implementation modalities have been considered.

*Note:  Management Action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	
	N/A

	Evidence 

This project will be executing through the Direct Implementation Modality (DIM) through UNOPS execution.  The choice of modality is based on an agreement between the Government of Pakistan, UNOPS, and UNDP.  

	16.  Have targeted groups, including marginalized populations that will be affected by the project, been engaged in the design of the project?
	Yes (2)
	

	17.  Does the project have explicit plans for evaluation or other lesson learning, timed to inform course corrections if needed during project implementation?
	Yes (2)
	

	18.  The project budget at the output level reflects adequate financial investments contributing to the advancement of gender equality.  This can include outputs that have adequately mainstreamed gender (GEN2), and/or outputs for gender specific or stand-alone intervention (GEN3).
· 4: The project budget reflects outstanding financial investments contributing to gender equality as evidenced by 100% of the project budget at the output level with the gender marker score GEN2+GEN3.

· 3: The project budget reflects adequate financial investments contributing to gender equality as evidenced by at least 75% of the project budget at the output level with the gender marker score GEN2+GEN3.

· 2:  The project budget reflects partial investments contributing to gender equality as evidenced by at least 50% of the project budget at the output level with the gender marker score GEN2+GEN3.

· 1: The project budget reflects limited financial investments contributing to gender equality as evidenced by at least 25% of the project budget at the output level with the gender marker score GEN2+GEN3.

· 0: The project budget reflects no financial investments contributing to gender equality 

*Note: Management Action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	
	1

	Evidence

Gender targets for participation of women indicate that a portion of the budget will be specifically allocated to womens’ inclusion 
	

	19.  Is there a realistic multi-year work plan and budget to ensure outputs are delivered on time and within allotted resources? (select from options 0-4 that best reflects this project):

· 4: The project has a realistic multi-year work plan and multi- year budget at the activity level to ensure outputs are delivered on time and within the allotted resources.

· 3: The project has a multi-year work plan at the activity level and multi-year budget at the output level.

· 2: The project has a multi-year work plan and a multi-year budget at the output level.

· 1: The project has an output level multi-year work plan, but not a multi-year budget

· 0: The project does not yet have a multi-year work plan.


	Rating Score

	
	NA

	Evidence

Given the number of projects to be implemented and the priorities that will be identified and managed by the NSC, the workplan is not designed at this time but will be so at inception following NSC decisions on the matter. 
	

	Social and Environmental  Standards

	20.  Has the project ensured that both women and men have equitable access to project resources and comparable social and environmental benefits? (select from options 0-4 that best reflects this project):

· 4: Credible evidence that the project fully reflects a consistent strategy that provides equitable access to and control over project resources and social and environmental benefits (e.g., security, health, water, and culture) through project rationale, strategies and results framework.

· 3: Credible evidence that the project partially reflects a strategy that provides equitable access to and control over project resources and social and environmental benefits (e.g., security, health, water, and culture) through project strategies and the results framework.

· 2: Credible evidence that the project design includes a set of activities that provide equitable access to and control over project resources and social and environmental benefits (e.g., security, health, water, and culture) although project activities are not part of a consistent strategy.

· 1: Credible evidence that the project design includes some scattered activities that provide equitable access to and control over project resources and social and environmental benefits (e.g., security, health, water, and culture)

· 0: The project has no interventions to ensure a fair share of opportunities and benefits for women and men or reduce gender inequalities in access to and control over resources and social and environmental benefits (e.g., security, health, water, and culture)

*Note: Management Action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	10. 
	4

	Evidence

Gender sensitivity and gender considerations have been taken into account in the formulation of the project.  Every effort will be made to incorporate gender issues in the implementation of this project.  Roles of men and women to participate in activities of the project will be equally assigned without any discrimination. Projects have been specifically designed to target women’s needs for improved livelihoods. 
	

	21.  Did the project apply a human rights based approach?

· 4: Credible evidence that opportunities to integrate human rights in the project and prioritize the principles of accountability, meaningful participation, and non-discrimination were fully considered.  Any potential adverse impacts on enjoyment of human rights were rigorously assessed and identified with appropriate mitigation and management measures incorporated into project design and budget.  

