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Request for CEO endorsement/Approval

Project Type: Medium-sized Project
the GEF Trust Fund
Submission Date:      
Re-submission Date: 
part i: project Information 
	Expected Calendar

	Milestones
	Dates

	Work Program (for FSP)
	N/A (MSP)

	GEF Agency Approval
	July 2008

	Implementation Start
	Sept. 2008

	Mid-term Review
	Jan. 2010

	Implementation Completion
	August 2011


GEFSEC Project ID: 3235
gef Agency Project ID: 3819
Country: Kazakhstan
Project Title: CACILM CPP: Sustainable Rangeland Management for Rural Livelihood and Environmental Integrity (this project is an integral part of CACILM CPP that was approved by GEF Council in August 2006)
GEF Agency: UNDP
Other Executing partners: Ministry of Agriculture and GTZ
GEF Focal Area: Land Degradation
GEF-4 Strategic Program: SP-1: Supporting Sustainable Agriculture and Rangeland Management
Name of Parent Program/Umbrella Project: CACILM CPP
A. Project Framework
The project comprises only one component. The outputs are indicative and will be finalized in the Inception Phase.
	Project Objective: Demonstration of good practice in rangeland management that promotes both the ecological integrity of natural grasslands and rural livelihood.


	Expected 
Outcomes
	Mode
	Expected Outputs 
	GEF Financing*
	Co-financing*
	Total ($)

	
	
	
	($)
	%
	($)
	%
	

	1. An environment which is conducive to Sustainable Rangeland Management (SRM) enhanced at the central and local levels.
	TA
	– Review of the regulatory instruments, identification of gaps, shortcomings and bottlenecks, and elaboration of amendments;

– Identification and promotion of economic and other incentives for SRM;

– Assessment of the financial viability of SRM (assessment of the need for providing continuous financial support to SRM);

– A better public understanding of rangeland degradation both as an environmental and socio-economic problem which seriously affects local livelihood and regional development;


	131,190
	19.5
	541,360
	80.5
	672,550


	
	
	– Greater awareness of the role of SRM for rural growth among decision-makers on local (rayon) and regional (oblast) level;

– Enhanced perception of the project by the government as a contribution towards CACILM’s overarching goals and as a model for upscaling.
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Capacities and knowledge on integrated SRM of local government, community-based structures and individual farmers strengthened.
	TA
	– Strengthened capacities of governmental and non-governmental organisations for integrated cross-sectoral land use planning related to rangeland management;

– Strengthened human capacities for the design, implementation and monitoring of SRM measures and for integration of principles of ecosystem services and functions at the landscape level;

– Established system of knowledge management to ensure that information and experiences are made available to other CACILM projects and elsewhere;

– Development and comparison of different institutional models how to best achieve sustainability.
	116,550


	14.2
	703,420
	85.8
	819,970


	3. Local infrastructure that allows greater mobility of livestock herds improved.
	TA
	– Participatory biophysical and socio-economic resource mapping to understand the potential of the various ecozones in the pilot area for livestock;
– Land use plans that are negotiated and agreed upon by all relevant stakeholders and are updated regularly as deems necessary;
– Investment plans and specifications which reflect the requirements for decreasing land degradation and the priorities identified by local communities;

– Contributions to on-the-ground investments in local infrastructure that is needed for increasing the mobility of livestock and a more balanced use of rangelands.
	461,250

	25.7
	1,334,720
	74.3
	1,795,970



	4. Learning, evaluation and adaptive management, implemented.
	TA
	– Monitoring and evaluation of the project’s performance (see part 1 of this proposal for a detailed description of the M&E instruments to be applied);

– Exchange of knowledge and experiences, and coordination with other CACILM projects and other projects and initiatives in the region;

– Dissemination of project results and lessons learnt for replication;

– Adapted Annual Work Plans (AWP) that reflect the project’s continuous efforts for fully integrating lessons learnt into the project design;


	241,010


	50.8
	233,500
	49.2
	474,510



	
	
	– Lessons to inform national legislation and policy pertaining to SRM, livestock management, and landscape planning;

– Compilation and dissemination of lessons from the pilot area in the form of policy guidance notes, etc.; awareness workshops.
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Project Costs
	950,000
	25.2
	2,813,000
	74.8
	3,763,000

	Total Project Costs (including project preparation)
	1,000,000
	25.6
	2,899,200
	74.4
	3,899,200


B. Financing Plan Summary For The Project
	
	Project 
Preparation*
	Project 
	Agency Fee
	Total at CEO Endorsement
	For the record:
Total at PIF

	GEF 
	50,000
	950,000
	90,000
	1,090,000
	n/a

	Co-financing 
	86,200
	2,813,000
	
	2,899,200
	n/a

	Total
	136,200
	3,763,000
	90,000
	3,989,200
	n/a


* The PDF-A was approved with funding from GEF-3. The project is part of the CACILM umbrella project, which was approved under GEF-3 The PDF-A Status Report is given in Annex E.
C. Sources of Confirmed Co-financing (including co-financing for project preparation)
	Name of co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type
	Amount ($)
	%

	GTZ, UNDP, CAREС, and Government for Project Preparation (PDF Phase)
	various
	Cash and in kind
	86,200
	3.0

	UNDP Country Office Astana
	GEF Implementing Agency
	Cash and in kind
	50,000
	1.7

	GTZ-CCD Project (Germany)
	Bilateral Agency
	Cash
	400,000
	13.8

	Agency for Land Resource Management: National Public Enterprise “Public Scientific Production Center for Land Resource and Land Development” (PSPCLRLD)
	Government Agency
	In kind
	300,000
	10.3

	Agency for Land Resource Management: National Public Enterprise “State Institute of Agricultural Aerial Photographic Research” (SIAAPR)
	Government Agency
	In kind
	10,000
	0.3

	Ministry of Environmental Protection
	Government
	In kind
	1,348,000
	46.5

	Akimat of Zhambyl Rayon
	Local government
	In kind
	242,200
	8.4

	“CAMP-Consulting” Public Foundation
	NGO
	In kind
	275,000
	9.5

	Regional Environmental Center for Central Asia (REC-CA)
	GONGO (gov. organisation/non-gov. organisation)
	In kind
	94,900
	3.3

	Farmers of Kazakhstan
	NGO
	In kind
	92,900
	3.2

	Total Co-financing (including project preparation)
	2,899,200
	100%


D. GEF Resources Requested by Focal Area, Agency or Country

As the project is a single focal area, single country and single GEF Agency project, this section is omitted.
E. Project Management Budget/Cost

	Cost Items
	Estimated 
person weeks
	GEF
(US$)
	Other sources (US$)
	Project total (US$)

	Local staff and consultants*
	421
	94,010
	0
	94,010

	International consultants (CTA)*
	23
	0
	52,650
	52,650

	Office equipment, furniture, office maintenance, vehicle, vehicle running costs, printing, translations, communications
	
	10,000
	40,000
	50,000

	Travel
	
	5,000
	15,000
	20,000

	Total
	444
	109,010
	107,650
	216,660


* Details are given in Annex D and H. Project Manager: 60% of his time allocated to management; international consultant: 15% of CTA time.
F. Consultants Working for Technical Assistance Components
	Component
	Estimated 
person weeks
	GEF 
(US$)
	Other sources 
(US$)
	Project total 
(US$)

	Local consultants*
	516
	153,210
	8,600
	161,810



	International consultants*
	162
	44,500
	338,750
	383,250

	Total
	678
	197,710
	347,350
	545,060


* Details are given in Annex D and H. Other sources: GTZ (including 85% of staff time CTA) und UNDP.
G. Description of the Budgeted M&E Plan

1. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) of the project will follow the UNDP Programming Manual and GEF M&E procedures and will be conducted by the project team and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP-CO) with support from UNDP-GEF Regional Coordination Unit in Bratislava. GTZ will send in experts as it may seem necessary; indepent expertise will be solicited for the mid-term and terminal evaluations.
2. The Project Results Framework Matrix in Annex B provides impact and outcome indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. These will form the basis for the project M&E System. M&E will follow the principles of outcome evaluations, which move away from the old approach of assessing project results against project objectives, but move towards an assessment of how these results contribute, together with the assistance of partners, to a change in development conditions.

3. The M&E plan includes inception report, Annual Progress Reports, quarterly operational reports, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. The impact of the project will be measured through participatory impact monitoring by the target group. Mid-term and final evaluations will be conducted with the help of independent external consultants. The project’s M&E Plan will be presented and finalised at the Project’s Inception Workshop following a collective identification and verification of project outputs and a fine-tuning of indicators, means of verification, and the full definition of project staff M&E responsibilities.

Monitoring and Reporting
4. Inception Phase. A project inception workshop will be conducted with the full project team, relevant government counterparts, co-financing partners (including GTZ-CCD), the UNDP-CO and representation from the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit. The objectives of this Inception Workshop will include assisting the expanded project team to understand and take ownership of the project’s goal, objective and outcomes, finalising the project’s first Annual Work Plan on the basis of the project’s log-frame matrix, and reviewing the M&E Plan. The Inception Workshop will provide the stakeholders an opportunity to fine-tune performance indicators, means of verification and assumptions; responsibilities for M&E including reporting will be allocated. The inception workshop will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project's implementation process, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms.
5. Monitoring Responsibilities. Project overall monitoring will be carried out by the Project Steering Committee (PSC), which will include representatives from the GoK (local and national level), state agencies, GTZ, UNDP-CO and UNDP/GEF, the CACILM National Secretariat and representatives from NGOs not involved in project implementation. The PSC will convene usually once per year for Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs). For each meeting the project manager will prepare an Annual Project Report (APR) and submit it to the committee members prior to the meeting for review and comments. Additional meetings can be scheduled as deemed appropriate and relevant to allow parties to take stock and to troubleshoot any problems pertaining to the project in a timely fashion to ensure smooth implementation of project activities. 

6. The day-to-day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the project manager, whose work will be based on the project’s Annual Work Plan and its indicators. S/He may be assisted by other members of the project team and by external consultants, as deemed necessary and as laid down in the Annual Work Plans. The project manager will work in close liaison with UNDP-CO’s programme manager, who is responsible for overseeing project implementation and giving the necessary guidance. 
7. The project will introduce and promote participatory project impact monitoring. Target groups will be directly involved in monitoring activities and outcomes of the project at pilot sites. This instrument is innovative for the country and efforts are required to adapt tools and processes to local needs. Stakeholder workshops featuring farmers, local authorities, governmental and, possibly non-governmental organisations will regularly be carried out to monitor progress and disseminate results. Additionally, the views of farmers and their associations will be sought by questionnaire survey and group discussion, and those of Government administration by interviews. 
8. The project design foresees two external evaluations: a mid-term evaluation and a final evaluation. The mid-term evaluation will determine progress being made towards the achievement of outcomes and will identify course correction if needed. It will focus on the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation and will highlight issues requiring decisions and actions. The recommendations of this review will give guidance for the second half of the project’s term. An independent final evaluation will take place three months prior to the terminal PIR meeting and will be undertaken in accordance with UNDP and GEF guidance. The final evaluation will focus on the delivery of the project’s results as initially planned (and as corrected after the mid-term evaluation, if any such correction took place). The final evaluation will focus on impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. The final evaluation should also provide recommendations for follow-up activities. The terms of reference of the mid-term and final evaluations will be decided after consultation within the Steering Committee. UNDP’s Regional Coordinating Unit will give guidance as regards the TORs and the selection of consultants. 
9. Project Reporting. The project manager in conjunction with the extended project team (CTA, project staff, UNDP Programme Manager) will be responsible for the preparation and submission of the following reports that form part of the monitoring process:

– A Project Inception Report will be prepared immediately following the Inception Workshop. It will include a detailed Annual Work Plan for the first year. The Report will also include the detailed project budget for the first full year of implementation, and including any M&E requirements to effectively measure project performance during the targeted 12 months timeframe. The Inception Report will include a more detailed narrative on the institutional roles, responsibilities, coordinating actions and feedback mechanisms of project related partners. Information on progress to date on project establishment and start-up activities will be included as well as an update of any changed external conditions that may effect project implementation. When finalised, the report will be circulated to project counterparts to respond with comments or queries.
– Short progress reports (operational reports) outlining main updates in project progress will be provided quarterly to the local UNDP-CO and the UNDP-GEF Regional Office by the project team. 
– The PIR/APR will be prepared on an annual basis prior to the Steering Committees’ meetings to reflect progress achieved in meeting the project’s Annual Work Plan and assess performance of the project in contributing to intended outcomes through outputs and partnership work. The PIR/APR will include recommendations for future orientation in addressing key problems in lack of progress.

– The comprehensive Project Terminal Report will summarise all activities, achievements and outputs of the project, and will carefully analyse the impacts and outcomes, lessons learnt, objectives met, or not achieved, structures and systems implemented, etc. It will also lay out recommendations for any further steps that may need to be taken to ensure sustainability and replicability of the project’s activities.
​​– Technical reports will form a key element to assess certain issues and to find solutions. These reports may deal with institutional, legal, technical or other issues. The subjects of these studies will be defined in the Annual Work Plans.
10. Learning and knowledge sharing. Participatory approaches are not well-established in Kazakhstan and the project will, as part of the M&E efforts, evaluate these experiences and will benefit from the knowledge and experiences from other parties in the region. Exchange of knowledge and experiences is foreseen in particular with similar projects on rangeland management in Kyrgyzstan and other Central Asian countries. CACILM will serve as a platform for exchange. Members of the project team and other stakeholders will participate in workshops and meetings organised towards this end, and a video film, to be used for such purposes, will be produced to show the problems and achievements of the project.

Table 1. Project Monitoring and Evaluation Budget
 

	M&E Activity
	Responsible/involved Parties
	Budget (US$)
	Time Frame

	Inception workshop
	· MoA
· MEP
· UNDP-CO, UNDP-GEF
· GTZ

· CACILM representative
· Co-funding partners
· Project team

· Representatives of target groups
	8,800
	At the beginning of project implementation.

	Participatory project monitoring at pilot sites
	· Project team
· Monitoring consultant

· Local communities with project team
	9,000
	Annually.

	Visits to field sites
	· UNDP
· CACILM representative
· Government representatives
	Paid from the IA fee and the operational budget
	Approximately once every year.

	Progress Reports to UNDP-CO
	· Project Management Unit
	–
	Quarterly

	Annual Project Report (APR)
	· Project Management Unit
	–
	Annually

	Terminal report
	· UNDP-CO, UNDP-GEF
· GTZ
· Project team

· Local consultant
	2,000
	At least one month before the end of the project

	Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) / Steering Committee meetings
	· Government representatives
· GTZ
· UNDP
· NGOs
· User groups 
(plus PMU, responsible for organisational issues)
	10,000
	Yearly plus additional meetings as required

	Mid-term evaluation
	· UNDP-CO, UNDP-GEF
· Ministry of Agriculture
· GTZ
· Team of external national/ regional and international consultant
	27,000
	At the mid-point of project implementation 

	Final evaluation
	· UNDP-CO, UNDP-GEF
· GTZ
· MoA
· Independent evaluation team (international and regional consultants)
	27,000
	At the end of project implementation

	Baseline survey and monitoring of socio-economic parameters at pilot sites
	· Project team

· Team of national experts
	8,000
	Annual surveys

	Monitoring of physical status of livestock and rangelands (quantitative and semi-quantitative methods including documentation by photo and video)
	· Project team

· Local consultant
	10,000
	At least two times a year during vegetation period plus finishing

	Lessons learnt (production of reports and participation in CACILM-organised activities)
	· GEFSEC
· GTZ

· CACILM representative
· UNDP

· Project Team (PMU)
· Consultants
	7,000
	To be determined

	TOTAL
	108,800
	


part ii: project justification

A. 
Description of the Project Rationale and the Expected Measurable Global 
Environmental Benefits 
Status of Kazakhstan’s Rangelands

11. Kazakhstan is the sixth largest country worldwide in terms of extension of its grasslands. Rangelands cover nearly 188 million ha or 70 percent of the country’s surface. Historically, they were a driving force in the country’s economy as a source of fodder, food, fuel, medicinal plants, etc. Kazakhstan was a major provider of meat, wool and felt products to the former Soviet Union as a whole. Most of these lands are drylands with an average rainfall between 100 and 300 mm, and a wide temperature-range of over 30(C in summer and less than minus 25(C in winter. Kazakhstan’s pastures and rangelands are diversified in terms of relief: 77 percent of rangelands are located in flat areas including 25 percent in sands; mountains and upland slope rangelands account for 18 percent and valley and lowland rangelands account for 5 percent. The largest areas of rangelands are located in Karaganda (35.5 million ha), Aktyubinsk (25.4 million ha), East Kazakhstan (19.9 million ha), Almaty (14.7 million ha), Mangistau (12.7 million ha) and Kostanai (12.0 million ha) Oblasts.
12. The area prone to desertification encompasses according to data of the World Resources Institute 99.2 percent of the country. The total area of degraded rangelands is believed to comprise more than 48 million ha (26% of total rangelands in the country). The main economic consequences of desertification and land degradation are the reduction in yield and crop production, decrease in cattle and camel stocks and declining profitability of animal husbandry, decrease in export capacity of agriculture, stagnation of food industry development, and a sharp decrease in tax revenue from the agricultural and processing sectors. The total annual economic loss due to a mixture of desertification and poor agricultural management in Kazakhstan is estimated at approximately US$700 million. Land degradation affects particularly the poor households.

