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1. Mercury is a global pollutant. Like persistent organic pollutants (POPs), mercury remains in the environment where it circulates among air, water, sediments, soil, and biota in various forms. Atmospheric mercury can be transported long distances, taken up by microorganisms and concentrated up the food chain. Mercury can cause serious damage to ecosystems.  

2. The three most common forms of mercury (elemental, inorganic and methyl mercury) are all detrimental to human health and especially dangerous for fetuses and young children because of their toxicity to the nervous systems (brain and spinal cord). Exposure to elemental mercury, mercury in food, and mercury vapors poses significant health risks including kidney, heart and respiratory problems, tremors, skin rashes, vision or hearing problems, headaches, weakness, memory problems, and emotional changes.

3. In order to address the challenges posed by mercury on a global scale, in 2009 the decision was taken to start UN negotiations for a global, legally-binding treaty to prevent emissions and releases of mercury. The UN negotiations were concluded in January 2013 with 147 governments agreeing to the draft convention text for the Minamata Convention on Mercury. 

4. The Convention was adopted and opened for signature on 10 October 2013, at a Conference of Plenipotentiaries (Diplomatic Conference) in Kumamoto, Japan. The Minamata Convention on Mercury - named after a city in Japan where serious health damage occurred as a result of mercury pollution in the mid-20th Century - will aim to reduce mercury emissions from all sources, including gold mining, dental practices, chlor-alkali plants, coal combustion, medical uses as well as waste management, storage, fate and transport in the atmosphere and other related issues. 

5. Eighty six (86) countries and the European Union signed the Minamata Convention on the first day it was open. A further five countries signed the Convention on the final day of the Diplomatic Conference, 11 October 2013. To date 128 countries have signed the Convention[footnoteRef:1]. On November 6, 2013 the United States of America was the first country to ratify the Minamata Convention, as such it became the first party to the Convention.  [1:  http://www.mercuryconvention.org/Countries/tabid/3428/Default.aspx ] 


6. The Convention will enter into force 90 days after it has been ratified by 50 nations. It is expected that the Convention will come into force within the next 3 – 5 years, most likely before the end of the GEF-6 funding cycle. 

7. In this sense, although Suriname hasn´t signed the Minamata Convention, the country is taking meaningful steps towards becoming a party to the Convention, considering is experience and commitment to the other 30 multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) of which Suriname is part of. Currently, Suriname is undertaking a series of national consultations and developing a policy roadmap that will support the national Government in the accession process, and it is actively following the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee on Mercury. 

8. Currently, Suriname lacks an integrated framework on environmental legislation. The existence of challenges on the mercury-related issues in the country is acknowledged, but a deeper analysis must be undertaken to understand the degree of emissions, releases and their impacts, as well as alternatives that can meet Suriname´s needs.

9. Moreover, mining is an important sector of Suriname's economy and has grown significantly over the last decade (especially gold mining), contributing an estimated 1.62 billion USD in 2012 versus 34 million USD in 2000. In 2011, small-scale gold mining was believed to provide 20,000 direct jobs as well as a significant number of indirect jobs in subsidiary services. Small-to-medium scale gold mining is mostly illegal in nature. The small-to-medium scale gold mining sector uses mercury to bind the gold for easy handling. This so called “gold-mercury amalgam” is burned in the open to separate the mercury from the gold. This gold is then sold to official gold buyers and the numerous jewelry shops in town where it is further purified, frequently with the use of mercury. There are public health concerns on the mercury emissions from this sector and a few initiatives have been taken to address these concerns.

10. For example, prior to making a decision on whether or not to ratify the Minamata Convention, in 2014 the Government of Suriname, through the NIMOS, conducted a preliminary assessment of the impacts of the Convention related to the current policy and institutional framework, as well as technical and human capacity in the country. Through a participative approach, relevant stakeholders were divided into two groups, namely “mercury-regulating institutions” and “mercury users/handlers”, which were identified to be involved. Most of the 80 identified stakeholders indicated that the use of mercury has to be banned in a phased manner in Suriname and that the Government of Suriname should ratify the Minamata Convention in line with the national priorities and needs.

11. Furthermore, the Government is seeking out ways in updating and/or creating the legal and institutional framework to regulate the sector and the devastating environmental impacts cited in several studies. These studies, which have been carried out over the past years on mercury releases, contamination, freshwater quality and human health in the hinterland, provide data on ecological and health impacts. In this sense, undertaking an Assessment on the currently situation of Mercury-related issues (including top-down inventories) in the country is essential to  guide the decision-making process, as well as to assure that the best information is made available to the stakeholders involved in the accession process to the Minamata Convention. 

12. Finally, there are no mandatory environmental and social impact assessments (ESIAs) for mines - only voluntary general guidelines for ESIAs and guidelines for the mining sector. To date only large scale gold mining companies have conducted ESIAs voluntarily, but these companies are mining without the use of mercury, however, mercury can still be released in the production process. No legislation/regulation exists in relation to emission standards in the mining industry either. It is anticipated that the existing Mining Act needs to be updated as it dates back to the Mining Decree E-58 of 1986.

13. This proposed MIA Enabling Activity should enable Suriname to assess the current situation pertaining to the management of Mercury and to carry out a detailed assessment of the impacts of the Minamata Convention.


14. 
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15. The project framework, including envisaged activities, are entirely in line with the GEF Initial Guidelines for Enabling Activities for the Minamata Convention on Mercury (GEF/C.45/Inf.05).

16. Project Objective: the project’s objective is to undertake a Mercury Initial Assessment to enable the Government to determine the national requirements and needs for the ratification of the Minamata Convention and establish a sound foundation to undertake future work towards the implementation of the Convention.

17. Project Goals: the project will achieve its objective by reaching 4 goals as specified in the GEF guidelines (GEF/C.45/Inf.05 paragraph 19), as well as a fifth goal on mainstreaming, as follows: 

Goal 1 - Undertake an assessment of legislation and policies in regard to the implementation of Convention provisions of Article 3; Article 5; Article 7 (including legislation and policy to cover formalization, worker health and safety); Article 8 (specifically in regard to relevant national air pollution/emission standards and regulations); Article 9 (specifically in regard to the ability to identify and categorize sources of releases). The policy and legislative assessment will be undertaken through a review of existing legislation on chemicals management and identification of the gaps prevalent in association to issues of mercury. In addition the legislation review will assess the necessary steps for the establishment of a National Mercury Coordination/Consultation Mechanism.
 
Goal 2 - Undertake an initial assessment of Mercury in the following categories: 
•	Stocks of mercury and/or mercury compounds and import and export procedures including an assessment of the storage conditions; 
•	Supply of mercury, including sources, recycling activities and quantities; 
•	Sectors that use mercury and the amount per year, including manufacturing processes, ASGM and mercury added products; 
•	Trade in mercury and mercury containing compounds 

Goal 3 - Identify:
•	Emission sources of mercury; 
•	Release sources of mercury to land and water.

Goal 4 - Identify key stakeholders involved in the project, and also that are either directly influenced or play an important role in managing the obligations of the conventions: Assessing institutional and capacity needs to implement the Convention.

Goal 5 -  Determine the coordination and decision making systems needed to mainstream the national priorities on mercury in national plans and policies: The institutional capacity gaps identified and the findings of the legislation and policy review will be used to formulate a number of priority actions, which will be included in the Mercury Initial Assessment Report. Proposed actions will be discussed and agreed upon among the key stakeholders mentioned above, through several rounds of discussions.


[bookmark: _Toc450906760]Results and Partnerships
18. The project will be implemented through National Implementation Modality (NIM) with the NIMOS as the execution agency. The NIMOS coordinates the implementation of the work on the Environment (including Chemical Management), through the established Inter Ministerial Advisory Committee (IMAC), which includes relevant ministry bodies and representatives of civil society and private sector. The proposed EA project has been organized into three components with their outcomes, as follows: 

Component 1.	Enabling environment for decision-making on the ratification of Minamata.

Outcome 1.1.  Establishing a national decision making structure on Mercury: Making use of current and future mechanisms, such as the IMAC, UNDAF Programme Coordination Group (PCG) a national decision-making structure on Mercury (“Mercury Coordination/Consultation Mechanism -MCM”) will be established in line with national capacities and existing structures and practices present in the project countries and where feasible will build/expand on similar structures established in support of other chemicals-related MEAs. The assessment discussed below will create the right set up for a coordinating and decision-making body.

Outcome 1.2. Conducting an assessment of the policy and regulatory framework and institutional capacity needs in regard to the implementation of the Convention’s provisions: The work will begin with a review of the structures, institutions and policies and regulations already in place and will analyze the Barriers that would hinder or prevent implementation of the Convention will be identified. Upon the identification of capacity/regulatory gaps, and considering the barriers (in relation to the Convention´s obligations), these will be discussed and reviewed by the “MCM”. The results of these discussions will set the course of work under component 2 of this proposal, in particular to the development of the MIA Report.

Outcome 1.3 Raising awareness on the environmental and health impacts of Mercury: Targeted information awareness activities will be supported on the risks of Mercury and mercury-associated impact on human health and the environment. Awareness raising with target decision makers, the general public and population groups at risk. A stakeholder mapping exercise will be performed to discuss the different profiles, relationships, concerns and expectations that need to be addressed in the awareness raising program. This will help determining the type and content of the mercury awareness programs that considers governmental policy objectives under the Minamata Convention.

Outcome 1.4 Mainstreaming Hg priorities into national policies/plans: the mainstreaming exercise will be led and supported by the interim ministerial coordination committee with the objective to include mercury priorities into national policies and development plans.  The mainstreaming exercise will also include a socio-economic study on the effects of mercury and alternatives in ASGM and the relevant sectors that were identified in the inventory, which can help inform priority setting for this sector and support decision making to facilitate the mainstreaming of selected priorities.

Component 2.	Development of the National Mercury Profile and Mercury Initial Assessment Report. 

Outcome 2.1 Building national capacity to under the Mercury Inventory: National capacity to undertake the Mercury Inventory will be built through training, which will be conducted and facilitated by the project’s international technical advisor. Training will be provided on data collection methodologies, reliability, credibility, data analysis, etc. Training will be targeted towards a group of national technical experts who will conduct and develop the National Mercury Profile. Training will also be targeted towards key government representatives who make up the MCM and who need sufficient knowledge about conducting a Mercury Inventory to be able to review it and comment on it.