· 3: Partial evidence that opportunities to integrate human rights in the project and the principles of accountability, meaningful participation, and non-discrimination were considered.  Potential adverse impacts on enjoyment of human rights were assessed and identified and appropriate mitigation and management measures incorporated into the project design and budget.  

· 2: Limited evidence that opportunities to integrate human rights in the project and the principles of accountability, meaningful participation and non-discrimination were considered.  Potential adverse impacts on enjoyment of human rights were assessed and identified and appropriate mitigation and management measures incorporated into the project design and budget.  

· 1:  No evidence that opportunities to integrate human rights in the project and the principles of accountability, meaningful participation and non-discrimination were considered.  Limited evidence that potential adverse impacts on enjoyment of human rights were considered.

· 0: No evidence that opportunities to integrate human rights in the project were considered.  No evidence that the potential adverse impact on the enjoyment of human rights have been considered.  

*Note: Management action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	
	4

	Evidence

The project supports the meaningful participation and inclusion of all stakeholders, during the design, implementation, monitoring, and adaptive collaborative management of the project.  During the project formulation phase, consultation sessions and meetings were undertaken with a diverse group of stakeholders in order to construct as holistic as possible an understanding of the challenges and barriers related to the management of natural resources 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 demonstration sites and knowledge exchanges 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.   For each grant, any potential adverse impacts on the enjoyment of human rights will be rigorously assessed and identified with appropriate mitigation and management measures incorporated into project design and budget.  


	

	22.  Did the project consider potential environmental opportunities and adverse impacts, applying a precautionary approach?

· 4: Credible evidence that opportunities to enhance environmental sustainability and integrate poverty-environment linkages were fully considered.  Identified opportunities fully integrated in project strategy and design.  Credible evidence that potential adverse environmental impacts identified and rigorously assessed with appropriate management and mitigation measures incorporated into project design and budget.  

· 3: Limited evidence that opportunities to enhance environmental sustainability and poverty-environment linkages were considered.  Credible evidence that potential adverse environmental impacts identified and assessed and appropriate management and mitigation measures incorporated into project design and budget.  

· 2: No evidence that opportunities to strengthen environmental sustainability and poverty-environment linkages were considered.  Credible evidence that potential adverse environmental impacts assessed and appropriate management and mitigation measures incorporated into project design and budget.

· 1:  No evidence that opportunities to strengthen environmental sustainability and poverty-environment linkages were considered.  Limited evidence that potential adverse environmental impacts were adequately considered.  

· 0: No evidence that potential adverse environmental impacts have been considered.
Note: Management action or strong management justification must be given for scores of 0 or 1
	Rating Score

	
	4

	Evidence 

The entire focus of the project is premised on reducing stressors on ecosystem services, and enhancing sustainable livelihoods and actions of local communities. In the technologies and innovations considered thus far (both in SGP-05 and planned for SGP-OP6), there are no adverse environmental impacts detected. The focus on innovations has been to promote renewable energy and energy efficient technologies. There are no roads or heavy physical infrastructure considered. 

	23.  If the project is worth $500,000 or more, has the Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP) been conducted to identify potential social and environmental impacts and risks?
	Yes
	

	
	Yes

	Sustainability and National Ownership

	24.  Have national partners led, or proactively engaged in, the design of the project? (select from options 0-4 that best reflects this project):

· 4: National partners have full ownership of the project and led the process of the development of the project.  

· 3: The project has been developed jointly by UNDP and national partners, with equal effort.

· 2: The project has been developed by UNDP in close consultation with national partners.

· 1: The project has been developed by UNDP with limited engagement with national partners.

· 0: The project has been developed by UNDP with no engagement with national partners.
	Rating Score

	
	4

	Evidence 

The priorities have been determined through a consultative process involving community-based partner organizations, the National Steering Committee and others such as NGOs and academia that have expertise in local sustainable development and the GEF focal areas.  In selecting grantee projects, the criteria for consideration include their fit with the GEF focal areas to ensure that global environmental benefits are generated while sustaining local level development benefits, especially enhanced incomes, and food security.  In addition, proposed activities needed to be aligned with and/or contribute to national priorities as outlined in national policy documents.  
	