13. Due to the high density of livestock, pastures and rangelands throughout the country were under heavy pressure and gradually were exhibiting increased signs of degradation throughout their extent. In the former Soviet Union, livestock production was intensive and highly subsidized. It included the improvement of pastures and rangelands through seeding or planting of fodder plants, their irrigation (drilling of 70,000 wells in pastures and rangelands throughout the country), often connected with water transportation over long distances, and the production of large amounts of winter fodder. This system was economically and ecologically not sustainable. In Soviet times most farms in Kazakhstan were primarily livestock raising sovkhoz (state farms) and kolkhoz (collective farms) with production systems still based on the seasonal use of mountain rangeland (“jailyau”) (transhumance).
14. The situation changed significantly after Kazakhstan became independent in 1991. Land reforms, which started in early 1990s, caused elimination of the state monopoly and gradual expansion of private land ownership. The land reforms led to a split of the sovkhoz and kolkhoz into smaller farms, which have a limited financial potential and cannot use all rangeland resources in an efficient manner. 
15. Previously, nearly all rangelands were communally owned and used. During the Soviet period the land was considered state owned and used by state and collective farms. Most of these farms no longer exist. Majority of livestock is nowadays in the hands of individuals or small owners that account for 75 percent of rural population. Such individuals own 10-15 sheep and possibly one cow. To breed their livestock, they use rangelands within a 3-5 km radius around their settlements and wells.

16. After independence, a number of laws and regulations have been enacted, mainly to regulate land use and ownership. All were targeted at arable land tenure but have also been applied locally to govern the use of rangeland and pastures. Little attention was given to the peculiarities of rangeland management – with their multiple use and multiple users. After the passage of the Land Law in 2003, the Government now faces some strategic issues such as models to be used in land tenure decisions, decentralization of land management and monitoring functions, integrated land use planning at national, oblast, and rayon levels.

17. Significant parts of rangeland situated far away from human settlements were abandoned in the 1990s due to poor access, lack of required infrastructure and deterioration of the socioeconomic situation of the rural population. At the same time, the pressure onto rangeland situated near human settlements and watering points started to rise, thus leading to a dramatic deterioration of the overall condition of pastures and rangelands near villages and watering places, which are now degraded to a different degree. Rangeland degradation still tends to increase steadily.
18. On the one hand, a steep reduction of the livestock in early to mid-1990s, the decrease in mobility, the bad access of local population to remote rangeland and the declining infrastructure for distant-rangeland livestock breeding (wells, power lines, roads, etc.) have dramatically reduced the rangeland’s carrying capacity, giving rise to the rehabilitation of remote natural rangelands during the transition period. On the other hand, the exclusion of a larger part of rangelands from agricultural use and their long-term idleness have had a negative impact on their condition (unpalatable weed overgrowing, reduced productivity, the so-called “under-grazing effect”) and reduced the area of watered pastures. The encroachment of unwanted plants such as weed and bushes at distant pastures was originally regulated by wild ungulates (mainly Saiga antelopes), and after their disappearance by livestock (mainly sheep). These ungulates were thus responsible for maintaining the natural habitats. The grassland farming progress is restrained by heavy deficiency of stall (winter) forage. Shortage of winter forage cause additional grazing, which in turn furthers rangeland degradation. In some years, the shortage of winter forage has already caused mass livestock mortality.
19. Climate change adds an additional threat to the rangeland ecosystems. Under different climate scenarios developed for Kazakhstan it is expected that grassland productivity will increase in the early vegetation period, but lower precipitation will negatively affect the second part of the vegetation period, when vegetation productivity may decrease up to 30-90 percent. Overgrazing will then occur particularly in autumn and winter, with disastrous effects on rangelands.
20. Summarising this analysis, it is concluded that the unbalanced use of rangeland (over-utilization in areas close to human settlements and farms, underutilisation of distant pastures) results in an ecological degradation and an increase of rural poverty, and makes these areas more vulnerable to factors such as climate change (problem statement). 
Barriers to SRM
21. The main driving forces of the degradation of rangelands are policy, regulatory, institutional, socio-economic, financial, and knowledge barriers. The project aims to remove these barriers by creating an enabling environment and capacities at local (rayon) and provincial (oblast) levels to create models to be used in the wider context of CACILM. The barriers include:

22. Social/policy barriers: Insufficient public participation in decision-making. It is often difficult for remote regions to be informed about or to influence decisions made at the centre. People at village level are still not used to take decisions on their own resources. Decentralised management of natural resources is in a very early stage and needs to be developed in order to allow people to take greater responsibility. The application of gender sensitive and participatory approaches requires the development of capacity of local officials, who are often still thinking in a top-down way, as well as among the local stakeholders, who are often not aware of their rights, responsibilities and the benefits from becoming actively involved.
23. Regulatory barriers: While in Kazakhstan a well-developed system of laws with relation to SRM is in place, unfortunately, most of the laws are not of direct effect and require development of a number of bylaws at different levels. There are several gaps, duplications and contradictions in the legal framework and law enforcement is regularly weak. For example, the land legislation does not provide the basis for collaborative resource management. Frequent changes in legal regulations and legal uncertainty discourage sustainable resource management. The Land Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan which was adopted in 2003 is already a big step forward; it seeks to govern land relations in the agricultural sector, to provide incentives for the efficient use of agricultural lands and to preserve the fertility of lands. The issue of use of distant pastures (state versus private ownership, long-term rental, etc.), however, is not sufficiently reflected in the Land Code, nor are issues regarding zoning at the landscape level or regarding grazing rotation. The traditional Kazakh transhumant system cannot develop because of various legal restrictions referring to user rights, migration routes, licenses, legal status of herders’ cooperatives, etc.
24. Socio-economic barriers: Most families own only a relatively small number of cattle or sheep, resulting in small herds. It is usually not cost-effective to bring these herds to distant pastures (jailyau) on an individual basis, but only when large herds are formed by cooperatives and managed by hired herdsmen. Based on the experiences made in the Soviet era, many villagers still have objections against any form of collectives, thus often avoiding cooperation between people even from the same village. Infrastructure at distant pastures (access roads, housing, water, energy, storage, marketing facilities, veterinary services, etc.) is mostly absent and the government does not see this as an investment priority. Additionally to infrastructure, water availability in remote pastures is a major limiting factor to grazing both in summer and in winter. According to the Research Institute of Water Economy, only 32 million ha of rangelands, or 17 percent (out of 187 million ha) are supplied with water. In 83 percent of rangeland areas, wells are either deteriorated due to poor or no maintenance, or water is no longer there. In the absence of infrastructure there is also no market for professional people offering livestock-owners to bring their herds to distant pastures during the summer months.
25. Institutional barriers: The responsibilities for rangeland management are spread over many different institutions, acting of local (rayon), provincial (oblast) or state level. All of them follow sectoral approaches or deal with specific aspects only. None of these institutions has an overall responsibility for the rational use of pasture lands and the development of distant-pasture grazing and semi-grazing systems. In principle, government programmes and policies should be coordinated at oblast level by the oblast representative and executive bodies, at rayon level by the rayon bodies and at district and village (aul) levels by akims. However, their capacities are weak and coordination among them is poor and they hardly follow integrated concepts. Many of the efforts are stand-alone activities and as they are not inter-connected and often not embedded into a broader environmental and development context, the efforts often do not achieve the expected results. At the local level, an akim (head of a village) has for example no power to take decisions, he has only the right to make suggestions to higher state authorities. The law on local self-government has not been passed yet. Institutional barriers include the fact that combating land degradation ranks low on the political agenda; there are low material and immaterial incentives for staff of the responsible agencies. 
26. Technical/knowledge barriers: Lack of models and best practice on how to manage livestock in an environmentally sound, sustainable manner. In the large Soviet state and collective farms, each employee had specialised tasks which he/she was educated and trained for. The overall management of family-based farm enterprises is still a big challenge and is not based on traditional knowledge proliferated from one generation to the next. Despite a number of efforts towards enhancing livestock and rangeland management, best practice ready for up-scaling is still not available.

Project Strategy and Project Design
27. In accordance with CACILM’s National Programming Framework (NPF), the project’s strategy is to generate from the vast rangelands a stable supply of products from livestock for consumption, processing and for export. This will contribute to ecosystem integrity and will ensure sustainable incomes and support the reduction of poverty among the most affected population. Degradation caused by overgrazing of areas close to villages and farms and underutilisation of remote rangelands will be stopped and reversed, resulting in a balanced use of rangelands with positive impacts on global environmental issues. The project envisages reviving mobile grazing systems, including a supportive legal and institutional environment, technical assistance, facilitation of organisational agreements and support for investments into the local infrastructure. Local structures for pasture management will be created. Mobile grazing systems are the economically and ecologically best way to make use of the seasonally changing availability of fodder plants in different climatic zones. Mobile systems can vary by scope (from tens to several hundreds of kilometres) depending on vertical and latitudinal zoning of the territory and landscape. The use of traditional pastureland management practices will prevent further deterioration of pastures, land erosion, and create conditions for restoration of previously degraded pastures.
28. During implementation of the project, the directly measurable impact will be restricted to the pilot area. However, a much broader impact is expected through the dissemination and replication of the result of the project. CACILM will be used as a vehicle to mainstream SRM into other government-funded and donor-funded operations in the field of SLM.
29. In terms of global environmental benefits, the project will be supportive of mitigating climate change through stabilising and rehabilitating carbon pools in soil and above-ground vegetation. It will further help conserve globally significant biodiversity including typical steppe formations (25 physiognomic steppe formations have been identified in the region) with rich communities of turf graminoids. The pilot areas have for example a very high diversity of feathergrasses and is rich in sagebrush formations comprising many species.

30. The key factor for economically efficient rangeland management avoiding degradation and maintaining globally important environmental values is the revival of mobile grazing systems making optimal use of the seasonally changing availability of fodder resources in different horizontal and vertical ecological zones of the country (as a simplified scheme: summer pastures in mountain regions and the steppe zone, winter pastures in sand deserts, spring and autumn pastures in semi deserts). Reduced mobility and reliance on fodder production increases the risk of livestock losses caused by severe weather conditions. The basis for rangeland management will be the development and testing of new approaches to seasonal mobility which combine positive elements of traditional Kazakh nomadic and transhumant systems, successful Soviet approaches and adapted new methods. This may include for instance cooperation in seasonal grazing of the herds between groups of agricultural enterprises where the partners are located in different ecological zones. In each seasonal pasture zone local rotation systems will be supported.

31. A temporally and spatially more balanced use of the country’s grasslands is seen as the only realistic solution to stop and reverse the severe environmental degradation of lands around populated areas, which is so pressing for Kazakhstan. Rational pasture resource management will not only help solve some of environmental problems, but will undoubtedly have a positive impact on the national economy and ongoing social reforms due to the development of a sustainable livestock breeding system.
32. This strategy is going to be achieved through the following project objective: Demonstration of good practice in rangeland management that promotes both the ecological integrity of natural grasslands and rural livelihood.
33. The project will concentrate its efforts to remove key barriers to SRM by strengthening capacities at the systemic, institutional and individual levels, by promoting an enabling environment at the policy and regulatory level, and by undertaking demonstration activities to catalyse innovation in production processes and increase management know-how and to create models for up-scaling on a wide scale.

34. As Kazakhstan is poor in good models for implementing SRM projects and initiatives, the project will put emphasis on producing replicable models on SRM. Most efforts so far have taken sectoral approaches, and did not sufficiently take the intersectoral nature of SRM into account. Through TA to local communities and local investment support, the aim of pilot measures is to demonstrate successful operations, and, if necessary, to identify and close gaps in the enabling environment.

35. There are three key outcomes and associated outputs and activities, which contribute towards achieving the project objective, the demonstration of best practice for scaling up SRM measures throughout the country: (1) An enabling environment for SRM, (2) the capacity of local stakeholders to implement SRM measures, and (3) pilot measures towards improving the local infrastructure for SRM. The project will have its focus on local level through working directly with the target groups, local communities. It will, however, also influence the regional (oblast) and national levels in order to create an enabling environment necessary to create successful models.
Outcome 1: An environment which is conducive to Sustainable Rangeland Management enhanced at the central and local level.

36. Under this outcome, activities related to regulatory arrangements, the policy framework and public awareness for rangeland management will be conducted. The project will bring lessons learnt from investments at the pilot sites (see outcome #3) to guide national level review of policy and legislative frameworks. Specifically the project will produce the following outputs:

· Report on the regulatory instruments, which identifies gaps, shortcomings and bottlenecks, and elaborates suggestions for amendments;

· A set of tools of economic and other incentives for SRM which have been identified, tested and promoted;
· Regulatory instruments and enforcement interventions regarding livestock grazing around the villages and at distant pastures, agreed by local communities;
· Assessment report on the financial viability of SRM: Assessment of the need for providing continuous financial support to SRM (options to be considered may include viable financing plans for SRM through payments for environmental services, national sector budgets and access to small credit schemes);

· A campaign which leads to a better public understanding of rangeland degradation both as an environmental and socio-economic problem, which seriously affects local livelihood and regional development;

· Promotion materials and their application to enhance awareness of the role of SRM for rural growth among decision-makers on local (rayon) and regional (oblast) level;
· Campaign for lobbying an enhanced perception of the project by the government as a contribution towards CACILM’s overarching goals and as a model for up-scaling.

37. The project will closely coordinate its activities at national level with other CACILM operations, in order to be highly complementary and to avoid duplication of efforts. The CACILM National Secretariat will act as a focal point towards this end. While it is expected that other CACILM operations will significantly contribute to preparing the ground for an enabling environment at national level, the MSP itself will be able to focus on the enabling environment at the local (community) and regional (oblast) levels.
Outcome 2: Capacities and knowledge on integrated SRM of local government, community-based structures and individual farmers strengthened.
38. This outcome tackles the capacity needs identified during the National Capacity Self Assessment (NCSA), and will focus on organising training, workshops and seminars on SRM, rehabilitation of degraded ecosystems, and integrated management of natural resources. This will focus on institutional strengthening by enhancing the technical capability of line agencies, NGOs, farmer groups, community groups, and women’s organisations. The project will support the formation and strengthening of local user groups (community-based groups) and will define the form of organisational structure which fits best local needs and can be adapted for other areas in the country. In addition to project staff (PMU), which will be responsible for organising training workshops and seminars for target groups and intermediaries, independent national and international consultants, familiar with SLM practices, will be hired to ensure credibility with stakeholders. 

39. The project will thus enhance the capacities of existing structures and organisations, and will build both human and institutional capacities in order to have necessary skills to face SRM responsibilities and challenges. Capacity building for stakeholders at the local level will aim at improving the technical capacity of land users which they need to participate in integrated SRM approaches, in understanding and planning grazing rotation and other mobile grazing systems, and to adopt innovative and alternative land management. It will also improve the degree of self-organisation of land users. The building of institutional capacity for SRM in the wider landscape is essential to promote more effective interventions that will reverse land degradation.
40. This outcome is closely linked to the “Multicountry Capacity Building Project for SLM” (under CACILM) which is going to be implemented between 2008 and 2011. The objective of this US$6 million full size project which will be implemented by UNDP with GTZ and other partners is to strengthen the enabling policy, legislative and institutional environment for SLM investments through improved capacity of the institutions to undertake essential reforms that improve the enabling environment and that assist with adoption of integrated land use planning and management. The present MSP will generate synergies with this highly complementary project.
41. The Barrier Analysis has shown that the users of natural resources often do not have the possibility to take decisions on their own resources, which often also prevents them from taking greater responsibility and far-reaching decisions. The project will therefore promote participatory community-based approaches through working closely with the target groups in pilot areas and through training them towards this end. Planning of activities related to this outcome will further be based on gender disaggregated data to ensure that it does not emphasise traditional gender roles, which might or might not be harmful to the sustainability of livestock grazing.
42. Livestock and rangeland management is a highly gender-sensitive issue with a clear division of work between men and women. Although both women and men play important, but different, roles in the management of natural resources, women’s participation in livestock management, decision making and implementation has been undervalued. Men usually do most of the work outside and away from the home, particularly selecting pastures, haymaking, herding animals, participating in meetings and business management. Most of the men’s work is seasonal. Women are more involved in the processing of livestock products, in addition to housekeeping and education of children. Women’s work is continuous during the day and during the year. The project will actively seek to address gender issues and facilitate the equitable distribution of benefits. The project will for this purpose make gender-sensitive analyses of all relevant issues and will develop its capacity building strategy according to these results. The project will also undertake efforts to support underprivileged groups.