Outcome 2.2 Conducting the Mercury Inventory and prepare the National Mercury Profile: The inventory will make use of the UNEP "Toolkit for identification and quantification of mercury releases" , which is intended to assist countries to develop a national mercury releases inventory. It provides a standardized methodology and accompanying database enabling the development of consistent national and regional mercury inventories. Throughout the data collection, analysis and preparation of the Mercury Inventory, the national expert team will be guided by an international technical advisor. After completion of the data gathering stage, a National Mercury Profile, including significant sources of emissions and releases, as well as inventories of mercury and mercury compounds, will be prepared for review, approval and adoption during a national stakeholder workshop. 

Outcome 2.3.	Preparing the National MIA Report: Following the finalization of the project activities as envisaged under component 1 (1.1 – 1.4) as well as completion of the project activities 2.1 and 2.2 (see above), the national project team will prepare a National MIA Report. Expert teams will draft proposals for actions to be included in the Mercury Initial Assessment Report on how to address the pertinent gaps and barriers. These proposals will also include an overview of the costs to the Government in meeting its obligations under.
Component 3. Monitoring and Evaluation
Outcome 3.1. Project monitoring and evaluation implemented: M&E and adaptive project management are applied to provide feedback to the project coordination process and Terminal Evaluation report formulated. As part of adaptive project management, whereby the focus is on realization of strategic project outputs/results per indicators as defined within the Theory of Change, given the context. Lessons learnt and best practices will be disseminated through awareness, information and knowledge sharing programs to identified target groups and through various mechanism. Among the mechanisms to be used will be inter-Agency MoUs, National platforms and knowledge sharing networks.
19. Following key partners will provide inputs to the process of developing the MIA:
· Ministry of Natural Resources: the Ministry of Natural Resources, its Geological Mining Division (GMD) has the responsibility for the sound management and use of natural resources that also issues ASGM mining licenses.

· Office of the President: The presidential Commission to Regulate the Gold Sector; was established by the government in 2010. OGS is leading the reform effort to develop sustainable and environmentally responsible gold mining practices and transform informal small-scale gold mining into a viable sub-sector of the mining and national economy of Suriname and The office for the coordination of Environment (National environmental and Climate Change policy).

· Ministry of Finance (MinFIN): Responsible for obtaining and allocating resources necessary for state institutions, in accordance with the priorities of the public policy. Especially in the area of customs, it is related to establish regulation, controls, monitoring of all imports and exports of different products.

· Ministry of Health (MV): The Ministry of Health is responsible for the development and implementation of health policies and assumes responsibilities related to monitoring, control, regulation and standardization. In addition, the Ministry of Health registers medical devices and monitors companies that import, manufacture, distribute and / or store medical equipment and devices.

· Ministry of Trade & Industry (MinHI): responsible to regulate the local and international trade/business. In this respect, the MinHI issues permits to import and export merchandise, among others, mercury, as well permits to establish gold and silver smiths. Based on the Decree Negative List, it regulates import and export of goods.

· Ministry of Justice & Police: responsible for tracking illegally obtained mercury in case this goes out of sight of Customs.
· The Foreign Currency Committee: issues the permits to export gold.

· Indigenous and Maroon tribes: There are several indigenous and maroon tribes living in the interior of Suriname - including Trio, Wayana, Arowak, Caraib, Saramaccan, Aucaan, Matuarier, Paramacca, Kwinti and Aluku People – that are dependent on natural resources contaminated with Mercury, for their livelihoods.

· Private Sector: The jewelry sector purchases gold from ASGM miners and purifies those in their furnaces, thereby emitting methyl-mercury. Some of the ASGM groups are organized in foundations and associations and are important stakeholders to be reached out, however, the majority of miners are not organized.

· Research Institutes: The Anton de Kom University of Suriname, through its institutes such as the NZC (Nationale Zoologische Collectie), the CMO (Centrum voor Milieu Onderzoek) and the CELOS (Centrum voor Landbouwkundig Onderzoek in Suriname) have conducted research and projects on the fate of mercury.

Mainstreaming Gender
20. Generally, two groups are more sensitive to the effects of mercury. Fetuses and people who are regularly exposed (chronic exposure) to high levels of mercury (such as populations that rely on subsistence fishing or people who are occupationally exposed). As Mercury is passed on from mother to child, and fetuses and children are most susceptible to developmental effects due to mercury. 

21. The MIA will pay particular attention to assessing national capacity to keep such risk groups safe. Recommendations on how to improve gender dimensions and gender mainstreaming related to Mercury, and priorities actions in this area will be highlighted in the MIA report


[bookmark: _Toc450906761][bookmark: _Toc207800912]Feasibility
Cost efficiency and effectiveness: The cost-effectiveness of the project will be assured through the management of the project with synergies from other POPs- and chemicals-related projects in Suriname. The project will involve national experts as much as possible to facilitate the collection of accurate information and to establish a high-responsiveness of the project to keep a steady momentum in project implementation with an international technical advisor providing succinct, specific input where local expertise gaps exist. Information dissemination with the general public and specific local communities will be more effective through integrating the work through existing activities

Risk Management:  
[bookmark: _Toc292030949]Table 1. Project Risks Assessment and Mitigation Measures
	Project risks

	Description
	Type
	Impact &
Probability
	Mitigation Measures
	Owner
	Status

	Administrative
	Administrative
	Slow hiring processes (consultants, consultancy services, etc.) due to Government processes.
	UNDP CO support will improve outreach to potential consultants and consultancy firms, as well as speed up recruitment and procurement processes
	UNDP CO
	No change

	Coordination
	Coordination
	Poor coordination between key government Agencies and Ministries, as well as other stakeholders.
	The project will establish a consultation group/ process in order to account for the institutions and assure proper coordination.
	NIMOS
	No change

	Technical
	Technical
	Insufficient awareness, technical knowledge, data availability, etc. available to undertake the MIA
	Project will start with the training of consultants and stakeholders on the methodology to be used to carry out the MIA. Secondly the project will carry out a number of awareness raising activities and ensure consultations among key stakeholders to facilitate obtaining data.
	Project Team
	Reducing

	Project Team
	Project Team
	Difficulties in recruitment of a Project Manager with the necessary qualifications for the amount allocated in the Budget
	A Project Manager may be shared between two or more chemicals related projects so that his/her time can be shared among projects.  
	UNDP CO
	No Change



Social and environmental safeguards:  This project is an initial assessment, where most of its activities involves desk research, surveys and consultation, so social and environmental risks are not associated with its implementation.
.
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	Intended Outcome as stated in the UNDAF/Country Programme Results and Resources Framework: By 2016, government formulates and implements harmonized, equity focused, and gender sensitive MDG-oriented key legislation, policies, and budgets in accordance with the government’s commitments to international human rights conventions and other internationally agreed development goals.

	Outcome indicators as stated in the Country Programme Results and Resources Framework, including baseline and targets: 
Implementation status of Action Plan of Sound Management Chemicals (SMC)
BL: No action plan on SMC T: National Situation Report (NSR) on Sound Management Chemicals (SMC) finalized and Priority actions agreed

	Applicable Outputs from the 2014 – 2017 UNDP Strategic Plan: 
Output 1.3:  Solutions developed at national and sub-national levels for sustainable management of natural resources, ecosystem services, chemicals and waste.


	Applicable Output Indicators from the UNDP Strategic Plan Integrated Results and Resources Framework: 
Output 1.3 indicator 1.3.1:  Number of new partnership mechanisms with funding for sustainable management solutions of natural resources, ecosystem services, chemicals and waste at national and/or subnational level.


	
	Objective and Outcome Indicators

	[bookmark: _Ref430614916]Baseline[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Baseline, mid-term and end of project levels must be expressed in the same neutral unit of analysis as the corresponding indicator.] 


	Mid-term Target2

	End of Project Target2

	Assumptions[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Risks must be outlined in the Feasibility section of this project document.  ] 



	[bookmark: projObj]Project Objective: Undertake a Initial Mercury Assessment to identify the national mercury challenges and the extent to which legal, policy and regulatory framework will enable Suriname to implement future obligations under the Minamata Convention
	Minamata Initial Assessment document
	No MIA exists
	N/A
	MIA prepared and transmitted to the Minamata Conv. Secretariat
	This is an Enabling Activity

	Component 1.	Enabling environment for decision-making on the ratification of Minamata. 
Outcome 1.1.  Establishing a national decision making structure on Mercury 
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Formalization of a centralized committee
	No MCM  exists
	N/A
	Institutional structure of MCM in place and advising the President.
	This is an Enabling Activity

	Component 1.	Enabling environment for decision-making on the ratification of Minamata 
Outcome 1.2. Conducting an assessment of the policy and regulatory framework and institutional capacity needs in regard to the implementation of the Convention’s provisions:
	Number of Policy and Regulations 
	Diffuse framework
	N/A
	Action Plan to remove barriers and list of policies/regulations to implement the convention developed.
	This is an Enabling Activity

	
	Matrix of Barriers
	Unknown barriers
	N/A

	
	

	Component 1.	Enabling environment for decision-making on the ratification of Minamata 
Outcome 1.3 Raising awareness on the environmental and health impacts of Mercury
	Over-arching awareness strategy 
	Limited targeted awareness pieces
	N/A 
	Comprehensive medium term awareness strategy developed
	This is an Enabling Activity

	Component 1.	Enabling environment for decision-making on the ratification of Minamata 
Outcome 1.4 Mainstreaming Hg priorities into national policies/plans:
	Number of legislations, policies and guidelines.
	Co comprehensive approach on Hg issues exists
	N/A
	One Action Plan for the mainstreaming in the public policies developed with suggested policies to be drafted.
	This is an Enabling Activity

	Component 2.	Development of the National Mercury Profile and Mercury Initial Assessment Report. 
Outcome 2.1 Building national capacity to under the Mercury Inventory
	Number of people able to apply surveys and undertaken inventories
	No official training had been conducted
	N/A
	National team of Officers at NISMO trained
	This is an Enabling Activity

	Component 2.
Development of the National Mercury Profile and Mercury Initial Assessment Report. 
Outcome 2.2 Conducting the Mercury Inventory and prepare the National Mercury Profile
	Number of samples and locations surveyed
	Limited inventories undertaken at ASGM  area only
	N/A
	Areas with mercury use surveyed.
	This is an Enabling Activity

	Component 2.	Development of the National Mercury Profile and Mercury Initial Assessment Report. 
Outcome 2.3.	Preparing the National MIA Report
	Final report 
	No Action Plan exists
	N/A
	One Report containing the full MIA prepared and an Action Plan approved locally.
	This is an Enabling Activity

	Component 3. Monitoring and Evaluation
Outcome 3.1. Project monitoring and evaluation implemented
	Number of evaluation and monitoring missions
	N/A
	N/A
	3 missions undertaken
	This is an Enabling Activity





[bookmark: _Toc450906763][bookmark: _Toc207800914][bookmark: _Toc407785522]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.  Supported by Component Four:  Knowledge Management and M&E, the project monitoring and evaluation plan will also facilitate learning and ensure knowledge is shared and widely disseminated to support the scaling up and replication of project results.

