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Executive summary

The Kazakhstan Steppe project is a Global Environment Facility (GEF) funded Full-size
project (FSP), with GEF support of $2.22 million (not including project development
funding), with a proposed co-financing is $21.54 million United States dollars (USD), for a
total project budget of $23.76 million USD. The project is executed under the United Nations
Development Program’s (UNDP) National Implementation (NIM) modality, with the
Ministry of Environmental Protection (Committee on Forestry and Hunting (CFH)) as the
national executing partner. The project implementation period is planned for five years.

According to GEF and UNDP evaluation policies, final evaluation is required for FSPs, and
this activity was anticipated according to the project’s M&E plan. This final evaluation report
is based on evaluative evidence from the start of project implementation (December 2008) to
June 2013, and includes an assessment of issues prior to approval, such the project
development process, overall design, risk assessment and monitoring and evaluation
planning. For the finalization of the project it includes guaranteed outcomes and their risk
involved.

All project components are finalised or on schedule and close to being finalised, like the sub-
component 1 and 2 to be finalised before the end of this year. Several components included a
more than required results.

The evaluation methodology was based on a participatory mixed-methods approach, which
included:

a.) a desk review of project documentation and other relevant documents;

b.) interviews with key project participants and stakeholders; and

c.) field visits to relevant project sites in Kazakhstan.

The Kazakhstan Steppe project is focused on conserving biodiversity in Kazakhstan’s steppe
ecosystems, both within and outside of protected areas. According to the project document,
the overall project goal is “fo conserve the globally significant steppe biodiversity of
Kazakhstan” and the project objective is “to expand the protected areas system of Kazakhstan
to ensure an improved coverage of steppe ecosystems.” The project’s strategy is to further
develop Kazakhstan’s protected area system to increase the area of steppe ecosystem
included, and strengthen biodiversity and protected area management capacity at multiple
levels in multiple ways.
The project objective is achieved through three main outcomes:
Outcome 1: PA system of Kazakhstan contains representative samples of steppe
ecosystem under various conservation management regimes and provides
effective coverage of ecosystems and ecological processes
Outcome 2: Tools for landscape-level steppe conservation planning and
management are developed and implemented by key stakeholders
Outcome 3: The systemic, institutional and individual capacity for steppe
conservation in a wide productive landscape is strengthened
All of them are assessed to be successful in the sense of reached targets and sustainability
according to GEF criteria. The Monitoring and Evaluation rating is satisfactory to highly
satisfactory, the [A& EA Execution is regarded as highly satisfactory, the Assessment of
Outcomes is relevant, highly satisfactory and significant and the Sustainability is rated as
likely.




The number of hectares protected under influence of the project raised to over 4 million ha,

the Saiga population raised from 22.000 to an estimated 155.000, 1500 persons involved in

the capacity building, not regarding the spin off on capacity building carried out by the ones
being trained. New mechanisms for nature protection, like eco-corridor, are in place.

All the main expected results of the project are reached, or exceeded like the number of
hectares and percentages protected area. Where the results are not reached, this is because of
chosen indicators suitable for general development but not for achievements of the project.
The project succeeded, notwithstanding the strongly reduced budget of the main partner CFH
due to the financial crisis, to remain its outputs (only with little delays), on which the project
was depending for alomost 90% of the co-finaincing.

It is identified, and confirmed by the project and a number of stakeholders, that the effectivity
of protection of wildlife can be increased by closer cooperation between the organisations
under the CFH in the field: Okhotzooprom on the one side , and Ter-inspection and protected
areas on the other side. Lack of common trust is seen as main cause. It is recommended to let
these organisations together with the Hunting farms develop a common ecosystem based and
therefore trans-oblast, management plan and plan of action to increase the common effective
input of means. The advantages of hiding of information on raid activities against poaching is
not assumed to compensate the profits which can be gained from cooperation.

The project is not directly influenced by it but here is a chance to improve the protection of
migratory animals of the steppe by a remaining budget.

Doubts which were there by the mid-term evaluation were on the sustainability of the project
are fully taken away.

It is observed that most steppes visited, inside and outside the protected areas are degraded.
This could be recognised by measuring the vegetation density, the presence of grasses and
spread of grasses over a territory. (identified by vertical photo monitoring according USDA
standards). The process of vegetation development is varying from further degradation to
slow regeneration due to lack of large herbivores.

As open steppe vegetation is depending on large herbivores as shaping factor for their cycle
of regrowth, it is proposed in cooperation with surrounding agriculture to search for agri-
management to compensate the lack of wild large herbivores to stimulate the regrowth of
grass vegetation. The local wild large herbivores, even after re-introduction will not be able
to develop to enough extend to influence the quality of the vegetation.

The project supplied basic instrumentation as nature protected status, effective protection,
management planning, and monitoring. Next step should focus on a combined practical
steppe management in combination with the surrounding farming society. This will result in
combined rural development and nature protection, with the surrounding farmers as eyes for
first sighting of unwished influences and managers of the eco-corridors and buffering zones.
And this is supporting the agrobusiness 2020 policy and Green Economy policy.

The project can be looked at as a range of activities with the production of range of verifiable
outputs. At the same time it is a process support process with monitoring on effective
sustainable outputs.

The UNDP project management system ATLAS, the monitoring and management tool for the
UNDP, offers good inside in the project and also useful to discuss risk and assumptions
identified. However it is not as easy to share this information with third parties as for this aim



the standard reporting facilities for this is lacking. The use of the ATLAS system could be
optimised for project management and communication by increasingthe reporting facilities
especially on risk and assumptions, and in this way supplying the management with better

instrumentation for field project management in controlling the outputs, deviations, risk, and
assumptions.



Rating of Evaluation

Evaluation Ratings:
1. Monitoring and Rating 2. 1A& EA Execution

Evaluation

M&E design at entry S

Quality of UNDP Implementation

M&E Plan Implementation HS

Quality of Execution - Executing Agency HS

Overall quality of M&E S Overall quality of Implementation / Execution | HS
3. Assessment of Outcomes Rating 4. Sustainability Rating

Relevance R Financial resources: L
Effectiveness HS Socio-political: L
Efficiency HS Institutional framework and governance: L
Overall Project Outcome HS Environmental : L
Rating

Impact S Overall likelihood of sustainability: L

The obligatory rating scales
Ratings for Outcomes, Effectiveness, | Sustainability ratings: Relevance

Efficiency, M&E, I&E Execution
6: Highly Satisfactory (HS): no
shortcomings
5: Satisfactory (S): minor
shortcomings
4: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)
3. Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU):
significant shortcomings
2. Unsatisfactory (U): major
problems
1. Highly Unsatisfactory (HU):
severe problems

4. Likely (L): negligible risks to
sustainability

3. Moderately Likely (ML):moderate

risks

2. Moderately Unlikely (MU):
significant risks

1. Unlikely (U): severe risks

ratings
2. Relevant (R)

1.. Not relevant
(NR)

Impact Ratings:
3. Significant (S)
2. Minimal (M)

1. Negligible (N)

Additional ratings where relevant:
Not Applicable (N/A)
Unable to Assess (U/A)




Summary of conclusions, recommendations and lessons

As mentioned, the Kazakhstan Steppe project is focused on conserving biodiversity in
Kazakhstan’s steppe ecosystems, both within and outside of protected areas. The overall
project goal is “fo conserve the globally significant steppe biodiversity of Kazakhstan” and the
project objective is “to expand the protected areas system of Kazakhstan to ensure an
improved coverage of steppe ecosystems.” The project’s strategy is to further develop
Kazakhstan’s protected area system to increase the area of steppe ecosystem included, and
strengthen biodiversity and protected area management capacity at multiple levels in multiple
ways.

The project is more successful as could expected based on the ToR. Areas of protected steppe
has been or will be raised to 4 million ha. Local communities are supporting nature protection,
the number of Saiga are going up with 36% per year. The project had made amendments to the
legal mechanisms of protected area management by establishment of wildlife corridors, which
did not exisit in law before. These law amendments allow establishment of mobile and
managemble PA forms such as eco-corridors aimed to conserve migratory species of wildlife
allowing thier free movement under protection of the nearby protected areas. This is a very
powerful tool for management and the approach a major step forwards for development of an
steppe ecological network.

The project build, besides the protection of natural territories and biodiversity, a solid base for
further development of nature protection supporting Green Economy, Integration of degraded
land policy and improved pasture and use, productivity and marketing of husbandry creating
sufficient profits to self-finance large scale steppe management. Especially the re-use and
regeneration of degraded land is a field of attention from which and nature protection and
rural society would profit. This direction not covered yet by UNDP-GEF projects like the
Rangeland or the Desertification project.

Recommendations and lessons learned for future development

For the improved use of steppe new capacity is needed. This is requiring young experts to
access the labour market and transfer from knowledge from the aging key expert group to
young professionals and acquaintancy with innovating tools of management. Extended use of
Internships, trainee places, international study programmes, junior experts working under
guidance of senior ones, are some of the tools available.

Trans(oblast) boundary protection of the Saiga is due to its migratory lifestyle essential and
has to be built on trust and cooperation. Common planning of the available resources within
the organisations under the CFH is therefore essential. Also new techniques, like inspection
with support of drones, has to be tried out to raise the effectiveness of the inspection in the
fight against poaching, as has to be done by remote sensing on the vegetation development.
The experience with NDVI techniques can therefore be up scaled.

Nature protected areas should be further linked to each other by buffer zones, eco-corridors
and in cooperation with hunting farms and husbandry, creating an early warning system
against poaching or enabling inspectors to follow poachers.



Budget neutral approaches of management, economic modelling and forecasting will become
essential tools for steppe nature protection and should be enhanced. Major focus should be on
agriculture and more limited on tourism due to the accessibility and remoteness of the steppes.

For the improvement of steppe management good steps forward are done, in the field of
management, planning, monitoring, etc. Networking between protected areas is increasing.
Transport and other facilities are however lacking. In follow up integrated inspection by all
involved partners, further eco-corridor development and practical management of the steppe
to increase productiveness and biodiversity, will be the essential steps.

Feed value of the steppe vegetation for animals like Saiga is also asking attention.

Active management to stop the degradation of the steppe and to stimulated regeneration
should receive more attention and support. Agri-management is regarded as a good and
budget neutral tool for steppe regeneration in addition to extension of wild herds of saiga and
other large herbivores. This is also a major tool in Climate change adaption to reverse the
expected desertification.

Pilot projects on sustainable steppe management, inclusive regeneration of vegetation, should
be set up by the protected areas.

Parallel to demonstration and pilot projects replication should take place to increase the
impact and spread the lessons learned. This should be combined with basic support to the
replication territories.

Nature protection should be hooked on to Green Economic development, the agricultural,

degraded land and desertification policy and climate change adaptation.
Economic validation and regeneration of land resources are major tools.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the evaluation

Purpose of this evaluation is:
e to extract lessons learned from the project
e to advise on the project design especially related to co-financing by third partners
e to advice on a follow up of the project

1.2 Scope & Methodology

The scope and methodology of the evaluation is described in the guidelines for terminal
monitoring of the UNDP.

Objective evaluation is in paradox with adaptive management as this is asking involvement, so
engaged, independent, and objective evaluation is required. This process is as well as demand as
supply driven. Failures are an essential aspect in the process of adaptive management. When all
is going in the right direction the failures offer challenges, when it is going the wrong way, it
offers recommendations for corrections.

It is understood that the evaluation should offer information on policy level and knowledge level
to reduce the information gap between them and highlighting the opportunities.

The terminal monitoring is focussing more on the processes, impact in the field and sustainable
results and the opportunities gained by the project, than on the logframes verifiable indicators for
activities.

Additional attention is therefore given to field interviews with farmer, local citizens, local
inspectors for nature protection, to check the depth of the project impact.

In line with the opportunities, attention will be given to options for continuation of the process of
Steppe Protection, Management and Development.

1.3  Structure of the evaluation report

The structure of the evaluation report looks as follows:

After the introduction a description of the project will be given including problem identification,
objective, indicators, main stakeholders and expected result.

Building on this the findings on project design, implementation and results will be compared
with the project description.

This will be followed by conclusion, recommendations and lessons learned and by proposals on
the prospectives for future project development.

As the Final report was not available yet, the final outputs could not be included, but the field
mission with a long list of interviews, and information supplied by the project management
offered a good impression on the project and lessons learned.

12



2  Project description and development context

2.1 Project start and duration

The original project programming period was August 2008 — 2013. The inception period lasted 9
months, perhaps good for reaching consensus on the final indicators in an open and participatory

discussion but a long period risking the projects preparation impact.

The effective start of the project was in May 2009, with the Inception workshop in June.

An effective Steering Committee was set up involving major partners at high enough level for

decision making and official confirmed by the government. The appointment of a high level

official as project director in combination with the Steering Committee, guaranteed high level

involvement of the government.

Figure 1 PA system of Kazakhstan by Ecological Zones

PA system of Kazakhstan

Zonal ecosystems Azonal ecosystems

@ roreststeppe B Lakes

@ Meadow steppe | Solonchaks

i Dry steppe - Forests
Desertified steppe Q:] River valleys

Steppe semi-desert
Desert

|| Mountains

0 50100 200 300 400 SOE
I — ) kT

Projection: UTM Zone 42, WGS 1984

f PA expansion plan 2008 - 2010
|| Existing PAs to be expanded

- Existing PAs to be converted to a
higher category
X Planned new PAs
- Existing protected areas
of various categories

D Project area of the Altyn Dala ADCI / ACBK 2008

Conservation Initiative (ADCI)
Data on ecozones and PAs originally based on
2 GEF-UNEP-WWF- "ECONET Central Asia”

2.2 Problems that the project sought to address

The project sought to address the following problems(see PRODOC):

degradation
e Decreasing Saiga population

Low representation of steppe protected areas in PA network(system) of Kazakhstan
Low number of managed protected areas

Need for protection outside the protected areas

Reduction of the natural steppes due to conversion into arable land, most of them left for

13




e Traditional pastoralist methods were being abandoned. Dramatic shifts in grazing
pressure - defined as either ‘over-grazing’ or ‘under-grazing’ - can have important
ecological implications. This dual process led to dramatic shifts in grazing levels, with
many areas across the steppe experiencing significant declines in grazing by wild
ungulates and livestock while smaller areas, typically near what were now permanent
human settlements, experienced excess grazing levels.

¢ Climate change represents an additional threat to the steppe 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 growth period, when vegetation productivity may decrease anywhere
from 30-90 percent.

¢ Inadequate tools, practices and processes for landscape-level conservation management

e Limited systemic, institutional and individual capacities for steppe conservation and
management

¢ Emphasis on a traditional and overly complicated approach to PA expansion, which will
not be sufficient to achieve steppe ecosystem conservation.

In terms of the threats defined above, the long-term solution would have several beneficial
impacts, including the following:
(i) reducing the threat of habitat loss and degradation on newly protected lands;
(i1) providing a kind of ‘floating cloud’ of protection to migratory ungulates through
temporary and other seasonal measures; and
(ii1) increasing buffering of, and connectivity among, protected areas by ensuring that
agricultural and mining expansion are planned in ways that minimize impacts on steppe
biodiversity values.

Long-term solution and barriers to achieving the solution

The proposed long-term solution for biodiversity conservation in Kazakhstan’s steppe areas
involves the development of a highly strategic, landscape-based approach to protected area
expansion and management within the steppe zone. The solution relies on three key elements.

e The first of these is a system of various types of financially sustainable protected areas,
ranging from permanent and fully staffed national parks to seasonally protected areas;
from fully Government-administered areas to areas where local communities play a
central role in management.

e Secondly, the solution depends on a high degree of integration of these protected areas
with buffer zones, wildlife corridors and other areas of the broader landscape. This
integration, which is based in practice on management tools such as information and
knowledge management and wildlife corridors, is required to define and achieve
landscape-level conservation goals.

¢ Finally, the solution depends on adequate capacities among a broad range of stakeholders
to manage both the protected areas and key landscape areas, and in particular to utilize
the management tools in question, i.e., protected areas, wildlife corridors, knowledge
management systems, etc.

One issue is that the effectiveness of the expanding system will depend not solely on the number
of hectares protected but also on the kinds of protected areas being created and the linkage
between them. In particular, a combination of management regimes, including seasonal protected
areas and co-managed, community-based approaches, along with more traditional forms of
nature reserves, will be needed for effective and cost-effective steppe ecosystem conservation.
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2.3 Immediate and development objectives of the project

The global environmental objective of GEF support is to expand the protected area system of
Kazakhstan to improve the coverage of steppe ecosystems, which currently are heavily under-
represented. This, in turn, will lead to the conservation of globally significant species and
habitats found within these territories. Landscape-level interventions will help to ensure the
sustainability of the PA system, together with the viability of globally significant populations of
migratory ungulates.