43. Activities under this outcome will also include capacity building for the Ministry of Environmental Protection, the Ministry of Agriculture and Agency on Land Management to effectively coordinate the implementation of multi-sectoral SRM approaches to anticipate and manage land degradation.
44. In respect to Knowledge Management, the MSP will closely coordinate with the CACILM Knowledge Network (CKN) that facilitates sharing of information, promotes learning and knowledge exchange among organisations, executing agencies and practitioners for SLM. CKN also is a tool for monitoring and coordinating CACILM project activities.

45. In addition, the project will support studies to assess the sustainability of a variety of institutional models that would be investigated in the pilots in order to identify the enabling conditions for sustainability and replication.

46. Specifically the project will produce the following outputs:

· Training for governmental and non-governmental organisations for integrated cross-sectoral land use planning related to rangeland management;
· Training programmes designed and successfully implemented for key stakeholders to design, implement and monitor SRM interventions and for integration of principles of ecosystem services and functions at the landscape level;

· System of knowledge management established to ensure that information and experiences are made available to other CACILM projects and elsewhere;
· Institutional model, based on the project’s experiences and lessons, that shows how to establish a sustainable system for SRM (including tasks, responsibilities and structures of concerned governmental and non-governmental organisations, as well as the identification of needs for strengthening their capacities) 
Outcome 3: Local infrastructure that allows greater mobility of livestock herds improved.
47. Under this outcome, demand-driven small-scale investments will be planned and financed, as part of an intensive dialogue with producer organisations and local communities. Outputs comprise physical investments at the farm and community level that might include vegetative conservation measures, rangeland regeneration, infrastructure at distant pastures (jailyau), etc., where necessary. The results of these pilots will be used to replicate the application of SLM investments and policies to other areas.

48. The local investments will be selected on a demand-driven basis using participative approaches. Selection criteria, a list of non-eligible investments, and the general conditions and mechanisms will be subject to approval by the Project Steering Committee. Examples of typical investments will be elaborated by the PMU to guide and accelerate the process. Financing would be through cash or in-kind grants, with an upfront beneficiary contribution in cash or in kind. Only investments for the collective good will be supported; beneficiaries are local livestock farmers who will be targeted by the project as groups on village level through village assemblages. Already existing organisational structures such as village collectives, local administrations, CBOs or NGOs, etc. will be integrated into project activities as mediators whenever available and appropriate. The overall criterion for supporting local investments will be the willingness of stakeholders to actively participate in project activities and to make own significant contributions.
49. The MSP project will support the piloting of integrated multi-sectoral, area-based participatory planning and investment in SRM in the pilot area. This area was selected to represent a cross-section of the land degradation pressures in the country. The implementation of this outcome is closely related with the other outcomes and must be implemented in parallel. 

50. Eligible investments will include soil fertility management, localized soil erosion control, restoration of degraded rangelands, introduction of grazing rotation, installation of animal shelters away from human settlements, simple housing facilities for herdsmen, basic roads (tracks) to connect distant pastures with human settlements, establishment of watering places for livestock, development of improved pastures through establishment of irrigation systems, securing sufficient quality and quantity in animal fodder, protection measures for biodiversity in rangelands (including medicinal and aromatic plants), validation of new technologies and activities that improve land productivity and have no negative impact on the watershed.
51. Specifically the project will produce the following outputs:

· Participatory biophysical and socio-economic resource mapping to understand the potential of the various eco-zones in the pilot area for livestock;
· Pasture use plans (plans that define the seasonal and spatial use pattern of rangeland) that are negotiated and agreed upon by all relevant stakeholders and are updated regularly as deems necessary;

· Investment plans and specifications which reflect the requirements for decreasing land degradation and the priorities identified by local communities;
· Construction of local infrastructure that is needed for a more balanced use of rangelands, triggered, supported and completed;

· Maintenance agreements concluded among the users of local infrastructure especially at distant pastures.
Outcome 4: Learning, evaluation and adaptive management, implemented
52. The project will be managed by a Project Manager (national) with support and guidance from a Chief Technical Advisor (international) working in close relationship with the agencies represented in the Project Steering Committee and other stakeholders including representatives of the civil society. An important task of the project is to further consensus-building among decision makers.
53. Specifically the project will produce under this outcome the following outputs:

· Monitoring and evaluation plan of the project’s performance (see part 1 of this proposal for a detailed description of the M&E instruments to be applied);

· Network for exchange of knowledge and experiences, and coordination with other CACILM projects and other projects and initiatives in the region;

· Dissemination strategy of project results and lessons learnt for replication;

· Adapted Annual Work Plans (AWP) that reflect the project’s continuous efforts for fully integrating lessons learnt into the project design;

· Lessons learned fact sheets particularly from the Outcome #2 and #3 and from experiences with integrating traditional knowledge to inform national legislation and policy pertaining to SRM, livestock and rangeland management, as well as landscape planning;

· Strategy for Compilation and dissemination of lessons from the pilot area in the form of policy guidance notes, etc.; awareness workshops.
54. The project will ensure that information related to project activities reach both, men and women, as well as preparing women to fully participate in the resource management process. The project will promote mechanisms for the active and full participation of women.

55. The project will be governed by a continuous process of learning; it will be necessary to adapt the ultimate scale and quality of SRM continuously according to the experiences and achievements of the project. The principle of “double-loop learning” will be applied, where not only the process, but also the expected outcomes are reviewed on a continuous basis.

The Project Area

56. The selected project intervention area is Zhambyl Rayon of the Almaty Oblast. The area covers different ecosystems with a vulnerable biodiversity and different types of pastures, which are characteristic for the country.

57. The local authorities are interested to introduce sustainable rangeland management as the population is largely depending on livestock breeding prevalently generating income through small-scale livestock farming. But most distant pasture lands (jailyau) are in an undergrazed state while, on the other hand, the pastures near the villages are overgrazed. There are still some elderly people who kept the traditional knowledge of distant pasturing. Generally, the potential of land resources for crop production is low and other opportunities for income generation are scarce. The population is motivated and willing to undergo changes in distant pasture management and the people are ready for participatory inputs and investments.

58. A comprehensive assessment of the project area and a description of the criteria which lead to its selection are summarised in Annex G. The Stakeholder Analysis is given in Annex F.
B. Consistency of the Project with National Priorities/Plans
59. The commitment of the Government of Kazakhstan to combating desertification and land degradation has been evident since 1997, when Kazakhstan ratified UNCCD and subsequently prepared a National Action Programme (NAPs) to prioritize and guide interventions to address land degradation. 

60. The project is further consistent with the Republic of Kazakhstan’s national priorities and commitments as stated in its Long-Term Strategy 2030 Environment and Natural Resources as well as its National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) and Concept of Environmental Safety for 2004-2015, approved by Presidential Decree in 2003. The programme on Environment Protection of Kazakhstan for 2008-2010 includes a number of activities which are highly relevant for the project, e.g.:

· To introduce new economic mechanisms for nature management and environment protection, improvement of economic mechanism of financing the management, protection and reproduction of nature resources, including activities on combating land degradation;

· To organize and conduct activities addressed to environmental awareness of the society: Environment education and popularisation system development, organisation of seminars, round tables;

· To elaborate proposals on organisation training for staff of government bodies on the application of regulations of the Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making, and Access to Justice in Environmental matters (UNECE, Aarhus Convention);

· To develop proposals on ensuring maximal possible public participation in decision-making processes;

· To create a system of complex desertification monitoring integrated into the Government Information System and to introduce a monitoring and information management system about environment for sustainable land use;

· To secure sustainable rangeland management.

61. Kazakhstan also recognises the transboundary nature of its land degradation problems and the benefits of a multi-country approach in the development and adoption of the Subregional Action Program for Central Asian Countries on Combating Desertification and Drought (SRAP-CD) in 2003, which focuses on country-level actions. The Programme serves both as evidence of country ownership and conformity with eligibility criteria under the UNCCD, as well as a point of reference in devising effective national strategies to promote SLM. Kazakhstan has also adopted a National Environmental Action Plan, in which land degradation is a prominent issue.

62. Kazakhstan together with the other Central Asian countries is part of the Central Asian Countries Initiative for Land Management (CACILM), a partnership dedicated to combating land degradation and improving rural livelihoods. Based on previous analytical and resource mobilisation support from the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the Global Mechanism of UNCCD, the CACILM partners (including UNDP, GTZ and other bi- and multilateral donors) developed a 10-year programme of country-driven action and resource mobilisation (2006–2016) to achieve (i) strengthened policy, legislative, and institutional frameworks to create conditions conducive to sustainable land management (SLM); (ii) increased capacity in key institutions responsible for planning and implementing SLM interventions; and (iii) improved land management and natural systems through the combined impact of enabling conditions and targeted project investments.

63. A national working group was responsible for preparing a National Programming Framework (NPF) as the basis for national activities under CACILM. A series of multi-stakeholder meetings was held to develop the NPF in a participatory manner, and the NPFs were finalised until 2006. The project proposed here is part of the CACILM initiative, for which GEF allocated resources under GEF-3, and is in line with the provisions of NPF.
C. Consistency of the Project with GEF Strategies and Strategic Programmes

64. The project addresses crucial issues of land degradation in Kazakhstan: unsustainable land use practices, loss of soil fertility, and degradation of pastoral lands. Therefore this project fits into the Land Degradation Focal Area of GEF, and OP 15 “Sustainable Land Management” is applied for funding.
65. The project focuses on sustainable management of rangeland resources in different ecological systems which are representative for the country. One of the reasons for selecting Zhambyl rayon as pilot area was, that it comprises several types of pasture land, which are typical and representative for the entire country. Furthermore, the project will contribute to the conservation of biodiversity through sustaining the distant pastures and to the adaptation to climate change through stabilising sensitive pasture ecosystems. 
66. The proposed project is part of the CACILM umbrella project which was approved under GEF-3. It meets both Strategic Priorities of GEF-3 and Strategic Objectives of GEF-4: the proposed project is consistent with the GEF-3 Strategic Priorities GEF-3 SP-1 on capacity building and GEF-3 SP-2 on innovative and indigenous sustainable land management practices. It is furthermore consistent with GEF-4’s SO-1 on the enabling environment and SO-2 on catalyzing large-scale investments for the global environment and local livelihood. The following table shows how the MSP will contribute to both GEF-3 and GEF-4 priorities.
	GEF-3 / OP 15 Focal Area Objective
	Project

	To provide incremental assistance for sustainable land management to achieve both global environment and sustainable development benefits
	The project aims at providing a model for the preservation and rehabilitation of the ecological integrity of the vast, globally significant Central Asian rangelands, with promoting local livelihoods at the same time.

	GEF-3 / Strategic Priorities
	

	1. Capacity building.
	Capacity building is a key element in the project design. One of the four expected outcomes targets enhanced capacities of local and regional institutions.

	2. Implementation of innovative and indigenous sustainable land management practices.
	The project concept combines the revival of indigenous forms of mobile livestock management (transhumance) with elements of the Soviet approach to livestock management in large farms and with adapted new methods. 

	GEF-4 Focal Area Goal
	

	To arrest and reverse current trends in land degradation. This will be accomplished through policies and practices conducive to SLM that, simultaneously, generate global environmental benefits while supporting local and national, social and economic development. 
	The project aims at contributing to the recovery of Central Asia’s globally significant steppes and rangelands, thus also contributing to rural growth and promoting rural livelihood.

	GEF-4 Strategic Objectives
	

	1. An enabling environment will place SLM in the main stream of development policy and practice at regional, national and local levels.
	The project targets the improvement of the enabling environment at policy, legal and institutional level for SRM. While the project will work mainly at the local (rayon) and regional (oblast) levels, the enabling environment at the national level will be tackled by complementary measures in the frame of CACILM.

	2. Mutual benefits for the global environment and local livelihoods through catalyzing SLM investments for large-scale impact.
	CACILM is a multi-donor multi-country initiative dedicated to combating land degradation and improving rural livelihood, and to attract and catalyze international donor funding. The project is an integral part of the CACILM initiative and will provide a model of good practice in Sustainable Rangeland Management. The project is complementary with other projects under CACILM and will contribute to preparing large-scale investments.

	GEF-4 Strategic Programmes
	

	(1) Supporting sustainable agriculture and rangeland management; (2) Supporting sustainable forest management in production landscapes; (3) Investing in innovative approaches in SLM.
	The project targets Sustainable Rangeland Management (SRM) and invests in approaches which are innovative for Kazakhstan and/or the project region.


D. Coordination with Other Related Initiatives
67. The most important initiative in the field of land degradation in Central Asia is the Central Asian Countries Initiative for Land Management (CACILM), which has been developed under the Strategic Partnership Agreement (SPA), with the Asian Development Bank being the lead agency. The present MSP Kazakhstan is an integral part of this multi-country initiative for SLM. The preparatory phase of CACILM was completed in 2007 and its implementation is proceeding in parallel to the proposed project, with a time perspective of ten years.
68. CACILM has united all five Central Asian countries together with a number of bilateral and multilateral donors in a comprehensive approach to the problem of land degradation and desertification affecting the entire region. UNDP and GTZ are active members of the donor platform. CACILM is implementing a multi-country programming framework to support the mainstreaming of SLM into national development planning processes, and encourage the adoption of an integrated approach to natural resource management, particularly in designing new programmes and projects in the field of natural resources management. It endeavours also to build synergies between the environment and other sectors of national and regional development, and consolidate and coordinate external financing while reducing transaction costs through the streamlining of partners’ project cycle procedures.
69. CACILM aims at preparing the ground for successful SLM operations in Central Asian countries through improving the enabling environment on national and regional levels. In particular, the “Central Asian Countries Initiative for Land Management (CACILM) Multi-country Partnership Framework Support Project” (CMPF) funded by GEF together with several bi- and multilateral donors, provide essential support to NPF implementation through multi-country activities, including sustainable land management information system, knowledge management and dissemination, capacity building and sustainable land management research. In addition it will support coordination at the multi-country and national levels. ADB and GTZ are providing direct financial support to the five national secretariats in their efforts to implement the NPF.
70. The proposed MSP is fully complementary to these operations: whereas the MSP will intervene at the target group level (local level) and envisages the provision of a model for SRM through on-the-ground investments as well as through capacity building and improving the enabling environment at community (rayon) and provincial (oblast) levels, CMPF together with some other related CACILM operations work on national and regional level to promote conditions conducive to SRM. Experiences from the proposed MSP will be fed into the overall CACILM process to make sure that national framework conditions are adapted in a way that makes best use of available knowledge on SRM.
71. This MSP is in particular complementary to CACILM’s “Multicountry Capacity Building Project (MCB) for SLM” which is going to be implemented between 2008 and 2011. The objective of the MCB, which will be jointly implemented by UNDP and GTZ, is to strengthen the enabling policy, legislative and institutional environment for SLM investments through improved capacity of the institutions to undertake essential reforms that improve the enabling environment and that assist with adoption of integrated land use planning and management. The present MSP will greatly benefit from synergies generated with this project.
72. In parallel to the proposed MSP, GEF supports under the CACILM CPP similar MSPs in other Central Asian countries. These include: “Demonstrating Sustainable Mountain Pasture Management in the Susamyr Valley” (Kyrgyzstan), “Demonstrating Local Responses to Combating Land Degradation and Improving Sustainable Land Management in SW Tajikistan” (Tajikistan), “Capacity Building and On-the-Ground Investments for Sustainable Land Management” (Turkmenistan), and “Achieving Ecosystem Stability on degraded land in Karakalpakstan and the Kyzylkum Desert“ (Uzbekistan). All projects deal partly or as a whole with rangeland management and their results will serve like the proposed MSP in Kazakhstan as models for CACILM under different eco-regional, socio-economic and political circumstances.
73. The proposed project will build on results and lessons learnt of the WB/GEF Drylands Management Project that demonstrates the environmental, social and economic viability of shifting from the current unsustainable cereal-based production in dryland ecosystems to traditional livestock-based management with a pilot area within the Shetsky district of Karaganda oblast. The proposed project will further seek for cooperation with the World Bank-financed “Forest Protection and Reforestation Project”, which has a Saxaul Rangeland sub-component.
74. The project will maintain close contacts with ongoing measures under the GEF Small Grants Programme in Kazakhstan on improved community-based rangeland management and climate change adaptation. 
E. Incremental Reasoning of the Project
75. Under the ‘business-as usual’ scenario, livestock grazing would continue at the current or an even higher rate and would continue to be concentrated around human settlements. Local communities will not take the initiative to take care of the degraded pastures because of an insufficient knowledge, awareness, capacities and incentives. Local stakeholders lack good models for managing rangeland in a way that generates environmental benefits and secures at the same time the resource base of their economic activities. The degradation of pastures would thus continue without a clear strategy for development, resulting in an overgrazing of the grasslands around human settlements and under-grazing of distant pastures. Additionally to the ecological degradation, the business-as-usual scenario also results in lost chances for socio-economic development and a loss of potential for rural growth.
76. The Government of Kazakhstan has committed some resources to rangeland management. These investments are assumed to provide national benefits, which form the baseline condition in the pilot area. However, these allocations alone are insufficient to fully implement the priority actions for the management of the rangelands. The use of these resources is furthermore often not well-coordinated, and many allocations appear as isolated interventions without contributing to SRM as an overall objective. Consequently, additional resources are required. In this regard, the funds requested from the GEF under this proposal are intended to catalyze further investments by donors and stakeholders within and outside the pilot area. Without GEF participation, these additional investments would be extremely unlikely to materialize and available funds would be spent without clearly contributing to SRM in a synergetic way.