Project-level monitoring and evaluation will be undertaken in compliance with standard UNDP requirements as outlined in the UNDP POPP and UNDP Evaluation Policy. Though these UNDP requirements are not detailed in this section of the project document, the UNDP Country Office will ensure UNDP M&E requirements are met in a timely fashion and to high quality standards. The additional and mandatory GEF-specific M&E requirements as outlined in this section will be undertaken in accordance with the GEF M&E policy and GEF guidance materials (link to be added)[footnoteRef:4].  In addition to these mandatory UNDP and GEF M&E requirements, other M&E activities deemed necessary to support project-level adaptive management, and the exact role of project target groups and other stakeholders in project M&E activities, will be finalized during the Inception Workshop and will be detailed in the Inception Report.  [4: ] 


Oversight and monitoring responsibilities:
The primary responsibility for day-to-day project implementation and regular monitoring rests with the Project Manager.  The Project Manager will develop annual work plans based on the multi-year work plan included in the annexes, including annual targets at the output level to ensure the efficient implementation of the project.  The Project 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 reporting (i.e. GEF PIR), and reporting to the Project Board at least once a year on project progress.  The Project Manager will inform the Project Board and the UNDP Country Office of any delays or difficulties as they arise during implementation, including the implementation of the M&E plan, so that the appropriate support and corrective measures can be adopted. The Project Manager will also ensure that all project staff maintain a high level of transparency, responsibility and accountability in monitoring and reporting project results.  

The UNDP Country Office will support the Project Manager as needed, including through annual supervision missions.  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; and, updating the UNDP gender marker on an annual basis based on progress reported in the GEF PIR and UNDP ROAR reporting.  Any quality concerns flagged by the process must be addressed by project management.  Additional M&E and implementation quality assurance and troubleshooting support will be provided by the UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor and the UNDP-GEF Unit as needed.  The project target groups and stakeholders including the GEF Operational Focal Point will be involved as much as possible in project-level M&E. Per GEF guidance this project is not eligible for midterm review and terminal evaluations. 

Audit Clause: The project will be audited according to UNDP Financial Regulations and Rules and applicable audit policies on NIM implemented projects.

Additional GEF monitoring and reporting requirements:
Inception Workshop and Report:  A project inception workshop will be held after the project document has been signed by all relevant parties to:  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; c) review the results framework and discuss reporting, monitoring and evaluation roles and responsibilities and finalize the M&E plan; d) review financial reporting procedures and mandatory requirements, and agree on the arrangements for the annual audit; e) plan and schedule Project Board meetings and finalize the first year annual work plan.  The Project Manager will prepare the inception report no later than one month after the inception workshop. The final inception report will be cleared by the UNDP Country Office and the UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Adviser, and will be approved by the Project Board.   

GEF Project Implementation Report (PIR):  The Project Manager, the UNDP Country Office, and the UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor 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 Project Manager will ensure that the indicators included in the project results framework are monitored annually well in advance of the PIR submission deadline and are reported on accordingly in the PIR.  The PIR that is submitted to the GEF each year must also be submitted in English and shared with the Project Board.  The UNDP Country Office will coordinate the input of the GEF Operational Focal Point and other stakeholders to the PIR.  The quality rating of the previous year’s PIR will be used to inform the preparation of the subsequent PIR.  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 Project Board during an end-of-project review meeting to discuss lesson learned and opportunities for scaling up.    

GEF Focal Area Tracking Tools:  In line with its objective and the corresponding GEF Focal Areas/ Programs, this project will prepare the following GEF Tracking Tool(s): list the required GEF Tracking Tool(s), as agreed with the UNDP-GEF RTA. The baseline/CEO Endorsement GEF Focal Area Tracking Tool(s) – submitted in Annex to this project document – will be updated by the Project Manager/Team. If applicable the updated GEF Tracking Tool(s) will be submitted to the GEF.


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 and/or the GEF Independent Evaluation Office.  



Table 2 - Mandatory GEF M&E Requirements and M&E Budget:
Note to project developers: Delete rows with italic text as appropriate (e.g. if the project is medium-sized).
	GEF M&E requirements

	Primary responsibility
	Indicative costs to be charged to the Project Budget[footnoteRef:5]  (US$) [5:  Excluding project team staff time and UNDP staff time and travel expenses.] 

	Time frame

	
	
	GEF grant
	Co-financing
	

	Inception (kick off) Workshop 
	UNDP Country Office 
	USD 3,500
	None
	Within two months of project document signature 

	Inception Report
	Project Manager
	None
	None
	Within two weeks of inception workshop

	Standard UNDP monitoring and reporting requirements as outlined in the UNDP POPP
	UNDP Country Office

	None
	None
	Quarterly, annually

	Monitoring of indicators in project results framework NIMOS
	Project Manager

	Per year: USD 9,000
	None
	Annually 

	GEF Project Implementation Report (PIR) 
	Project Manager and UNDP Country Office and UNDP-GEF team
	None
	None
	Annually 

	HACT Audit as per UNDP audit policies
	UNDP Country Office
	Per year: USD 1,000 
	None
	Annually or other frequency as per UNDP Audit policies

	Supervision missions
	UNDP Country Office
	[bookmark: _Ref408493843]None[footnoteRef:6] [6:  The costs of UNDP Country Office and UNDP-GEF’s participation and time are charged to the GEF Agency Fee.] 

	None
	Annually

	Oversight missions
	UNDP-GEF team
	None6
	None
	Troubleshooting as needed

	GEF Secretariat learning missions/site visits 
	Project Manager and UNDP-GEF team
	None
	None
	To be determined.

	TOTAL indicative COST 
Excluding project team staff time, and UNDP staff and travel expenses 
	14,500
	None
	







[bookmark: _Toc450906764]Governance and Management Arrangements 
Roles and responsibilities of the project’s governance mechanism:  The project will be implemented following UNDP’s support to national implementation modality, according to the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between UNDP and the Government of Suriname, and the United Nations Development Assistance Action Plan (UNDAP). The Implementing Partner for this project is National Institute for Environment and Development.  The Implementing Partner is responsible and accountable for managing this project, including the monitoring and evaluation of project interventions, achieving project outcomes, and for the effective use of UNDP resources. 
The project organisation structure is as follows:
Project Manager

Project Board
Senior Beneficiary:  
Local communities
Goldminers
Executive:
NIMOS


Senior Supplier:
University of Suriname
UNDP


Project Assurance
UNDP Suriname Office Programme Officer

IMAC/MCM/PCG Environment

Project Organization Structure
TEAM A
MIA Assessment

TEAM C
MIA and ASGM 
Education and Awareness
TEAM B
ASGM general Assessment


The Project Board (also called Project Steering Committee) is responsible for making by consensus, management decisions when guidance is required by the Project Manager, including recommendation for UNDP/Implementing Partner approval of project plans and revisions. In order to ensure UNDP’s ultimate accountability, Project Board decisions should be made in accordance with standards that shall ensure management for development results, best value money, fairness, integrity, transparency and effective international competition. In case a consensus cannot be reached within the Board, final decision shall rest with the UNDP Programme Manager.  The terms of reference for the Project Board are contained in Annex.  The Project Board may be comprised of representatives from the following organizations: Ministry of Natural Resources, NIMOS, Ministry of Trade and Industry, Ministry of Health, UNDP.  
The Project Manager will run the project on a day-to-day basis on behalf of the Implementing Partner within the constraints laid down by the Board. The Project Manager function will end when the final project report, and other documentation required by the GEF and UNDP, has been completed and submitted to UNDP (including operational closure of the project).  
The project assurance roll will be provided by UNDP, who will augment this role to ensure that its fiduciary, environmental and social safeguards and standards are maintained. Further, the Project Assurance role supports the Project Board by carrying out objective and independent project oversight and monitoring functions. This role ensures appropriate project management milestones are managed and completed
Governance role for project target groups:  
A number of technical working groups consisting also of beneficiaries are to be established as counterpart groups to different project and technical assessment teams at the start of project implementation. For this beneficiaries and stakeholders were requested at recent meeting (April 2016) to indicate interest and provide names of nominees. The technical working groups are to ensure participatory preparation as well as additional quality assurance and ownership of deliverables.
UNDP Direct Project Services as requested by Government:
The enclosed letter of agreement identifies per which UNDP support services to NIM will be provided to the implementing partner of the project, the national institute for Environment and Development.
As per Determination and Decision of the UNDP’s Executive Board on the Policy on Cost Recovery from Regular and Other Resources, UNDP shall recover costs for the provision of project related general management services (GMS) and direct project services (DPS).  As an Implementing Agency of the GEF, UNDP earns a fee upon approval of each project which is to be used to cover specific project assurance and oversight costs incurred by UNDP.  For the Country Office, these services are related to the provision of project cycle management services; thus, the GEF fee is provided to cover the specialized project cycle management service indirect costs.  At the Country Office level, project cycle management services performed by UNDP Country Offices are broadly analogous to General Management Support (GMS) and cover support to project development and oversight of implementation stages. The UNDP-GEF Unit will support the Country Office by providing a suite of specialized technical services as required by the GEF.
If the Implementing Partner requests UNDP to provide direct services specific to project inputs, then UNDP’s costs must be recovered in full accordance with GEF-specific Bureau of Management Services (BMS) policy on Direct Project Costs (DPCs).   This GEF and Adaptation Fund specific policy is available in the POPP.  In summary, to comply with BMS policy, UNDP will need to ensure for each project that: (a) a Letter of Agreement (LOA) between UNDP and the Implementing Partner has been entered into clearly documenting the services requested and the associated costs; and (b) the DPCs are within the Project Management Cost (PMC) component of the project budget. If direct project services are requested after the date of GEF CEO Endorsement, prior approval of any DPCs will be needed from the GEF Secretariat. An appropriate separation between project oversight and direct project support is required in accordance with the UNDP Internal Control Framework.
Agreement on intellectual property rights and use of logo on the project’s deliverables:  In order to accord proper acknowledgement to the GEF for providing funding, the GEF logo will appear together with the UNDP logo on all promotional materials, other written materials like publications developed by the project, and project hardware.  Any citation on publications regarding projects funded by the GEF will also accord proper acknowledgement to the GEF. 
Project management:  project is national in scope with project office operated out of NIMOS in the Capital of Paramaribo.