The project goal is to conserve the globally significant steppe biodiversity of Kazakhstan. The
objective is to expand the protected areas system of Kazakhstan to ensure an improved coverage
of steppe ecosystems. The project will demonstrate an ecologically representative landscape
level conservation management system for Kazakhstan’s steppe which will include a network of
different categories of protected areas; the system will ensure the best possible connectivity
within a functional landscape and will take into account both patterns and processes. The
protected areas will be designated as nodes within a network of continental corridors where a
range of conservation compatible land-uses are employed, will serve as stepping stones for
moving populations and will provide areas for temporary recovery of species. This will require a
significant shift in spatial planning with a focus on facilitating species movement and ecosystem
processes across the landscape. Mechanisms and instruments will be developed to improve
conservation management in steppe protected areas, buffer zones and in corridors between PAs
and to better link protected areas with the wider productive landscape. The corridors will have
special management objectives following seasonal migration, ranging from strict protection to
sustainable use.

Fit with the GEF Focal Area Strategy and Strategic Programme

The project is fully consistent with the draft GEF Biodiversity Strategy: Strategic Objective 1 -
Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Areas, Strategic Program 3 on Strengthening Terrestrial
PA networks, as it will: (i) address the gaps in the national PA system coverage by including
representative samples of a globally threatened ecoregion (the steppe); (ii) promote a landscape
level conservation and management system for steppe conservation covering a wide range of
conservation arrangements from traditional protected areas to co-managed protected areas and
conservation compatible land-uses, and; (ii1) build systemic, institutional and individual capacity
for improving management effectiveness. While fundamentally a biodiversity initiative,
particularly given its goal and its focus on strengthening the national PAS, the project does have
a significant point of intersection with the land degradation focal area. Steppes are critical areas
for land degradation and limiting degradation within corridors, buffer zones and other landscape
areas is an important element of steppe biodiversity conservation strategies. It is in recognition of
this fact that the project emphasises landscape management as a key tool for protected area
sustainability. By close cooperation on land degradation, with the CACILM (Central Asian
Countries Initiative for Land Management) and Rangeland project, the present project will be
able to identify and take advantage of important synergies with the land degradation focal area.

2.4 Baseline Indicators established

The baseline indicators of the project under the UNDP Logframe are the following:

Table 1 Baseline Indicators

Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators
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Goal
Project Strategy

\ to conserve the globally significant steppe biodiversity of Kazakhstan

Objectively verifiable
indicators

Baseline

Objective: To
expand the
protected area
system of
Kazakhstan to
ensure an improved
coverage of steppe
ecosystems

Coverage of steppe
ecosystems in the Protected
Area System of Kazakhstan

Ecosystem | PA (ha) PA as %

Type of
ecological
zone

Forest 620,068 8.1

steppe

River, lakes, | 2,336,645 | 14.8

forests

Mountains 6,553,771 | 16.2

Steppe 2,069,960 | 1.35

Size of saiga populations
with major proportion of
habitat in steppe

Size of Betpakdala Saiga population:
22,760 animals (Source; CFH census,
2007)

Outcome 1: PA
system of Kazakhstan
contains
representative samples
of steppe ecosystem
under various
conservation
management regimes
and provides effective
coverage of
ecosystems and
ecological processes

Legally established protected
areas, as % of area of overall
ecological zone

Meadow steppe:
Dry steppe:

Steppe semi-desert:
Desertified steppe:

Total steppe zone coverage: 1.35 %

Meadow steppe: 2.5%
Dry steppe: 1.0%

Steppe semi-desert: 2.1%
Desertified steppe: 0.4%

Management Effectiveness of
IPAs at project sites

Naurzum — 59%
Irgiz Turgai — 34%

Outcome 2: Tools for
landscape-level steppe
conservation planning
and management are
developed and
implemented by key
stakeholders

ILandscape level steppe
conservation planning
complements and improves
the effectiveness and
ecological sustainability of,
the Pas

INo landscape-level conservation planning
and management model in Kazakhstan;

INo wildlife corridors

Protected Areas managed in isolation

Steppe ecosystem knowledge
and monitoring relevant to
land use planning of the
steppe being undertaken and
utilized

INo monitoring and knowledge management
system existing.

\Annual reports on saiga
sightings by corridor
management committees in
ITZ

No corridor committees existing in ITZ

Outcome 3:

The systemic,
institutional and
individual capacity for
steppe conservation in

\Annual reports on saiga
sightings and defined
examined biological
parameters (like e.g. sex and
age ratios) of PA managers

No annual reporting on data relevant to saiga
ecology by PA managers
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Project Strategy

Goal

Project Strategy

a wide productive
landscape is
strengthened

Objectively verifiable indicators
\ to conserve the globally significant steppe biodiversity of Kazakhstan

Objectively verifiable
indicators
Capacity Scorecard
Policy formulation
Systemic
Institutional
Implementation
Systemic
Institutional
Individual
[Engagement and consensus
Systemic
Institutional
Individual
Mobilize info and knowledge
Systemic
Institutional
Individual
Monitoring
Systemic
Institutional
Individual

Baseline

Policy Formulation
4/out of 6

2/out of 3
Implementation
S/out of 9

17/out of 27

6/out of 12

Eng. and consensus
4/out of 6

3/out of 6

2/out of 3

Info and knowledge
2/out of 3

2/out of 3

1/out of 3
Monitoring

3/out of 6

2/out of 6

0/out of 3

IFinancial Sustainability

Scorecard

Legal and regulatory
framework

Business planning

Tools for revenue generation

55% - 49/out of 89

33% - 19/out of 57
22% - 10/out of 46

In the inception phase of the project to the baseline indicators METT and other indicators are
added, not mentioned in the Pro-doc. As not all parameters are influenced by the project, it is the
question if these all could be used as indicator for the project achievements. They are however
indicators of the state of art of the national situation by the start and of general development
induced outside the project. So the indicators have to be used with care dividing the project
achievements from the general development.

Table 2 Objectively verifiable indicators

Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators
Goal
Objective: To expand the Coverage of steppe ecosystems in the
protected area system of Protected Area System of Kazakhstan GIS
Kazakhstan to ensure an
improved coverage of steppe Cadastre
ecosystems Size of saiga populations with major | Saiga monitoring reports of
proportion of habitat in steppe CFH and ACBK
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Project Strategy

Goal

Objectively verifiable indicators

Project Strategy |

Outcome 1: PA system of
Kazakhstan contains
representative samples of steppe
ecosystem under various
conservation management
regimes and provides effective
coverage of ecosystems and
ecological processes

Legally established protected areas, as

% of area of overall ecological zone

Meadow steppe:
Dry steppe:

Steppe semi-desert:
Desertified steppe:

GIS calculations based on
ECONET data on ecosystems

Management Effectiveness of PAs at
project sites (METT Scorecard)

Application of METT in line
with monitoring and evaluation
component of the project

Outcome 2: Tools for landscape-
level steppe conservation
planning and management are
developed and implemented by
key stakeholders

Landscape level steppe conservation
planning complements and improves
the effectiveness and ecological
sustainability of, the Pas

Cadastre

GIS

Steppe ecosystem knowledge and
monitoring relevant to land use
planning of the steppe being undertaken
and utilized

Reports received by MEP

Annual reports on saiga sightings by
corridor management committees in
ITZ

Reports

Outcome 3:

The systemic, institutional and
individual capacity for steppe
conservation in a wide
productive landscape is
strengthened

IAnnual reports on saiga sightings and
defined examined biological parameters
(like e.g. sex and age ratios) of PA
managers

Reports (opvragen)

Capacity Scorecard
Policy formulation
Systemic
Institutional
Implementation
Systemic
Institutional
Individual
Engagement and consensus
Systemic
Institutional
Individual
Mobilize info and knowledge
Systemic
Institutional
Individual
Monitoring
Systemic
Institutional
Individual

Capacity assessment scorecard

Financial Sustainability Scorecard
Legal and regulatory framework
Business planning

Tools for revenue generation

Financial Sustainability
scorecard

18




2.5 Main stakeholders

Main stakeholders can be divided in:

e Local
o District Akimats(Akimats of Zhangeldy and Amangeldy districts of Kostanay
oblast)
o District departments of land relations
o Hunting farms
o NGOs and other local organisations
o Local communities

o Private stakeholders (land users)
e Regional
o Regional Administrations (Akimats of Kostanay, West-Kazakhstan,Akmola,
Karagandy oblasts)
o Ter-inspections of forest and hunting (Kostanay, West Kazakhstan, Akmola,
Karagandy Oblast Territorial Inspections)
o Oblast land relations authority (of the same oblasts)
o Natural resources oblast devision
o NGO
e National
o Government / agencies
* Dep. of water management
* Ministry of Environmental Protection
e Committee for Forest and Hunting (moved from Ministry of
Agriculture)
e Committee for Water Resources (moved from MoA)
* Department of Strategic Planning and Monitoring Mininstry of
Agriculture
Committee for Land Resources
Ministry of Economy and Budget Planning
Farmers Union
o NGOs (Biodiversity Conservation Fund of Kazakhstan, etc.)
e International organisations

o O O

The institutional stakeholder groups are well identified, inclusive their role and responsibilities.
The local communities and individual stakeholders like farmers and herders are underexposed in
the project document. This is corrected in the implementation of the project.

Table 3 Stakeholders

.. . Makes recommendations, develops legislation, approves studies, manages
Ministry of Agriculture PAs, and cooperates internationally. It has a widespread mandate, and its
(MoA) including Committees | activities are not restricted to PAs. The Ministry of Agriculture will be
of Forestry and Hunting involved in the joint development of steppe conservation initiatives, and will
(CFH) and of Water also play a role in the development of sustainable use alternatives. Key units

include:
Resources (CWR) and (1) Committee of Forestry and Hunting, its territorial organs in Akmola,
Okhotzooprom State Aktyubinsk, Kostanai, Karaganda, Pavlodar and East Kazakhstan
Enterprise (operated under areas.
CFH): (i)  Okhotzooprom is responsible for management of four State Reserved
Zones and conservation of rare and threatened species of wild
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ungulates and saiga. Implements the State programme “The
Programme for Conservation and Restoration of Rare and Threatened
Species of Wild Ungulates and Saiga 2005 — 2007

(i)  Committee of Water Resources and its territorial organizations
(basically Irtysh, Ishim, Nura-Sarysu and Tobol-Torgai basin water
managements). This Committee is responsible for management of
water resources, which are a critical natural resource in dry
ecosystems such as steppe and semi-desert. Many wetlands are
artificial (including ones in ITZ area) and it is important to maintain
adequate water levels in those wetlands.

(iv)  The management authorities for Korgaldgyn and Naurzum nature
reserves, which are the two existing State Nature Reserves in the
steppe ecozone.

Ministry of Environment Current role of the Ministry of Environment Protection (MEP)
Protection: is to develop state policies and programs on environmental
conservation and sustainable development, and to coordinate
with the secretary of the CBD convention. The Ministry of
Environment will contribute to the project by making joint
decisions on steppe conservation activities and by linking
steppe conservation actions with Kazakhstan’s commitments to
international conventions. Kazakhstan is a signatory to 22
international nature protection conventions, including the
Convention on Biological Diversity, the RAMSAR Convention,
the Bonn Convention (having also signed a MoU concerning the
protection of Saiga along with Uzbekistan and Mongolia), and
CITES.

Also MEP and Oblast branches of MEP are responsible for
Environmental impact assessments, which are needed for any of
the planned activities related to conservation or use of nature

resources.
Agency for Land Resources At national level, the Agency for Land Resources Management
Management: is responsible for development and implementation of state

policy and programmes on land use planning and land
management, geodesies and cartography. Oblast branches of the
Agency for Land Resources Management are responsible for
key decisions related to zoning and allocation of land use
permits for agriculture, mining, etc at oblast level.

Ministry of Economy and Approves national budgets, develops the country’s economic
Budget Planning: sectors, and promotes the effective realization of social and
economic development priorities. The Ministry of Economics
will consult and recommend economic incentives for
conserving steppe ecosystems, and will provide financial advice
and monitoring of investment projects related to steppe
conservation.

Oblast Akimat Responsible for establishing and management of PA of local
importance. Allocation of land for planned PA of republican
importance has to be done by oblast akimats.

Rayon Akimat Rayon akimats have to agree on allocation of land for planned
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PA of republican and local importance.

Village Akimat

Play important role for allocation of lands for land users and for
sustainable land management.

Hydrometeorological Centre

Research centre that will participate in consultations,
discussions, and joint decision-making related to the
degradation of steppe ecosystems connected to climate change.

Ministry of Education and
Sciences:

Conducts research on all aspects of the natural environment and
on the sustainable use of the steppe zone. The Ministry of
Education and Sciences will play a scientific advisory role in
the project.

Scientific and production
associations (non-government
research and analytical center
“Laboratory of Wild Nature”;
Ecomuseum Association,
Ecomuseum BioNet
Association

Work with local NGOs communities to conserve and restore
biodiversity in selected locations. Promote the use of
biodiversity friendly alternative energy sources. Researdch and
biodiversity conservation activities. Support PA operations,
provide expert assistance to PA staff. Actively engage students
in biodiversity conservation work within PAs and outside their
territories

ACBK

Currently ACBK is the largest conservation NGO in
Kazakhstan and runs several conservation programmes and
projects. These include programmes for Identification and
conservation of IBA in Kazakhstan, as well as the Altyn Dala
Conservation Initiative. It is planned that ACBK will be
executing Outcome 2 of the project as well as other outputs
related to in-situ conservation activities and developing of PA
system.

RSPB

Currently RSPB, in cooperation with ACBK, is developing an IBA
programme for Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan. RSPB is willing
to support IBA related activities within project territory.

Frankfurt Zoological Society

Partner of the Altyn Dala Conservation Initiative

WWF

Partner of the Altyn Dala Conservation Initiative

GTZ

Currently GTZ is starting a project called “Sustainable Use of Natural
Resources and Conservation of Biodiversity in Central Asia.” GTZ will be
the partner organization for assisting on developing of new methods for
encouraging community-level participation on wildlife management and
landscape-level conservation mechanisms.

2.6 Expected Results

Through a series of closely co-ordinated and complementary actions, the project demonstrates
two inter-linked processes — PA expansion and integration of that expansion process with
broader landscape-level elements — while supporting both demonstrations through an integrated
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capacity building component. These demonstrations, which are being supported under Outcomes
1 and 2, will be mutually supportive and will intersect in important ways.

By the end of the project, efforts to conserve biodiversity within Kazakhstan’s steppe region
have been strengthened in a number of important ways. The country’s protected area system is
expanded in the main steppe ecological zones. A landscape-level approach to protected area
expansion and management is demonstrated at the Altyn Dala area, and will be available for
replication and adaptation to other corners of Kazakhstan’s vast steppe zone or to other
ecological zones within the country. Finally, a system for ecological monitoring and knowledge
management is developed and will be available for expansion to other parts of the country.
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3 Findings
3.1 Project Design / Formulation

3.1.1 Analysis of LFA/Results Framework (Project logic /strategy; Indicators)

The project logic describes clearly the objective and outcomes of the project. Not all problems to
be answered are included, partly due to the limitation of the project in time and budget. The
focus is on area of protected areas, number of Saiga’s, capacity building, protected area
management and eco-corridor development.

Indicators should indicate the grade of effective output of the project. As it was assessed in the
mid-term report that not all indicators were following this criteria. Some them did not indicate
the project achievements and like proposed by the mid-term report have been scaled down.

In the design clear notice has been given to the fact that a project, given its limited timeframe, in
principle not sustainable is. Sustainability is based on third parties taking over the ownership and
institutionalising it.

Major source for sustainability is market financing. Budget neutral approaches (self-financing)
of steppe resource management were not included in the project design.

Economic aspects of natural resource management are in the design of the project limited taken
into account, besides economic validation of protected areas. Focus was mainly on national
financing.

Missing in the design is the close relationship between nature protection, agriculture, green
economy, water management and others. This is partly taken up during the implementation but
should have been given wider attention in the project design.

3.1.2  Assumptions and Risks

In the Logframe assumptions are defined. In the inception report the risks are fine-tuned. The
assumptions and risk are however not clearly linked to each other.