77. The GEF alternative makes possible at the level of Zhambyl Rayon a sustainable use of land, focused on adopting innovative and sustainable livestock, pasture, soil and water management practices, enhanced stakeholder participation, knowledge and awareness of SRM through information sharing and networking, conservation of biological diversity of global significance, and restoration and long-term protection of critically degraded ecosystems.
78. Considering the MSP as part of the CACILM initiative, the GEF alternative makes possible the development and implementation of sustainable land-use practices at the landscape level of Kazakhstan and Central Asia. Availability of predictable, incremental grants helps remove critical barriers, allowing long-term planning and implementation of interventions to prevent and control land degradation. It encourages the development and harmonization of an appropriate policy and legislation framework, increased institutional cooperation and participation of key stakeholders, more effective focus and implementation of capacity building programs, and increased political awareness and commitment of budgetary resources. Thus, involvement of GEF through OP 15 is expected to be an important catalyst in overcoming the mainly political and financial barriers to effective action. The proposed MSP provides a model for interventions at the local (rayon) and provincial (oblast) levels, and as such shows the way how to place future investments in the frame of the CACILM initiative.

79. The sustainable land-use practices that will result from policy and institutional strengthening, coupled with on-the-ground investments under the GEF scenario, will not only result in a reversal of desertification in accordance with the UNCCD, but also improve the conservation of biodiversity, in accordance with the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD); and carbon sequestration, or reduction in carbon dioxide emissions, in accordance with the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). 
80. Stemming desertification and restoration of vegetation on denuded and degraded areas with appropriate species should reduce further habitat loss, protect ecosystems and landscapes, and improve biodiversity. In former times, wild ungulates (mainly large, migrating herds of saiga antelopes) have shaped the structure, diversity and functioning of Kazakhstan’s grasslands, but the species is now approaching extinction. Heavy grazing pressure is today exterted by domestic livestock. This results in strong vegetation degradation, as the pressure continues throughout the year and is localised in areas close to human settlements. The plant community structure is simplified with declining floristic richness. On the other hand, it has been shown that for example the critically endangered Sociable Plover (Vanellus gregarius), whose breeding population is more or less confined to Kazakhstan, suffers from undergrazing. Biodiversity conservation thus needs a well-managed vegetation cover, balanced between overgrazing and undergrazing.
81. The increased vegetation cover and the adoption of more sustainable rangeland management practices should help stabilise soils, reduce erosion, improve water retention, reduce the increasing trend toward desertification, and increase the capture and storage of carbon. A well-managed ecosystem of pastures will contribute to increase the carbon stocks in soils and plant biomass and thus supports mitigation of climate change, and will at the same time through stabilised ecosystems support the preparedness to climate change (adaptation).
F. Risks that might prevent the Project Objective from being Achieved 
and Risk Management Measures
82. The risks confronting the project have been carefully evaluated during project preparation, and risk mitigation measures have been internalized into the design of the project. The project strategy includes adaptive management and will continually monitor if the assumptions continue to stand true and assess the risk of them not standing true. If factors or developments outside the control of the project will render that the risk of the assumptions not standing true is high, the project will be analysing alternatives to adopt modified strategies to reduce dependency of the particular assumption.

83. Of all the assumptions, the ones that would have the greatest impact on achieving the project objective are those related to the mobilization of farmers and herders for changing their habitudes and arrangements. The challenge is to provide strong incentives to them for giving up the stationary grazing system for a more mobile grazing rotation. The strategy for managing these risks is mitigation, through incorporating lessons from similar projects and programmes (e.g. the GEF funded SLM projects in other Central Asian countries), and ensuring mobilisation of strong technical support in all stages of the project.

84. The overall risks associated with the assumptions are considered moderate. A detailed list of project risks, their rating and mitigation measures are given below.

	Risk
	Rating
	Response / Risk Mitigation Measure

	Farmers are too poor, not interested in environmental issues, and incentives are not adequate to influence adoption of long term SRM approaches.
	M
	Participatory bottom-up planning approaches ensure that poverty issues are internalized in the adoption of SRM approach. Incentive systems better understood and costs/constraints to shifting to more sustainable options recognised and integrated in planning and investment activities.

	Bottom-up approaches (participatory rangeland management) are not effective due to a weak enabling environment.
	L
	There are clear commitments by the GoK towards a decentralised resource management and outcome #1 promotes conditions conduce to SRM.

	Governmental agencies and other stakeholders may not wish to abandon sector-based planning.
	L
	The GoK is committed to cross-sectoral planning through its commitment to UNCCD, SRAP, the principles of CACILM and the NPF. The project aims at creating awareness among decision-makers and the public in order to enforce this commitment (see outcome #1).

	The Government is not sufficiently aware of the importance of participatory SRM and does not give local administrations the necessary authority to create favourable conditions.
	L
	The GoK fully recognises the need for decentralised participatory SRM in national policies and strategies. Although some previous experiences show that implementation on-the-ground can work, the overall situation still seems to be very dependent on the personality of local authorities.

	Lack of motivation of local administration and local resource users.
	L
	Through the combination of environmental issues with poverty issues, incentives for SRM and PR work, these risks are regarded low.

	Enabling environment not sufficiently supported by other CACILM operations.
	L
	The MSP has only restricted capacities to conduct the full range of activities necessary for preparing the ground for an enabling environment at the national level, and partly relies in this respect on other CACILM operations. A close cooperation with the CACILM National Secretariat will ensure that the needs which are identified by the MSP, but cannot be fully met by the project itself, will be met by other projects.

	The replication of the pilot to other areas may suffer from lack of capacity and skilled manpower elsewhere.
	L
	Up-scaling is not under the direct responsibility of the MSP, but of the CACILM umbrella. Nevertheless, the need for early identification and training of additional field staff will be fed into the CACILM process to ensure the required manpower is available before scaling up to other areas (see outcome #2). 

	Climate change will further aggravate land degradation. The achievements of the project will become invisible.
	L
	The measures to be implemented by the project will promote adaptation to climate change and will thus reduce the risks imposed by climate change. Well-managed pastures help be prepared for climate change. Local stakeholders learn and adopt the instruments for SRM and can apply them for additional risks related to climate change.


Risk ratings: H = High, M = Medium, L = Low.
G. Cost-effectiveness as Reflected in the Project Design
85. Cost-effectiveness, one of the operational principles listed in the GEF Operational Strategy, is to analyse competing alternatives to achieve the stated objectives of this project. However, considering that the project is intended to provide a model for subsequent large-scale investments, to develop human and institutional capacities and to change the enabling environment, cost-effectiveness cannot be quantified. As a quantitative approach to analyse the cost effectiveness of this project is therefore not possible, alternate project approaches were considered and are discussed here in the light of cost-effectiveness.
86. The MSP is an integral part of the CACILM initiative, which has a ten-year perspective, and will as such complement other operations under the umbrella of this initiative. The project will specifically provide a replicable model for SRM to be up-scaled in other investments. The alternatives to this project explored include:
· No additional project: Considering the existing list of priorities, including environmental rehabilitation, this alternative would prevent the country from addressing the current issue of rangeland degradation. The country would continue to have a weak capacity for rangeland management and not to have good practice for replication. The result of GEF not funding this initiative would postpone the resolution of this issue.
· Management of the Central Asian steppes and grasslands through a network of protected areas. The establishment of protected areas would be feasible only in a relatively small fraction of the entire ecosystem. Additionally, it will not solve the problem of overgrazing and soil erosion around human settlements; by contrast, establishing protected areas may even aggravate the situation through restricting the mobility of livestock.

· Large-scale investment in SRM under the CACILM initiative. Although it is known that the preparation of a MSP is less cost-effective than the preparation of a larger investment, it is believed that the proposed MSP will be more flexible in developing appropriate instruments and processes for SRM on local level, and can better transfer lessons learnt to subsequent CACILM operations. The relatively higher costs for project preparation will thus be balanced through getting the results earlier.
· A multi-layer approach which promotes local investments, coordination on provincial level and the enabling environment (policy, institutional and legal issues) on national level. It is believed that it is more efficient and cost-effective, if the project tackles local issues only, and leaves in the sense of a division of work the national framework conditions to other CACILM operations.
· A comprehensive project on all forms of land degradation. Rangeland degradation forms only one element of overall land degradation in Kazakhstan, albeit the one which negatively affects very large areas. The aim of the project is to provide quick results; tackling the full range of LD issues would require the involvement of more stakeholders and finally more time.

part iii: institutional coordination and support
Project Implementation Arrangement

87. This is a joint project between GEF, GTZ, UNDP and the Government of Kazakhstan with the following principles of operation. The UNDP as GEF Implementing Agency through the Country Office in Kazakhstan will implement the project in close cooperation with GTZ Regional CCD Project for Central Asia as Implementing Partner. Both Implementing Partners will provide the following types of support services for the execution of the project, whenever necessary:

· Drafting of terms of reference and specifications for equipment and goods as necessary, in agreement with UNDP rules and procedures for the procurement of goods and services including identification, selection, contracting of and liaison with consultants and sub-contractors; this applies to goods and services to be financed out of GEF funds;

· Procurements of those goods and services financed by the GTZ will follow this organisation’s own rules and procedures;
· Procurement and contracting;
· Maintaining the project budget and expenditures;
· Assistance in liaising with national and regional partners;

· Assistance for public advocacy purposes;

· Project supervision for accountability, transparency, effectiveness and efficiency;

· Project monitoring and evaluation.

88. The project will be executed following established UNDP national execution or NEX procedures. The Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) will be the National Executing Agency for the project. It will assume the overall coordination role ensuring the wide participation through the Project Steering Committee and other means (workshops, consultations). The MoA is a government institution eligible for the execution of UNDP projects. The Ministry will appoint a National Project Director to act as liaison person between the ministry and the project. He/she will oversee the project on behalf of the Ministry.

89. A Project Steering Committee (PSC) will be the project’s inter-institutional strategic decision-making body. The Minister of Agriculture or a designate will chair the PSC. The PSC will convene at least once per year for Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) plus more additional meetings, as deemed necessary. Apart from the MoA, UNDP and GTZ, the PSC will include representatives of the following institutions:

· Ministry of Environmental Protection (MEP),

· Ministry of Economy and Budget Planning,

· Land Management Agency (including State Research and Production Centre for Land Management and Land Resources, State Institute of Agricultural Aero-photo Geodesy Survey and other state-owned enterprises),
· Akimat of Almaty Oblast,

· Akimat of Zhambyl Rayon,

· National CACILM Secretariat,
· Civil Society Organisations.
90. For specific tasks such as the elaboration of village pasture development plans, participatory monitoring and evaluation and learning and knowledge sharing a company, non-governmental organisation or community-based organisation will be subcontracted by the project. It will work according to precise terms of reference and along the lines of a plan of operations agreed with the project management.
91. A small Project Management Unit (PMU) will be established in the project region and will consist of the Project Manager, a Chief Technical Advisor (to be financed by GTZ) and a full-time administrative and finance assistant. A national rangeland management expert for project outcomes 2 and 3 will join the PMU in the first two years of project implementation on a full-time basis, but will work afterwards on a part-time (consultant) basis. The project staff will be recruited through a competitive selection. The Project Manager will lead and manage the PMU with support and guidance from the Chief Technical Advisor. The Executing Agency will extend all necessary support to the project team as well as provide the unit with the required facilities (office space, means of communication, and other utilities as part of their in-kind contribution). Under the guidance and participation of the Project Manager and in coordination with the Chief Technical Advisor and the National Project Director of the Executing Agency, the PMU will carry out all project activities: preparation/updates of project work plans, record keeping, accounting, reporting; drafting of terms of reference, technical specifications and other documents as necessary; identification, pre-screening of consultants, coordination and supervision of consultants and suppliers, organisation of duty travel, seminars, public outreach activities and other project events, working contacts with project partners at the central and local levels. The TOR of key staff is given in Annex H.
92. Based on the current design of the project, a Project Inception Workshop will be conducted with the full project team, relevant government counterparts, co-financing partners, the UNDP-CO, GTZ, and representation from the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit and CACILM Secretariat. A fundamental objective of this Inception Workshop will be to assist the project team to understand and take ownership of the project’s goals and objectives, as well as finalize preparation of the project’s first annual work plan on the basis of the project’s log-frame matrix. This will include reviewing the log-frame (indicators, means of verification, assumptions), imparting additional detail as needed, and on the basis of this exercise finalize the Annual Work Plan (AWP) with precise and measurable performance indicators, and in a manner consistent with the expected outcomes for the project. 
93. Additionally the purpose and objective of the Inception Workshop (IW) will be to: (i) introduce project staff to the expanded UNDP-GEF and CMPF teams (including UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit, MSec and Kazakhstan NSec), which will support the project during its implementation, and to counterpart staff; (ii) detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP-CO and RCU staff vis-à-vis of the project team; (iii) provide a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) requirements, with particular emphasis on the Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) and related documentation, the Annual Project Report (APR), Tripartite Review Meetings, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. Equally, the IW will provide an opportunity to inform the project team on UNDP project related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget re-phasing. The IW will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project’s decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms. The Terms of Reference for project staff and decision-making structures will be discussed again, as needed in order to clarify for all, each party’s responsibilities during the project’s implementation phase.
94. The PMU will produce the Annual Work Plans (AWP) to be approved by the Project Steering Committee at the beginning of each year. These work plans will be the basis to allocate resources to planned activities. It will be generated in close collaboration with the relevant stakeholders and be presented to the SC for its endorsement. The PMU will further produce quarterly operational reports and Annual Progress Reports (APR). These reports will summarise the progress made by the project versus the expected results, explain any significant variances, detail the necessary adjustments and be the main reporting mechanism for monitoring project activities.
Part iv: Alignment of project design with the original PIF
95. The project was developed in the frame of the CACILM umbrella under GEF-3 using a PDF-A grant co-financed by GTZ and with in-kind contributions by the GoK. The GEF regulations valid at the time of the original application did not require a PIF. So information on the alignment of the present proposal with the concept that was approved by GEF Council in August 2006.
96. The project proposal for CEO endorsement is fully aligned with the approved Concept and PDF-A request and related information submitted at that time. No changes have been effected to the project objective and outcomes which would change the project design. Some minor semantic modifications were made to better spell out the tasks of the project, including the need for local investments. No financial planning was submitted to GEF at the time of PDF-A request. In relevant sections, this MSP proposal provides further details on the expected global benefits, incremental reasoning, cost-effectiveness, implementation arrangements, etc. It also clarifies co-financing, and, as requested, develops the terms of reference for project management and technical assistance consultancies.
part v: Agency certification
	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for CEO Endorsement.

	Yannick Glemarec
GEF Agency Coordinator
	Vladimir Mamaev, Regional Technical Advisor
Project Contact Person

	Date: (Month, Day, Year)
	Email:vladimir.mamaev@undp.org


Part VI: Annexes

Annex A: Acronyms and Abbreviations
	ADB
	Asian Development Bank

	APR
	Annual Project Report

	AWP
	Annual Work Plan

	CACILM
	Central Asian Countries Initiative for Land Management

	CBO
	Community-based organisation

	CKM
	CACILM Knowledge Management

	CMPF
	CACILM Multi-country Partnership Framework Support Project

	CTA
	Chief Technical Adviser

	FSP
	Full size project (GEF)

	GEF
	Global Environment Facility

	GEFSEC
	Secretariat of the Global Environment Facility

	GTZ
	Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) GmbH

	GTZ-CCD
	Regional Project „Implementing the Convention to Combat Desertification in Central Asia” of GTZ

	GoK
	Government of Kazakhstan

	IW
	Inception Workshop

	MEP
	Ministry of Environment Protection of GoK

	MoA
	Ministry of Agriculture of GoK

	MSec
	Multi-country Secretariat of CACILM

	MSP
	Medium-sized project (GEF)

	NAP
	National Action Programme (UNCCD)

	NCSA
	National Capacity Self Assessment

	NGO
	Non-governmental organisation

	NPF
	National Programming Framework

	NPM
	National Project Manager

	NSec
	National Secretariat of CACILM

	PIR
	Annual Project Implementation Review

	PMU
	Project Management Unit

	PSC
	Project Steering Committee

	SLM
	Sustainable Land Management

	SRAP-CD
	Sub-regional Action Program for Central Asian Countries on Combating Desertification and Drought

	SRM
	Sustainable Rangeland Management

	TOR
	Terms of Reference

	UNCCD
	United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification

	UNDP
	United Nations Development Programme

	UNDP-CO
	United Nations Development Programme Country Office [Kazakhstan]

	UNDP-GEF
	United Nations Development Programme GEF Unit [Bratislava]


Annex B: Project Results Framework

	Strategy
	Objectively verifiable indicators

	Goal
	To generate from Kazakhstan’s vast rangelands a stable supply of products from livestock for consumption and processing, to contribute to ecosystem integrity and securing sustainable incomes and support to the reduction of poverty among the most affected population.