[bookmark: _Toc450906765][bookmark: _Toc407785521][bookmark: _Toc207800915][bookmark: _Toc407785523][bookmark: _Toc207800913]Financial Planning and Management 
The total cost of the project is USD 200,000.  This is financed through a GEF grant of USD 200,000.  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:  Is it is an Enabling Activity, no co-finance requirements appl.:

Budget Revision and Tolerance:  As per the UNDP requirements outlined in the UNDP POPP, the project board can agree on a budget tolerance level for each plan under the overall annual work plan allowing the project manager to expend up to the tolerance level beyond the approved project budget amount for the year without requiring a revision from the project board. Should the following deviations occur, the Project Manager and UNDP Country Office will seek the approval of the UNDP-GEF team as these are considered major amendments by the GEF: a) budget re-allocations among components in the project with amounts involving 10% of the total project grant or more; b) introduction of new budget items/or components that exceed 5% of original GEF allocation.
Project Closure:  Project closure will be conducted as per the UNDP requirements outlined in the UNDP POPP (see (https://info.undp.org/global/popp/ppm/Pages/Closing-a-Project.aspx) on an exception 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 including the final clearance of the Terminal Evaluation Report that must be available in English, and after the final project board meeting. The Implementing Partner through a Project Board decision, will notify the UNDP Country Office when the operational closure has been completed. The relevant parties will then agree on 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 Country Office.
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. 

1. [bookmark: _Toc450906766][bookmark: _Toc407785524]Legal Context
This project document shall be the instrument referred to as such in Article 1 of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between the Government of (country) and UNDP, signed on (date).   All references in the SBAA to “Executing Agency” shall be deemed to refer to “Implementing Partner.”

1. Consistent with the Article III of the SBAA [or the Supplemental Provisions], 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 [and the Project Cooperation Agreement between UNDP and the Implementing Partner][footnoteRef:7]. [7:  Use bracketed text only when IP is an NGO/IGO] 


2. The Implementing Partner agrees to undertake all reasonable efforts to ensure that no 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.  
3. Consistent with UNDP’s Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures, social and environmental sustainability will be enhanced through application of the UNDP Social and Environmental Standards (http://www.undp.org/ses) and related Accountability Mechanism (http://www.undp.org/secu-srm).   
4. The Implementing Partner shall: (a) conduct project and programme-related activities in a manner consistent with the UNDP Social and Environmental Standards, (b) implement any management or mitigation plan prepared for the project or programme to comply with such standards, and (c) engage in a constructive and timely manner to address any concerns and complaints raised through the Accountability Mechanism. UNDP will seek to ensure that communities and other project stakeholders are informed of and have access to the Accountability Mechanism. 

All signatories to the Project Document shall cooperate in good faith with any exercise to evaluate any programme or project-related commitments or compliance with the UNDP Social and Environmental Standards. This includes providing access to project sites, relevant personnel, information, and documentation.
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[bookmark: _Toc450906767]Total Budget and Work Plan
	Atlas Proposal or Award ID:
	00095987
	Atlas Primary Output Project ID:
	00100006

	Atlas Proposal or Award Title:
	Minamata Initial Assessment

	Atlas Business Unit
	SUR10

	Atlas Primary Output Project Title
	Minamata Initial Assessment

	UNDP-GEF PIMS No. 
	5809

	Implementing Partner 
	National Institute for Environment and Development

	GEF Component  /Atlas Activity
	RespParty/ IA
	Fund ID
	Donor Name
	ATLAS Code
	Altlas Budget Description
	TOTAL Amount (USD)
	Amount 2016
 (USD)
	Amount 2017
 (USD)
	Budget note

	Component 1
	NIMOS
	62000
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	15,000
	15,000
	0
	a

	
	
	
	
	71300
	Local Consultants
	10,000
	10,000
	0
	b

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	5,000
	5,000
	0
	c

	
	
	
	
	74200
	Audio Visual & Print Prod Costs
	6,000
	6,000
	0
	d

	
	
	
	
	75700
	Training, Workshops & Conferences
	10,000
	10,000
	0
	e

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	4,000
	4,000
	0
	f

	
	GEF Subtotal Atlas Activity 1 (Comp 1) 
	50,000
	50,000
	0
	

	TOTAL ACTIVITY 1 (Comp 1)
	50,000
	
	
	

	Component 2
	NIMOS
	62000
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	30,000
	30,000
	0
	g

	
	
	
	
	71300
	Local Consultants
	35,000
	24,500
	10,500
	h

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	15,000
	15,000
	0
	i

	
	
	
	
	72100
	Contractual Services-Companies
	20,000
	20,000
	0
	j

	
	
	
	
	74200
	Audio Visual & Print Prod Costs
	5,000
	2,500
	2,500
	k

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	5,000
	3,000
	2,000
	l

	
	
	
	
	75700
	Training, Workshops & Conferences
	5,000
	2,000
	3,000
	m

	
	GEF Subtotal Atlas Activity 2 (Comp 2) 
	115,000
	97,000
	18,000
	

	TOTAL ACTIVITY 2 (Comp 2)
	115,000
	
	
	

	
Component 3
	NIMOS
	62000
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	10,000
	10,000
	0
	n

	
	
	
	
	71600
	Travel
	4,000
	4,000
	0
	o

	
	
	
	
	74500
	Miscellaneous
	1,000
	1,000
	0
	p

	
	GEF Subtotal Atlas Activity 3 (Comp 3) 
	15,000
	15,000
	0
	

	TOTAL ACTIVITY 3 (Comp 3)
	15,000
	
	
	

	Project Management
	NIMOS
	62000
	GEF
	71800
	Contractual Services – Implementing Partner
	10,800
	3,925
	6,875
	q

	
	
	
	
	74598
	Direct Project Costs
	7,500
	5,100
	2,400
	r

	
	
	
	
	74100
	Audit
	1,000
	0
	1,000
	s

	
	
	
	
	72500
	Supplies
	200
	200
	0
	

	
	
	
	
	75700
	Training, Workshops & Conferences
	500
	0
	500
	

	
	GEF Subtotal Atlas Activity 4 (Proj Mgt)
	20,000
	9,225
	10,775
	

	TOTAL ACTIVITY 3 (Project Management)
	20,000
	
	
	

	SUB-TOTAL GEF
	200,000
	171,225
	28,775
	

	GRAND TOTAL (Grant)
	200,000
	
	
	




Budget notes:
	a
	International Consultant’s rate is calculated at 600USD per day

	b
	National Consultant’s rate is calculated at 300 USD per day

	c
	International/ National Consultant’s travel, 20 percent consultant rate allocated for travel

	d
	These costs are for communication products for public and policy makers awareness, knowledge sharing

	e
	This includes inception (kickoff) workshop and inter sectorial working groups meetings and workshops, knowledge exchanges

	f
	Miscellaneous costs

	g
	International Consultant’s rate is calculated at 600 USD per day

	h
	National Consultant’s rate is calculated at 300 USD per day

	i
	Travel for field research/data gathering/field visits, including consultant travel related to different sectors of the Minamata Initial Assessment and report

	j
	Contractual service companies costs associated with collection, analysis and dissemination of inventory data 

	k
	These costs are for communication products for public awareness, knowledge sharing

	l
	Miscellaneous costs data gathering 

	m
	This includes training workshops, knowledge exchanges, sensitization of vulnerable communities, and public awareness activities

	n
	Local consultant in support monitoring MIA assessment and stakeholder consultation 

	o
	Travel for monitoring MIA assessment and stakeholder consultation  

	p
	Miscellaneous costs

	q
	Contractual services provided by the implementing partner in the management of the project

	r
	Refer to Annex “Letter of Agreement for Direct Project Services”. As agreed with NIMOS. 

	s
	Audit to be carried out by professional services once throughout project duration





[bookmark: _Toc407785530]
[bookmark: _Toc450906768]List of Mandatory Annexes
· [bookmark: _Toc407785531]Multi year Workplan (see template below)
· [bookmark: _Toc407785537][bookmark: Annex3]Monitoring Plan (see template below)
· GEF Tracking Tool (s) at baseline (see separate document)
· Terms of Reference for Project Board, Project Manager, Chief Technical Advisor and other positions as appropriate
· [bookmark: _Toc407785532][bookmark: _Toc407785538]UNDP Social and Environmental and Social Screening Template (SESP)
· Any additional agreements, such as cost sharing agreements, project cooperation agreements signed with NGOs (where the NGO is designated as the “executing entity”), letters of financial commitments, GEF OFP letter, GEF PIFs and other templates for all project types, LOA with the government in case DPCs are applied should be attached. 

Optional Annexes:
· [bookmark: _Toc407785534]List of people consulted during project development
· [bookmark: _Toc407785536]UNDP Project Quality Assurance Report (to be completed by UNDP Country Office) 
· Results of the capacity assessment of the project implementing partner and HACT micro assessment (to be completed by UNDP Country Office) 



Multi Year Work Plan

	EXPECTED  OUTPUTS and RESULT INDICATORS

	PLANNED ACTIVITIES
	TIMEFRAME
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
	PLANNED BUDGET

	
	
	Y1
	Y2
	Y3
	Y4
	
	Funding Source
	Budget Description
	Amount

	Output 1 - Environment for decision-making on the ratification of Minamata enabled. 