Key issues and risks

In follow up on the project documents, during the inception period the key issues and risks were
adapted. New risks and issues have been identified and recorded in the UNDP management
system ATLAS and updated as needed.

The RK government proceeded during the project preparation with the declaration of new
protected areas. It caused some adaptation of the logical framework, being done in the inception
report. This shows that preparation of a project is a stimulant for development, in this case to
speed up development.

Risks

Hereunder an overview is given of the risk assessment by time of the inception phase. The risk
of national financing under pressure of the financial crisis had to be added. Such a risk should
have been identified in the preparation phase.
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Table 4 Risks facing the project and the risk mitigation strategy

Risk mitigation strategy

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 anywhere

Failure to establish new | Low The expansion and strengthening of the national PAS is consistent
protected areas due to with the Governmental Program of Development of Special
prevailing conservative Protected Natural Territories for 2008-2010 which was already
views of local approved. The Committee on Forestry and Hunting has already
authorities and conducted a feasibility study for the establishment of a series of
communities on PAs protected areas to conserve steppe ecosystems. This work is a part
and their activities of the short-term plan (2008-2010) of the Governmental program
on expansion of the national PA system. The project will involve
the local communities and authorities throughout the entire
process of protected area establishment, as the project aims to also
pilot co-management models.
Failure to establish co- Low The project will develop the capacities of local communities and
management authorities to participate in protected area management. The
conservation regimes project will incorporate lessons learnt from the other UNDP/GEF
due to weak capacity of projects in Kazakhstan and in Central Asia in capacity
local communities. development.
Lack of qualified Medium | Outcome 3 of the project is focused on capacity development to
personnel in the national improve management effectiveness of PA estate. The project will
PAS to effectively look at improving the organizational structures, staffing standards
design and implement and accountability and will conduct a comprehensive training
an ecologically programme in protected area management as a part of the wider
representative landscape landscape
level conservation
management system
Under different climate The risk of climate change is one of several reasons that the
scenarios developed for project has chosen to emphasize landscape-level actions together
Kazakhstan it is with protected area expansion. The project will enable the
expected that grassland emergence of a supportive matrix of land uses, including the
productivity will ecological corridors to connect protected areas. In addition to
increase in the early benefits for migratory species such as saiga, this approach will
vegetation period, but limit climate change risk by providing pathways along macro-
lower precipitation will climatic and upland-lowland gradients to enable species movement
negatively affect the in a context of potentially shifting ecological zones.
second part of the
vegetation period, when
vegetation productivity
may decrease anywhere
from 30-90 percent.
Changes
Under different climate | Low The risk of climate change is one of several reasons that the

project has chosen to emphasize landscape-level actions together
with protected area expansion. The project will enable the
emergence of a supportive matrix of land uses, including the
ecological corridors to connect protected areas. In addition to
benefits for migratory species such as saiga, this approach will
limit climate change risk by providing pathways along macro-
climatic and upland-lowland gradients to enable species movement
in a context of potentially shifting ecological zones.
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Risk mitigation strategy

from 30-90 percent.

New risk

Delayed establishment
of new steppe PAs
due to reducing state
financing associated
with world economic
crisis

Meetings are being held with Parliament deputies and
Government members of the Republic of Kazakhstan to
amend the budget for 2010 in order to finance the
establishment of “Buiratau” State National Nature Park
during elaboration of the republican budget for 2010.
Recommendations on the establishment of new PA in steppe
zone of Kazakhstan to be included into the Program on PA
network development for 2010-2014 were prepared and
introduced to the Committee of Forestry and Hunting of the
Ministry of Agriculture.

With the Mid-term evaluation the following risks where identified

Table 5 Priority Issues for Remaining Implementation Period (Mid-Term Evaluation)

Risks and Priority

Issues
Official approval of all
PAs

steppe supported

under the project.

Summary

There remains an important risk that
the project will not succeed in
securing final official government
approval for all steppe PAs targeted
by the project, in the context of the
Zhassyl Damu program. Government
mandates allow only a certain number
of PAs to be established each year,
and in this sense there is
“competition” among PAs on the
waiting list for establishment in terms
of which PAs will be established at
what time. Achieving the project’s
overall steppe coverage targets
depends on approval of all targeted

PAs by the end of the project.

Priority Actions or Risk Mitigation

No alternative course of action or additional
measures are proposed at this stage. The mid-
term evaluation is only highlighting this issue as

an important risk for the remaining

implementation period.

Validation of ecological
values of area within
proposed PA boundaries
following stakeholder

negotiation.

In the process of reaching broad

stakeholder  agreement on the

boundaries of the proposed Altyn
Dala, Bokeiorda and Irgiz-Turgai

extension PAs, some necessary
accommodations were made from the
originally proposed PA boundaries,

relating to the rights of local land

The project team should include in its ongoing
geospatial work an analysis of the comparative
biodiversity values of areas currently proposed
for inclusion in PAs relative to the originally
targeted areas. In the case that targeted
biodiversity values (e.g. critical habitats, key
migration routes, Saiga calving grounds, flora

species of conservation value, etc.) do not have
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Risks

and Priority

Issues

Summary

users.

Priority Actions or Risk Mitigation

adequate coverage, additional or compensatory
management measures or PA coverage should

be considered.

Ongoing exploration of a

“co-management”

approach to PA
management in steppe
zones

The project document highlights

potential  changes to  relevant
legislation to facilitate a legal basis
for an approach of “co-management
of protected areas with local level
stakeholders. National government
institutions have as yet been resistant
to adopt such changes on a legal
basis. The relevance of the concept of
co-management is not fully clear in a
context of PAs covering hundreds of
thousands of hectares, in areas with
extremely low population density.
The distances involved and level of
infrastructure limits the ability to
easily bring stakeholders from
different communities together. At the
same time, the project team is
working closely with community-
level stakeholders on the
establishment and management of
PAs, and in some instances a
significant proportion of working-age
community members are employed as

PA staff.

Stakeholder participation and drivenness are
standard elements of all GEF work, and linking
local benefits with PAs has been demonstrated
as critical for achieving successful PA
management. Further, in Kazakhstan, where
and infrastructure and

distances are vast

management resources are limited, innovative
approaches to effectively managing PAs
covering hundreds of thousands of hectares are
certainly required. Nonetheless, at present,
establishing a national legislative basis for
formal co-management or other similar
approaches to PA management doesn’t appear to
warrant the allocation of project time and
resources that would be required to reach this
outcome. However, such legal provisions may
be valuable in the long-term future of PA
management in  Kazakhstan  (including
potentially in non-steppe zones), and should not
be completely dismissed. The project team
should consider providing a short technical
analysis of the relevance of non-traditional
management arrangements for PAs in
Kazakhstan, which could serve as a starting

point for any future developments on this issue.

In the yearly reports the following risk were identified and relied to:

e There is a risk of tardy establishing “Buiratau” SNNP according to Project logical
frameworks due to the decreased state budget as one of the measures against crisis. At the
moment TEO, land allotment, documents are being finalized for further submission to
Akmola and Karagandy oblasts governor to have Resolution issued on land allotment.

e To cut budget expenses Government of Kazakhstan declared staff moratorium for state
agencies. With this regard, there was a risk of tardy establishing “Altyn Dala” rezervat.
To decrease the stated risk Project prepared and submitted request on behalf of UNDP
Resident Representative to Prime Minister of Kazakhstan to facilitate issuance of the
Government Resolution for establishment of “Altyn Dala” rezervat. Besides, upon Project
initiative Ministry of Agriculture addressed the Prime Minister with request on staff
reconciliation for the new institution. This resulted in the meeting at Deputy Prime

26




Minister office on “Altyn Dala” establishment. The meeting resulted in the request to the
President on staff number for “Altyn Dala” SNR signed by the Prime Minister. On 23
September 2012 the President approved staff number for “Altyn Dala” rezervat.

e Tardy establishment of “Altyn Dala” rezervat (it is a key PA in ecological network)
resulted in tardy establishment of ecological corridors on Irgiz-Torgay-Zhylanshyk area.
Up to date ecological corridor boundaries are determined on ITZ pilot area. New
approaches and methodical materials were prepared on demarcation of ecological
corridors in steppe ecosystems. ENO (scientific background report) was prepared for
ecological corridors on ITZ area. And the protected area being declared with first budget
made available.

The risk assessment by the design of the project is considered as being limited. More risk,
identified during the implementation, should have been included in the design like institutional,
economic and political risks.

As the risks mentioned above were identified in time by the management, they were able by
adaptive management to reverse the situation in time.

Generally, identified risks did not imply any substantive changes to the project planning or
arrangements, but they did require careful consideration and relevant management response.

Assumptions
It is interesting that the risk and assumptions are not integrated but in the design handled as

separate aspects, not related to each other. As assumption always include a risk it should have
been better when assumptions and risks were closer connected.

Table 6 Assumptions (Pro-document UNDP)

Project Strategy

Goal

Objective: To expand the protected area There are no external catastrophic events —
system of Kazakhstan to ensure an improved | such as climatic events or livestock diseases —
coverage of steppe ecosystems compromising the project’s objective of

achieving stabilization or increasing
populations of globally threatened species.
Outcome 1: PA system of Kazakhstan contains |[Government maintains political and operational
representative samples of steppe ecosystem support to the National Action Plan for Protected
under various conservation management regimes|Areas System Management (a key baseline

and provides effective coverage of ecosystems [element of the project).

and ecological processes

ILocal residents and private sector stakeholders
are willing to participate in PPPs based on
economic benefits they can realize.

Outcome 2: Tools for landscape-level steppe IEconomic benefits from wildlife corridors will be
conservation planning and management are sufficient to maintain community participation
developed and implemented by key stakeholders jand involvement

Land Use Planning Agency will take necessary
steps to ensure that GIS data is effectively
utilized for land use planning purposes

Outcome 3: No breakdown in local economies
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Project Strategy

Goal

The systemic, institutional and individual
capacity for steppe conservation in a wide
productive landscape is strengthened

3.1.3 Lessons from other relevant projects (e.g., same focal area) incorporated into project
design

Lessons from other relevant projects are incorporated into the project design but limited revered
to.

A number of lessons learned from other projects to be mentioned, are:

e steppe management and protection needs to be done in combined approach of top-down

and bottom up to gain results

e Effective nature protection is a combination of protected areas and landscape protection
Nature protection is based on available capacity of management and management
instruments like management planning, monitoring
Capacity building is essential for motivation and effectiveness of input of labour
Public awareness is effective in a combined bottom up — top down approach
Innovative monitoring is needed to raise the effectiveness
Monitoring is only effective when it is assessed and translated into information for
decision making

Some key lessons which could not be found in the project design or not fully worked out like:
e (Cooperation with agriculture is essential for steppe biodiversity conservation

3.1.4 Planned stakeholder participation

Stakeholder participation was recognized as of major importance and widely incorporated in the
project through workshops, meeting, information material, etc. A wide range of target groups,
stakeholders and beneficiaries has been identified in the design phase to be cooperated with.
However not identified in the stakeholders overview were the local communities and individual
farmers and herders, lucky enough not overseen by the project implementation.

The awareness raising had good impact on the overall process but this also had a positive
influence on the local support as could be experienced in the hearings on Ecological corridors
and water management.

3.1.5 Replication approach

Replication of lessons learned and future replication of project approaches are central items in
this project. The sharing of experiences was stimulated not only under outcome 3 and other
outcomes, but also through the projects networking, cooperation in the region and with partner
projects. The networking of the project stimulated the exchange of experience between protected
areas, for example between Naurzum and Irghiz-Torqay.
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By intensive cooperation with other projects as mentioned before, experiences of other projects
and this project could be shared and used for implementation. Just as important is that effective
use is made from each other’s project capacities like on conduction of economic valuation of
ecosystem services with the UNDP biodiversity National Strategy project, CACLIM on capacity
building and Rangeland project. This is fully in line with the UNDP strategy for Kazakhstan. The
UNDP Desertification project is expected to use the project experience further.

By inclusion of the ACBK the project could take optimal advantage of their experience and
access to WWF, RSPB, FZS and others.

3.1.6 UNDP comparative advantage

The UNDP Kazakhstan comparative advantages are related to the close high level cooperation
with the state authorities and was identified in the project design, but not that clearly expressed
as seen as logical. A clear strategy is build up with the state authorities on the role and activities
of the UNDP. Where UNDP can allocate knowledge and experience the state is supplying major
budgets for quality implementation, meeting each other as equal partners, with specific
responsibilities.

The UNDP made good use out of their comparative advantage during the implementation.
Examples to be mentioned are the agreement on the amendments for nature protection legislation
and the saveguarding of the governmental co-financing of the project, threatened by the financial
crisis. In both and other cases the UNDP exploited their advantages towards the Government
pushing the project with the project management a step further.

3.1.7 Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector

The project is planned as a cooperation with other interventions and projects, especially the
Altyn Dala project of the ACBK, WWF, FZS, and others. Within the UNDP it is stimulated that
their projects are cooperating and sharing their capacity. This is the case for example with the
UNDP-CACLIM project on capacity building or the UNDP Biodiversity project on Economic
Valuation of Protected Areas.

3.1.8 Management arrangements

The project is executed following established UNDP national Implementation modality (NIM)
procedures. The Executing Agency/Implementing Partner was the Ministry of Agriculture’s
Committee on Forestry and Hunting (CFH), which was as a whole moved to the Ministy of
Environmental Protection. The CFH appointed the National Project Director and hired with GEF
funding the Project Manager and an administrative/financial assistant. As the Projet director was
a high level official, Director of the Department of Wildlife Protection, from the FCH, this
guaranteed a direct link with decision maing in the Ministry.

The Project Manager has the overall responsibility for the successful implementation of project
activities and the achievement of planned project outputs. He works closely with the national and
international experts hired under the project, as well as the Project Assistant, and reports to the
National Project Director and to the UNDP Country Office.

The Executing Agency/Implementing Partner established a Project Board (PB) to give advice
and guide project implementation. The PB consist of representatives of all key stakeholders
inclusive the community-level.
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Forestry and Hunting Committee of the Ministry of Environmental Protection represents the
interests of Senior Beneficiary. UNDP CO plays the active role of Senior Supplier—being a GEF
Implementing Agency represented in the country. Project assurance is ensured by GEF OFP,
UNDP CO together with the UNDP GEF RCU. The PB monitors the project’s implementation,
provide guidance and advice, and facilitate communication, cooperation, and coordination
among stakeholders and other project partners.

ACBK—the largest biodiversity conservation NGO in Kazakhstan—executed Outcome 2 of the
project as well as other outputs related to in-situ conservation activities and developing of PA
system, under coordination of the project expert responsible for outcome 2.

The UNDP-CO showed to be an active partner in the project’s implementation, supporting the
implementation actively. The UNDP-CO also monitored the project’s implementation and
achievement of the project outcomes and outputs, and ensured the proper use of UNDP/GEF
funds.

Financial transactions, reporting and auditing are carried out in compliance with national
regulations and established UNDP rules and procedures for national project execution.

Figure 2 Kazakhstan Steppe Project Implementation Arrangements (Inception report)
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3.2 Project Implementation

3.2.1 Adaptive management (changes to the project design and project outputs during
implementation)

It was mostly the financial crises, recognised in the overview of risk during the inception phase,
which caused the adaptive management.

In the crisis setting the Government of Kazakhstan has developed the Anti-recessionary
Measures Plan and the Action Plan on Economic Stabilization, which uses the raw material
sector incomes for the country economic support.

The goal of the Plan will be mitigation of global crisis consequences on the social-economic
environment in Kazakhstan providing the required basis for economic growth.

To achieve the Government goal National Bank and Agency on Financial control will focus on
the following five directivities:

Financial sector stabilization.

Resolving the problems on the property market

Small and medium business support

Agriculture complex development

Implementation of the innovative, industrial and infrastructural projects.

Nk v =

In this, nature conservation is lacking as priority. In connection with the state budget cutting,
according to the Government order the Ministry of Economy and Budget Planning, the Forestry
and Hunting Committee budget was cut with 24% in 2008 (august). As the economic regimes is
maintained, the budget financing was restrictedthe Ministry of Economy and Budget Planning
cut the Committee's budget with 14% in 2009.

The project is co-financed to a high extend, about 90%, by the Kazakhstan Government through
the Committee for Forestry and Hunting. This made the project strongly dependent of the state

budgets. This dependency asked for special attention of the project management and the UNDP

to saveguard the project and its budget, especially seen the financial crisis.

As result of the financial crisis, the budget decrease of the Forestry and Hunting Committee
budget indeed, endangered the achievements of key project outcomes .