	25.  Are key institutions and systems identified, and is there a strategy for strengthening specific/ comprehensive capacities based on capacity assessments conducted? (select from options 0-4 that best reflects this project):

· 4: The project has a comprehensive strategy for strengthening specific capacities of national institutions based on a systematic and detailed capacity assessment that has been completed.

· 3: A capacity assessment has been completed, although it is not systematic or detailed.  The project document has identified activities that will be undertaken to strengthen capacity of national institutions, but these activities are not part of a comprehensive strategy.

· 2: A capacity assessment is planned after the start of the project.  There are plans to develop a strategy to strengthen specific capacities of national institutions based on the results of the capacity assessment.

· 1: There is mention in the project document of capacities of national institutions to be strengthened through the project, but no capacity assessments or specific strategy developments are planned.

· 0: Capacity assessments have not been carried out and are not foreseen.  There is no strategy for strengthening specific capacities of national institutions.
	Rating Score

	
	3

	Evidence

Project activities are designed to increase the capacity of key institutions and communities.  Through a learning-by-doing and adaptive collaborative management approach, the project will strengthen targeted institutional and technical capacities.  This project will enable community-based organizations to take collective action for adaptive landscape management for socio-ecological resilience through design, implementation, and evaluation of grant projects for global environmental benefits and sustainable development. 

	26.  Is there is a clear plan for how the project will use national systems, and national systems will be used to the extent possible?
	Yes (2)
	No (0)

	27.  Is there a clear transition arrangement/ phase-out plan developed with key stakeholders in order to sustain or scale up results (including resource mobilization strategy)?  
	Yes (2)
	No (0)
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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

MandE
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 and 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 and CIS
· Pacific 
· Latin America and 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 multi-stakeholder, 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 MandE 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 MandE 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 and 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.

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 H: Co-financing letters (attached)
Annex I: Social and Environmental Screening template
The completed template, which constitutes the Social and Environmental Screening Report, must be included as an annex to the Project Document. Please refer to the Social and Environmental Screening Procedure and Toolkit for guidance on how to answer the 6 questions.
Project Information

	Project Information 
	

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

	2. Project Number
	9205

	3. Location (Global/Region/Country)
	Kazakhstan, Central Asia


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 will advance principles of inclusion and participation by promoting the engagement and capacity of local organizations and community groups. The project will work towards equality, in particular gender equality, by implementing interventions that will benefit the most vulnerable and marginalized, and ensure at least 50% participation of women. The project is structured to meet local community needs for a more resilient landscape in the face of negative climate change impacts, biodiversity loss, and land degradation.  The project also addresses some of the most vulnerable communities such as the disabled, youth and remote populations. 

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

	Women’s interests with regards to landscape resilience are presented in the logical framework, and women have been a key part of the community consultations designed to understand environmental concerns and how best to address them.  Women have been consulted as a part of the PPG and in the project development workshop. The project will support women’s community projects and engage them in implementation activities. They will be equal members in management structures and constitute 50% of the anticipated beneficiaries.

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

	The project will support the necessary collective action in pilot sites in Kazakhstan for adaptive management of resources and ecosystem processes for sustainable development and global environmental benefits, by strengthening organizational capacities of communities living and working in the steppe and desert landscapes, to act strategically and collectively in building social and ecological resilience. The project also seeks to upscale successful research, technologies and innovations at the national and policy level so as to impact the national context. The project also targets the participation of private sector actors who may be more equipped to introduce and mainstream practices. 


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). If no risks have been identified in Attachment 1 then note “No Risks Identified” and skip to Question 4 and Select “Low Risk”. Questions 5 and 6 not required for Low Risk Projects.
	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.