Result indicator 1: Assessment of Hg insertion in legal framework.
Baseline (year): 2016
Target: Assessment Report prepared.
	1.1. Establish a National Mercury Coordination /consultation Mechanism 
	X
	
	
	
	NIMOS
	GEF
	Intl. Consultant
Ntl. Consultant
Travel & Mission
Contractual Services
Sundry
	



15,000
10,000
5,000
16,000
4,000

	
	1.2. Undertake an Assessment on the existing and required policy and regulatory framework
	X
	
	
	
	NIMOS
	GEF
	
	

	
	1.3. Develop Hg awareness raising activities targeting decision makers and population groups at risk.
	X
	
	
	
	NIMOS
	GEF
	
	

	
	1.4 National Hg priority interventions mainstreamed in national policies/plans 
	X
	X
	
	
	NIMOS
	GEF
	
	

	Output 2 - National Mercury Profile and Mercury Initial Assessment Report developed
Result indicator 3: MIA report ready.
Baseline (year): 2016
Target (Y2): Final MIA document submitted to the Minamata Conv. Secretariat.
	2.1. Build Capacity in Suriname to commence the Mercury inventory.  
	X
	
	
	
	NIMOS
	GEF
	Intl. Consultant
Ntl. Consultant
Travel & Mission
Contractual Services
Sundry
	
30,000
35000
15,000
30,000
5,000

	
	2.2 Mercury Inventory conducted in Suriname.
	X
	X
	
	
	NIMOS
	GEF
	
	

	
	2.3 Prepare the National MIA Report 
	
	X
	
	
	NIMOS
	GEF
	
	

	Output 3 - Monitoring and Evaluation
    Target (Y2): Project closure report
	3.1. Undertake M&E in support of adaptive management, to provide feedback to the project coordination process 
	X
	X
	
	
	NIMOS
	GEF
	Ntl. Consultant
Travel & Mission
Sundry
	10,000
4,000
1000

	Output 4 – Project Management
   Target (Y2): Project completed
	4.1. Undertake adaptive management and complete the project
	X
	X
	
	
	NIMOS
	GEF
	Contractual Services
DPC
Audit
Supplies

	17,400
1,200
1,000
400


	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	200,000




Monitoring Plan: The Project Manager will collect results data according to the following monitoring plan.  

	Monitoring 
	Indicators
	
Description

	Data source/Collection Methods

	Frequency

	Responsible for data collection
	Means of verification
	Assumptions and Risks


	Project objective from the results framework
	Minamata Initial Assessment document
	Final document of MIA approved and submitted
	Minamanta Convention Secretariat
	Annually 


	Project Coordinator

	Consult the Minamata Conv. Secretariat
	n/a

	
Project Outcome 1
	Formalization of a centralized committee 
	Consultation committee to guide HG decision making process to be coordinated.
	Central Government
	Annually 

	Project Coordinator
	
Various progress reports 

USD 5,000
	n/a

	
	Over-arching awareness strategy 
	Use inputs to develop a over-arching awareness strategy
	Central Government
	Annually 

	National Consultant
	
	n/a

	
	Number of Policy and Regulations
	Review of policies and regulations to verify current status over Hg issue.
	Central Government
	Annually 

	National Consultant
	
	n/a

	
	Matrix of Barriers
	Develop a matrix of barriers that block Suriname to ratify the Convention
	Central Government
	Annually 

	National Consultant
	
	n/a

	
Project Outcome 2
	Number of people able to apply surveys and undertaken inventories
	Create capacity in Government to undertake inventories
	Field visits
	Annually 

	National Consultant
	
Various field reports 

USD 6,500
	n/a

	
	Number of samples and locations surveyed
	Undertake samples to create a comprehensive level 1 inventory to support decision making process.
	Field visits
	Annually 

	National Consultant
	
	n/a

	
	Final report 
	Consolidate above mentioned indicators in one final output: MIA Document
	N/A
	Annually 

	National Consultant
	
	n/a

	
Project Outcome 3
	Number of monitoring and project closure missions
	Field missions required to verify compliance
	N/A
	Quarterly
	National Consultant/ Project Coordinator

	Monitoring reports

USD 1,500
	n/a

	Final GEF Tracking Tool
	N/A
	N/A
	baseline GEF Tracking Tool included in Annex
	Completion of project
	For example, national university; project consultant
	As relevant updated GEF tracking tool as 
USD 1,500
	n/a

	Total monitoring budget
	USD 14,500
	



Terms of Reference for Key Project staff




UNDP Social and Environmental and Social Screening Template (SESP)




GEF MIA Request for Enabling Activity




GEF OFP letter. 




Draft LOA
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[bookmark: _Toc384571914][bookmark: _Toc267823369][bookmark: _Toc267824212]Terms of References for key Project staff



		1. National Project Manager:



		· Supervise and coordinate the production of project outputs, as per the project document;

· Mobilize all project inputs in accordance with procedures for nationally implemented projects;

· Supervise and coordinate the work of project staff, consultants and sub-contractors;

· Prepare and revise project work and financial plans;

· Liaise with UNDP, relevant government agencies, and all project partners, including donor organizations and NGOs for effective coordination of all project activities;

· Facilitate administrative backstopping to subcontractors and training activities supported by the Project;

· Oversee and ensure timely submission of all reports as may be required by UNDP, GEF, the Ministry of Environment and other oversight agencies;

· Disseminate project reports and respond to queries from concerned stakeholders;

· Report progress of project to the PEB, and ensure the fulfilment of PEB directives.

· Collect, register and maintain all information on project activities; 

· Contribute to the preparation and implementation of progress reports; 

· Monitor project activities, budgets and financial expenditures; 

· Advise all project counterparts on applicable administrative procedures and ensures their proper implementation; 

· Maintain project correspondence and communication; 

· Support the preparations of project work-plans and operational and financial planning processes;

· Assist in procurement and recruitment processes; 

· Assist in the preparation of payments requests for operational expenses, salaries, insurance, etc. against project budgets and work plans; 

· Follow-up on timely disbursements by UNDP CO; 

· Receive, screen and distribute correspondence and attach necessary background information;

· Prepare routine correspondence and memoranda for Project Managers signature; 

· Assist in logistical organization of meetings, training and workshops; 

· Prepare agendas and arrange field visits, appointments and meetings both internal and external related to the project activities and write minutes from the meetings; 

· Maintain project filing system;  

· Maintain records over project equipment inventory;

· Provide support to all experts in the delivery of the project activities through substantive input and analytical services;

· Scrutinize and review the deliverables of the experts recruited under the project.





		2. National experts on data collection organization and analysis (2 in total)



		· Identification of main target areas (sites) and sources for collection of data in accordance with the rapid assessment: i) coal-fired power plants; ii) cement production; iii) fluorescent lamps, manometers, thermometers; iv) manufacturing of products containing mercury; v) waste (including medical waste) incineration; and vi) Jewelry sector

· Selection of methodology for the collection and analysis of data under each mercury source identified;

· Collection of data and analysis;

· Review of the rapid assessment of sources and validation (or expansion) of the list in accordance with collected data.

· Preparation of Mercury Profile

· Preparation of MIA Report





		3. National expert on regulatory analysis and recommendations



		· Detailed review of regulatory framework and identification of gaps in management of mercury;

· Development of specific recommendations on adjustments, amendments required in existing legislation;

· Liaise with Ministry of Environment, Minamata focal point and relevant government agencies for development of effective proposals for regulatory framework development.










		4. National Public awareness expert 



		· Develop public awareness activities necessary to raise awareness on mercury and the Minamata convention among the key stakeholders and target groups identified during the initial assessment;

· Support implementation of public awareness activities and supervise any sub-contractors recruited for implementation;

· Maintain quality control over public awareness outputs.





		5. International technical expert



		· Provision of technical advisory support (with missions) to the local team on the Minamata convention as the new MEA instrument, mercury sources, data organization, collection and validation process in each related sector/sub-sector;

· Support to the national level consultations on the data analysis, national mercury profile formulation and priority setting processes for decision-making;

· Provision of regulatory advisory support where needed with respect existing international benchmarks

· Provision of support to develop and analyze cost related to the implementation of the Convention and description of potential sources of funds, including existing bilateral sources 

· Provision of support services to start creating expertise on how to deal with mercury in the workplace including substitution of mercury by alternative substances in certain production processes.
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Social and Environmental Screening

Project Information

Project Information

1. Project Title Minamata Initial Assessment for Suriname
2. Project Number 5809

3. Location (Global/Region/Country) Suriname

Part A. Integrating Overarching Principles to Strengthen Social and Environmental
Sustainability

QUESTION 1: How Does the Project Integrate the Overarching Principles in order to Strengthen Social and

Environmental Sustainability?

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

The project supports Panama on the assessment of the current situation regarding mercury and mercury-added products in the
country, improves country’s knowledge on industrial and service sectors applications and identifies required actions to eliminate
human health risks associated with this pollutant. Mercury is a toxic global pollutant with detrimental impacts on human health and
the environment. The right to clean air and a healthy lifestyle is a basic human right and this project will ensure that the human-rights
based approached is mainstreamed in the project.

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

Mercury is detrimental to human health and it is especially dangerous for fetuses and young children because of its toxicity to the
nervous systems (brain and spinal cord). Exposure to elemental mercury, mercury in food, and mercury vapors poses significant
health risks including kidney, heart and respiratory problems, tremors, skin rashes, vision or hearing problems, headaches,
weakness, memory problems, and emotional changes. Thus, women who are in the childbearing age or pregnant are a particular
group of concern when it comes to Mercury exposure. Reduction of mercury use in sectors and areas where workers are
predominantly women and are frequented by pregnant women are important gender risk reduction considerations. The project will
help to assess the current situation and identify those actions that can reduce their exposition to this substance.

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

The main objective of this project to undertake a Mercury Initial Assessment (MIA), which will enable the Government of Panama to
determine the national requirements and needs for the ratification of the Minamata Convention and establish a national foundation
to undertake future work towards the implementation of the Convention. Thus, environmental sustainability will be mainstreamed

in the project through all of its activities.






Part B. Identifying and Managing Social and Environmental Risks

QUESTION 2: What are the Potential
Social and Environmental Risks?
Note: Describe briefly potential social

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

and environmental risks identified in risks (for Risks with Moderate and High Significance)?

Attachment 1 — Risk Screening Checklist
(based on any “Yes” responses).

Risk Description Impact and | Significance | Comments Description of assessment and management measures as
Probability | (Low, reflected in the Project design. If ESIA or SESA is required
(1-5) Moderate, note that the assessment should consider all potential

High) impacts and risks.