This caused a strong need for adaptive management and lobbying to the highest level to enable
enough budget for implementation of the project. The project pressed and lobbied and advanced
the establishment of the new reservat "Altyn Dala" at the highest levels. The question was
effectively raised to the level of The President, Prime-minister, Deputy corps of the Parliament
of Kazkahstan. Administration of UNDP CO in Kazkahstan, resulting in agreement on the
settlement of the planned protected areas. As result the establishment of the Altyn Dala was
declared a little later in the planned year (november 2012 in stead of February 2012). The
financing therefore, was partly shifted to the next governmental budget year 2013.

The slow project initiation of over 2 years, caused the risk of reduced impact as the reduced size
of the Buratai reserve, loosing part of its proposed territory.

On the other side this did not cause a stand still by the declaration of protected areas, but
opposite, stimulated the declaration of extension of protected areas, like the one of Korgalzhyn
State Nature Reserve under the Wetlands UNDP project. This extension can be regarded as an
indirect spin off of the project.
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3.2.2 Partnership arrangements (with relevant stakeholders involved in the country/region)

Support for removing barriers to effective progress within the above three thematic areas —
expansion, integration and capacities — constitutes the essential rationale for the present project
and forms the basis for its three outcomes. In order to achieve these outcomes, GEF has joined in
the partnership with the Government of Kazakhstan, GIZ, ACBK (a leading national
conservation NGO), Frankfurt Zoological Society (FZS), Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF)
and the Royal Society for Protection of Birds (RSPB). These organizations were already
collaborating in the Altyn Dala Conservation Initiative (ADCI), which the present effort both
encompasses and goes beyond. The role of ACBK is particularly important to this overall
partnership. As the primary national NGO in steppe area conservation and support to protected
area management and expansion, ACBK is playing a key role working with government and
international donors under the Altyn Dala Conservation Initiative (ADCI). The ACBK became
fully responsible for implementation of activities under outcome 2, of which the Irgiz-Turgay-
Zhylanshyk demonstration site is an important part.

Partnership arrangements have been formed on different levels. Besides on (inter)national level,
a strong network has been built up on regional and local level, resulting in increased support and
cooperation. The impact could be found on political and administrative level but also in the
support from the local communities, clearly observed during the hearings on eco-corridor and on
water management in Torqay and from interviews with local stakeholders, farmers, protected
area management/inspectors and oblast Ter-inspection. Increasingly inspectors from
Okhotzooprom, Ter-inspection and protected areas are informed by local stakeholders on
poaching and other unwished situation. The value of this network support cannot be
underestimated.

The project management played an important role in this process.

Ter-inspection and protected area management are increasingly cooperating. Also with the local
police the cooperation is improving.

The cooperation between Okhotzooprom on the one side and Ter-inspection and Protected areas
on the other side is on still on low level. This is caused by distrust and lack of common
cooperation. It is proposed that the 3 organisations are preparing a common management plan
and action plan on ecosystem level, thus on trans-oblast level. In this cooperation also the
hunting farms should be involved.

The Altin Dala / Irghiz region should be a perfect pilot area to demonstrate this common
management and action planning.

It is essential that protected areas should make, for emergency situations, use of one and the
same radio frequency. Anyway, Altyn-Dala and Irgiz-Torqai as neighbouring protected areas,
should communicate on the same frequency to make their work more effective and increase the
communication between the territories.

The project cooperates further with main partners: “Irgiz-Turgai” rezervat, Naurzum reserve,
Bayanaul, Karkaraly national parks, Akimats (governments) and Land committees of Aktobe,
West Kazakhstan oblasts, Kostanay oblast, Akimats of Zhangeldy, Amangeldy districts,
“Okhotzooprom” ST, “Institute of Zoology” ST.

The project further cooperated with: UNDP/GEF Projects “Integrated conservation of priority
globally significant migratory bird habitat: a demonstration on three sites”, “In-situ conservation
of Kazakhstan's mountain agrobiodiversity”, “Conservation and sustainable use of Biodiversity
in the Kazakhstani Sector of the Altai Sayan Ecoregion”, World Bank Project “Forest

conservation and increase in Kazakhstan”, GIZ, Steppe Institute of Russia, [IFAW, CACILM
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Project on capacity building and “Sustainable rangeland management” Project. Making use of
the experience and activities organized by them and replicating them or given on for replication.

3.2.3 Feedback from M&E activities used for adaptive management

Major recommendations including their replies were:

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 1.

Recommendation 1: As previously highlighted, perhaps the most significant risk for the Kazakhstan steppe project
is whether the targeted steppe PAs will be fully included before project end in the government’s plan of
establishing protected areas. Since only a certain number of protected areas can be established each year, if this
project is successful, protected areas for steppe ecosystems will be established ahead of other PAs covering non-
steppe ecosystems. What is clearly needed in Kazakhstan is a national strategy for strengthening the PA system
that appropriately rationalizes, justifies and prioritizes a representative system of protected areas in Kazakhstan
covering all ecosystems. This evaluation recommends that as part of the upcoming revision of the National
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, national stakeholders also develop and agree on a strategic approach to
further development of the national PA system. [UNDP and National Executing Partners]

Management Response: Commentary 1: Thank you for your proposal to prepare National Biodiversity Strategy.
Indeed, such situation, when there is a competition in establishment of PAs with different ecosystems, results in
competition between GEF Projects. It happens because the budget resources of the Government allocated to
establishment of new PAs are still limited. We think in order to decide this issue we need to: firstly, to prepare a
long-term concept of steppe PA expansion according to the Output 1.4 of Project document. Secondly, this
concept should become an integrate part of new GEF, CFH, UNDP Full-sized Project Planning biodiversity
conservation at the national level to facilitate implementation of CBD Strategy plan in the Republic of Kazakhstan
for 2011-2020. Your recommendations will be passed to new launch project.

Key Action(s)

Time Frame

Responsible Unit(s)

Tracking*

Comments

Status

Development of a long-term steppe
PA expansion Concept, including
detailed strategy and guideline on
PA expansion within semi-desert
steppe region through 2030

3" quarter of 2013

Project Manager,
expert on PA,
experts on steppe
biodiversity

Prepared
recommendations
on new steppe PAs
establishment
through 2030

High

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 2.

Recommendation 2: The project’s objective is to expand the coverage of steppe ecosystems in the national
protected area system, and good progress is being made in this direction. At the same time, once established,

there must also be the necessary resources to manage the protected areas effectively. The new PAs cover a huge
amount of area, and effective management requires at least a base-level of resources. The steppe project has
taken some initial steps to developing a comprehensive financial resource base for Kazakhstan PAs. As Kazakhstan
continues to expand its protected area system, it would be highly beneficial to have a corresponding national-level

effort for strengthening the system of financing protected areas. This evaluation recommends that UNDP and
relevant national stakeholder organizations initiate a national process specifically focused on enhancing the
financial sustainability of Kazakhstan’s protected areas for future effective management. [UNDP and National

Executing Partners]

Management Response: Commentary 2: Indeed, your proposal to strengthen the system of sustainable financing
Kazakhstan’s protected areas is rather urgent. The Project thanks you for provided recommendations and thinks
that one of the ways to decide the issue is to make legal amendments to enhance the financial sustainability of
Kazakhstan’s protected areas at the stage of establishment (revision of TEO, ENO) as well as the stage of
strengthening (preparation of Management Plan). The result of work will be the revision of sub-legislative acts.
Besides, other approaches to strengthen system of PA financing will be considered and tested on steppe PA

system.

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking*
Comments Status

Development and forwarding of 4t quarter 2013 Project Manager, the draft legal and middle

legal amendments to legal and
regulatory acts (ENO/TEO, MP
development regulations etc.),
providing inclusion of economical

Expert on PA,
Expert on financial
issues

regulatory acts on
improvement of PA
financing prepared
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assessment within ENO/TEO,
business plan into PA management
plan

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 3.

Recommendation 3: A key element of the project’s focus is to work toward effective management in the PAs
supported by the project. PA management resources (staff, equipment, etc.) are allocated based on standards and
norms set for PA management in relevant government legislation. Based on current PA management needs, these
metrics appear to be outdated and need to be revised to reflect appropriate metrics to meet current needs. The
project should work with the relevant stakeholders to analyze the metrics applied in allocation PA staff and
resources, and propose amendments to improve standards to meet international PA management norms and

achieve a rational and strategic allocation of resources. [Project team and relevant national stakeholders]

Management Response: Commentary 3: It is really very important recommendation that would, significantly,
improve the PA management situation. Current norms of staff completing and equipping don’t meet PA needs and
require to be updated. The Project will try to analyze and propose amendments to the current norms of staff
completing and equipping. However, it should be borne in mind that the improvement of current norms, for
example, to the side of staff number increasing will result in increase in PA system financing. Wherefore, there is a
high risk not to implement proposed recommendations because of the lack of financial resources allocated from

state budget.

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking*
Comments Status
The project is undertaking following | 4" quarter 2013 Project Manager, The project is middle

action: proposing Executing agency
(CFH, Ministry of Agriculture) to
prepare memo on improvement of
current norms on staff recruiting

Expert on capacity
building

carried out the
work on updating
of job descriptions
for steppe PA staff

and PA equipping in order to
perform this work within the
government order

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 4.

Recommendation 4: This evaluation recommends the project increase attention for understanding potential
impacts to steppe ecosystems of climate change, in the targeted areas where the project is working. This could
involve, for example, conducting a desk review of available relevant research to develop greater understanding of
how the project areas may be influenced in future climate change scenarios. Other options could be funding a
small-scale baseline study in the project area to track climate influences over time (or leveraging resources of
other partners), and developing linkages with relevant national and regional climate change initiatives addressing
climate impacts on steppe ecosystems. To ensure the long-term sustainability of project results it will be important
to understand how climate change may influence the steppe ecosystems in the protected areas established under
the project. [Project team and UNDP]

Management Response: Commentary 4: Thank you for proposed recommendation. The Project will conduct the
work on collaboration with national and regional climate change initiatives. It should be noted that within the
ecological monitoring the Project has already prepared general material on climate change for fifty year period at
Irgiz-Turgay-Zhilanshik project area. Perhaps this brief description will lay the foundation of climate change
monitoring including its impacts to steppe ecosystems in pilot PAs and project area.

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking*

Comments Status

Environmental researches 4t quarter 2012 Included middle
conducted within Irgiz-Turgay-
Zhylanshik project area will include
research on territory damping,

vegetation index

Expert on
landscape planning

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 5.

Recommendation 5: The project team should work to implement a standardized approach to completion of the
METT scorecard, one of the important indicators for tracking project results. One approach was applied before
project start as the baseline (using independent experts), and a second approach (working with local partners) was
applied after project initiation. Basing the METT calculation on a single source but using different approaches is not
conducive to the METT serving as a useful measure of progress because of potential inconsistency in scoring.
Having the METT completed by independent experts using a consistent methodology would be the preferred
approach and should be applied for completing the METT in the future. [Project team and UNDP]
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Management Response: Commentary 5:Thank you for this recommendation. This recommendation will be taken
into account when completing METT scorecard at the stage of final evaluation.

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking*
Comments Status
See management response METT score middle
adapted

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 6.

Recommendation 6: This evaluation recommends that the project seek opportunities to involve students,
particularly of high school age, in PA management activities to increase environmental education and strengthen
capacity. An excellent example of such an approach is being implemented in Naurzum, and could be replicated in
other protected areas. [Project team and PA management authorities]

Management Response: Commentary 6: Due to Project’s efforts the students of biology and geography faculties
of Arkalyk Pedagogic Institute will be involved in field research within the ecological monitoring of Irgiz-Turgay-
Zhilanshik area. The conduction of this activity will allow to increase knowledge of potential employees of new
natural rezervat “Altyn Dala”.

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking*

Comments Status

In Current year the students from 2-3" quarters 2012 middle
Arkalyk Pedagogical Institute have
been involved to conduct
environmental monitoring within

Irgiz-Turgay Zhylanshik project area

Expert on
landscape planning

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 7.

Recommendation 7: This evaluation recommends the project make some small-scale efforts to catalyze a process
to address the water shortage problems in Irgiz-Turgai protected area. Fully addressing this problem is far beyond
the scope and capacity of the project, but multiple stakeholders noted it as an important factor that will influence
project results in the future, and the project should work to catalyze other stakeholders to begin addressing this
problem. [Project team]

Management Response: Commentary 7: Thank you for proposed recommendation. The project will make efforts
to decide this issue. Currently, we’ve made effort to decide this issue through discussing this question at the level
of Akimat of Aktubinskaja Oblast, as well as CFH level.

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking*
Comments Status

1. Arrangement of dialogue ground | 4™ quarter 2012 — | Project, ITR, CFH, Water high

with participation of all relevant | 3rd quarter 2013 CBR, Akimats of management

stakeholders (CFH, CBR, akimats of Aktubinskaya and investigation and

two regions, PAs, akims of districts, Kostanayskaya plan of action on

fish users, NGOs, etc.) on solving Oblasts going. Local hearing

issue on Turgay River flow supplying

taken place.

to prevent drying of Irgiz-Turgay
rezervat lake system;

2. Ways out searching for adjusting
issue on river flow increase of ITZ
project area

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 8.

Recommendation 8: This evaluation recommends a revision to some of the project logframe indicators, as further
highlighted under individual indicators in Annex 3. Once revisions have been confirmed by the project team, they
should be approved by the Project Steering Committee. [Project team]

Management Response: Commentary: Thank you for this recommendation. Review of Project Logframe is one of
the main issues in Project management.

As you know, there is one of the main aspects in project Logframe to achieve target indicators. Commentary:
Thank you for this recommendation. Review of Project Logframe is one of the main issues in Project management.
o A) The Project is to get 6 out 6 scores in Capacity building for the development of concepts and drafts of
political, legislative and strategic documents

Commentary As we see it, it may happen if the country’s leadership considers PA goals and objectives as key and
high-priority government issues. Is it in the Project’s competence?

o B) In Capacity building for involvement into activities and building consensus among stakeholders, the
Project is to achieve 6 out 6 scores. In other words, when there is a very high level of a political will to support
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protected areas and a tremendous public support in the country for protected areas.

o Commentary: The Project, hardly, can decide the issue of interaction of stakeholders for all PAs in
Kazakhstan
o C) There is a question, if the target for Capacity building for implementation of political, legislative,

strategic and programme documents at the institutional level is achievable, where the Project is to get 33 out of 36
scores.

. Commentary: However, according to the evaluation form it is possible to achieve only 27 scores.

* D) According to logframes concerning financial targets assessment the project has to achieve target of 68%,
Including Legal and regulatory framework- 82 %, business planning — 58 %, Tools for revenue generation) — 54 %.
+ Commentary: Financial scorecard, first of all, is aimed to assess whole national PA system and considering its
improvement at legal, institutional and system levels that certainly doesn’t reflect Project activity results within
Outcome 3.4. With all project’s efforts, there is a question of achieving stated target.

You are kindly requested within your competence to facilitate the Project to update these indicators through clear
amendments. The Project for its part will make every effort to update indicators according to GEF Regulations and
Procedures.

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking*

Comments Status

Revision and approval of revised 4t quarter 2013 Revised high
indicators on capacity building and
financial scorecard at the 6%

Steering committee meeting

Project

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 9.

Recommendation 9: The project objective statement could be revised to more accurately reflect the breadth of
project activities and expected results. This would not be a change in the actual objective of the project, but simply
an improved description to appropriately convey the scope of project results. An improved revised objective
statement could read “to expand the protected areas system of Kazakhstan to improve coverage of steppe
ecosystems, while enhancing PA management capacity through new mechanisms and better information for
decision-making.” [Project team and Project Board]

Management Response: Commentary 9: Thank you for proposed objective statement. At the Steering Committee
meeting this issue will be submitted for discussion and approval, if it is in agreement with GEF regulations.

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking*

Comments Status

middle

See management response

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 10.

Recommendation 10: As steppe PAs are established and expanded, they subsequently require appropriate
management plans to guide management actions meetings the objectives of the PA. Work on the Irgiz-Turgai
management plan has commenced, but remains to be completed to international standards. It is recommended
that the project team facilitate provision of the necessary resources to the Irgiz-Turgai management staff to ensure
the management plan for this protected area is completed and can serve as a good practice model for subsequent
PAs. [Project team and UNDP]

Management Response: Commentary 10: This recommendation will be taken into account for sure when
implementing the Project. Currently, the Project is facilitating Irgiz-Turgay natural rezervat to prepare 2012-2016
Management Plan. Work on facilitate provision of Management Plan development for newly established SNNP
“Buiratau has commenced. It is in the planning stage that used by the Project international methodology of
Management Plan development will be applied to preparation of Management plans for new steppe PAs.