	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target
	SoV
	Risks and Assumptions

	Objective:

Demonstration of good practice in rangeland management that promotes both the ecological integrity of natural grasslands and local livelihood, and serves as a model for replicating Sustainable Rangeland Management (SRM) throughout the country.
	Quality of vegetation cover in rangelands around villages
	Number of hectares of land with significant signs of soil erosion caused by overgrazing in selected plots around the pilot villages
	Reduction of the size of the area heavily affected by soil erosion by 20%
	Resource mapping, photo documentation (semi-quantitative assessment)
	As the regeneration of the vegetation cover will take years, the full project impact can only be shown beyond the end of the project.

	
	Presence of plant species which negatively affect the function of distant pastures
	Number of hectares of distant pastures with significant signs of natural succession due to undergrazing (selection of 5 sample plots)
	Unwanted plant species in at least 5 high pasture sample plots absent or numbers insignificant (less than 5% surface coverage) 
	Report on vegetation mapping (rapid assessment in sample plots)
	See above. Availability of results from National Land Monitoring System.

	
	Income of families (communities) participating in the measures on pasture management
	Average family income (amount to be identified once the families/ communities are identified and made their commitment towards the project objective)
	Increase of income by at least 20 percent
	Socio-economic survey
	Other factors influence the income as well, such as fluctuations in the price of meat, inflation, etc.

	
	Number of projects which use the experiences of this project as business model for other SRM projects
	No SRM projects which use participatory bottom-up approaches throughout planning and implementation
	At least 5 projects in the CACILM initiative use similar approaches 
	Survey of project documents; exchange with the CACILM members
	In some projects, it may be not be clear whether they adopt the approaches from this MSP or from somewhere else 

	Outcome 1:
An environment which is conducive to Sustainable Rangeland Management (SRM) enhanced at the central and local level.
	Availability of economic incentives for sustainable rangeland management
	No incentive system
	20% of livestock owners benefit from economic incentives (micro credits and others)
	Reports
	Some incentives (e.g. microcredits) beyond the responsibility of project

	
	Normative framework (laws, decrees, regulations) for decentralized SRM
	Regulations which impede the use of distant pastures and grazing rotation
	Regulations which support the use of distant pastures and grazing rotation
	Reports, draft bills, proposals for the amendments of regulations
	The adoption of a new regulatory framework is beyond the project’s influence

	
	Number of public awareness events and publications about the importance of SRM for both the environment and local livelihood
	No specialised events at all; less than 5 news/reports in the national media per year
	At least one report in national media per month. At least two events per year. Written material produced by the project reaches all stakeholders
	Evaluation of newspaper reports, news in media
	PR work of the project will be supplemented by PR work of CACILM support project 

	Outcome 2:
Capacities and knowledge on integrated SRM of local government, community-based structures and individual farmers strengthened.
	Usage of IT platform for knowledge management
	No exchange of information and experience with other projects
	IT knowledge management platform functional and used by development partners in at least 5 institutions
	Survey of the use of the platform
	Cooperation with other CACILM initiatives

	
	Agreements on grazing management (pasture use, grazing rotation)
	No such grazing agreements
	At least 10 agreements on the use of pastures concluded 
	Assessment report
	Some factors regarding the enabling environment beyond project responsibility

	
	Number of persons successfully trained for participatory resource management
	None
	At least 10 persons per village in the target area
	Certificates
	

	
	Number of decision-makers trained for SRM
	None
	At least 3 decision-makers per village
	Certificates
	Decision-makers may not be interested in training

	Outcome 3:
Local infrastructure that allows greater mobility of livestock herds improved.
	Number of local investment plans
	None
	One plan for each village of the project area (exact number of villages to be covered identified at project inception)
	Maps and plans
	Investment plans need consensus among villagers 

	
	Number of livestock shelters at distant pastures
	None
	At least 5 constructed
	Project activities report
	Construction must wait until access roads to be completed

	
	Number of watering places for livestock
	None functional
	At least 20 rehabilitated or constructed
	Project activities report
	Availability of ground water or surface water 

	
	Number of housing facilities for herdsmen
	None functional
	At least 8 constructed
	Project activities report
	Repair/construction of roads needs to be completed beforehand

	Outcome 4 
Learning, evaluation and adaptive management, implemented.
	Number of meetings of the Steering Committee
	None
	First Steering Committee meeting in month 3, then at least annually
	Project reports
	Delays in hiring project staff possible due to shortage of required skills

	
	Monitoring of gender aspects and project risks
	Gender analysis and, risk mitigation strategy as available in the project document
	Results on monitoring of gender issues and project risks incorporated at least once per year in the Annual Work Plans
	Annual Work Plans (AWP)
	

	
	Number of knowledge products and exchanges with other projects
	None
	At least 2 exchange visits on target group level with at least 25 persons each
	Annual Project Report (APR)
	Other projects may not be ready for such an exchange


SoV = Source of Verification

Annex C: Responses to Project Reviews 
(from GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, and Responses to Comments from Council at work program inclusion and the Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF)

No reviews available.

Annex D: Consultants to be Hired for the Project
Costs and duration of assignments are tentative figures, reflecting the planning status at the time of proposal submission, i.e. before setting up the plan of operations. The list of short-term consultants is tentative and may be modified as part of adaptive management. Project period: 3 years. Position marked with * are supported only from co-financing.
1. National Consultants

	Position
	Average costs per week
	Estimated person weeks
	Key tasks to be performed

	Project 
Management
	
	
	

	National Project Manager
	485
	94
	See Annex I. Sixty percent of his time is allocated to pure management tasks.

	Administrative and Finance Assistant
	220
	156
	See Annex I.

	Project logistics clerk and driver
	75
	156
	Driving project staff on a daily basis; maintaining vehicle in a good shape and order on a daily basis; delivering official correspondence as requested; assisting the Administrative and Finance Assistant in day-to-day running of the office; doing simple cash withdrawal and handling as authorized by Project Manager.

	Administrative 
Support
	160
	15
	Support to the PMU in periods of high work load, e.g., for drafting reports, collection of information, etc.

	Technical 
Assistance
	
	
	

	National Project Manager
	485
	62
	See Annex I. Forty percent of his time is allocated to technical assistance.

	Principal Rangeland and Capacity Building Expert
	416
	120
	Implementation of outcomes #2 and #3: Strengthen capacities of governmental and non-governmental organisations for integrated cross-sectoral land use planning related to rangeland management; Strengthen human capacities for the design, implementation and monitoring of SRM measures and for integration of principles of ecosystem services and functions at the landscape level; contribute to the establishment of a system of knowledge management to ensure that information and experiences are made available to other projects; comparison of different institutional models how to best achieve sustainability; conduct participatory biophysical and socio-economic resource mapping to understand the potential of the various ecozones in the pilot area for livestock; assist the establishment of land use plans that are negotiated and agreed upon by all relevant stakeholders and are updated regularly as deems necessary; analyse rangeland management from a gender perspective and integrate gender aspects into project planning; set up investment plans and specifications which reflect the requirements for decreasing land degradation and the priorities identified by local communities; identify on-the-ground investments in local infrastructure that is needed for increasing the mobility of livestock and a more balanced use of rangelands and arrange procurements.

	Expert for the regulatory framework of rangeland management
	250
	10
	Review of the regulatory framework of rangeland management. Analysis of laws, bylaws and regulations. Participation in stakeholder workshops to explain the regulatory framework to resource users. Elaboration of amendments to the regulatory framework.

	Natural resource management experts
	250
	50
	Tasks similar to those of the Principal Rangeland and Capacity Building Expert, however with a stronger specialisation in certain fields: participatory rangeland planning, conduction of training for local staff of administration, groundwater exploration, livestock breeding, etc. 

	National consultant for mid-term evaluation
	200
	6
	See description under International consultants, but with stronger focus on local issues including the preparation of the mission (arrangements of meetings, logistics, etc.).

	National consultant for final evaluation
	200
	6
	See description under International consultants, but with stronger focus on local issues including the preparation of the mission (arrangements of meetings, logistics, etc.).

	Participatory land use planning
	200
	30
	Working together with international experts for the following:

– Participatory biophysical and socio-economic resource mapping to understand the potential of the various ecozones in the pilot area for livestock;

– Setting-up pasture use plans that are negotiated and agreed upon by all relevant stakeholders and are updated regularly as deems necessary;

– Assistance to set up investment plans and specifications which reflect the requirements for decreasing land degradation and the priorities identified by local communities;

– Integrate gender aspects into project planning;

	Trainers for seminars and workshops
	200
	43
	Conduction and facilitation of community mobilization trainings and trainings on co-investment projects development and implementation for targeted communities. Moderation of seminars, workshops and meetings, summarising the results of workshops, contributions to project planning including the drafting of AWPs.

	Project impact monitoring
	180
	24
	Setting up a plan for participatory impact monitoring; collecting baseline data; carrying out participatory impact monitoring on a regular basis.

	Experts on awareness raising
	250
	80
	Creating awareness for SRM issues at target group level and at the level of decision-makers; development of tools and instruments; development and conduction of awareness campaigns; preparation of materials.

	Experts on financial mechanism
	300
	30
	Development of a concept for financing SRM (options to be considered may include viable financing plans for SRM through payments for environmental services, national sector budgets and access to small credit schemes).

	IT expert
	300
	10
	Establishment of a Knowledge Management Platform for sharing information and experiences with other projects and stakeholders in the field of SRM. The national expert will work closely with an international expert.

	Engineers
	300
	45
	Implementation of measures according to outcome #3. Technical planning of small-scale infrastructure investments. Supervision of construction.

	Total Project Management
	421
	

	Total Technical Assistance
	516
	

	TOTAL
	937
	


2. International Consultants

	Position
	Average costs per week
	Estimated person weeks
	Key tasks to be performed

	Chief Technical Advisor*
	2250
	156
	Detailed Terms of Reference are given in Annex I.

	International technical consultant to assist with IW and inception report
	3000
	3
	The International Technical Consultant will participate in the Inception of the project and provide technical expertise for the project staff and other stakeholders on the project’s goal, activities and implementation arrangements. This will include: (i) review of the final documentation on the project and related documents; (ii) presentation of the project to the newly hired project personnel at the internal session of the inception workshop; (iii) providing details on implementation of each project component; (iv) moderate discussion on changes in circumstances since project design; (v) presenting log-frame as a tool for implementation, reporting and monitoring; (vi) review of indicators; (vii) provide details on project monitoring and evaluation arrangements; (viii) presentation of the technical aspects of the project to the broader stakeholders at the external session; (ix) revision of the project log-frame and activities in the context of the changes within the project scope together with the project team; (x) integration of the changes into the project document and finalization of the revised part of the prodoc; (xi) preparation of the draft inception report; (xii) addressing comments to the report and revising it accordingly

	International consultant for mid-term evaluation
	3000
	3
	The main objective of the mid-term international evaluation team will be to determine progress being made towards the achievement of outcomes and will identify course correction to strengthen the chances for the delivery of the expected results. The team will test and confirm the key hypotheses underlying the project, reassess risks and assumptions, focus on the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation; will highlight issues requiring decisions and actions; and will present initial lessons learnt about project design, implementation and management. The mid-term evaluation will also examine to which degree cross-sectoral issues such as gender mainstreaming have been taken into account in project planning and implementation. Findings of this review will be incorporated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during the final half of the project’s term. The organization, terms of reference and timing of the mid-term evaluation will be decided after consultation between the parties to the project document.

	International consultant for final evaluation
	3000
	4
	The main task of the final evaluation team will be – in accordance with UNDP and GEF guidance – to focus on the delivery of the project’s results as initially planned (and as corrected after the mid-term evaluation, if any such correction took place). The final evaluation will look at impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. The final evaluation should also provide recommendations for follow-up activities, and the report will feature management response to the issues raised.

	Participatory Land Use Planning
	2900
	8
	Experts for participatory land use planning would be required in the following fields:
– Participatory biophysical and socio-economic resource mapping to understand the potential of the various ecozones in the pilot area for livestock;

– Setting-up pasture use plans that are negotiated and agreed upon by all relevant stakeholders and are updated regularly as deems necessary;

– Assistance to set up investment plans and specifications which reflect the requirements for decreasing land degradation and the priorities identified by local communities;

– Training of project staff and local consultants of specialised participatory methods;
– Support to the project team to integrate gender aspects into project planning and implementation.

	Rangeland Experts
	2900
	5
	Rangeland management experts required for project implementation will include the following fields:

– Review of the regulatory instruments, identification of gaps, shortcomings and bottlenecks, and elaboration of amendments (supplementary to the work of local consultants);

– Identification, elaboration and promotion of economic and other incentives for SRM;

– Assessment of the financial viability of SRM (assessment of the need for providing continuous financial support to SRM);

– Presentation of international experience on SRM, which support the transition of individuals and businesses away from activities that overuses rangelands toward activities in support of SRM; 

– Work with the local experts to study and discuss with them grazing rotation and other forms of transhumance;

– Work with local experts on the creation of economic incentives for SRM;
– Ensure that project activities are carried out in a gender-sensitive way.

	Training facilitators (trainers) for seminars and workshops
	3000
	2
	Training of and guidance to local trainers and moderators; moderation of workshops, summarising the results of workshops.

	Adviser on knowledge management
	2800
	4
	Working together with the CTA and local consultants in establishing a system of knowledge management to ensure that information and experiences are made available to other CACILM projects and elsewhere; development and comparison of different institutional models how to best achieve sustainability.

	TOTAL
	
	185+
	


+including 156 weeks for CTA)
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UNCCD National Coordinator in Kazakhstan
PART I - Project achievements
A- SUMMARY OF ACTUAL ACHIEVEMENTS OF PREPARATORY PHASE 
The following expected outcomes were identified in PDF-A project document:

Outcome 1. Data Collection and Initial Design

The information gathering and analysis has been completed in the form of reports by national consultants; these reports describe the current situation related to sustainable rangeland management, major gaps in the available legal, institutional and technical capacity and provide an analysis of stakeholders and financial analysis, analysis of rangeland management problems, analysis of sustainable rangeland management strategy. They also provided experts proposals and recommendations to address the identified problems. These reports have been submitted to an international expert for review and further analysis in respect to project development.