Risk 1: N/A I '_ See below. | See below. See below.

Risk 2: N/A I —_ See below. | See below. See below.

Risk 3: N/A =_ See below. | See below. See below.

Risk 4: N/A L=_ See below. | See below. See below.

[add additional rows as needed]

QUESTION 4: What is the overall Project risk categorization?

Select one (see SESP for guidance) Comments

Low Risk This project is an initial assessment, where most of its
activities involves desk research, surveys and consultation,
so social and environmental risks are not associated with its
implementation.

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 O N/A
N/A

Principle 2: Gender Equality and Women’s
Empowerment




http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/operations1/undp-social-and-environmental-screening-procedure.html



1. Biodiversity Conservation and Natural Resource 0 N/A
Management

2. Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation O N/A

3. Community Health, Safety and Working Conditions | [] N/A

4. Cultural Heritage | N/A

5. Displacement and Resettlement O N/A

6. Indigenous Peoples | N/A

7. Pollution Prevention and Resource Efficiency This project seeks to assist the government of Panama

Ox in determining the technical and financial requirements
associated with the ratification of the Minimata
Convention on Mercury.
Final Sign Off
Signature Date Description

25/Nov/2015 | UNDP staff member responsible for the Project, typically a UNDP Programme Officer. Final signature

m ()7(’&‘ @A? confirms they have “checked” to ensure that the SESP is adequately conducted.
|

Anderson Alves, Index 627997

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

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






SESP Attachment 1. Social and Environmental Risk Screening Checklist

Checklist Potential Social and Environmental Risks
I . Answer

Principles 1: Human Rights (Yes/No)

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

2. Is there a likelihood that the Project would have inequitable or discriminatory adverse impacts on affected No
populations, particularly people living in poverty or marginalized or excluded individuals or groups? 1

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

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

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 No
Project during the stakeholder engagement process?

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

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 No
situation of women and girls?

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

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

4, Would the Project potentially limit women’s ability to use, develop and protect natural resources, taking No
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

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 No
habitats) and/or ecosystems and ecosystem services?

For example, through habitat loss, conversion or degradation, fragmentation, hydrological changes

1 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.





1.2 Are any Project activities proposed within or adjacent to critical habitats and/or environmentally sensitive No

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?

1.3 Does the Project involve changes to the use of lands and resources that may have adverse impacts on No
habitats, ecosystems, and/or livelihoods? (Note: if restrictions and/or limitations of access to lands would
apply, refer to Standard 5)
14 Would Project activities pose risks to endangered species? No
15 Would the Project pose a risk of introducing invasive alien species? No
1.6 Does the Project involve harvesting of natural forests, plantation development, or reforestation? No
1.7 Does the Project involve the production and/or harvesting of fish populations or other aquatic species? No
1.8 Does the Project involve significant extraction, diversion or containment of surface or ground water? No
For example, construction of dams, reservoirs, river basin developments, groundwater extraction
1.9 Does the Project involve utilization of genetic resources? (e.g. collection and/or harvesting, commercial No
development)
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 | No
social and environmental effects, or would it generate cumulative impacts with other known existing or
planned activities in the area?

For example, a new road through forested lands will generate direct environmental and social impacts (e.qg.
felling of trees, earthworks, potential relocation of inhabitants). The new road may also facilitate
encroachment on lands by illegal settlers or generate unplanned commercial development along the route,
potentially in sensitive areas. These are indirect, secondary, or induced impacts that need to be considered.
Also, if similar developments in the same forested area are planned, then cumulative impacts of multiple
activities (even if not part of the same Project) need to be considered.

Standard 2: Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation

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

2.2 Would the potential outcomes of the Project be sensitive or vulnerable to potential impacts of climate No
change?

2.3 Is the proposed Project likely to directly or indirectly increase social and environmental vulnerability to No

climate change now or in the future (also known as maladaptive practices)?

For example, changes to land use planning may encourage further development of floodplains, potentially
increasing the population’s vulnerability to climate change, specifically flooding

Standard 3: Community Health, Safety and Working Conditions

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

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

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 | No
infrastructure)

2 In regards to CO,, ‘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.]





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

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

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

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

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

Standard 4: Cultural Heritage

4.1 Will the proposed Project result in interventions that would potentially adversely impact sites, structures, No
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)

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

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 No
to land acquisition or access restrictions — even in the absence of physical relocation)?

5.3 Is there a risk that the Project would lead to forced evictions?3 No

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

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 No
indigenous peoples?

6.3 Would the proposed Project potentially affect the human rights, lands, natural resources, territories, and No
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)?

If the answer to the screening question 6.3 is “yes” the potential risk impacts are considered potentially
severe and/or critical and the Project would be categorized as either Moderate or High Risk.

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

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

3 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.





6.6 Is there a potential for forced eviction or the whole or partial physical or economic displacement of No
indigenous peoples, including through access restrictions to lands, territories, and resources?
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 No
commercialization or use of their traditional knowledge and practices?
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- No
routine circumstances with the potential for adverse local, regional, and/or transboundary impacts?
7.2 Would the proposed Project potentially result in the generation of waste (both hazardous and non- No
hazardous)?
7.3 Will the proposed Project potentially involve the manufacture, trade, release, and/or use of hazardous No
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
7.4 Will the proposed Project involve the application of pesticides that may have a negative effect on the No
environment or human health?
7.5 Does the Project include activities that require significant consumption of raw materials, energy, and/or No

water?
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part i:  project IDentifiers                                             

		Project Title:

		Minamata Initial Assessment for Suriname 



		Country(ies):

		Suriname

		GEF Project ID:


		     



		GEF Agency(ies):

		 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 
   

		GEF Agency Project ID:

		5809



		Other Executing Partner(s):

		     

		Submission Date:

		12/1/2015



		GEF Focal Area (s):

		 FORMDROPDOWN 
  

		Project Duration (Months)

		24



		Type of Report:

		 FORMDROPDOWN 
 Minamata Initial Assessment

		Expected Report Submission to Convention

		May 2018





A. Project Framework*  

		Project Objective: Undertake a Initial Mercury Assessment to identify the national mercury challenges and the extent to which legal, policy and regulatory framework will enable Suriname to implement future obligations under the Minamata Convention



		Project Component

		Project Outcomes

		Project Outputs

		(in $)



		

		

		

		GEF Project 


Financing

		Confirmed Co-financing




		 1. Enabling environment for decision-making on the ratification of Minamata established.

		1.1 National decision making structure on Mercury operational 


1.2 Policy and regulatory framework, and institutional and capacity needs in regard to the implementation of Convention provisions assessed.


1.3 Awareness raised on the environmental and health impacts of Mercury (Hg) in Suriname. 


1.4 Importance of Hg priority interventions at national level raised through mainstreaming in relevant policies/plans.


		1.1.1 National Mercury Coordination/consultation Mechanism established in Suriname. 


1.2.1 Assessment report prepared on the existing and required policy and regulatory framework as well as institutional capacity to implement the Convention for Suriname (incl. overview of existing barriers).


1.3.1 Hg awareness raising activities conducted in Suriname targeting decision makers and population groups at risk.


1.4.1 National Hg priority interventions mainstreamed in national policies/plans. 


		50,000

		     



		 2. National Mercury Profile and Mercury Initial Assessment Report development

		2.1 National capacity built to undertake Mercury inventories.  


2.2 National Mercury Profile available for Suriname.


2.3 National MIA Report available for Suriname.


		2.1.1 Capacity building and training conducted in Suriname to commence the Mercury inventory.  


2.2.1 Mercury Inventory conducted in Suriname.


2.3.1 National MIA Report for the ratification and implementation of the Convention prepared for Suriname (including proposed policy/regulatory interventions, inst. Cap. Building and required investment plans).


		115,000

		     



		 3. Monitoring and Evaluation

		3.1 Project monitoring and evaluation implemented

		3.1.1 M&E and adaptive management are applied to provide feedback to the project coordination process and Terminal Evaluation report formulated.

		15,000

		     



		      

		     

		     

		     

		     



		      

		     

		     

		     

		     



		      

		     

		     

		     

		     



		      

		     

		     

		     

		     



		      

		     

		     

		     

		     



		      

		     

		     

		     

		     



		      

		     

		     

		     

		     



		Subtotal

		180,000 FORMTEXT 

180,000


		0 FORMTEXT 

0




		Project Management Cost


(including Direct Project Costs: $5,000)

		20,000

		     



		Total Project Cost

		200,000 FORMTEXT 

200,000


		0 FORMTEXT 

0






           *   List the $ by project components.  Please attach a detailed project budget table that supports all the project components in this table.

B. Source of Co-financing for the Project by Name and by Type 

		Sources of Co-financing 

		Name of Co-financier 

		Type of Co-financing

		Amount ($)



		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     



		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     



		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     



		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     



		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     



		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     



		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     



		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     



		Total Co-financing

		

		

		!Undefined Bookmark, COFINTOTA FORMTEXT 

0






C. GEF Financing  Resources Requested by Agency,  Country and Programming of Funds

		GEF Agency

		Trust Fund

		Country/


Regional/ Global 

		Focal Area

		Programming


 of Funds

		(in $)



		

		

		

		

		

		GEF Project Financing  (a)

		Agency Fee (b)b)

		Total


(c)=a+b



		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		Suriname   

		 FORMDROPDOWN 
  

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		200,000

		19,000

		219,000 FORMTEXT 

219,000




		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		        

		 FORMDROPDOWN 
  

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		     

		0 FORMTEXT 

0




		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		        

		 FORMDROPDOWN 
  

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		     

		0 FORMTEXT 

0




		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		        

		 FORMDROPDOWN 
  

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		     

		     

		0 FORMTEXT 

0




		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		             

		 FORMDROPDOWN 
  

		 FORMDROPDOWN 


		          

		          

		0 FORMTEXT 

0




		Total GEF Resources

		200,000 FORMTEXT 

200,000


		19,000 FORMTEXT 

19,000


		219,000 FORMTEXT 

219,000






        a) Refer to the Fee Policy for GEF Partner Agencies

part ii:  Enabling Activity JustiFication 

		A. Enabling Activity Background and Context (Provide brief information about projects implemented since a country became party to the convention and results achieved):   

		Although Suriname hasn´t signed the Minamata Convention, the country is taking meaningful steps towards becoming a party to the Convention, considering is experience and commitment to the other 30 multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) of which Suriname is part of. Currently, Suriname is undertaking a series of national consultations and developing a policy roadmap that will support the national Government in the accession process, and it is actively following the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee on Mercury.