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking*

Comments Status
Facilitate to prepare Management 4th quarter 2012, Expert on capacity | The final high
Plan for Irgiz-Turgay Rezervat and 4t quarter 2013 building Management Plan

SNNP “Buiratau”

of Irgiz-Turgay SNR

for 2013-2017
prepared

All of the recommendation mentioned above where translated into key actions and carried out in
an effective way (see comments).
This management response is showing a flexible and adaptive management of the project.
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3.2.4 Project Finance

The project was financed by different sources, in cash and in-kind. In-kind means here that the
budget did not went through the project but directly to the involved protected areas.

The project finance is, with a year to go, fully on schedule as is the country co-financing. Taken
into account the financial crisis and the adapted budgets of the counterparts, the cooperation
between UNDP, Government of Kazakhstan and NGOs has been very successful.

The decreased budget of the counterpart (CFH) as mentioned before did not affect the budget for
steppe protection project. It caused not more than some temporary delay of available budgets.
Strong lobbying up to the highest level had to be organised to achieve this.

Table 7 Planned and actual financing and co-financing of the Project up to 31 Dec. 2012 (USS)

Co-financing TRAC Government Total co- Total financing
(Type/Source) UNDP of Kazakhstan financing
(®@35))]
Planned/Actua | Plan | Actual | Pla | Act | Plan Actua | Plan | Actual | Plan Actual Plan Actual
1 n ual 1
2215 1988 509 25000 16 426 25000 16 426 2240 000 2004 935

Cash P

: 25000 25 000 20623 19 870 000 1040 925 21518 20118069 21518300 20 118 069
In-kind 300 052 144 300
Total 50 000 41 426 20 19 052 870 000 1040 925 21543 20 134 495 23758 300 22123 004

623 300 144 300

Source: Planned expenses are from Project document. Actual expenses are from Project report.

With a close to 90% co-financing the project made itself very vulnerable for the co-financing by
third partners. The management of this co-financing was an extensive task for the project, asking
permanent observation and need for networking.

3.2.5 Monitoring and evaluation: design at entry and implementation (*)

The monitoring and evaluation plan was set up well at the design as accordingly implemented.
Minors were the indicators which were added in the inception period not fully answering the
achievements of the project but also external processes.

Table 8 Project Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Budget

Type of M&E Responsible Parties Budget US$ Time frame
activity Excluding project team
Staff time
=  Project Coordinator Within first two
Inception Workshop = UNDP CO 10,000 months of project
= UNDP GEF start up
Inception Report . [PITISIJ];? ("jl"gam None E}E:&ﬁ;ell%]
Measurement of =  Project Manager will To be finalized in Start, mid and end
Means of Verification | oversee the hiring of specific Inception Phase and of project
for Project Purpose studies and institutions, and Workshop. Indicative
Indicators delegate responsibilities to cost: 8,000, total:
relevant team members 27,000
Measurement of = Oversight by Project To be determined as Annually prior to
Means of Verification | Manager part of the Annual ARR/PIR and to
for Project Progress = Project team Work Plan's the definition of
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Type of M&E

activity

Responsible Parties

Budget US$
Excluding project team

Time frame

Staff time

TOTAL indicative COST

Excluding project team staff time and UNDP staff and
travel expenses

and Performance preparation. Indicative | annual work plans
(measured on an cost: 8,000 (annually);
annual basis) total: 40,000
ARR and PIR =  Project Team None Annually
= UNDP-CO
=  UNDP-GEF
Quarterly progress = Project team None Quarterly
reports
CDRs = Project Manager None Quarterly
Issues Log = Project Manager None Quarterly
=  UNDP CO Programme
Staff
Risks Log =  Project Manager None Quarterly
=  UNDP CO Programme
Staff
Lessons Learned Log | ® Project Manager None Quarterly
=  UNDP CO Programme
Staff
Mid-term Evaluation = Project team 40,000 At the mid-point
= UNDP-CO of project
= UNDP-GEF Regional implementation,
Coordinating Unit May 2011
= External Consultants (i.e.
evaluation team)
Final Evaluation = Project team, 40,000 At the end of
= UNDP-CO project
= UNDP-GEF Regional implementation
Coordinating Unit The end 2013
= External Consultants (i.e.
evaluation team)
Terminal Report . At least one month
" Project team before the end of
= UNDP-CO 0 .
= Jocal consultant the project
The end 2013
Lessons learned = Project team Yearly
"  UNDP-GEF Regional 15,000 (average 3,000
Coordinating Unit (suggested
formats for documenting best per year)
practices, etc)
Audit = UNDP-CO 15,000 (average 3,000 | Yearly
= Project team per year)
Visits to field sites =  UNDP Country Office Two times a year
"  UNDP-GEF Regional Paid from IA fees and
Coordinating Unit (as .
. operational budget
appropriate)
=  Government representatives

USS$ 187,000

In the project design, the monitoring and evaluation is built around the ATLAS management
system. This included quarterly reports, yearly interim reports (in the description of action call
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Annual Review report) and annual project reviews. In addition a Mid-term evaluation would be
held and a final evaluation.

The ATLAS management system content is not so easily accessible to be shared. It is mainly a
UNDP internal information system. A better reporting system around 'ATLAS', enabling the
production of short reports, would ease the project management, the communication with third
partners and extend the impact of the system.

3.2.6 UNDP and Implementing Partner implementation / execution (*) coordination, and
operational issues

The strength of the project is laying in the strategic cooperation between the UNDP and RK
government and politics in combination with pro-active management of the project building a
multi-level network around the project and relentless creative pressure and communication by
the project staff and partners.

This enabled the project to overcome most of the bottlenecks which it has been facing, like the
budget reduction of the counterpart CFH and the settlement of renewed legislation.

The partnership of the project allowed innovative approaches to be included in the project
implementation.

3.3 Project Results

3.3.1

This outcome is focussing on the extension of steppe protected areas. As identified all target for
total area steppe zone PA, Meadow steppe, Dry steppe, semi-desert steppe and desertified steppe

Outcome 1 - PA system of Kazakhstan

are or shortly will be reached or superceeded.

Table 9 increase of steppe protected areas (target and progress)

Baseline | Target

Project progress

Project progress

Project progress

for May 2013 for Dec 2013 for 2015
Total area steppe 1,35 % >2.2%; | 1,85 % 3.2 % 3,78 %
zone PA Added: 3,795,539 ha
Meadow — steppe 2,5% >3.0% | 3,07 % 3,07 % 3,07 %
Dry steppe 1,0% >13% | 1,52 % 1,52 % 1,52 %
Semi-desert steppe | 2,1% >24% | 2,14 % 5,79 % 6,13 %
Desertified steppe 0,4% >1.7% 1,57 % 3,27 % 51 %
Added: Added: Added:
- 74,300 ha -409,962 ha - 58,000 ha
SNNP “Buiratau”; Irgiz-Turgai Ulytau;
- 437,600 ha Reserve - 153,337 ha
SNR “Altyn Dala” - 2004,800 ha Ulytau-Arganatinskyi
Eco-corridor Irgiz- | zakaznik;
Turgai-Zhylanshyk | - 343,040 ha
(approx. 652,700 ha | SNR “Bokeiorda”
Desertified steppe, | - 314,500 ha
1351,300 ha Steppe | Ashozekskyi
semi-desert) zakaznik
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In addition it is worth to be mentioned that during the the project preparation, the following
expansion of protected areas are realised under third line financing as mentioned in the inception
report in advance of the project implementation. These can be seen as additional spin off of the
project initiation:

e 284208 ha Korgalzhyn SNR
o 44,660 ha Beldeutas Natural Sanctuary
e 21,797 ha Karkaralinsk SNNP

This brings by 2015 the total of newly protected steppe areas induced by the project to 4,146,204
ha, being more than 3 times the target in ha, overdoing the targets for all types of steppe.

Also the management of the protected areas improved due to support of the project. the METT
score for the Irghiz-Torqay raised from 34% to 65% and the one for the Naurzum PA from 59%
to 92%, both above the target.

For the newly approved PAs it is not realistic to establish a METT score as the organisation are
still under establishment.

3.3.2 Outcome 2 - Tools for landscape-level steppe conservation planning and management

In the framework of tools for landscape level steppe conservation 3 reports instead of 1 on the
Saiga population and advise is given on further modernisation of the future monitoring.

The Saiga population is a good indicator for the improvement of the ecological situation and
saiga protection. It is clear that the almost four doubling of the population is the result of a
complex of changes. Improved nature protection is one of them. Another factor identified is the
changing opinion of the local population towards the saiga and nature protection in general. The
local population is valueing the surrounding nature increasingly and protest against poaching is
louder heared, as not only the saiga suffers from it but also the local horses regular are lost by
poaching. Along with the project the local pride on their surrounding is increasing. This was
confirmed in several interviews from herders, farmers, pensioners till administrations.

Also support has been given to the Uralsk population when the disease broke out under the
Saigas.

Table 10 Saiga inventory in Kazakhstan 2007-2013 (CFH)

Saiga populations (thousands)

Betpakdalinsky Ustyurtsky Uralsky
2007 22.8 16.4 15.6 54.8
2008 323 10.4 18.3 61.0
2009 45.2 9.2 26.6 81.0
2010 534 4.9 31.3 85,5
2011 78.0 6.1 17.9 102.0
2012 110,1 6,5 20,9 136,5
2013* 155,2 5.4 26,4 187
(+/-23) (+-5) (+/ -28)

* Latest estimation CHF based on the spring monitoring, final data over 2013 comes available in November
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The Betpakdalinsk Saiga population is most influenced by this project. The increase of the
population is remarkable from 22.800 to 155.200 animals, this despite of the ongoing pressure of
poaching outside the project territory. Also from 2011 after the sudden disease under the saiga’s
support has been given to the Uralks population.

As the other population is showing a decrease, the project populations are showing an increase
(up to 36% per year).

The project effectively developed for the Irghiz Torqay Zhylanshyk ecological corridor based on
newly collected data in a for Kazakstan new approach. The documentation is approved by the
Ministry as official appraoch for future use for other territories.

The ecocorridors were registrated in GIS sytem and delivered by the Ministry to the Land Use
Planning Agency. It is now under the process of further formalisation and registration. The local
support for the ecocorridor is suprisingly positive as the pride on their region is increasing, the
local population like the land to be managed, the pressure from poaching to be decreased and
believe the steppe nature conservation project is putting the region on the national map again.
This local support and the raised trust of the local population are major sustainable results of the
project.

The project build a solid base for steppe monitoring useful for management and policy
development.

This output is the result of good cooperation between the partners in the project, especially with
the ACBK.

3.3.3 Outcome 3 - Strenghtening of the systemic, institutional and individual capacity for
steppe conservation

Under this Outcome 74 trainings and seminars were held in which around 1500 persons were
involved. This is exclusive the capacity building under outcome 2.

The capacity building scorecard this moment available is for July 2011 and outdate. As
mentioned in the Interim evaluation the original target score is regarded as not always realistic.
These targets were therefore downwards adjusted.

Based on the interviews held and the material received it is believed that the final score will be
close to the target. It has to taken into account that the impact of capacity building and policy
preparation of a project is always lagging behind due to the timetaking process of policy making
and implementation.

3.3.4 Overall results (attainment of objectives) (*)

The project is process oriented and the outputs of the activities were oriented as instruments to
gain sustainable results in the process of sustainable steppe resource development. This required
regular adaptive management.

As described in the guidance for terminal evaluation, a result is defined as a describable or
measurable development change, resulting from a cause-and-effect relationship. This is asking
for attention of the management chain.

The procentage of protected steppe reached or superceeded the target of 2.2%, by december the

steppe zone coverage will be 3.2 % and expected to raise further till 2015 till 3.78%. The Saiga
population increased instead off with 10% with 36% per year.
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The project was working on different levels of Nature protection:
e Protected areas
e Regional
e National

Protected area level

On protected area level the protected territories will be extended with 4.146 thousand hectares of
managed territory. The political shift towards managed nature protection is important for future
safeguarding of the steppe. The capacity of the staff has been raised in different fields like
inspection, monitoring, management planning. Major innovation was the shift from
establishment of strict PA forms with the status of legal entity (reserve, reservats) to the
establishment of other PA forms like wildlife corridors, being more more flexible. Zapovedniks
are by tradition non-management protected areas. This does not fit the steppe where not the lack
of management but just the presence of large herbivores is the shaping factor which by lack of
them already for many centuries is imitated by livestock. Lack of the large herbivores and
livestock is resulting in degradation of the steppe, as on several places experienced.

It can be concluded that the capacity on management planning is increased in such a way that the
local staff is able to monitor and to update the management planning themselves. Also it is
shown that the capacity building had been transferred by the participants to other employees of
the protected areas and outside to the Akims for example. However extension of this capacity is
recommended and new approaches for management included towards improved and productive
steppe vegetation.

Economic valuation of PA ecosystem services is a good instrument to highlight the economic
value of protected areas. But more over it is an instrument to optimise the sustainable economic
activities in and around the territories to select the more profitable activities in relation to their
ecological impact.

It is however not all gold that glitters. Major problem is the lack of equipment for transport for
inspection and fire protection material.

It can be concluded that the cooperation between the inspections, nature protected areas and local
communities is increasing in fighting poaching and other unwished activities.

Regional level

The support on local and regional level for protected nature is of great importance. It is easing
the cooperation with agriculture and hunting farms, and to get the eco-corridors from the ground,
an integral approach for nature protection, now focussing on migratory species but more
important for integration of function and cooperation with other sectors.

The awareness raising has been successfully in the process of local and regional support for
protected areas and eco-corridors.

Important result in this process is the increased pride of local communities, feeling themselves
placed on the national map again and concluding that care is taken for their land. The recruiting
of local staff is supporting this process. Also the regular loss of horses to poachers is influencing
this process positively. Without pride no process of development can be initiated. An increased
believe in social economic development of the targeted regions can be identified, a process that
should be further supported.

The project activities and the networking applied resulted in increased cooperation between
entities of the CFH (ter-inspection, protected areas, hunting farms). Major steps has to be set to
include the Okhotzooprom in this network. Distrust in each other is a major bottleneck. Common
management planning and action planning could help to solve this. It is proposed to take a
territory like Altin Dala-Torqay-Irghiz as pilot area. This trial could also include the use of
drones (or Unmanded Aerial Vehicles) for inspection and monitoring. The cost of these
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equipment dropped the last years to around USD 2500 inclusive GPS, autocruise, photo and
camera equipment. Limitation is the time in the air, up to 1.5 hours. They are successful applied
in Asia and Africa.

The project resulted in this stage already in an extended employment of over 150 persons,
important for the relation between communities and protected areas.

National level

The shift from ‘paper’ to ‘managed’ nature protected areas has been a great steppe forwards. The
project made it possible to overcome the budget restriction by the counterpart, CHF. Monitoring
was revised, improved and innovated. The policy regarding nature protection improved, resulting
in an ecosystem approach and a strategy for steppe protection. The project supplied the ministry
with enough documentation on protected areas that they can go ahead with the declaration of
new territories for the next 2 years, to allow the project to rule from the other side of the grave.
The strategy for steppe protection is supporting the future development on steppe protection.

Renewal of legislation is a mostly difficult process. Intensive cooperation between the project,
CFH, Ministry of Environmental Protection, Oblast administrations, involvement of Parliament,
resulted in improved legislation.

The budgets for effective implementation of the protection is however still not sufficient.
Increased budget for transport will increase the effectiveness of the staff by their fight against
poaching and general nature management.

First steps are being set by linking nature protection with water policy and agriculture. The value
of river basin management is recognised in relation to steppe wetlands. The value of steppe as
collector for fresh groundwater, feeding the rivers is however not recognised yet. Re-generation
of the steppe vegetation will increase the infiltration and reduce run-off, evaporation and erosion.
This counts also for the need and possibilities for agricultural management for steppe vegetation
improvement.

The approach for monitoring is improved. The national assessment of the data collected in the
region can be improved and should be transferred to the ministry to create a direct link between
monitoring, policy and nature management.

3.3.5 Relevance

The project has been of full relevance for the region. It is fitting the GEF priorities, the UNDP
country strategy and planning, but is also fitting the national priorities. Integrated natural
resource management and Green Economic development are becoming central issues in the
Kazakhstan policies.