	Risk 1: Project activities are proposed within or adjacent to critical habitats and/or environmentally sensitive areas, including legally protected areas (e.g. nature reserve, national park)
	I = 1

P =5
	L
	Some of the project interventions will purposefully be carried out to strengthen protected areas and their buffer zones. 
	The project purposefully targets vulnerable areas as many of these include fragile biodiversity with little enforcement. The project will support the development of guidelines for behavior in protected sites to support conservation and biodiversity protection. Mainstreaming knowledge and public awareness is anticipated to increase local communities’ understanding of the fragile nature of natural resources and how best to conserve them and build their resilience. Resilience indicators are incorporated in the results framework to ensure that SGP projects build resilience in implementation sites.  

	Risk 2: Project may involve utilization of genetic resources
	I = 2

P = 3
	M
	Some SGP projects may promote the use of traditional knowledge, cultivation of herbs for medicinal purposes.
	The project will only support alternative livelihood initiatives that build landscape resilience and conform to resilience indicators. Public awareness initiatives and information will be provided to community members about the viability of particular natural resource products as they are produced/promoted so as to ensure that practices remain sustainable. 

	Risk 3: The project will include afforestation, reforestation of indigenous and resilient trees as well as mangroves
	I = 1

P = 5
	L
	Some project initiatives include planting of agro-forestry and mangroves. 
	The proposed afforestation is relatively small and is designed to increase food security, build resilience, buffer rising threats that are increasing desertification, and potentially develop a tree nursery whose products contribute to sustainable management and use of the resource. Trainings will be provided by and to local community groups for sustainable management.

	Risk 4: Project could results in secondary or consequential development activities which could lead to adverse environmental impacts
	I=1

P=2
	L
	Project interventions may lead to agro-tourism activities.  
	Agro-tourist activities will be promoted to celebrate the potential of agricultural tourism, provide alternative livelihoods to impoverished communities, and draw attention to the natural biodiversity and how to protect it. This may lead visitors to the area, which may produce some waste, however, waste management will be folded into the planning of agro-tourism activities.  

	Risk 6: Potential project outcomes may be subject to climate change 
	I=4

P=3
	H
	Project outcomes regardless of level of resilience-building may be impacted by climate change. 
	Increasing climate change and weather unpredictability can impact the desert and steppe landscapes. Even though project outcomes will build resilience, it is unrealistic to conceive that they would remain un-impacted by droughts or rains. The project will seek to build resilience, but will also be mindful if disaster risk reduction considerations. 

	
	QUESTION 4: What is the overall Project risk categorization? 

	
	Select one (see SESP for guidance)
	Comments

	
	Low Risk
	☐X
	Risks have proven to be very low over the last twenty years of SGP Country Programme implementation in Kazakhstan, in part due to the nature of the program, its modus operandi and well-tested risk mitigation measures described in the ProDoc.

	
	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
	☐X
	

	
	Principle 2: Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment
	☐X
	

	
	1.
Biodiversity Conservation and Natural Resource Management
	☐X
	

	
	2.
Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation
	☐X
	

	
	3.
Community Health, Safety and Working Conditions
	☐
	

	
	4.
Cultural Heritage
	☐
	

	
	5.
Displacement and Resettlement
	☐
	

	
	6.
Indigenous Peoples
	☐
	

	
	7.
Pollution Prevention and Resource Efficiency
	☐X
	


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. 


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

	6.
Is there a risk that rights-holders do not have the capacity to claim their rights? 
	No

	7.
Have local communities or individuals, given the opportunity, raised human rights concerns regarding the Project during the stakeholder engagement process?
	No

	8.
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 a 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

	4.
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? 
	No

	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?
	Yes

	1.7 
Does the Project involve the production and/or harvesting of fish populations or other aquatic species? However the project does involve initiatives supporting fishermen to carry out more sustainable practices.
	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) 
	Yes

	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 which could lead to adverse social and environmental effects, or would it generate cumulative impacts with other known existing or planned activities in the area?



	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)?