On the institutional side, key institutions such as the National Institute for Environment and Development (NIMOS), the Geological Mining Service Division of the Ministry of Natural Resources, and the Presidential Commission to Regulate the Gold Sector, although suffering from limited resources as well as a lack of technically qualified personnel, trying their best to undertake coordinated action with regards to the mercury issues in Suriname, specifically the use of mercury in the mining sector, which is considered to be a major source of mercury emissions and releases in the country. Other stakeholders include: research institutes and NGOs providing funding for awareness programs, NGOs implement awareness programs, private sector, community based organization and communities in the gold mining areas.


Suriname lacks an integrated framework on environmental legislation. The existence of challenges on the mercury-related issues in the country is acknowledged, but a deeper analysis must be undertaken to understand the degree of emissions, releases and their impacts, as well as alternatives that can meet Suriname´s needs.


Moreover, mining is an important sector of Suriname's economy and has grown significantly over the last decade (especially gold mining), contributing an estimated 1.62 billion USD in 2012 versus 34 million USD in 2000. In 2011, small-scale gold mining was believed to provide 20,000 direct jobs as well as a significant number of indirect jobs in subsidiary services. Small-to-medium scale gold mining is mostly illegal in nature. The small-to-medium scale gold mining sector uses mercury to bind the gold for easy handling. This so called “gold-mercury amalgam” is burned in the open to separate the mercury from the gold. This gold is then sold to official gold buyers and the numerous jewelry shops in town where it is further purified, frequently with the use of mercury. There are public health concerns on the mercury emissions from this sector and a few initiatives have been taken to address these concerns.

For example, prior to making a decision on whether or not to ratify the Minamata Convention, in 2014 the Government of Suriname, through the NIMOS, conducted a preliminary assessment of the impacts of the Convention related to the current policy and institutional framework, as well as technical and human capacity in the country. Through a participative approach, relevant stakeholders were divided into two groups, namely “mercury-regulating institutions” and “mercury users/handlers”, which were identified to be involved. Most of the 80 identified stakeholders indicated that the use of mercury has to be banned in a phased manner in Suriname and that the Government of Suriname should ratify the Minamata Convention in line with the national priorities and needs. 




		

		Efforts have also been taken by the Government to regulate the small-to-medium scale gold mining sector. In December 2010, the Commission to Regulate the Gold Sector (OGS) was created by Presidential Decree. Its mandate includes restoring Government presence and control. The OGS initiated a number of schools on mining, but it acknowledges that this has not been a success so far due to a lack of capacity and expertise. 


Furthermore, the Government is seeking out ways in updating and/or creating the legal and institutional framework to regulate the sector and the devastating environmental impacts cited in several studies. These studies, which have been carried out over the past years on mercury releases, contamination, freshwater quality and human health in the hinterland, provide data on ecological and health impacts. In this sense, undertaking an Assessment on the currently situation of Mercury-related issues (including top-down inventories) in the country is essential to  guide the decision-making process, as well as to assure that the best information is made available to the stakeholders involved in the accession process to the Minamata Convention.


Finally, there are no mandatory environmental and social impact assessments (ESIAs) for mines - only voluntary general guidelines for ESIAs and guidelines for the mining sector. To date only large scale gold mining companies have conducted ESIAs voluntarily, but these companies are mining without the use of mercury, however, mercury can still be released in the production process. No legislation/regulation exists in relation to emission standards in the mining industry either. It is anticipated that the existing Mining Act needs to be updated as it dates back to the Mining Decree E-58 of 1986.


This proposed MIA Enabling Activity should enable Suriname to assess the current situation pertaining to the management of Mercury and to carry out a detailed assessment of the impacts of the Minamata Convention.




		B. Enabling Activity Goals,  Objectives, and Activities (The proposal should briefly justify and describe the project framework.  Identify also key stakeholders involved in the project including the private sector, civil society organizations, local and indigenous communities, and their respective roles, as applicable.  Describe also how the gender equality and women’s empowerment are considered in project design and implementation):

		The proposed EA and the project framework, including envisaged activities, are entirely in line with the GEF Initial Guidelines for Enabling Activities for the Minamata Convention on Mercury (GEF/C.45/Inf.05).


Project Objective: the project’s objective is to undertake a Mercury Initial Assessment to enable the Government to determine the national requirements and needs for the ratification of the Minamata Convention and establish a sound foundation to undertake future work towards the implementation of the Convention.


Project Goals: the project will achieve its objective by reaching 4 goals as specified in the GEF guidelines (GEF/C.45/Inf.05 paragraph 19), as well as a fifth goal on mainstreaming, as follows: 


1. Undertake an assessment of legislation and policies in regard to the implementation of Convention provisions of 


•
Article 3; 


•
Article 5; 


•
Article 7 (including legislation and policy to cover formalization, worker health and safety); 


•
Article 8 (specifically in regard to relevant national air pollution/emission standards and regulations); 


•
Article 9 (specifically in regard to the ability to identify and categorize sources of releases). 


The policy and legislative assessment will be undertaken through a review of existing legislation on chemicals management and identification of the gaps prevalent in association to issues of mercury. In addition the legislation review will assess the necessary steps for the establishment of a National Mercury Coordination/Consultation Mechanism.


2. Undertake an initial assessment of Mercury in the following categories: 


•
Stocks of mercury and/or mercury compounds and import and export procedures including an assessment of the storage conditions; 


•
Supply of mercury, including sources, recycling activities and quantities; 


•
Sectors that use mercury and the amount per year, including manufacturing processes, ASGM and mercury added products; 


•
Trade in mercury and mercury containing compounds 


3. Identify:


•
Emission sources of mercury; 


•
Release sources of mercury to land and water .

4. Identify key stakeholders involved in the project, and also that are either directly influenced or play an important role in managing the obligations of the conventions : Assessing institutional and capacity needs to implement the Convention.






		

		Ministry of Natural Resources: the Ministry of Natural Resources, its Geological Mining Division (GMD) has the responsibility for the sound management and use of natural resources that also issues ASGM mining licenses.


Presidential Commission to Regulate the Gold Sector: was established by the government in 2010. OGS is leading the reform effort to develop sustainable and environmentally responsible gold mining practices and transform informal small-scale gold mining into a viable sub-sector of the mining and national economy of Suriname.


Ministry of Finance (MIMFIN): Responsible for obtaining and allocating resources necessary for state institutions, in accordance with the priorities of the public policy. Especially in the area of customs, it is related to establish regulation, controls, monitoring of all imports and exports of different products.

Ministry of Health (MV): The Ministry of Health is responsible for the development and implementation of health policies and assumes responsibilities related to monitoring, control, regulation and standardization. In addition, the Ministry of Health registers medical devices and monitors companies that import, manufacture, distribute and / or store medical equipment and devices.


Ministry of Trade & Industry (MinHI): responsible to regulate the local and international trade/business. In this respect, the MinHI issues permits to import and export merchandise, among others, mercury, as well permits to establish gold and silver smiths. Based on the Decree Negative List, it regulates import and export of goods.


Ministry of Justice & Police: responsible for tracking illegally obtained mercury in case this goes out of sight of Customs.


The Foreign Currency Committee: issues the permits to export gold.

Indigenous and Maroon tribes: There are several indigenous and maroon tribes living in the interior of Suriname - including Trio, Wayana, Arowak, Caraib, Saramaccan, Aucaan, Matuarier, Paramacca, Kwinti and Aluku People – that are dependent on natural resources contaminated with Mercury, for their livelihoods.


Private Sector: The jewelry sector purchases gold from ASGM miners and purifies those in their furnaces, thereby emitting methyl-mercury. Some of the ASGM groups are organized in foundations and associations and are important stakeholders to be reached out, however, the majority of miners are not organized.


Research Institutes: The Anton de Kom University of Suriname, through its institutes such as the NZC (Nationale Zoologische Collectie), the CMO (Centrum voor Milieu Orderzoek) and the CELOS (Centrum voor Landbouwkundig Onderzoek in Suriname) have conducted research and projects on the fate of mercury.






		

		In this assessment, the role and influence of other stakeholders not identified at the moment will also be included, such as: other research institutes, NGOS, CBOs, private sector, community level organizations. An important aspect to look at is how the coordination and decision making body will consider feedback and concerns of different stakeholders in the decision making process.

4. Determine the coordination and decision making systems needed to mainstream the national priorities on mercury in national plans and policies:


The institutional capacity gaps identified and the findings of the legislation and policy review will be used to formulate a number of priority actions, which will be included in the Mercury Initial Assessment Report. Proposed actions will be discussed and agreed upon among the key stakeholders mentioned above, through several rounds of discussions.


Based on the legal and institutional framework the most optimal coordination and decision making system will be determined through coordination with identified stakeholders of which most were initially indicated in the Item 3 above. 


•
Identify national mercury priorities;


•
Assess opportunities for mainstreaming Hg priorities;


•
Mainstream Hg priority interventions in relevant policies/plans.

Gender Dimensions


Generally, two groups are more sensitive to the effects of mercury. Fetuses and people who are regularly exposed (chronic exposure) to high levels of mercury (such as populations that rely on subsistence fishing or people who are occupationally exposed). As Mercury is passed on from mother to child, and fetuses and children are most susceptible to developmental effects due to mercury. 


The MIA will pay particular attention to assessing national capacity to keep such risk groups safe. Recommendations on how to improve gender dimensions and gender mainstreaming related to Mercury, and priorities actions in this area will be highlighted in the MIA report.






		C. Describe the Enabling Activity and Institutional Framework for Project Implementation (discuss the work intended to be undertaken and the output expected from each activity as outlined in Table A ).  

		The project will be implemented through National Implementation Modality (NIM) with the NIMOS as the execution agency. The NISMO coordinates the work on the Environment (including Chemical Management), through the established Inter Ministerial Advisory Committee (IMAC), which includes relevant ministry bodies and representatives of civil society and private sector. The proposed EA project has been organized into two components with their outcomes, as follows: 


1.
Enabling environment for decision-making on the ratification of Minamata.


1.1 Establishing a national decision making structure on Mercury 


Making use of current and future mechanisms, such as the IMAC, a national decision-making structure on Mercury (“Mercury Coordination/Consultation Mechanism -MCM”) will be established in line with national capacities and existing structures and practices present in the project countries and where feasible will build/expand on similar structures established in support of other chemicals-related MEAs. The assessment discussed below will create the right set up for a coordinating and decision-making body.