Even more important, it is fitting end user needs on different levels. This is proofed by the
regional support from private stakeholders, local communities, local and regional
administrations, as indicated in the low level interviews with farmers, villagers, protected area
inspectors, etc. This is something on which can and should be built for future.

The project showed to be relevant not only to nature protection but also to agriculture, water
management and rural development.
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3.3.6 Effectiveness & Efficiency

Effectiveness

The project catalysed on regional, and national level strongly the protection of steppe natural
resource. Most indicators for the activities are superseded.

The surface of protected areas and the number of Saiga’s increased above the planning. The last
is also the result of a general development to which the project contributed.

The legislation on eco-corridor and their implementation are a fine example of creative and
effective approach for protection of the steppe, raising the effective protection of the protected
areas and the zones in between of them. This proofs the national as well as the local support for
steppe protection.

But most important is the impact under local communities. The local public is now very
supportive towards the extension of the protected areas and the eco-corridors as they see that
responsibility is taken for the territories, their territory is back on the national map and that it
gives chances for local development. The eldest of the local communities are playing an
important role in this process. The project effectively widened the scope towards the local
communities, hardly mentioned in the ToR.

Important is also the increased local information supply to the local inspectors on poaching, an
activity which increasingly is seen as a negative impact on the region. It also highlights the
important role of local inspector for nature protection. The combination of project partners,
stakeholders and their network shows to be able to make a change.

The capacity building did not stop by the trained levels but went down into the organisation to
field level. This does not say that all capacity is at needed level but the field staff is open and
anxious to receive more capacity building, which is also stimulating their creativity.

The capacity building was not a range activities but a structured process of capacity building and
awareness raising serving the process of nature protection, its management and involvement. It
resulted in a secondary use where the trained staff was using it to involve regional policy makers.
A good example is the training of the akimats of the Aktobe regions and oblast based on the
project and CACLIM training.

To optimise the budget use the project made use of other projects like CACLIM on sustainable
steppe pasture management.

The efforts to unite protected areas by cooperation, communication, closing gaps between the
areas (Altyn-dala and Irghiz-Torqay), sharing experience (e.g Naurzum and Irghiz) is effective.

The effectiveness and efficiency is also shown by the division in cost between the project and the
state. The project is organising the preparation, the state the financing. Examples are the
investments in the Korgalzinsky and Naurzum visiting centres and the Irgiz office.

It is clear that after some delay by the start, sustainable results were gained (see sustainability)
which are proofing effectiveness.

The cooperation with the ACBK had proofed to be effective, bringing in their resources,

knowledge and experience on steppe management, under the coordination of the project, but
with enough space for creative and adaptive management.
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The project made effective use of other UNDP initiatives like CACLIM, getting key
stakeholders trained in effective steppe pasture management and agricultural management of
nature protected areas.

With an expected outnumbering of the newly steppe protected areas in comparison with the ToR,
without additional resources, effectiveness can be concluded. This includes in the material for
nature protection status prepared in advance to be declared the next 2 years and the strategy for
the following years.

In addition to the ToR also the following activities were executed:

e in accordance with the recommendation provided during mid-term evaluation the
problem of water reduction in basin of Torgay river is being studied.

e To improve situation Steppe project assists to NGO “Biodiversity conservation fund” in
the issue of implementation of the PES schemes introduction project as the mechanism of
sustainable use of nature resources and biodiversity conservation within Irgiz-Turgai-
Zhylanshyk project site.

Article 81 Ecological Corridors

1. Ecological corridors may be created on land of all categories without withdrawing from land
owners to ensure spatial connection between protected areas and other elements of the ecological
network in order to conserve objects of national nature reserve fund, biodiversity, protection of
migratory paths of animals and protection of vegetation growing in protected areas.

2. The controlled regime of using this land is established in the ecological corridors that ensures the
conservation of wild animals in the places of their temporary habitation, passage during the
migration period, conservation of the sites of wild plants.

Particulars of the regime of ecological corridors are determined with the PA passport.

3. The resolution on creation of ecological corridors is adopted by the executive power of Oblasts ,
cities with national(republican) status and the Capital city based on the proposal of the authorised
agency on the basis of ENO (see Note (i)) (nature scientific justification). Boundaries of the
ecological corridors are determined by the natural/ geographical boundaries and marked in the
location.

Protection and management of the ecological corridors are implemented by nature conservation
institution .Attaching of the ecological corridors to nature conservation institutions is decided by
authorized body

The general scheme of territory organization (spatial plan) of RoK, inter-regional schemes of territorial
development, complex schemes of architectural (town planning) and other town planning documents
affecting the territories of ecological corridors should be agreed with authorized bodies.

The establishment of ecological network connecting protected areas ensure a saver movement of
the animals during seasonal migrations.

It is suggested to establish ecological corridors without withdrawing land from land owners that
will allow to consider interests of both protected areas and land owners, as the last ones will take
part in the management of these corridors.

This creative piece of new legislation for Kazakhstan is enhancing the protection but also the
effective cooperation with agriculture and hunting and by fixating it in legislation, settled for
future.

Concluding the effectiveness of the project can be regarded as high.

Efficiency
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Efficiency is a matter of efficient use of resource, financial, human and others. This is not easy to
measure as other scenarios, not chosen by the project, need to be assessed also. This is out of the
scope of the evaluation. Therefore a search has been done on steps set and to the extend they
resulted in effective use of the available budget and co-financing.

The approach of financing by the state of results prepared by the project is proofing high
efficiency of use of the budget. This is also in line with the agreement of cooperation between
the RK and the UNDP.

Making use of capacity of other projects like the UNDP biodiversity project, the project was able
to extend its depth, spread, impact on economic value of natural resources and protected areas.

Efficiency is also shown through the effective cooperation between the project and ACBK, and
other projects making coordinated use of each other’s experience and knowledge. This gave a
further chance for implication of innovative methodologies.

By capacity building and involvement of the trained staff in monitoring and management
planning the ownership was raised but also the capacity of the project by these both items.

3.3.7 Country ownership

The country ownership for Kazakhstan is clear. Not regarding the financial crisis, the project was
ever able to raise support to the highest level to proceed with the process of nature protection.
The recent reorganisation moving the Forest and Hunting Committee from the ministry of
Agriculture to the Ministry of Environmental Protection did not do much harm to the project.

The process of Green Economy started under the President is promising for economy and
Integrated Natural Resource Management. Ecosystem services, sustainable business sector
development for natural resource are offering good perspectives for Steppe protection. Also the
changing policy regarding agriculture, with more attention for small holders and medium size
farms, is promising for the sustainable use of the steppe natural resources (Agro business 2020).

The project was strongly embedded in the national policies and in the agreed strategy of
cooperation between the UNDP and Republic of Kazakhstan. The unremitting efforts of the
project management, strongly supported by the UNDP office, offered the reversal of bottlenecks.

The project is in line with the national priorities defined in the National Environmental Action
Plan, the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and Conception of Environmental
Safety for 2004-2015, approved by Presidential Decree. The expansion and strengthening of the
national protected areas system is consistent with the national “Concept of Development and
Location of Special Protected Natural Territories of the Republic of Kazakhstan Until 2030”
(endorsed by the GoK on 10 November 2000). The project is also supportive of the Strategic
Plan “Ecology and Natural Resources”, which is an element of the long-term national
“Kazakhstan-2030” Development Strategy.

The project is in line with the Conception of Environmental Safety for 2004-2015, approved by
Presidential Decree. The expansion and strengthening of the national protected areas system is
consistent with the short-term Governmental Program on Conservation and Sustainable Use of
Water Resources, Fauna, and Development of Special Protected Areas System. The project is
also supportive to the Strategic Plan “Ecology and Natural Resources”, which is an element of
the long-term national “Kazakhstan-2030” Development Strategy.
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The project’s support for the conservation of rare and endangered species and the strengthening
of trans-boundary conservation management is also consistent with and promotes the
implementation of the “Agreement on Conservation and Use of Migratory Bird and Mammal
Species and Their Habitats” signed by Kazakhstan in 1994, as well as the “Law of the Republic
of Kazakhstan on Protection, Reproduction and Utilization of Fauna” dated 21 October 1993.

The new law prohibiting the trade of Saiga product is a good signal on implementation.

3.3.8 Mainstreaming

The country programme strategy includes nature protection. In the latest country programme
plans (2010 — 2015) the importance of integrated natural resource management has been further
increased.

Nature management is not only a natural resource management issue but directly related to other
priorities as climate change adaptation, environmental protection, poverty alleviation, improved

governance, natural risk prevention, and gender issues. In the project these were indirectly taken
into account with water as tool.

Other points are proper management, crisis prevention and rehabilitation and partnership.

3.3.9 Sustainability (*)

The sustainability of the project can be looked at from different points of view:
e Environmental

¢ Financial

e Social

e Institutional

Environmental sustainability

A good step forwards has been set towards environmental sustainability. The declaration of large
connected protected territories or enlargement of the territories are contributing to a more
effective war against poaching. The new law on ecological corridor initiated under the project is
a powerful tool. More powerful than recognised yet as it not only allows the inspections to cross
the borders of the protected areas when following poachers but also as tool to create an
ecological infrastructure while cooperating with other land users like farmers and hunting farms.
It also stimulates the coordination between the organisations involved in nature protection. Of
course with the declaration of protected areas protection is not guaranteed. Therefore a follow up
is need towards practical management of the territories imitating the former large herds shaping
the steppe. To optimise this, the surrounding livestock farming should be involved and the
surrounding pasture included in the game against land degradation. But this are steps to be set for
follow up.

The training received is used on regional level by the protected areas to spread the new
knowledge to local and regional level like Akims.

Financial sustainability

Taking into account the financial situation the project was able to create a more or less stable
financial surrounding for steppe management. The cooperation with local farmers and
organisations like the union of farmers, improving the spin off and the support within the
agricultural sector on which can be built in future.

It is clear that the budgets available this moment are not sufficient for effective management.
Transport for inspection is lacking, equipment for fire fighting is not sufficient, not to speak
about the ability for practical management.
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The tool of economic assessment of the protected areas is supporting the recognition of the
protected areas as being of economic value. It is also a tool to identify ways for increased
sustainable marketing of the natural resource in and around the protected areas.

Social sustainability

The social sustainability of the project can be regarded as high. The setup and extension of the
protected areas is widely supported by local communities. It seems the project touched the right
button to enhance this support.

Some factors playing a role by this are the need for clear ownership of the steppe, local public
suffering under the poaching as horses not left alone while poaching Saiga’s, the feeling that the
state is taking responsibility for the territory and so losing its wasteland status, the feeling that
the areas is put on the national map again and the chances for employment and development.

Institutional sustainability

With the recent move of the Forest and Hunting Committee from the Ministry of Agriculture to
the Ministry of Environmental Protection the institutional setting of nature protection changed. It
is not clear yet what will be the impact.

Seen the input of the government in the project and in nature protection in general, the creative
approaches followed for this and the support from parliament gives decent trust in the
institutional sustainability.

Replication or potential for replication is also one of the approaches for sustainability.
It is interesting to see that extension of the protected areas induced by the process of project
agreement, caused in advance of the project start in increased activity on newly protected areas.

The re-use of capacity building in the region is one form of replication. The interest in the
management plan for Irghiz-Torqay and the economic validation of the Kakargalzinski NP are
other examples.

Were there in the mid-term evaluation still doubts existed on the sustainability, the project and
its network overcame this and transferred it to an advantage. In total the sustainability can be
estimated as likely.

3.3.10 Catalytic role

The project played a catalytic role on policy and management level. The move from ‘paper’ to
managed nature protection and the eco-corridor will play a further catalytic role in nature
protection. The project was building on national policy and parallel scaling ‘down’ the national
policies to local implementation. The need for capacity building is increasingly recognised, also
the bottlenecks by it to overcome.

The increased cooperation between the individual departments of the CFH as result of the project
initiatives is promising.

The samples and structure set for eco-corridor is a feasible approach for low cost nature
protection. It is recognised that the eco-corridor development has to be followed by rural
development initiatives to strengthen the sustainability.

3.3.11 Impact

The institutional improvements are limited reflected in improved ecological status, yet.
Therefore the improvements should take place at wider scale and being transferred into practical
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management of the mostly degraded land. This is a process of further awareness, capacity
building, cooperation, practical management and investment.

The raised METT/GEF scorecard, the numbers of hectares of administrated protected areas, the
raised numbers of Saigas, the local support for the nature protected areas, the increased
cooperation between the responsible state organisations on biodiversity, are indicators of
effective environmental impact.

It is clear this project set the first steps in the approach for environmental impact. Following the
management planning to be wider implemented, should be effective management of the steppe to
bent the process of degradation towards regeneration, not only inside the protected areas but in
the eco-corridors and also around them. This will increase the economic value of the steppe and
generated higher profit from land use and increase the biodiversity.
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4 Conclusions, Recommendations & Lessons

4.1 Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the
project
e Design
o Indicators for results should in future only reflect achievements of the project
o Risk and assumption should be linked more strongly and further worked out
e Management

o A quicker start of the project implementation should be stimulated

o Itis advised to strengthen the use of the ATLAS management system by adding
reporting facilities, especially on risk and assumption, to support the project
management in their communication with project stakeholder.

e Budget

o Itis advised that more budget should be reserved to enable pilots for practical

management
e Capacity building

o Capacity building should be raised on modern techniques for modelling and
remote sensing, drones for inspection to allow early information supply to the
protected area management and capacity on agri-management of steppe.

o In the project design more attention should be given to capacity building under
junior experts in a complex approach to overcome the expected knowledge gap
between junior and senior experts.

e Steppe management

o Common management planning and action planning of Okotzooprom, Ter-
inpections, Protected Areas (and hunting farms) together is needed to enhance
their effective cooperation and protection activities.

4.2 Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project

In the project a first push is given to the effective steppe protected areas. A number of actions are
advised as follow up of the steppe conservation project.

e Itis concluded that there is the lack of transport and communication facilities for the
protected areas. This could partly be overcome by investing in new techniques like
remote sensing, extended aerial survey and application of drones for inspection, proofed
to be effective for nature protection. The government is recommmended to extend the
budget for this raising the effectiveness of the protection and draw attention to new
techniques as mentioned above to lower the cost andraise the efficiciency.

e There is a need to extend the results of the project by replication to other protected areas
and for sharing experience with other countries in the region, as low cost capacity
building. It is advised to the government to make more budget free to enable the travel
and for organising training meetings.

e Further capacity building in legal rights, responsibilities and access to national/regional
funds and (financial) markets is proposed for PAs and surrounding communities.

e Awareness raising and preparedness on private local financing to stimulated large scale
investments by external parties (up to 30% is realistic) is advised for the PAs as step
towards self-financing nature protection.

e Support by the UNDP and others should be given to the MEP for fine-tuning the
legislation in favour of practical management

e For effective management of the steppe vegetation and wildlife, capacity should be build
up on technical and practical management. The PAs and the ministries are advised to
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4.3

extend the budget and training capacity for junior experts and on practical management
of PAs.

To follow up the initial benefits it is proposed that the protected areas proceed with
inclusion of local communities by advising on regulated and rotational pasturing,
integrated capacity building, awareness raising.

In addition to large herbivores there is a need for agro-nature management to enable
regeneration of steppe of PAs and surrounding territories at low cost or even gaining
income for the PAs. This can be done in cooperation of PAs with surrounding
agriculture, especially with small and medium farmers, creating for both sides profitable
partnership.

The Steppe management should hook on by Green Economy development and
sustainable agriculture with a focus more on economic aspects (potential profits and
losses) to extend the productivity and therefore the biodiversity of the steppe creating
ecocorridors.

Land Use Associations can become a functional instrument towards improved steppe
management under the condition that they are able to manage the steppe pasture and
willing to function as a knowledge access point and intermediary for their members
More attention is needed for the feed value chain for large herbivores.

Lessons learned

Successful cooperation between international projects and national authorities can only
be based on a firm cooperative strategy and the will to push and implement it. This
project is a good example of this structure. By this way the budget reduction for CHF
could be overcome.

High level co-financing from the Kazakhstan Government is stimulating the national
involvement of the UNDP projects as foreseen in the UNDP policy for Kazakhstan.
High level active national involvement in such kind of a project is determing its success
and enables to overcome bottleneck on aspects like legislation and budget availability.
The project proved the importance of networking around a project. Due to its multi-level
network support could be created on strategy , policy and legislation. Also it allowed
cooperation between partners and activation of capacity in the region, like on inspection
against poaching.

The networking is resulting in a share of experience between protected areas, optimising
the limited budget and quality of protection.