Selection of the project area completed. Zhambyl Rayon of the Almaty Oblast has been selected as pilot area for project interventions. On 7.5.2007 a workshop was conducted at Almaty for the identification of a pilot area for the project “Sustainable rangeland management”, where representatives of UNDP, GTZ, NGOs and the scientific community took part. During the meeting, various oblasts of the Republic of Kazakhstan selected where an implementation of the project appears feasible. A decision was taken on the development of criteria for the selection of the pilot regions and potential list of these regions. The table of criteria included advantageous and disadvantageous characteristics of each area, arranged in a scoring system; thus, allowing reasoning of the selection of the area. The table was developed and presented for evaluation to 11 experts in the field of pasture management, with 7 of them being women. According to the results of the evaluation, Zhambyl district of the Almaty Oblast has gained maximum quantity of scores and was selected as a pilot area for the project.
On 20.8.2007 a meeting was conducted with the Deputy Akim of Zhambyl Rayon, Almaty Oblast, where the procedures for selecting villages for implementation of a medium-scale project were discussed. As proposed by the Deputy Akim, it was decided to select rural districts rather than individual villages as rangelands are under jurisdictions of Akims of rural districts and the issues of sustainable rangeland management can be then addressed more efficiently. The Deputy Akim proposed a list of rural districts located in different natural zones; such list is subject to further consultation and agreement with the national consultants.
Consultation and agreement with national experts upon list of rural districts proposed by Deputy Akim conducted. The final list and the number of villages and rural districts will be identified with inception period of MSP. 
Preparatory field work was conducted. Visits to the pilot area and meetings with local authorities and communities held. During the meetings with the inhabitants of the candidate pilot villages (administrative centre of rayon Uzyn-Agash, villages Aidarly, Ulguli, Karasu), the international expert and the project manager discussed with local authorities and local farmers (farmers, leaders and members of initiative group of local communities) the project concept. Brief presentation of goal and tasks of the project took place at the meetings, as well as an exchange of opinions on problems of sustainable pasture management. Representatives of the akimats informed the participants of the meeting on efforts of the local administration on solving that problem. As a result of the meeting, there was initial agreement of administration of the district on support of the MSP. Meetings with local farmers showed that the local communities understand the acuteness of land degradation and rangeland management issues and demonstrated their readiness to participate in the project.
Consultations with key partners held; mission by an international expert between 2 and 11 March with several meetings with UNDP representatives, GEF/SGP and GTZ. In addition, meetings were held with the members of NGO “Farmer of Kazakhstan”, representatives of Kazakh Research Institute of Feed and Pasture and ADB project “Environment Monitoring System and Data Management for Sustainable Land Use”. The issues of pasture management in Kazakhstan as well as the issues related to project implementation were discussed. Meetings were also held in Astana where the mission paid a visit to the Ministry of Environmental Protection, the Ministry of Agriculture, ADB office, the Agency for Land Resource Management, and to the State Scientific and Production Center. Mission members also met the leaders of the World Bank’s Dryland Management project and UNDP project “Integrated conservation of priority globally significant migratory bird habitat: a demonstration on three sites”. During the meetings, the activities of public agencies and international donors in the area of combating land degradation and sustainable pasture management in Kazakhstan were discussed.
Outcome 2. Project elaboration and design (log-frame exercise) and stakeholder consultations
On 5-6 April, 2007, a workshop was organised and conducted in Almaty with stakeholders on the definition of a logical framework of the project. Workshop participants included representatives of various ministries and state departments (Ministry of Environmental Protection, Ministry of Agriculture, State Agency on Land Resources Management, RSE “State research-and-production center of Land”), international organisations, scientific organisations, NGOs and village communities. Stakeholders of the project were identified during the meeting as well as there was a problem analysis conducted in a sphere of pasture resources management. An analysis of the strategy on sustainable rangeland management, criteria of pilot area selection, goals, indicators and expected outcomes of the project were identified. The material of the workshop was subsequently sent to the participants in both Russian and English.
Based on the log-frame workshop results and analysis reports of outcome 1 the project’s goal, objectives, outcomes and activities were refined and developed. The final version of the log-frame was presented with a fist draft of the project proposal and presented to key stakeholders for comments and agreement and co-financing support. 

Outcome 3. Preparation of a MSP project document
The preparation of a full MSP project documentation according to GEF requirements under OP15 is taking place. The draft version of project proposal is agreed with key stakeholders. Contributions by key stakeholders to the MSP discussed and Letters of Commitment received. The preparation of the MSP Proposal is supported by an international expert hired by the GTZ.
Table 1: Completion Status of Project Activities

	
	Approved (1)
	Actual (2)

	Proposed Activities at Approval
	GEF Financing
	Co-financing
	Completion status
	GEF Financing
	Co-financing
	Uncommitted GEF funds

	MSP developed through consultations
	50,000
	33,500
	On-going
	50,000
	86,200
	0

	TOTAL
	50,000
	33,500
	
	50,000
	86,200
	0


B – RECORD OF STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT IN PROJECT PREPARATION
The primary stakeholders were tentatively identified during a mission to Astana in March 2007 and in meetings at Almaty. To this end, information by other natural resource projects run by UNDP, WB and ADB in Kazakhstan were utilised. Within this activity, several meetings and discussions were held with GEF/SGP regarding the programme’s co-funding of the project. Supposedly, the activities will be launched with local population for enhancing the capacity of local communities in the pilot area through a small grants programme.

Information was exchanged with CAREC (DRYNET) project manager regarding the enhancement of civil society network in terms of land degradation and poverty issues. The project is funded by EC. The coordination of project activities was discussed.
Main stakeholders were invited for participation in a workshop on drafting the logic framework of the project, which took place on 5-6 April, 2007, in Almaty. Representatives of various ministries and departments (Ministry of Environment Protection, Ministry of Agriculture, and Agency of Land Resource Management), scientific organisations, local NGOs, as well as some leaders of several rural communities took part in the workshop. International and local experts on sustainable pasture management and land degradation control participated in the workshop as well. During the workshop, stakeholders were involved in discussion of logical frameworks of the project based on main problems and tasks of the project. 35% percent of women took part in the workshop. Gender aspect is taken into consideration for all groups participating in the workshop (international organisations, state bodies, scientific community, NGOs and village residents). During the workshop, the World Bank Representative Office in Astana officer has raised a proposal on coordination of project activity devoted to desertification control, through project progress on SRM in particular, implemented in Kazakhstan. In addition to that, it was suggested to coordinate activities with the WB project “Dry lands management” and to apply lessons learnt.
Representatives of stakeholders participated in the evaluation procedure for the selection of pilot areas for the project. Based on these results, Zhambyl district of Almaty oblast was selected as a pilot intervention area. Representatives of stakeholders (government, science, NGO) were drawn in SRM information gathering and analysis. 

Local authorities and rural communities at the project site are being involved in the project development exercise. During the meetings representatives of local authorities and rural communities demonstrated their interest in supporting the MSP and in participating in project development. Contacts have been established with heads of regional Agriculture Department, Statistics Office and Land Unit.
As part of the project preparation, the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) GmbH supported in an associated measure CAMP Kazakhstan Public Foundation in building their capacities for rangeland management and in implementing participatory approaches with local communities. The activities implemented by GTZ will facilitate more efficient implementation of the MSP. This exercise actually provides a first hands-on experience on how community involvement into increasing pasture mobility may work in Kazakhstan. The experiences will serve as an example to be followed by the project.
Quarterly Project Implementation Reports and Combined Delivery Reports were presented to the National UNCCD Coordinator with the Ministry of Environmental Protection.
	PART II: PDF FINANCIAL DELIVERY


Table 2: PDF Input Budget – Approvals and commitments. Co-financing includes both cash and in-kind contributions.
	Input Description*
	Approved per whole period
	Committed

	
	Staff weeks
	GEF funds
	Co-finance
	Staff weeks
	GEF funds
	Co-finance

	Local consultants
	-
	21,160
	7,000
	128
	14,550
	7,000

	Contractual Services-Individual
	-
	9,540
	4,000
	94
	13,795
	7,820

	International Consultants
	-
	0
	17,500
	9
	0
	48,443

	Travel
	
	8,000
	2,000
	
	6,643
	17,227

	Equipment
	
	1,300
	2,000
	
	1,300
	2,424

	Communication costs
	
	1,600
	0
	
	1,042
	0

	Supplies
	
	1,000
	0
	
	1,608
	0

	Rental & Maintenance-Premises 
	
	3,000
	1,000
	
	2,285
	1,865

	Rental & Maintenance of other Equipment
	
	0
	0
	
	206
	0

	Audio Visual & Print Production cost
	
	3,500
	0
	
	7,375
	0

	Misc.
	
	900
	0
	
	1,196
	1,421

	Total
	-
	50,000
	33,500
	
	50,000
	86,200


Additional information:

· PDF delivery rate (funds disbursed at time of 2007 as percentage of total GEF allocation): 100 percent.
· Unspent PDF funds at the time of financial closure: Unspent funds not expected.
Justification for major deviations of actual disbursement from what was planned
· Relief funds of project manager salary were reallocated to actual project needs – translation of project documentation, travel expense, etc. 

· Government experts were more intensively involved in 2008 for evaluation and commenting on the project document. 

· Travel trips transferred on 2008.
Table 3: Actual PDF Co-financing 
	Co-financing Sources for Project Development Preparation (PDF)

	Co-financier (source)
	Classification
	Type
	Amount

	
	
	
	Expected (US$)
	Actual (US$)

	UNDP
	Contractual Services-Individual
	In kind
	4,000
	7,820

	
	Travels
	In cash
	2,000
	1,992

	
	Office equipment
	In kind
	2,000
	2,000

	GTZ
	International Consultants
	In kind
	0
	16,512

	
	International Consultants
	In cash
	17,500
	31,931

	
	Travels
	In cash
	0
	15,235

	
	Office equipment
	In kind
	0
	424

	
	GTZ office costs
	In kind
	0
	1,421

	Government
	Local consultants
	In kind
	7,000
	7,000

	
	Rental & Maintenance of Premises
	In kind
	1,000
	1,000

	CA REC
	Rental & Maintenance of Premises
	In kind
	0
	865

	Total co-financing
	33,500
	86,200


Additional information:

The original application did not contain the contributions by the GTZ through the work of regular staff and international consultants (staff time, honorary, travel expenses), which was covered by the GTZ. Through the provision of these inputs, the amount co-funding increased considerably. 

Explanation for major deviations from what was planned:
No major deviations. 
Annex F: Stakeholder Involvement Plan

Stakeholder and beneficiary identification during project development

Project stakeholders and beneficiaries were identified during project development on the basis of the following criteria: 

· Vulnerability to problems stemming from unsustainable rangeland management (especially for local level entities),

· Livelihood related to rangelands (local level);

· Capacity for input into resolving issues of unsustainable rangeland management (at all levels);

· Need for wide sectoral representation (scientific sector, decision-makers, land-users, farmers) in identification of threats and problem-solving opportunities.
Based on the criteria above, the following stakeholders have been identified and extensively consulted during the project development stage:

National and Local Government Institutions

· Ministry of Agriculture (including the committees on water resources, forestry, livestock husbandry, fishery, and rural development): Responsible for the formulation and implementation of agrarian and regional policies, strategic plans, national and other programmes and projects related to agriculture, fishery, water resources, protection of reproduction and utilization of flora and fauna, specially protected natural areas and rural development, arable farming, protection and quarantine of plants, soil improvement, irrigation and drainage, agricultural science as well as agricultural products processing industries. The ministry also has under its umbrella the State Research and Production Center of Livestock Breading and Veterinary Science.
· Ministry of Environment Protection (MEP) (including oblast operations departments on environmental protection): Responsible for the formulation and implementation of the national policy on environmental protection, including combating desertification. MEP is the focal institution for UNCCD;

· Land Management Agency: Responsible for pursuing a national policy in the field of land management, regulation of land-related relations, geodesy and cartography. The agency is in charge of specific executive, licensing and supervisory functions as well as intersectoral coordination in the field of public land management, topography, geodesy and cartography. The agency runs departments on land management in all oblasts and cities such as Astana and Almaty. The agency also has under its umbrella republican state entities (State Research and Production Centre for Land Management and Land Resources, State Institute of Agricultural Aero-photo Geodesy Survey and other state-owned enterprises).

· Statistics Agency (with Statistics Departments at the rayon level): It develops and approves nationwide and agency-specific programmes of statistical observations, including on environmental protection. It collects information on land management in the project region.

· Ministry of Economy and Budget Planning: This ministry coordinates the mobilisation and deployment of financial and technical assistance from international financial and economic institutions and donor countries, including for the implementation of projects and programmes on combating desertification and land degradation.
· Maslikhats (local self-government authority): Responsible for the implementation of national policies in a specific area with the aim of its development. Maslikhats ensure the development and implementation of local programmes and projects, including those on environmental protection, etc., and formulation of area budgets.
· Oblast and Rayon Akimats: Oblast and rayon akimats are part of the unified system of executive bodies of the country; they secure the pursuit of the national policy of the executive power coupled with development interests and needs of a specific area. The oblast akimat elaborates and submits for approval to the maslikhats plans, economic and social development programmes, and secures their implementation.

· Akims of rural districts: They are part of the governmental system and they are responsible for pursuing national policies in specific areas.
Research Institutions

· State Research and Production Centre for Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Science under the Ministry of Agriculture (with departments on fodder production, interbreeding and utilization of fodder plants): Organizing and executing research aimed at improving and elaborating cost-effective, resource-conscious technologies that contribute to and facilitate the development of farms with various forms of ownership, of agribusiness industry under market-based relations; selection and breeding of livestock; introduction of technology-related developments into dairy and milk cattle breeding, sheep breeding, poultry husbandry, camel breeding, horse breeding, pig breeding, fodder production, feed mixing, stock feeding; research-based support to veterinary security of animal  and poultry husbandry. For the project, the Grasslands and Pasturelands Department and the Environment and Rangeland Desertification Department are in particular relevant.

· Affiliated State Enterprise (ASE) Institute of Botany and Phyto-introduction under RSE Centre for Biological Studies: Carries out basic research geo-botany, resource-conservation, various fields of environmental research, inventory and assessment of flora and vegetation status, development of nature conservation interventions and sustainable land use.
· Kazakh National Agrarian University: It educates and trains specialists for the agricultural sector in the fields of agronomy, agro-chemistry, plant protection, and also forestry, land- and water economy, surveying engineers, cadastre officers and appraisers, and specialists in geo-information technologies.

· RSE Kazakh Research Institute on Environment and Climate (under the Ministry of Environmental Protection): Commercial operations that relate to research, protection of nature and fulfilment of commitments of the GoK under international conventions.

· Institute of Geography (ASE) under the Centre for Geological and Geographic Research: Assessment of nature and resource capacity and the status of landscapes in environmentally fragile areas in Kazakhstan; designing conceptual principles of environment and economic systems management as the framework for the sustainable development.

Civic Organisations

· RIOD: An international desertification network of NGOs to share information and coordinate activities in different countries.
· Central Asian Regional Environmental Centre (CAREC): CAREC’s task is to facilitate cooperation on addressing environmental problems in Central Asia at national and regional levels among non-governmental organisations and networks, governmental agencies, entrepreneurs, local authorities and any other stakeholders in order to develop free information sharing, to extend assistance to non-governmental organisations and other stakeholders, to scale up the community participation in the decision-making process, and thus continue the development of democratic societies in Central Asia.
· Institute for Environment and Sustainable Development (IESD): IESD’s activities are aimed at ensuring sustainable development of environmental and economic spheres in Kazakhstan, sustainable use and restoration of Kazakhstan’s natural resources based on the national environmental strategy.
· САМР–Kazakhstan Public Foundation: The purpose of this NGO is to facilitate the improvement of living conditions for people in rural regions of Kazakhstan by supporting the sustainable use of natural resources. CAMP provides services and methodological support for carrying out participatory analysis and planning, for participatory monitoring and evaluation and for learning and knowledge sharing.
· Kazakhstan’s Farmer SF: Its aim is to support the development of agriculture in Kazakhstan and to work with rural communities.

Private sector

· Various commercial entities on processing, producing and selling of agro-products: Their aims are agro-products processing, selling, and profit-making.
Most of the above listed institutions were consulted either directly through bilateral meetings or in the frame of a stakeholder workshop, which was hold during project preparation. All these stakeholders gave their views and experiences on the design of the project. These institutions have, in their turn, consulted with land-users and further local NGOs and scientific institutions. 

Mechanisms for continued stakeholder and beneficiary involvement during the implementation stage

The project will be based on a close partnership of the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) with other ministries and state organisations, local governments and NGOs. Continued involvement of these groups is crucial for the success of the project. Outcome #2 specifically aims at building capacities at local level.
The major stakeholders and their anticipated role in the project implementation include the followings:

Target group:

· Local communities: Active participation in all parts and phases of project implementation. Formation of initiative groups or committees on sustainable rangeland management. Participating of women in decision-making process on sustainable rangeland management. Active participation in quality processing of livestock produce, in generating extra income for livestock holders’ families. Through participatory planning workshops in the pilot areas, it will be ensures that the local population has the opportunity to directly influence the project. These workshops will have the mandate to take binding decisions on the respective pilot area. The project will thus, whenever possible, take the views of and work with the local population in a direct way, not only through representatives (such as village heads) and NGOs/CBOs.
Other stakeholders:
· UNCCD Focal Point (with MEP): The UNCCD National Focal Point will ensure the project’s proper coordination and integration with other ongoing efforts such as the CACILM programme. Member of the Project Steering Committee.
· CACILM National Secretariat of Kazakhstan and Multi-country Secretariat at Bishkek: An important objective of CACILM is to facilitate the mainstreaming of SLM into national development planning processes, encourage the adoption of integrated approaches to natural resource management, build synergies between the environment and other sectors of the economy. For the project, this will be a valuable asset, and will complement project operations at national level.
· Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) including committees on water resources, forestry, game husbandry, and rural development and Research and Production Centre for Livestock Breeding and Veterinary Science: MoA as the executing agency will have the overall responsibility for steering and managing the project. Involvement in all stages of project preparation and project execution. Member of the Project Steering Committee. Will provide information at the rayon level on soil and water protection technologies, restoration of productivity of rangeland, sustainable use of natural resources, participation in rangeland management and combating land degradation.