	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, 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)?
	No

	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 human rights, lands, natural resources, territories, and traditional livelihoods of indigenous peoples (regardless of whether indigenous peoples possess the legal titles to such areas, whether the Project is located within or outside of the lands and territories inhabited by the affected peoples, or whether the indigenous peoples are recognized as indigenous peoples by the country in question)? 
	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 physical and cultural survival of indigenous peoples?
	No

	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


Annex L: Estimation of lifetime direct GHG emissions avoided from the Sixth Operational Phase of the GEF SGP in Kazakhstan
1. Total 50 projects over the lifetime of the Sixth Operational Phase of the GEF SGP in Kazakhstan, of which about 10 community-based projects are expected on climate change mitigation—about 5 projects on RE and 5 projects on energy efficiency.

Emissions reduction from RE projects: 5 projects can have total installed capacity of 15 kW (small scale wind generators, 3 kW each, satisfying the needs of local communities). The average wind capacity factor in Kazakhstan in 2011 was 28 percent (UNDP 2011). It is assumed that the electricity generated from an installed wind turbine would replace marginal sources of grid electricity.

Electricity generation was determined by multiplying the estimated capacity of 5 wind generators (15 kW or 0.015 MW) by the average wind capacity factor (0.28) and by the number of hours per year. 

0.015MW*0.28*8,760 hrs/year = 36.8 MWh per year

Emissions reduction from EE projects: 5 projects total, of which 2 projects on EE furnaces and 3 projects on EE lighting

(a) EE lighting: 700 LED fixtures of 16 watt each to be installed during the Sixth Operational Phase in Kazakhstan replacing incandescent light bulbs of 100 watt each

100 watts*12 hrs*250 days/1000 = 300 kWh/yr per a light bulb 

16 watts*12 hrs*250 days/1000 = 48 kWh/yr per a light bulb
Table 1: Energy consumed

	Scenario
	units
	kWh/yr
	MWh/yr

	Baseline scenario: incandescent light bulbs of 100 watt
	700
	300
	210

	Project scenario: LED fixtures of 16 watt
	700
	48
	33.6 


The quantitative reduction of GHG emissions over the project’s lifetime, measured in tCO2, is calculated by the following formula using the IPCCC methodology: 

С= Еb – Еp, where 

Eb= Mb*CEF,

Еp= Мp*СEF

Мb- baseline electricity consumption or without the project, MWh.

Eb- - baseline GHG emissions (i.e. without the application of energy-efficient technology), t СО2
Мp - estimated power consumption or "after the introduction of energy-efficient lighting technology", such as replacement to LED lighting technology, MWh.

Еp - estimated GHG emissions (i.e. upon application of energy-efficient technology), tons of CO2.

СEF- Emission factor, tCO2/MWh

С - avoided GHG emissions, calculated as the difference between GHG emissions in the baseline and project scenarios, t CO2.

End results of estimations are presented in Table 3 below

(b) EE furnaces: Based on results of completed projects, the average energy efficient furnace uses 21,38 tons of bituminous coal for heating an area of 250 m2. Its efficiency coefficient is 0.5 vs  a conventional furnace. 

Formula used: E = M*K1*TNV*K2*44/12

E – annual CO2 emissions in ton/yr

M – actual consumption of fuel (coal) per year (season) in ton/yr

K1 – carbon oxidation coefficient in fuel

TNV – thermal netto value J/ton

K2 – carbon emissions coefficient, ton/J

44/12 - molecular weight ratio of carbon dioxide to carbon

	
	M, ton/yr*
	K1
	TNV, J/ton
	K2, tonC/J
	molecular weight ration of CO2 to C
	E, annual CO2 emissions

	Baseline scenario
	42.76
	0.98
	17.62
	0.02556
	44/12
	 69.20 

	Project scenario
	21.38
	0.98
	17.62
	0.02556
	44/12
	 34.60 


* assumed 5 months per heating season

2. We determine the avoided emissions of CO2 per MWh of saved electricity based on the most comprehensive recent assessment for Kazakhstan, conducted for the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) in 2012:

Table 2. Demand-side electricity emissions factors for Kazakhstan (tCO2/MWh, from the 2012 EBRD Assessment
)
	Year
	2018
	2019
	2020