As steppe became a semi-cultural landscape, shaped by wild large herbivores and
livestock, management can only become effective by integration of aims and interests,
including agriculture, rural development and water management.

River Basin Management is an essential tool to save guard the steppes lakes, where the
steppe itself is the water collector. Improved steppe vegetation is making a tremendous
difference in the infiltration of water.

Budget neutral approaches for protected area management should be further stimulated
Eco-corridor development should be strengthened in combination with rural development
to enhance and optimise the use of this powerful instrument not focussing on separation
but integration for nature protection.

Staff increase is only effective when enough facilities are available for the
implementation of their tasks, like transport, accommodation and communication
facilities.

Country ownership can be strengthened by multi sector involvement.
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e As most steppes are degraded, a process that will intensify under the pressure of climate
change, more attention need to be given to climate change adaptation of nature protection
and agriculture to regenerate the steppes as natural and economic resource.

e Regulated and rotational pasturing are the tools for regeneration of degraded land to raise
productivity and biodiversity and to stop desertification.

4.4 Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives

Future directions of project development underlining the main objectives and projects result is
proposed to be composed out of the following issues:

e As steppe biodiversity is directly linked to steppe productivity, pasture efficiency and
improved economic profits by better farm management is a key approach to steppe
biodiversity development, in a bottom up approach. This can be induced with
demonstration farm / field development to show improved steppe grassland efficiency
(sustainable pasture management, rotational grazing) to raise the productivity and with
that the steppe biodiversity, in combination with business planning and marketing for
improved benefits. The protected areas can be developed as advisory centre and
intermediary towards the local farmers and in this way supporting the biodiversity. This
will strenghten the rooting in the region of the Steppe natural management and
sustainable use of the steppe resources.

e Re-use of degraded land for nature, water management, agriculture and economy in an
integrated approach against desertification, is an effective and low cost approach for
nature protection and stimulating rural economy

e Further linking of protected areas by eco-corridors will strenghten the effectivity of
nature protection and the system of PAs by inclusion of extensive steppe husbandry and
hunting farms

e Enhanced cooperation between the different organisations under the ministry involved in
the save guarding of migrating animals like Saiga by common planning of animal
protection.

e Use of capacity of protected area as extension services to surrounding husbandry to raise
the productivity and biodiversity of the surrounding steppe

e Demonstration of farm productivity, livestock choice and marketing

e Stimulate budget neutral approaches

e Integrated capacity building programme on steppe management from policy level to field
implementation, from universities to management training

In parallel for bottlenecks in legislation in relation to practical implementation proposals should
be developed and support raised.

Capacity building, also in nature protection is a matter of saving of existing knowledge,
techniques and experience, bringing in new ones, and giving future experts a chance to excel and
to entrance the market. The first aspect is the most sensitive as the key experts and top
management are aging.

Fields of extension are GIS, remote sensing and sensor techniques, modelling, scenario
development, integrated natural resource management, technical expertise development and
information supply to end-users. Some of these expertise could be concentrated by one protected
area and be shared with neighbouring areas.

To allow capacity building and market inflow and flow-through of the students and young
professionals for nature protection, but also other fields of natural resource management, there is
need for extension of their capacities on practical technical and management level. This can be
done by participation in international programmes as the UNESCO centre of excellence (e.g.
ITC on remote sensing), like supported under the State programme "Bolashak", creating trainee
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places and internships, international exchange and master programme and participation of young
professional experts to get professional training.

A guarantee or trainee system by successful education for a job could be an incentive to return to
Kazakhstan (adoption of students of excellence).

By project implementation the capacity of project's senior key experts should be used more to
train junior experts in the field by the executions of projects.

For senior managers exchanges are a useful instrument or workshops on integrated trans-sectoral
scenario development with scenarios with as result solving some of the basin problems by
cooperation.

4.5 Best and worst practices in addressing issues relating to relevance, performance and
success

A project should be visible and recognisable to have impact on policy and strategy and it needs
support from the authorities to become sustainable. The project succeeded in both of them. The
strategy for cooperation and its active implementation by the UNDP and willingness to act when
necessary, enable the project to overcome major political problems and budget issues.

Cooperation is based on win-win situation. With local and regional stakeholders the cooperation
was built up successfully. The networking around the project and the creative approaches to
overcome bottlenecks making use of the network is one of the strong points of the project. Trust
in each other is a vital aspect to be strengthened on several levels by the project.

The project did dear to go over its borders enhancing the project’s impact over the coming years
by additional proposals for protection and alternative structures for nature protection like the
eco-corridor, which power is still underestimated.

However in the project design the community and private stakeholder participation was
underestimated this was corrected during the implementation.

The risk and assumptions were little integrated in the design and limited worked out, bearing
witness of optimism, but lacking realism. By adaptive management this was overcome.

Budget neutral management approaches should be given more attention in future project design
for nature protection.

The choice for managed protected areas was a great step forwards. The availability of staff
should go hand in hand with facilities to optimise their employment of labour, like transport,
accommodation and communication.

The need of facilities for effective management is still not sufficient recognised.

The recognition that zapovedniks cannot guarantee the save-guarding of steppe and the support
of more open reserves enabled for integrated management is a great step forwards. The eco-
corridor is a further extension of this recognition of integrated steppe management. Linking the
steppe protected areas allows effective management and protection. To enhance the impact
further cooperation with agriculture especially husbandry should be sought, for regeneration and
increased productivity of the steppe in a budget neutral approach.
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5 Prospectives:

The project brought new and extended protected areas, their main management structure and
basic management tools in place. To increase the impact of the improved management structure,
it is now time for the practical steppe management itself to increase the biodiversity and
connecting the protected areas together, like is done in the Altyn Dala /Irgiz-Torqay eco-
corridor. And stimulate the sustainable steppe use in the corridors.

It is observed that most steppes are degraded, some in a process of regeneration, others further
degrading. This counts for unprotected and protected steppe. By increase of large wild
herbovores, extensive husbandry and rotational management this can be reversed.

Kazakhstan has according to the latest data over 90 million ha degraded land, which is not
economic to be used. There surface is several time bigger than the steppe protected areas
together.

Re-use of these degraded lands by increasing their productivity and biodiversity of the steppe
vegetation, will have a positive ecological and economic impact. It is also a major tool in the
fight against desertification.

However insects and bacteria are the greatest consumers on a grassy steppe, the large herbivores
are the shaping factor, cutting, tramping and manuring the steppe. In this way they stimulate the
bacteriological degradation of the leaves and stimulating seeding and regrowth. When this is not
sufficient done than the vegetation will degrade by the slow process of oxidation, resulting in
delayed regrowth, giving shrubs a change and creating open soil ready for degradation and
erosion. Another result is the reduction of Legumes, essential by binding Nitrogen and making
Phosphate free in the soil, some of the bottlenecks for fertility of the steppe.

As large herbivores are lacking on the steppe, two directions should be supported:
e Stimulation and re-introduction of large wild herbivores
o Itis aslow process to extend the herds, not able to stop the degradation.
e Use of agricultural livestock to imitate the large wild herbivores
This last direction is requesting good cooperation between the rural neighbours and the protected
areas.

The biodiversity of steppe and the productivity are going hand in hand. Losing 50% productivity
means losing 50% of the biodiversity, and the other way around (with some delay of course).

As the percentage of protected steppe is small great results can be expected by increasing the
productivity of the steppe pastures and re-use of degraded land. A 1 % increase of biodiversity in
the steppe pastures can be compared with a more than 20% increase in biodiversity in protected
areas. As steppe grassland is the major natural resource of Kazakhstan of which a recognisable
impact on the regional and national economy can be expected. The value of medium scale
husbandry is increasingly recognised by the Kazakh government (see Agro-business 2020).
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Therefore capacity building is needed, under farmers and protected areas. By lacking extension
services, use could be made from the protected areas. Most managed protected areas have a
scientific department understanding the basic of ecology and used to monitoring, a good
platform to build on. This quality is extended under the UNDP Steppe project. By training the
protected areas towards steppe improvement and agro management of their territory, they could
become effective as local extension services for pasture management.

The project also resulted in a strongly increased support for nature protection under the local
communities and farmers, seeing that the state is caring again for their land, bringing their
regions on the national political map again, and raising the feeling of pride. This process can be
used to stimulate cooperation with the protected areas.

This is also reducing the problem of limited inspection capacity of the protected areas, by
creating eyes ahead of the protected areas, creating a buffer zone for the territories.

The process of eco-corridor development, supported by the new legislation, is a strong
instrument to support this process and in the same time in need of support by economic
development.

Here both processes are meeting each other: protected areas are supporting rural social-economy
and local communities are supporting biodiversity and nature protection.

The agro management of protected areas, which is profitable or budget neutral, can also help to
overcome the lack of budget of practical management of protected areas as it is delivering
economic profit.

Another important aspect is the stabilisation of the human population on the steppe, the
migration towards the cities is halting, and the pride on the region is rising. As development can
only be built on local pride, the project supported this development, giving the local community
to be on the map again and build in this way a fundament for further development.

The re-use of the degraded land will also have another effect. As the infiltration of water in soil
in a healthy covered steppe is up to 4 times higher than on a degraded steppe, regeneration of the
vegetation will reduce the surface run-off, the evaporation, and soil erosion, and in this way will
contribute to the ground water aquiver. And through this to the river basins, suffering from lack
of water needed to feed the drying lake systems like the Irgiz lakes.

5.1 Project directions:

The project resulted in the following:
e Management of Protected areas
e Extension of managed protected areas
e Recognition of the value and needs of the migratory steppe animals
e Assigning of eco-corridors
e Building a base for effective management with tools as monitoring, inspection,
management planning
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e Improved legislation

e (apacity building and awareness on all levels of decision making

e Inclusion of the local communities in the process of nature protection

¢ Planning for further protection of steppe habitats

e Increased pride of the local communities on their surrounding nature and landscape

With this the project laid the basis for systematic and effective protection of the steppe.

It is clear that this is not covering the whole of the steppe biodiversity, as only the basis for a
sustainable use of the steppe is laid. Practical management of the steppe in and outside the
protected areas is still lacking, needed to imitate the natural processes with the large herbivores
as shaping factor, to stimulate the regrowth of the steppe vegetation.

Also the feed value of the steppe has not been increased, a major aspect for the fertility and the
need of migration of the large herbivore has not been improved.

The protected steppe will never be more than 8% of the overall steppe. Improvement of the
productivity of the steppe pastures going hand in hand with increased biodiversity will be a
major instrument to strengthen the steppe ecological network and increasing the improved
economical use of Kazakhstan’s major natural resource, the steppe. This economic development
by right management will guide the cooperation between rural development and nature
protection.

The goal is remaining:

e conserving biodiversity in Kazakhstan’s steppe ecosystems, both within and outside of
protected areas. According to the project document, the overall project goal is “fo
conserve the globally significant steppe biodiversity of Kazakhstan™ and the project
objective is “fo expand the protected areas system of Kazakhstan to ensure an improved
coverage of steppe ecosystems.”

The strategy was:

o to further develop Kazakhstan’s protected area system to increase the area of steppe
ecosystem included, and strengthen biodiversity and protected area management capacity
at multiple levels in multiple ways.

The strategy should be widened, as already proposed in the mid-term revue to:

o further development of the Kazakhstan steppe ecosystem, her biodiversity and her
productivity in and outside the protected areas, and to optimise a sustainable added value
chain of steppe production

In the second phase of the sustainable development of the steppe the attention has to become
more on the first part of the strategy: “to conserve the globally significant steppe biodiversity of
Kazakhstan” and the second part of the strategy: “strengthen biodiversity and management
capacity at multiple level in multiple ways”. As steppe conservation due to migratory character
of its shaping factors, the large herbivores, cannot be only on protected areas, the system of eco-
corridors has to be extended as the cooperation with husbandry on steppe pasture management.

Kazakhstan is suffering under land degradation and desertification. Climate change will increase
this pressure. One of the only approaches to stop this is to strengthen the productivity and the
process of regrowth of the steppe vegetation. Large herbivores, and by lack of them, as imitation
of the wild herbivores, livestock will play an essential role in this process.
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This is not a technical problem but moreover a social-economic problem, as increasingly
recognised the last 2 years in the Kazakhstan agricultural policy (agribusiness 2020).

The productivity of agriculture in Kazakhstan is reducing, despite of the intense national focus
on large farm support. It can be concluded that large investors are leaving the countryside or not
able to give enough attention to the farming to optimise the productivity. The future for
Kazakhstan farming is laying in the medium size farming, developing from the smallholders.
The growth opportunities for smallholders towards medium size farming will play an essential
role in this process.

As most animals are by smallholders there is a need for daily return of the animals to the
villages, resulting with severe pasture degradation around them and leaving the farther land
unused, offered to degradation by lack of grazing, manuring and tramping.

Normal solutions like summer bases and feedstock are not suitable here where most cows are
milked. However this does not count for the calves.

This means that the approach for milking has to be changed, calves have to be divided from the
cows after weaning and brought up separate. Efforts has to be made to extend the number of beef
cattle. This has its social implications for herding, and the need for support towards medium size
farms settled outside the villages, to spread the grazing pressure. By better feed value of the
steppe this will enable shortening the period till marketing from 3 to 2 years.

As the government is stimulating the total livestock quantities with subsidies, initially focussing
on the large farms with little success, could be reformatted to support smallholders and medium
size farms to bring their calves up together and to extend the suitable livestock in the country.

This policy fits the agreement between Russian Federation and the Republic of Kazakhstan on
beef production and partly fits the ‘Agrobusiness 2020’ which is mainly focussing on the
optimisation of husbandry by intensification while the main potential is laying by medium size
farms, and the growth from small holders to medium size farms.

Taking into account the limited stock of cows and the need for sell of the young cows, support
should be given to raise them separate and sell them later and use more for extension of the herd.

The market for beef (international) and horse meat (national) are increasing and the production is
decreasing resulting in raising prices. It is expected that this will remain for at least the coming
15 years.

Making use of the Kazakhstan steppes and degraded lands in an extensive but regulated and
rotational pasturing will be an asset for both economy and ecology.

By lack of extension services in the rural steppe territories, use could be made of the protected
areas scientific departments.

It is proposed to set up on degraded land and in the buffer zones of the protected areas pilot
projects on agri-management in addition to the extension of the herds of wild herbivores like
Saiga’s and horses. Here the impact of agri-management can be measured and shown.

These pilots can at the same time be used to show the effect of regulated rotational pasturing to
the surrounding societies. Training can be given to them and local pilots built up.

The development should be preceded by a combined steppe ECONET and degraded land
inventory and planning to identify the best use of the land: arable land, temporary arable land

after regeneration, pasture land, hay land, reserve feed stock, wild land, or protected area.

This will result in a combined agricultural and biodiversity protection policy.
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As discussed before there is a direct relation between soil cover by grass vegetation, infiltration,
run-off, and evaporation. The steppes are feeding the rivers. Therefore to optimise the water in
the rivers and in drinking points for wild life and cattle, and integrated approach is needed for
water management, to prevent the completely drying out of the steppe lakes and leaving
livestock and farmers without water. A basis for this is laid in the Kazakhstan legislation
however in practice little supported by government. A common approach by environment,
agriculture, fishery and water management united in river basin committees should be a solution,
like is shown in the Ilish Balkhaz river basin.

The lack of water points is limiting the livestock on the steppe. The present Kazakh subsidy of
water points could easily be revised to make it accessible for communities and medium size
farmers.
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6 Summary

On country level the project catalysed integrated steppe biodiversity conservation.
The demonstrations in the protected areas are showing sustainable success improved inspection
and management, increased cooperation between the different responsible authorities.

Climate change adaption is catching increasing interest by steppe management. Scenario
development on climate change adaption will be an important tool for improvement.

Where in this project the input was mainly on national and regional level on protected area
development, this has to be extended towards inclusion of steppe pasture management, including
surrounding farming.

Good chances are to root it on Green Economic development and changes in agricultural policy
in Kazakhstan.

Kazakhstan took the ownership of the project on different levels from national authorities to
local communities.

However financial sustainability could not be reached in this phase a good basis has been built
for it, involving stakeholders also from bottom up and improving the national structures. The
financial sustainability is hindered by lack of investments in practical steppe management and
inspection system.

In a next phase economic scenario development on steppe resource tendencies should get more
attention to hook on to the process of Green Economic development. This counts also for risk

disaster management.

The ecological monitoring is offering increased data, to be transferred to management
information.