· Ministry of Environment Protection including the Research Institute of Environment and Climate and including Oblast Operations Departments on Environmental Protection: Will coordinate activities in the field of combating degradation of rangelands, performing monitoring of degradation of rangelands. Introduction of eco-education both among schoolchildren and students, and adult population. Introducing of a system of penalties for causing environmental damage. Member of the Project Steering Committee.
· Land Management Agency including their republican state entities and respective departments at oblast (provincial) level: Information- and consultancy support for the project: keeping a unified cadastre and land monitoring, mapping, participation in the arrangement of research, planning and implementation of activities in the field of combating desertification and land degradation. Appraisals of national, oblast and rayon programmes, plans and projects concerned with land use and protection. Member of the Project Steering Committee.
· Statistics Agency including Statistics Departments at Rayon level: Involvement in project impact monitoring. Will compile and collect for the project statistical information on desertification and land degradation.

· Maslikhats (self-governance): Lobbying for interests of rural people at the national level. Participation in planning and implementation of operations on combating desertification and land degradation at the local level. Member of the Project Steering Committee.
· Oblast and Rayon Akimats: Clarifying the project goals and objectives to akims of rural districts within the project region, disseminating experiences throughout other rural districts. 

· Akims of rural districts: Mobilisation of the rural population in the project activities, local leadership, and facilitation of building contacts between local people and the project officers.

· Research institutes: The research institutes including universities will have an advisory function. Their input will be mainly in the form of technical expertise to guide the process.

· Civic organisations: Representatives of the bigger NGOs and CBOs will become members of the Project Steering Committee, and will thus have a complete insight into all aspects of project execution, and will have the opportunity to steer the process. It is envisaged to sub-contract certain parts of project execution to an NGO or a firm, where it shows against state organisations comparative advantages. The selected NGO/firm will be responsible for specific tasks at the community level as laid down in a plan of operations, for identifying local challenges, awareness raising and community mobilization through training, institutional development of local initiative groups, introduction of soil conservation measures, water-efficiency technologies, development of multilevel partnerships, involving experts and stakeholders to address rangeland management issues faced by communities.

Annex G: Characterisation of the Project Area

Selection of the Pilot Area

For identifying an appropriate pilot area for the project, a careful assessment and selection was made. Eleven experts from different institutions and organisations have been involved in this process. They came up with a shortlist of six potential rayons, and the final decision was taken according to 23 important site selection criteria. These were:

· Global significance

· Occurrence of vulnerable biodiversity;

· Territorial scale

· Accessibility and possibility for demonstration and dissemination;

· Possibility of seasonal pasture rotation;

· Availability of statistics on the economic, social, and environmental situation;

· Types of pastures

· Widespread typical pastures;

· Availability of distant pastures (vertically and horizontally);

· Coverage of different ecosystems;

· Under-grazed state of distant pasture lands;

· No land ownership problems at cattle-driving routes;

· Local communities’ potential

· Population depending on livestock-breeding;

· Prevalent income generation through small-scale livestock farming;

· Population willing or motivated to changes in distant pasture management;

· Population ready for participatory inputs and investments;

· Active initiative groups, local leaders, NGOs;

· Availability of material and technical resources;

· Interest of local authorities in sustainable rangeland management;

· Low potential of land resources for crop production and other income generation;

· Existing economic potential due to infrastructure and short distances to cities and markets;

· No major social and personal conflicts in the villages;

· Presence of people who keep the traditional knowledge on distant pasturing;

As result of this process Zhambyl Rayon of the Almaty Oblast achieved the highest scores and has thus been selected as project intervention area.

Characterisation of the Pilot Area

Zhambyl Rayon is situated in the Almaty Oblast and was established in 1928. The rayon centre is the village of Uzynagash. The rayon covers the area of 19.300 km² with a population of 107,100. The density is 6 persons per square kilometre. The rayon comprises 62 settlements, and the number of rural, village- and town districts is 24. The total land size in Zhambyl Rayon is 1.93 million ha with 1.76 million ha of these being agricultural land. This includes 12,800 ha grasslands and 1,600,000 ha pastures. According to the ranking of rural settlements in Almaty Oblast based on their socio-economic development Zhambyl Rayon hosts 12 settlements with high development capacity and 51 with middle development capacity. The major share of tax revenues to the rayon budget or 27 percent is generated by wholesaling and retailing, 19 percent by production and distribution of power, gas and water, 15 percent by industry and 5 percent by agriculture. 
Zhambyl Rayon of Almaty Oblast is one of the regions with the lowest income per capita indicator in Kazakhstan. As of November 2007, the lowest income per capita was evidenced in Zhambyl Rayon and was KZT 8,048, whereas the national subsistence minimum was KZT 10,182.
Transport infrastructure is at satisfactory level in large settlements. For remote settlements telecommunication, gas and water supply are not always readily available. The quality of roads is often far from being sufficient, and sometimes there are no roads at all. The majority of rural settlements suffer from the shortage and poor quality of water. 
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Map of the intervention area in the Zhambyl Rayon of Almaty oblast.

Agriculture is the core economic activity for the rayon’s population. Sheep, goat and cattle breeding are key components of animal husbandry. Performance indicators testify to the stabilisation of economy within the region over the last years. Animal husbandry is turning into a lucrative agricultural activity. The cattle stock tends to continuously grow, and by the beginning of 2007 it amounted to 68,036 heads, which is next best after Raiymbek Rayon. The sheep and goat stock was the biggest throughout the oblast – 360,600 heads. Zhambyl Rayon ranks first in Almaty Oblast for meat and wool production. In 2007, the rayon produced 23,600 tons of meat (live weight); wool production was 1,000 tons, which is the largest (1/7) share of wool production in Almaty Rayon. Milk production was 36,800 tons, which demonstrates the capacity for further development of processing sectors for producing agricultural products and expansion of small and medium businesses.
In 2007 there were 43 active agricultural enterprises in Zhambyl Rayon. It embraces 10 manufacturing cooperatives, 30 economic partnerships and 3 state enterprises. The number of farm households is 2591. According to the Statistics Department of Zhambyl Rayon the population engaged in agriculture is as follows: 1235 persons are employed by legal entities (LLPs, cooperatives) and 3845 persons are with farm households. The number of self-employed throughout the rayon is 16,000 persons with over 5000 of them being in agriculture. In the field of animal husbandry around 200 persons are employed by legal entities, and 900 persons are with farm households.
Environmental, social and economic problems of rural areas in Zhambyl Rayon

Workshops held in three villages (Aidarly, Shien, Ul’guli) of Zhambyl Rayon provided for the following data: 

Core economic problems:

· Low income of the population;
· Bad roads to remote villages and within villages;
· High price for energy and fuel; 

· Obsolete agricultural machinery (failure to do sowing and harvesting on time due to lack of machinery);
· Remoteness from target markets; 

· Inadequate development of small and medium business;
· Decline in pedigree livestock;
· Deterioration of the livestock quality (quality of wool, meat and milk);
· Lack of work force at farms, bad social conditions for pastoralists (sheepcotes, power supply, etc.).
Core social problems:

· Unemployment; 

· Hospitals often far away, only first aid stations available;

· Lack or absence of pharmacies;
· Inadequate provision of telephone lines; 

· Non-availability of kindergartens;
· Non-availability of community recreational and cultural centres, TC channels;
· Untimely delivery of newspapers and magazines;
· Lack of consumer services (barbershops, shoe- and household appliances repair stations, etc);
· Decrease in the birth rate; 

· Lack of facilities to do sports;
· Lack of cooperation among farm enterprises and farm households;
· Local grass-roots organizations, Boards of the Elderly, Women’s Boards, Youth Boards, and others do not yet operate effectively in all villages, etc.;
· Lack of information and passivity of the population.
Key environmental problems
· Shrinkage of vegetation (including fodder plants) around auls;
· Higher dustiness; 

· Non-development of remote rangelands and overgrazing around villages;
· Reduction and deterioration of grasslands;
· The level of water in rivers decreases;
· A lot of land was ploughed to make it arable during the Soviet time but that land is still under restoration;
· Often draughts, drop in rainfall (snow, rain);
· Villages polluted with organic and solid household waste; 

· Lack of sufficient water for personal and technical needs;
· Sand invasion; 

· Adverse weather conditions (hailstorm, frosts, drought);
· Increase in livestock, but lack of rangelands;
· Lack of irrigated grasslands, lack of fodder;
· Lack of knowledge about land use rights;
· Insufficient utilisation of pasture rotation;
· Hard-to-reach summer pasturelands – jailyau (bad roads, no bridges);
· Small-scale pastoralists are not motivated to shift to seasonal grazing; 

· Lack of water-supplied pastures, wells for livestock;
· Traditions of pastoralists to team up for livestock driving are lost;
· Unseasonable utilization of pastures ;
· Bad social conditions for pastoralists on distant pastures;
· No processing facilities for animal husbandry products;
· Lack of cooperation among livestock holders, no network to address common problems;
· No stringent control by the Akimat over land management issues;
· Over 70% of available livestock in the rayon grazes on pasturelands within 1-3 km of rural settlements (“aul”.)
Causes underlying the non-development of remote pastures:
· Many old and experienced pastoralists are retired now, and young people are not willing to do animal husbandry;
· No basic amenities for pastoralists at jailau and distant pastures (no power, no health care facilities, no baths, no boarding school for their children, no supply of basic food stuffs and goods, etc.);
· No or poor quality of roads to jailau;
· Lack of cooperation among pastoralists;
· No water sources on distant pastures.

Challenges for SRM in Zhambyl Rayon
In the pilot area, the size of the livestock population clearly exceeds the potential of the rangelands by far. For getting land for livestock grazing, farm households have to apply to the rayon administration (land fund). Fifteen ha of land is allocated per person, which is not sufficient for animal husbandry, in particular as the allocated land is often poor in terms of grazing quality. If a five-person family apply for land, they get 75 ha allocated. However, for making livestock farming profitable, they would need about 100 sheep and the land is definitively not large enough. As a consequence, there is not only overgrazing on their own lands, but conflicts are triggered with neighbouring farmers, as the boundaries for livestock grazing are often not respected.
The availability of water on pastures is a critical element. Due to the increase in livestock there are sometimes not enough pastures with natural water sources. Furthermore, water supply systems on pasturelands were deteriorated in many villages since the end of the Soviet period (channels and pipes are disassembled and stolen, and wells are demolished). Livestock holders do not have sufficient own funds to reconstruct deteriorated systems for pastureland water supply. The distribution of water is done on a “first-come, first served” basis and some individuals take a strong position to influence the queue. There are at present no efforts for joint activities towards solving common problems. 

Conflicts among villagers often arise because of the shortage of agricultural machinery. After the collapse of the Soviet Union the available machinery remained in many villages in the hands of cooperatives or LLPs that were set up, and these entities are present owners of the machinery. To construct and maintain roads to distant pastures heavy machinery needs to be employed. Most frequently problems arise due to a shortage of appropriate spare parts for the machinery.

In Zhambyl Rayon lives a minority of Oralmans (people returning from the diaspora) who immigrated from China and Mongolia some time ago. In some villages they succeeded in building up herds of up to 2000-3000 heads of livestock, what is much more than local communities can achieve. Their key to success is apparently the fact that they could manage to preserve their traditional knowledge in animal husbandry, whereas local people became specialist workers in Soviet times. This situation often raises discontent among local people.
Annex H: Key Terms of Reference
TERMS OF REFERENCE

Project Steering Committee (PSC)

Objective: The National Steering Committee will provide overall guidance and support to project implementation activities and will ensure leadership, coordination and political support for the project. The Government of Kazakhstan, the United Nations Development Programme and GTZ will establish the PSC upon signing the Project Document. The PSC will meet for the first time within three months after signature of the Project Document. It will meet one to two times annually thereafter.

The Deputy Minister of Agriculture will chair the PSC, and will also serve as the National Project Director. The PSC will include one official representative from each of the following institutions:

a. Ministry of Agriculture (National Project Director),

b. Ministry of Environmental Protection, preferably the National Focal Point of UNCCD and the National Operational GEF Focal Point
c. Ministry of Economy and Budget Planning,
d. Land Management Agency,
e. Akimat of Almaty Oblast,
f. Akimat of Zhambyl Rayon,
g. National CACILM Secretariat,
h. NGO community,
i. GTZ (GTZ-CCD),
j. United Nations Development Program (UNDP-CO).
Scope of work:

1. Provide overall supervision of project implementation;

2. Provide high-level orientation and guidance for the project;

3. Ensure the full integration of the project into the CACILM initiative and the collaboration of the project with other complementary projects of this and other initiatives;

4. Ensure collaboration among national institutions relevant for the success of the project;

5. Ensure that the project has full access to all documents and information in various state organisations, necessary for project monitoring and implementation;

6. Ensure that all appropriate government and non-government stakeholders are involved in the project;
7. Approve the recruitment of the National Project Manager and the Chief Technical Advisor.
8. Review and endorse the Annual Work Plans (AWP) and updated budget;

9. Review and endorse mandatory progress and financial reports; 
10. Act as the primary lobbying and coordinating body to ensure GoK policy, legislative, and financial support for the project;

11. Continue to seek additional funding to support the outputs and activities of the Project beyond the lifespan of GEF funding.
TERMS OF REFERENCE

National Project Manager (NPM, national long-term staff)
General responsibilities: The National Project Manager (NPM) will be the head of the Project Management Unit (PMU) and will be responsible for overseeing the project team’s work. He/she will be ultimately responsible for the effective implementation of all project activities. The NPM will ensure planning, management, control and monitoring of the tasks of project staff, hired consultants, and sub-contracted institutions. He/she will liaise directly with designated officials of the national and local governments, the UNDP, GTZ and potential additional project donors, CACILM National and Multi-Country Secretariats and others as deemed appropriate and necessary. He/she will perform these tasks in close consultation with the Chief Technical Advisor. The Project budget and associated work plan will provide guidance on the day-to-day implementation of the approved project activities and on the integration of the various complementary initiatives. He/she will be responsible for the delivery of all substantive, managerial and financial reports from and on behalf of the project. He/she will provide overall supervision for all project staff. The NPM will provide expert input in his/her area of expertise, coordinate contracted work necessary for project implementation. The NPM position is a senior level position and will be paid out of GEF funds. It will be filled by a competition open to government service and the public. The NPM will report to UNDP.
Scope of Work:

1. Establishment of the staffing and operations of the Project Management Unit;

2. Preparation of Annual Work Plans (AWP) including a Monitoring and Evaluation Plan that meets GEF project standards, as well as of funds requisition, progress and financial reporting and monitoring of outputs and outcomes as set out in the project document;

3. Coordination with regional and local authorities and stakeholders in implementing project activities;

4. Coordinate, monitor and be responsible to the National Project Director and Project Steering Committee on the progress and issues in project implementation;

5. Ensure consistency among the various project elements and related activities provided or funded by other donor organisations;

6. Reporting on difficulties in achieving targets in annual work plans;

7. Arrangement of disbursement of GEF funds as per operational procedures consistent with financial management standards of UNDP;

8. Undertake budget revisions, including mandatory revisions, according to decisions taken by the Project Steering Committee;
9. Facilitation of monitoring and evaluation missions by the implementing agencies or designated consultants to them;
10. Ensure timely substantive and financial reporting of the project;
11. Ensure consolidation and proper achieving of all project outputs (data and reports);

12. Ensure proper management and regular monitoring of project equipment;
13. Ensure project promotion and effective public relations;
14. Establish and manage mechanisms for exchange of experience, and lessons learnt at the local and national levels.