1.2 Conducting an assessment of the policy and regulatory framework and institutional capacity needs in regard to the implementation of the Convention’s provisions.


The work will begin with a review of the structures, institutions and policies and regulations already in place:


-
Legislation on the governance of chemicals in general and the capacities of the key institutions will be the initial focus. 


-
Review of existing legislation, identification of gaps for meeting the Minamata Convention requirements and initial technical input on proposed amendments. 


-
Roles of other ministries and institutions related to the key sectors where mercury inventory establishes the presence of mercury use, emissions and/or releases are to be analyzed. Capacities of these institutions will be reviewed and the gaps for comprehensive management of mercury issues will be identified. 

Barriers that would hinder or prevent implementation of the Convention will be identified. Some barriers that will be considered looked include:

-
Weak institutional communication and coordination;


-
Insufficient monitoring and enforcement capacity;


-
High level of illegal mining activity;


-
Weak legislative and planning framework for mining;









		

		-
Insufficient understanding of the economic, environmental and social costs and benefits of uncontrolled mining and alternative land uses;


-
Insufficient knowledge on environmental responsible gold mining techniques and lack of incentives of change;


-
Lack of widespread education among miners, communities and general public, especially on health issues;


-
Limited stakeholder organization and collaboration at the community level;


-
Insufficient political will for ratification and change due to economic interests.


Upon the identification of capacity/regulatory gaps, and considering the barriers (in relation to the Convention´s obligations), these will be discussed and reviewed by the “MCM”. The results of these discussions will set the course of work under component 2 of this proposal, in particular to the development of the MIA Report.


1.3 Raising awareness on the environmental and health impacts of Mercury.


Targeted information awareness activities will be supported on the risks of Mercury and mercury-associated impact on human health and the environment. Awareness raising with target decision makers, the general public and population groups at risk.


A stakeholder mapping exercise will be performed to discuss the different profiles, relationships, concerns and expectations that need to be addressed in the awareness raising program. This will help determining the type and content of the mercury awareness programs that considers governmental policy objectives under the Minamata Convention.

1.4 Mainstreaming Hg priorities into national policies/plans.

The mainstreaming exercise will be led and supported by the interim ministerial coordination committee with the objective to include mercury priorities into national policies and development plans.  The mainstreaming exercise will also include a socio-economic study on the effects of mercury and alternatives in ASGM and the relevant sectors that were identified in the inventory, which can help inform priority setting for this sector and support decision making to facilitate the mainstreaming of selected priorities.

2.
Development of the National Mercury Profile and Mercury Initial Assessment Report. 


2.1 Building national capacity to under the Mercury Inventory.


National capacity to undertake the Mercury Inventory will be built through training, which will be conducted and facilitated by the project’s international technical advisor. Training will be provided on data collection methodologies, reliability, credibility, data analysis, etc. 






		

		Training will be targeted towards a group of national technical experts who will conduct and develop the National Mercury Profile. Training will also be targeted towards key government representatives who make up the MCM and who need sufficient knowledge about conducting a Mercury Inventory to be able to review it and comment on it.


2.2 Conducting the Mercury Inventory and prepare the National Mercury Profile.


The inventory will make use of the UNEP "Toolkit for identification and quantification of mercury releases" , which is intended to assist countries to develop a national mercury releases inventory. It provides a standardized methodology and accompanying database enabling the development of consistent national and regional mercury inventories.


Throughout the data collection, analysis and preparation of the Mercury Inventory, the national expert team will be guided by an international technical advisor.

The inventory will review all the relevant sectors which make up the UNEP Inventory Level 2. This inventory will also include:

-
Identification and assessment of the amounts of emission sources of mercury and release sources of mercury to land and water. 


-
Identification of old, historical sources of mercury contamination (such as abandoned mining sites). 


-
Identification of key sectors, municipalities, communities and other stakeholders affected by or involved with important Mercury sources and/or emissions. 

After completion of the data gathering stage, a National Mercury Profile, including significant sources of emissions and releases, as well as inventories of mercury and mercury compounds, will be prepared for review, approval and adoption during a national stakeholder workshop. 


2.3
Preparing the National MIA Report    

Following the finalization of the project activities as envisaged under component 1 (1.1 – 1.4) as well as completion of the project activities 2.1 and 2.2 (see above), the national project team will prepare a National MIA Report.


The National MIA Report will provide information on the following key areas, which will enable the government to make a decision on ratifying the Convention: 






		

		· Structures, institutions, legislation already available to implement the Convention.


· Identification of barriers that would hinder or prevent implementation of the Convention.


· Summary of the results from the Mercury Profile. 

· Identification of technical and financial needs for implementation of the Convention, including resources from the GEF, national sources, bilateral sources, the private sector and others integrated into a National Action Plan.

Expert teams will draft proposals for actions to be included in the Mercury Initial Assessment Report on how to address the pertinent gaps and barriers. These proposals will also include an overview of the costs to the Government in meeting its obligations under the Minamata Convention. After the development of the draft National Mercury Profile and MIA Report these will be prepared for review, approval and adoption during a national stakeholder workshop.






		D. Describe, if possible, the expected cost-effectiveness of the project:  

		The cost-effectiveness of the project will be assured through the management of the project with synergies from other POPs- and chemicals-related projects in Suriname. The project will involve national experts as much as possible to facilitate the collection of accurate information and to establish a high-responsiveness of the project to keep a steady momentum in project implementation with an international technical advisor providing succinct, specific input where local expertise gaps exist. Information dissemination with the general public and specific local communities will be more effective through integrating the work through existing activities



		E. describe the budgeted M&E Plan:

		Project monitoring and evaluation will be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures and will be provided by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from the UNDP/MPU Chemicals team. This will be done through project implementation reviews, quarterly review reports and a final evaluation (the latter conducted at least 3 months before project closure).



		F. Explain the Deviations from typical Cost Ranges (where applicable):

		Not applicable.





part iii:  approval/endorsement by gef operational focal point(s) and GEF agency(ies)

A.   Record of Endorsement of GEF Operational Focal Point(s) on Behalf of the Government(s): (Please attach the Operational Focal Point endorsement letter(s) with this template).

		Name

		Position

		Ministry

		Date (Month, day, year)



		Ms. Ellen Naarendorp

		Permanent Secretary

		FOREIGN AFFAIRS

		August 28th, 2015



		Mr. Cedric Nelom

		Acting Director of the NIMOS

		OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF SURINAME

		August 28th, 2015



		     

		     

		     

		     





B. Convention Participation


		Convention

		Date of Ratification/ Accession (mm/dd/yyyy)

		National Focal Point



		UNCBD

		01/12/1996

		OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT



		UNFCCC

		10/14/1997

		OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT



		UNCCD

		06/01/2000

		OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT



		Stockholm Convention

		09/20/2011

		OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT



		

		Date Signed (mm/dd/yyyy)

		National Focal Point

		Date of Notification under Article 7 to the Minamata Convention Secretariat



		Minamata Convention

		     

		     

		     





C.  GEF Agency(ies) Certification



		This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies
 and procedures and meets the standards of the GEF Project Review Criteria for  FORMDROPDOWN 
 Enabling Activity approval in GEF 6.



		Agency Coordinator, Agency name

		Signature

		Date


(Month, day, year)

		Project Contact Person

		Telephone

		E-mail Address



		Adriana Dinu,


GEF Executive Coordinator,


UNDP


		[image: image1.png]





		12/01/2015

		Mr. Jacques Van Engel,


Director,


UNDP MPU/Chemicals


		212-906-5782

		jacques.van.engel@undp.org









		     

		     

		     

		     

		     

		     







� Project ID number will be assigned by GEFSEC and to be entered by Agency in subsequent document submission.



� Co-financing for enabling activity is encouraged but not required.



�   This is the cost associated with the unit executing the project on the ground and could be financed out of trust fund or co-financing sources. For EAs within the ceiling, PMC could be up to 10% of the Subtotal GEF Project Financing.



� GEF policies encompass all managed trust funds, namely: GEFTF, LDCF, and SCCF







PAGE  

14

           GEF 6 Enabling Activity Template for Agency Sept2015




image6.emf
Endorsement Letter  MIA signed 28 AUG2015.pdf


Endorsement Letter MIA signed 28 AUG2015.pdf
Paramaribo, 28 August 2015

To: Adriana Dinu
Executive Coordinator
UNDP- Global Environment Facility

Sustainable Development Cluster

Bureau for Pdicy and Programme Support
United Nations Development Programme
304 East 45th Street FF 914

New York, NY 10017, USA

Subject: Endorsement for Suriname’s Minamata Convention's Initial Assessment (MIA)

Dear Executive Coordinator,

In our capacity as GEF Focal Points for the Republic of Suriname. we confirm that the above
Project proposal: {(a) is in accordance with our Government's national priorities and our
commitment as a party to relevant global environmental conventions; and (b} was discussed with
relevant Stakeholders, including the global environmental convention's national focal points.

The GEF Focal Points confirm that they have read the enabling activity proposal and hereby acree
that the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) submits the abovementioned proposs! to
the Global Environment Facility

The total financing from GEFTF being requested for this project is US$218.000. inclusive of proect
preparation grant {PPG}, if any and Agency fees for project cycle management services associated
with the total GEF grant. The financing requested for Suriname i1s detailes in the table below,

GEF Allocated Amount (in US$)
A Focal Area PPG* Projects Project Fees Total
gency ] ; A
, {x) ty) (2) (x+y+2)
UNDP Chemicals and 0 200,000 19,000 218,000
Waste
Total GEF Resources 0 200,000 19,000 219,000

We request the UNDP to provide a copy of the PIF to the Suriname GEF Focal Points, before

submitting it to the GEF Secretanat.
Sincerely Yours,

/- / i X
AM |

Mrs. Elien Naarendorp

Mr. Cedric Neton';‘

GEF Political Focal Point GEF Opeyational Focal Point
Suriname Suriname
Copy to: Mr. Richard Blewitt, UN-Resident Coordinator and UNDP Resident

Representatve
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