	Emissions factor, tCO2/MWh
	0.918
	0.921
	0.919


3. Potential avoided CO2 emissions per year and over the program’s lifetime are summarized in the table below.

Table 3.  Potential avoided CO2 emissions per year, in tCO2
	Year
	2018
	2019
	2020
	Total

	Potential CO2 emissions reduction from RE projects, tCO2
	33.78
	33.89
	33.82
	 101.49 

	Potential CO2 emissions reduction from EE lighting projects, tCO2 
	 161.94 
	 162.46 
	 162.11 
	 486.51 

	Potential CO2 emissions reduction from EE furnace projects, tCO2
	69.20
	69.20
	69.20
	103.8

	Grand total
	264.92
	265.56
	265.13
	795.60


LONG-TERM IMPACT: Desert and steppe landscapes are ecologically resilient; unsustainable practices are reduced and replaced with sustainable alternatives





INTERMEDIATE STATE: Organizations are working towards common landscape objectives, coordinating and collaborating on activities related to biodiversity conservation, climate change mitigation and adaptation and land degradation; relevant information is being generated and systematized for dissemination





Drivers and assumptions: organizations have ability to absorb inputs and capacity; landscape approach is best suited to build socio-ecological resilience; successes will accrue for measurable impacts in pilot sites and build landscape resilience





Sustainable landscape management plans developed by multi-stakeholder groups 





OUTCOMES





Successful initiatives are replicated and upscaled





Knowledge products produced and used 





Community organizations capacitated through implementing grants and improving livelihood opportunities 





Landscape policy platforms





Outcomes 





STRATEGIES





Financing projects that enhance biodiversity conservation, decrease land degradation, support mitigation and adaptation to climate change 





Upscaling and replicating successful initiatives 





Sharing information, knowledge, lessons learned





Developing participatory multi-stakeholder groups to aggregate activities in landscape





Employing landscape approach to build ecological resilience, with focus on desert and steppe landscapes








Organizational, financial, administrative, technical capacity-building to community organizations and NGOS











Capacity Development Learning-by-doing through community-driven innovation grants





Community consultation: Indicators of resilience in socio-ecological production landscapes





Upscaling: Coherent national and sub-national development policies and strategies  





Facilitating knowledge and learning:  Lessons learned through case study development





Local Planning: Landscape strategy development
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� The Fifth National Report of Kazakhstan on Implementation of the UN Convention on Combatting Desertification (with comments and additions). 2014. Astana, Republic of Kazakhstan


� Local authorities impose high penalties for manure stockpiling, especially those located near watercourses and on slopes.


� National Programming Framework of Kazakhstan under CACILM. 2009


� According to the Committee of Land Resources of the Ministry of Investments and Development of Kazakhstan


� UNDP (2005)
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� Buck, L.E, Milder, J.C, Gavin, T.A, Mukherjee, I. Understanding Ecoagriculture: A Framework for Measuring Landscape Performance. EcoAgriculture Discussion Paper Number 2. 2006


� Pyrolysis is a gas-phase reaction at very high temperature. As the reaction is highly endothermic, it is carried out in tubular coils within a fired furnace.





� See Annex L: Estimation of lifetime direct GHG emissions avoided from the Sixth Operational Phase of the GEF SGP in Kazakhstan. 





� Summary of Recommendations on Payments for Ecosystem Services in the Republic of Kazakhstan, CAREC, Almaty, 2011 (32)


� CAREC has been active in advancing PES in Central Asia and already generated some positive experience and lessons learned from PES application in Kyrgyzstan. In 2011, CAREC received several grants for wider introduction of PES schemes in Kazakhstan benefiting from previously matured schemes in Southeast and South Asia, such as in Indonesia, the Philippines, Vietnam, China, India, Nepal and Vietnam.


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





� 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=ActiveWebandpage=WebPageands=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.


� 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.


� European Bank for Reconstruction and Development.  November 2012.  Development of the Electricity Carbon Emission Factors for Kazakhstan.  Baseline Factors for Kazakhstan.  Final Report.  Prepared by Lahmeyer International.
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