Professional Skills and Experience:
1. Good knowledge and working experience in natural resource management, with particular focus in sustainable land management;

2. Educational background in environmental management, land use planning, agriculture, ecology/biology or other related subject;

3. Familiarity with methodologies of project cycle management;

4. Good knowledge and working experience with relevant national Ministries and international donors such as GEF, World Bank, GTZ, UNDP, UNEP etc.;

5. At least 10 years of working experience with international organisations in the field of agriculture and/or environment; knowledge of UNDP and GEF procedures will be an asset;

6. Strong interpersonal and communication skills;

7. Excellent knowledge of the English and Russian language; knowledge of the Kazakh language will be an asset.

TERMS OF REFERENCE

Chief Technical Advisor (CTA, international long-term staff)
General Responsibilities: There are multiple purposes for this position – (i) to provide on-going support to the project for adaptive management, best practice assessment and implementation; (ii) to enable the project to maintain strategic direction during implementation by helping project management remain focused on overall results in addition to the day-to-day implementation concerns; (iii) to ensure that the project is an active member of a broader learning network of similar or related projects (CACILM and otherwise); and (iv) to emphasise a learning and adaptive approach to project management and implementation. The Chief Technical Advisor will work closely with the National Project Manager and will deputise him/her when necessary. He/she will be recruited by GTZ and will be put at the disposal of the PMU. All personal emoluments of the CTA will be at GTZ charges. He/she will report to GTZ.
Scope of Work:

1. Provide support to the National Project Manager (NPM) in implementing adaptive management by working to facilitate effective monitoring of project activities and an ongoing, reflective evaluation of the project’s work.  This will include facilitating learning and taking an adaptive approach to project management and implementation;

2. Cultivate cross-project learning environment and help the NPM establish cross-project linkages, where this project can learn and share lessons effectively from/with other initiatives in the region and worldwide;

3. Support and facilitate reflective practice on the part of project staff and Government partners by taking part in and contributing to workshops/round table discussions that cultivate lessons learnt and adaptive management; 
4. Identify, analyse and communicate lessons learnt that may be useful in design and implementation of similar projects. The duty of identifying and analysing lessons learnt is an ongoing one, and the duty to communicate those lessons is on an as-needed basis;
5. Assist NPM in completing annual Project Implementation Review (PIR), and other monitoring and evaluation requirements (as necessary).
6. Establishing a continuous firm link between the target group and the project;

7. Develop stakeholder engagement plan and undertake consultations;

8. Linking with other projects on SRM in the region for the purpose of exchange of knowledge and experience, and applying the latest technologies in SRM;

9. Generating and compiling necessary data and information, making necessary updates to the project design;

10. Define and propose for approval TOR and profile of a company, an NGO or a community based organization to which the PMU will subcontract specific tasks in terms of participatory analysis and planning, participatory monitoring and evaluation and learning and knowledge sharing. 
11. Define and propose to the PMU TOR and profiles of short term expertise necessary for the project (rangeland management, participatory land use planning, legal and regulatory issues, mapping and use of GIS for planning and designing pasture mobility patterns, etc.).
Professional Skills and Experience

1. Rural development generalist with hands-on experiences in natural resources management in a rural context;

2. Familiarity with participatory planning techniques;

3. Good knowledge of adaptive management and monitoring approaches;
4. Familiarity with concepts and practices of income generating activities (on-farm and off-farm) in the rural context of Central Asia; 
5. Familiarity with the socio-economic and political context of Kazakhstan;
6. Familiarity with the institutions related to agriculture and rangeland and livestock management in Kazakhstan;

7. Strong interpersonal and communication skills;
8. Work experience with projects funded by international donors;
9. Excellent knowledge of Russian and English; knowledge of the Kazakh language will be an asset.

TERMS OF REFERENCE (TOR)

Administrative and Financial Assistant (AFA, national long-term staff)

General Responsibilities: The Administrative and Financial Assistant will ensure compliance with administrative and financial procedures within the project upon request from the Project Manager. This position will be full-time throughout the course of the project and financed out of GEF funds. The Administrative and Financial Assistant will report to the National Project Manager.
Scope of Work:
1. Manage the day-to-day operations of the Project Office, particularly with respect to the provision of technical services and support;
2. Assist in the development and drafting of contracts for local and international experts and consultants, and sub-contracting institutions;
3. Prepare and submit to UNDP regular financial reports in accordance with UNDP requirements and formats;
4. Prepare the cash advance requests based on the forecast of forthcoming needs for the relevant period;
5. Make disbursements in accordance with activities and the budget of the project document;
6. Ensure that project disbursements are valid and supported by adequate documentation;
7. Maintain proper books of accounts and all records related to the funding of project activities;
8. Assist the National Project Manager and the Chief Technical Advisor to carry out the procurement, use, control and disposal of non-expendable equipment in accordance with UNDP and GTZ requirements;
9. Perform all necessary secretarial services and maintain office equipment;
10. Prepare internal and external correspondence for the Project Office, maintain files and assist in the preparation of documentation in advance of and following meetings;
11. Co-ordinate and assist in making travel arrangements for project personnel;
12. Undertake other duties as they may be assigned by the NPM.

Professional Skills and Experience

· Several years’ experience of work with international organisations/agencies, governmental offices, or research organizations;
· Proficiency in English and Russian (speaking and writing);
· Previously demonstrated experience in accounting and record keeping;
· Demonstrable skills in information technology e.g. word processing, spreadsheet preparation;
· Strongly developed inter-personal skills;
· Reliability, initiative, thoroughness and attention to detail;
· Ability to work under general guidance or independently, and to multi-task;
· Ability to work under pressure;
· Willingness and capability to work substantial periods of overtime sometimes at short notice.

Annex I: Total Budget and Work Plan
	Award ID:
	00047472 

	Award Title:
	PIMS 3819 LD MSP CACILM CPP: Sustainable Rangeland Management for Rural Livelihood and Environmental Integrity 

	Project ID:
	00057034

	Project Title: 
	PIMS 3819 LD MSP: CACILM CPP: Sustainable Rangeland Management for Rural Livelihood and Environmental Integrity 

	Executing Agency:
	Government of Kazakhstan: Ministry of Agriculture of Rebublic of Kazkhstan 

	GEF Outcome/Atlas Activity
	Responsible Party (Implementing Agency)
	Source of Funds
	Atlas Budgetary Account Code
	Atlas Budget Description/ Input
	Amount (USD)
Year 1 (2008)
	Amount (USD)
Year 2 (2009)
	Amount (USD)
Year 3 (2010)
	Amount (USD)       Year 4 (2011)
	Total (USD)

	OUTCOME 1:  
An environment which is conducive to Sustainable Rangeland Management (SRM) enhanced at the central and local levels
	MoA
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	0.00
	5,800.00
	0.00
	0.00
	5,800.00

	
	
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	0.00
	21,500.00
	7,500.00
	2,500.00
	31,500.00

	
	
	GEF
	71400
	Contractual Services - Individ
	0.00
	2,800.00
	2,800.00
	1,790.00
	7,390.00

	
	
	GEF
	71600
	Travel
	1,000.00
	5,000.00
	25,000.00
	3,000.00
	34,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	0.00
	2,000.00
	2,500.00
	1,000.00
	5,500.00

	
	
	GEF
	72400
	Communic&AudioVisual Equip
	0.00
	2,000.00
	2,000.00
	2,000.00
	6,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72500
	Supplies
	0.00
	1,500.00
	1,500.00
	1,500.00
	4,500.00

	
	
	GEF
	73100
	Rental&Maintenance-Premises
	0.00
	3,000.00
	3,000.00
	4,000.00
	10,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	74200
	Printing & Publications, Translation
	0.00
	3,000.00
	7,000.00
	10,000.00
	20,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	74500
	Miscelaneous Expenses
	500.00
	2,000.00
	2,000.00
	2,000.00
	6,500.00

	
	
	 
	 
	SUBTOTAL
	1,500.00
	48,600.00
	53,300.00
	27,790.00
	131,190.00

	OUTCOME 2: 
Capacities and knowledge on integrated SRM of local government, community-based structures and individual farmers strengthened
	MoA
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	0.00
	8,700.00
	0.00
	0.00
	8,700.00

	
	
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	0.00
	6,750.00
	2,500.00
	0.00
	9,250.00

	
	
	GEF
	71400
	Contractual Services - Individ
	0.00
	15,100.00
	15,100.00
	6,400.00
	36,600.00

	
	
	GEF
	71600
	Travel
	0.00
	16,000.00
	5,000.00
	1,000.00
	22,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	0.00
	10,000.00
	2,000.00
	0.00
	12,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72400
	Communic&AudioVisual Equip
	0.00
	3,000.00
	3,000.00
	3,000.00
	9,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72500
	Supplies
	0.00
	1,000.00
	1,000.00
	1,000.00
	3,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	73100
	Rental&Maintenance-Premises
	0.00
	2,000.00
	1,000.00
	0.00
	3,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	74200
	Printing & Publications, Translation
	0.00
	2,000.00
	3,000.00
	2,000.00
	7,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	74500
	Miscelaneous Expenses
	0.00
	2,000.00
	2,000.00
	2,000.00
	6,000.00

	
	
	 
	 
	SUBTOTAL
	0.00
	66,550.00
	34,600.00
	15,400.00
	116,550.00

	OUTCOME 3: 
Local infrastructure that allows greater mobility of livestock herds improved
	MoA
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	0.00
	9,250.00
	21,500.00
	2,000.00
	32,750.00

	
	
	GEF
	71400
	Contractual Services - Individ
	0.00
	15,000.00
	15,000.00
	6,000.00
	36,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	71600
	Travel
	0.00
	16,000.00
	20,000.00
	15,000.00
	51,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	0.00
	60,000.00
	0.00
	0.00
	60,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72200
	Equipment and Furniture
	0.00
	15,000.00
	0.00
	0.00
	15,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72300
	Materials and Goods
	0.00
	8,000.00
	3,000.00
	0.00
	11,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72400
	Communic & AudioVisual Equip
	0.00
	1,500.00
	1,500.00
	1,000.00
	4,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72500
	Supplies
	0.00
	1,000.00
	1,000.00
	1,000.00
	3,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72600
	Grants
	0.00
	160,000.00
	55,000.00
	0.00
	215,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	73100
	Rental & Maintenance-Premises
	0.00
	3,000.00
	2,000.00
	1,000.00
	6,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	73400
	Rental & Maintenance of Other Equip
	0.00
	1,500.00
	2,500.00
	3,000.00
	7,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	74200
	Printing & Publications, Transl, Video
	0.00
	4,000.00
	2,000.00
	7,000.00
	13,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	74500
	Miscellaneous Expenses
	0.00
	2,500.00
	2,500.00
	2,500.00
	7,500.00

	
	
	 
	 
	SUBTOTAL
	0.00
	296,750.00
	126,000.00
	38,500.00
	461,250.00

	OUTCOME 4: 
Learning, evaluation and adaptive management, implemented
	MoA
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	9,000.00
	0.00
	9,000.00
	12,000.00
	30,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	0.00
	3,900.00
	5,120.00
	5,700.00
	14,720.00

	
	
	GEF
	71400
	Contractual Services - Individ
	10,000.00
	31,810.00
	31,700.00
	20,500.00
	94,010.00

	
	
	GEF
	71600
	Travel
	5,000.00
	7,000.00
	19,500.00
	20,500.00
	52,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	600.00
	300.00
	0.00
	0.00
	900.00

	
	
	GEF
	72200
	Equipment and Furniture
	10,000.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	10,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72400
	Communication & Audio Visual Equip
	2,000.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	2,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	72500
	Supplies
	1,500.00
	1,300.00
	500.00
	500.00
	3,800.00

	
	
	GEF
	72800
	Information Technology Equipmt
	10,000.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	10,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	73100
	Rental & Maintenance-Premises
	1,000.00
	500.00
	500.00
	500.00
	2,500.00

	
	
	GEF
	73300
	Rental & Maintenance of Info Tech Eq
	0.00
	2,000.00
	2,000.00
	2,000.00
	6,000.00

	
	
	GEF
	74200
	Printing & Publications, Translation
	1,700.00
	2,000.00
	4,500.00
	5,100.00
	13,300.00

	
	
	GEF
	74500
	Miscellaneous Expenses
	200.00
	500.00
	580.00
	500.00
	1,780.00

	
	
	UNDP
	71600
	Travel
	3,000.00
	6,000.00
	7,500.00
	4,500.00
	21,000.00

	
	
	 
	 
	subtotal GEF
	51,000.00
	49,310.00
	73,400.00
	67,300.00
	241,010.00

	
	
	 
	 
	subtotal UNDP
	3,000.00
	6,000.00
	7,500.00
	4,500.00
	21,000.00

	 
	 
	 
	 
	SUBTOTAL
	54,000.00
	55,310.00
	80,900.00
	71,800.00
	262,010.00

	 
	 
	 
	 
	PROJECT TOTAL
	55,500.00
	467,210.00
	294,800.00
	153,490.00
	971,000.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	TOTAL BUDGET SUMMARY
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	GEF
	52,500.00
	461,210.00
	287,300.00
	148,990.00
	950,000.00

	
	
	
	
	UNDP Country Office Astana
	6,000.00
	16,000.00
	17,500.00
	10,500.00
	50,000.00

	
	
	
	
	GTZ-CCD Project (Germany)
	10,000.00
	130,000.00
	130,000.00
	130,000.00
	400,000.00

	
	
	
	
	NPE “Public Scientific Production Center for Land Resource and Land Development” 
	30,000.00
	100,000.00
	100,000.00
	70,000.00
	300,000.00

	
	
	
	
	NPE “State Institute of Agricultural Aerial Photographic Research” 
	0.00
	10,000.00
	0.00
	0.00
	10,000.00

	
	
	
	
	Ministry of Environmental Protection
	100,000.00
	450,000.00
	450,000.00
	348,000.00
	1,348,000.00

	
	
	
	
	Akimat of Zhambyl Rayon
	25,000.00
	80,000.00
	80,000.00
	57,200.00
	242,200.00

	
	
	
	
	“CAMP-Consulting” Public Foundation
	30,000.00
	90,000.00
	90,000.00
	65,000.00
	275,000.00

	
	
	
	
	Regional Environmental Center for Central Asia 
	19,900.00
	45,000.00
	30,000.00
	0.00
	94,900.00

	
	
	
	
	Farmers of Kazakhstan
	9,000.00
	30,000.00
	30,000.00
	23,900.00
	92,900.00

	
	
	
	
	SUBTOTAL co-financing
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2,813,000.00

	
	
	
	
	GRAND TOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	3,763,000.00


Commitments for co-funding funding (cash and in kind)
Exchange rate: 1 tenge = US$0.0078. Co-funding of PDF phase not included.
	No.
	Organisation
	Remarks
	Commitments in US$

	1
	UNDP Country Office Astana
	For M&E US$ 50,000 in cash and in kind
	50,000

	2
	GTZ-CCD Project (Germany)
	For International Adviser and short-term consultants
	400,000

	3
	Agency for Land Resource Management: National Public Enterprise “Public Scientific Production Center for Land Resource and Land Development” (PSPCLRLD)
	60,000$ in kind & 240,000$ in cash, including offer for free office space and office expenses
	300,000

	4
	Agency for Land Resource Management: National Public Enterprise “State Institute of Agricultural Aerial Photographic Research” (SIAAPR)
	Activities regarding outcome #1: 400,000,000 tenge = US$ 3,120,000 (for photographic material) on a national scale; gross amount of US$10,000 were accepted as co-funding in the specific intervention area
	10,000

	5
	Ministry of Environmental Protection
	As part of the national “Program on Environment Protection”:

· 47.37 Mio tenge/US$369,486 outcome #1 (cash)

· 30.69 Mio tenge/US$239,382 outcome #2 (cash)

· 264.51 Mio tenge/US$2,063,178 outcome #3 (cash)

TOTAL: Plus 3 mln., in kind = 342.57 mln. tenge = US$ 2.69 Mio., of which 50% was accepted as direct contribution towards the project
	1,348,000

	6
	Akimat of Zhambyl Rayon
	US$215,200.00 in-cash and US$27,000.00 in-kind, including
· 54,250 $ in cash for outcome #1

· 11,620 $ in-cash terms & $10,000.00 in kind for outcome #2

· 11,620 $ in-cash terms for outcome #3

· 15,000 $ in kind for outcome #4
	242,200

	7
	“CAMP-Consulting” Public Foundation
	Outcome #1: 5,000 cash, 15,000 in-kind

Outcome #2: 50,000 cash, 150,000 in-kind

Outcome #3: 10,000 cash, 40,000 in-kind

Outcome #4: 5,000 cash
	275,000

	8
	Regional Environmental Center for Central Asia (REC-CA)
	Outcome #1: 3,100 US$

Outcome #2: 15,600 US$ + 70,200 US$

Outcome #4: 6,000
	94,900

	9
	Farmers of Kazakhstan
	Outcome 2.1: in cash 3,500, in-kind 3,000

Outcome 3.1: in cash: 18,000, in kind: 23,600

Outcome 3.2: in cash: 20,000, in kind: 20,000

Outcome 4.1: in cash: 0, in kind: 3,200

Outcome 4.2: in cash: 600, in kind: 1,000

Total: in cash: 42,100, in kind: 50,800
	92,900

	
	TOTAL
	
	2,784,000


Annex J: Endorsement letter
The Endorsement letter is attached as a separate file.
Annex K: Letters of Commitment for Co-financing
Letters of Commitment of the following organisations are attached:

1. UNDP Country Office Astana

2. GTZ-CCD Project (Germany)

3. Agency for Land Resource Management: National Public Enterprise “Public Scientific Production Center for Land Resource and Land Development” (PSPCLRLD)

4. Agency for Land Resource Management: National Public Enterprise “State Institute of Agricultural Aerial Photographic Research” (SIAAPR)

5. Ministry of Environmental Protection

6. Akimat of Zhambyl Rayon
7. “CAMP-Consulting” Public Foundation

8. Regional Environmental Center for Central Asia (REC-CA)

9. Farmers of Kazakhstan

� Only activities to be funded by GEF sources are listed here. Activities carried out by the project team as part of their regular work and paid from the operational budget have not been budgeted here separately.
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