The project has been relevant, significant, effective and efficient, but with sustainable impacts,
where country ownership is taken on national or regional level, by government or local

stakeholders. The project played the catalytic role which was expected.

Budget neutral approaches like agro management have to be stimulated to overcome bottlenecks
with financial sustainability.

The value of steppe as water collector for the river basin has to be restored.
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7 Annexes

Annex 1

ToR

Terminal Evaluation Terms of Reference

INTRODUCTION

In accordance with UNDP and GEF M&E policies and procedures, all full and medium-sized
UNDP support GEF financed projects are required to undergo a terminal evaluation upon

completion of implementation. The terms of reference (TOR) out the expectations for a Terminal
Evaluation (TE) of the UNDP-GEF full size project of Kazakhstan: Steppe conservation and
management (PIMS #3835.)

The essentials of the project to be evaluated are as follows:

PROJECT SUMMARY TABLE

Project
Title:

GEF Project | 00062761 at endorsement at completion
ID: | PIMS 3835 (Million USS$) (Million US$)
.UNDP 00062761 GEF financing: 291 2.21
Project ID:
Country: | Kazakhstan IA/EA own: | UNDP
Region: | Central Asia Government: | 20.62
Focal Area: | biodiversity Other: | 0.87+0.5=1.37
o FA Biodiversity, Total co-financing:
Objectives, OP1 21.54
(OP/SP):
Executing | 3. UNDP Total Project Cost:
Agency: | 4. Forestry
and Hunting
Committee 23.76
of the
Ministry of
Agriculture
Other ProDoc Signature (date project began): | 30/12/2008
Partners | N0 (Operational) Closing Date: | Proposed: Actual:
involved: | « ACBK” December
2013

OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE

The project was designed to: conserve steppe biodiversity, which faces a range of threats. A
significant portion of the world’s remaining natural Pontian steppe habitat is found within the
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Central Asian nation of Kazakhstan. This enormous nation shelters five largely contiguous
steppe ecological zones, i.e., forest steppe, meadow steppe, dry steppe, desertified steppe and
steppe semi-desert, stretching some 160 million ha. all across the northern and central sections of
the country and including some 123 million ha. of remaining ‘natural habitat.” Kazakhstan’s
steppe ecosystems support approximately 2,000 species of flora, including about 30 endemic
species, along with unique floristic compositions. They also provide habitat for globally
endangered species of steppe fauna, including nine of the 24 globally endangered mammal
species occurring in the country. The major threat facing Kazakhstan’s steppe ecological zones
involves habitat degradation associated with changes in ungulate populations and distributions
and associated hunting pressures which have nearly wiped out the Saiga Antelope. Protected
areas have a potentially significant, yet largely unrealized, role to play in eliminating these
threats to steppe area biodiversity in Kazakhstan. For the four main steppe types (excluding
forest steppe), only 1.7% of remaining natural steppe habitat is protected. The Government’s
strategy for PA expansion until 2030 calls for reversing the current under-representation of
steppe ecosystems in the PA system. The proposed long-term solution for biodiversity
conservation in Kazakhstan’s steppe areas involves the development of a highly strategic,
landscape-based approach to protected area expansion and management within the steppe zone.
The solution relies on three key elements. The first of these is a system of various types of
financially sustainable protected areas, ranging from permanent and fully staffed national parks
to seasonally protected areas; from fully Government-administered areas to areas where local
communities play a central role in management. Secondly, the solution depends on a high degree
of integration of these protected areas with buffer zones, wildlife corridors and other areas of the
broader landscape. This integration, which is based in practice on management tools such as
information and knowledge management and wildlife corridors, is required to define and achieve
landscape-level conservation goals. Finally, the solution depends on adequate capacities among a
broad range of stakeholders to manage both the protected areas and key landscape areas, and in
particular to utilize the management tools in question, i.e., protected areas, wildlife corridors,
knowledge management systems, etc. The key barriers to the long-term solution are: (i) An
emphasis on a traditional and overly complicated approach to PA expansion, which will not be
sufficient to achieve steppe ecosystem conservation; (ii) Inadequate tools, practices and
processes for landscape-level conservation management; (iii) Limited systemic, institutional and
individual capacities for steppe conservation and management.

Working with national and international partners, the project will achieve the following three
outcomes to remove the barriers and make progress towards the long-term solution: (i) PA
system of Kazakhstan contains representative samples of steppe ecosystem under various
conservation management regimes and provides effective coverage of ecosystems and ecological
processes; (ii) Tools for landscape-level steppe conservation planning and management are
developed and implemented by key stakeholders; (ii1) The systemic, institutional and individual
capacity for steppe conservation in a wide productive landscape is strengthened.

The project document was signed in December 2008. Implementation of the Project started in
February 2009. The total project budget is US$23 623 300 with GEF financing of US$

2 215 000. The executing agency for the project is the Forestry and Hunting Committee of the
Ministry of Agriculture of the RK.

The TE will be conducted according to the guidance, rules and procedures established by UNDP
and GEEF as reflected in the UNDP Evaluation Guidance for GEF Financed Projects.

The objectives of the evaluation are to assess the achievement of project results, and to draw
lessons that can both improve the sustainability of benefits from this project, and aid in the
overall enhancement of UNDP programming.

EVALUATION APPROACH AND METHOD
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An overall approach and methodl for conducting project terminal evaluations of UNDP
supported GEF a financed project has developed over time. The evaluator is expected to frame
the evaluation effort using the criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability,
and impact, as defined and explained in the UNDP Guidance for Conducting Terminal
Evaluations of UNDP-supported, GEF-financed Projects. A set of questions covering each of
these criteria have been drafted and are included with this TOR ( Aunex C) The evaluator is
expected to amend, complete and submit this matrix as part of an evaluation inception report,
and shall include it as an annex to the final report.

The evaluation must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. The
evaluator is expected to follow a participatory and consultative approach ensuring close
engagement with government counterparts, in particular the GEF operational focal point, UNDP
Country Office, project team, UNDP GEF Technical Adviser based in the region and key
stakeholders. The evaluator is expected to conduct a field mission to (Kostanay, Aktobe, West
Kazakhstan, Akmola, Karaganda Oblasts), including the following project sites (Irgiz-Turgai-
Zhylanshyk, Irgiz-Turgai rezervat, Naurzum SNR, Buiratau SNNP, Korgalzhyn SNR). Interviews
will be held with the following organizations and individuals at a minimum:

UNDP KAZAKHSTAN
COMMITTEE OF FORESTRY AND HUNTING, MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE OF
THE REPUBLIC OF KAZAKHSTAN

MEP

Agency for Land Resources Management
Akim of Zhangeldy district (Kostanay oblast)
Head of land relations department of Zhangeldy district
Akim of Amangeldy district (Kostanay oblast)
Akim of Irgiz district (Aktobe oblast)

Hunting concessions

Farms

Naurzum SNR

Irgiz-turgai SNR

Korgalzhyn SNR

Buiratau NP

The evaluator will review all relevant sources of information, such as the project document,
project reports — including Annual APR/PIR, project budget revisions, midterm review, progress
reports, GEF focal area tracking tools, project files, national strategic and legal documents, and
any other materials that the evaluator considers useful for this evidence-based assessment. A list
of documents that the project team will provide to the evaluator for review is included in Annex
B of this Terms of Reference.

In preparation for the evaluation mission, the project manager, with assistance from UNDP
country office, will arrange for the completion of the last stage tracking tool (METT and FSC).
The tracking tool should be completed/endorsed by the relevant implementing agency or
qualified national research/scientific institution, and not by the international evaluation
consultant or UNDP staff. Preferably the tracking tool should be prepared before the evaluation
mission takes place. The tracking too will be submitted to the international evaluation consultant,
who will need to provide his/her comments on it. Upon incorporation of the comments from the
international evaluation consultant to the tracking tool, it will be finalized and attached as a
mandatory annex to the FE evaluation report.)

! For additional information on methods, see the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for
Development Results, Chapter 7, pg. 163
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EVALUATION CRITERIA & RATINGS

An assessment of project performance will be carried out, based against expectations set out in
the Project Logical Framework/Results Framework (_Annex A), which provides performance
and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of
verification. The evaluation will at a minimum cover the criteria of: relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, sustainability and impact. Ratings must be provided on the following performance
criteria. The completed table must be included in the evaluation executive summary. The
obligatory rating scales are included in _Annex D.

Evaluation Ratings:

1. Monitoring and rating 2.JA& EA Execution
Evaluation
M&E design at entry Quality of UNDP Implementation
M&E Plan Implementation Quality of Execution - Executing Agency
Overall quality of M&E Overall quality of Implementation / Execution
3. Assessment of rating 4. Sustainability rating
Outcomes
Relevance Financial resources:
Effectiveness Socio-political:
Efficiency Institutional framework and governance:
Overall Project Outcome Environmental :
Rating

Overall likelihood of sustainability:

PROJECT FINANCE / COFINANCE

The Evaluation will assess the key financial aspects of the project, including the extent of co-
financing planned and realized. Project cost and funding data will be required, including annual
expenditures. Variances between planned and actual expenditures will need to be assessed and
explained. Results from recent financial audits, as available, should be taken into consideration.
The evaluator(s) will receive assistance from the Country Office (CO) and Project Team to
obtain financial data in order to complete the co-financing table below, which will be included in
the terminal evaluation report.

Co-financing UNDP own Government Partner Agency Total
(type/source) financing (mill. (mill. USS) (mill. USS) (mill. USS)
USS)
Planned | Actua | Planned | Actua | Planned | Actua | Actual | Actua
1 1 1 1
Grants
Loans/Concessi
ons
e In-kind
support
e Other
Totals
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MAINSTREAMING

UNDP supported GEF financed projects are key components in UNDP country programming, as
well as regional and global programmes. The evaluation will assess the extent to which the
project was successfully mainstreamed with other UNDP priorities, including poverty
alleviation, improved governance, the prevention and recovery from natural disasters, and
gender.

IMPACT

The evaluators will assess the extent to which the project is achieving impacts or progressing
towards the achievement of impacts. Key findings that should be brought out in the evaluations
include whether the project has demonstrated: a) verifiable improvements in ecological status, b)
verifiable reductions in stress on ecological systems, and/or ¢) demonstrated progress towards
these impact achievements.>

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS & LESSONS

The evaluation report must include a chapter providing a set of conclusions, recommendations
and lessons.

IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS

The principal responsibility for managing this evaluation resides with the UNDP CO in
Kazakhstan. The UNDP CO will contract the evaluators and ensure the timely provision of per
diems and travel arrangements within the country for the evaluation team. The Project Team will
be responsible for liaising with the Evaluators team to set up stakeholder interviews, arrange
field visits, coordinate with the Government etc.

EVALUATION TIMEFRAME

The total duration of the evaluation will be 28 days according to the following plan:

Activity Timing Completion Date
Preparation 3 days April-May
Evaluation Mission 12 days 31 May
Draft Evaluation Report 10 days 31 June
Final Report 3 days 31 August

EVALUATION DELIVERABLES

The evaluation team is expected to deliver the following:

Deliverable Content Responsibilities
Inception Evaluator provides No later than 2 weeks Evaluator submits to UNDP
Report clarifications on before the evaluation CO

timing and method mission.
Presentation | Initial Findings End of evaluation To project management,

2A useful tool for gauging progress to impact is the Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtI) method developed by
the GEF Evaluation Office: ROTI Handbook 2009
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mission UNDP CO
Draft Final | Full report, (per Within 3 weeks of the Sent to CO, reviewed by
Report annexed template) evaluation mission RTA, PCU, GEF OFPs
with annexes
Final Revised report Within 1 week of Sent to CO for uploading to
Report* receiving UNDP UNDP ERC.
comments on draft

*When submitting the final evaluation report, the evaluator is required also to provide an 'audit
trail', detailing how all received comments have (and have not) been addressed in the final
evaluation report.

TEAM COMPOSITION

The evaluation team will be composed of international and national evaluators. The consultants
shall have prior experience in evaluating similar projects. Experience with GEF financed
projects is an advantage. International evaluator is a team leader of evaluation team and
develops and submits the final report. The evaluators selected should not have participated in the
project preparation and/or implementation and should not have conflict of interest with project
related activities.

The Team members must present the following qualifications:

e Minimum 10 years of relevant professional experience for international expert and 5
years of relevant professional experience for national expert

o Knowledge of UNDP and GEF

e Previous experience with results-based monitoring and evaluation methodologies;
e Technical knowledge in the targeted focal area(s)

o FExperience with CIS, East Europe countries

e FExperience with UNDP projects

e Minimal knowledge of Russian language

EVALUATOR ETHICS

Evaluation consultants will be held to the highest ethical standards and are required to sign a
Code of Conduct (Annex E) upon acceptance of the assignment. UNDP evaluations are
conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in the UNEG 'Ethical Guidelines for
Evaluations'

PAYMENT MODALITIES AND SPECIFICATIONS

% ‘ Milestone
10% At contract signing

40% Following submission and approval of the 1ST draft terminal evaluation report

50% Following submission and approval (UNDP-CO and UNDP RTA) of the final
terminal evaluation report



http://www.unevaluation.org/ethicalguidelines
http://www.unevaluation.org/ethicalguidelines

APPLICATION PROCESS

Applicants are requested to apply online http://jobs.undp.org , by 14 September 2012. Individual
consultants are invited to submit applications together with their CV for these positions. The
application should contain a current and complete C.V. in with indication of the e-mail and
phone contact. Shortlisted candidates will be requested to submit a price offer indicating the total
cost of the assignment (including daily fee, per diem and travel costs).

UNDP applies a fair and transparent selection process that will take into account the
competencies/skills of the applicants as well as their financial proposals. Qualified women and
members of social minorities are encouraged to apply.
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ANNEX A: PROJECT LOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Project Strategy

Goal

Objective: To Coverage of steppe 2010: 2,929,960 ha (1.9% There are no external
expand the ecosystems in the Ecosystem | PA (ha) PA as % of the ecological zone) GIS catastrophic events — such
protected area Protected Area System of | | Type of as climatic events or
system of Kazakhstan ecological | | (915,800 ha of new Cadastre livestock diseases —
Kazakhstan to zone steppe PAs) — of which compromising the project’s
ensure an improved Forest 620,068 8.1 860,000 are pure steppe objective of achieving
coverage of steppe steppe ecosystems stabilization or increasing
ecosystems River, 2,336,645 | 14.8 populations of globally
lakes, - Establishment of two threatened species.
forests new PAs covering
Mountains | 6,553,771 | 16.2 632,708 ha of which only
Steppe 2,069,960 | 1.35 536,000 is pure addition
(as 96,200 ha are already
protected as small PAs ).
- expansion of two
existing PAs by 349,456
ha of steppe ecosystems:
2013: 3,429,960 ha or
2.2% of the ecological
zone.
(establishment of
additional 500,000 ha of
steppe ecosystem
Size of saiga Size of Betpakdala Saiga population: | Betpakdala Saiga Saiga
populations with major | 22,760 animals (Source; CFH census, | population shows an monitoring
proportion of habitatin | 2007) average annual reports of CFH

Objectively verifiable indicators
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Project Strategy

Goal

Objectively verifiable indicators

component of the
roject

steppe population growth of at and ACBK
least 10%.

Outcome 1: PA Legally established Total steppe zone coverage: 1.35 % By 2010: Total steppe zone |GIS calculations |(GOU maintains political and
system of Kazakhstan [protected areas, as % of coverage: 1.9% (860,00 ha |based on operational support to the
contains area of overall ecological added) IECONET data on|National Action Plan for
representative samplesjzone ecosystems Protected Areas System
of steppe ecosystem Meadow steppe: 2.5% Meadow steppe: 3.0 % Management (a key baseline
under various Meadow steppe: Dry steppe: 1.0% Dry steppe: 1.3 % element of the project).
conservation Dry steppe: Steppe semi-desert: 2.1% Steppe semi-desert: 2.4 %
management regimes [Steppe semi-desert: Desertified steppe: 0.4% Desertified steppe: 1.7% Local residents and private
and provides effective [Desertified steppe: sector stakeholders are willing
coverage of By 2013: Minimum for to participate in PPPs based on
ecosystems and combined steppe areas: 2.2 economic benefits they can
ecological processes % realize.

Management Naurzum — 59% Naurzum — 74% IApplication of

Effectiveness of PAs at  [lrgiz Turgai — 34% Irgiz Turgai — 60% METT in line

project sites (METT with monitoring

Scorecard) and evaluation
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Project Strategy

Goal

Outcome 2: Tools for
landscape-level steppe
conservation planning
and management are
developed and
implemented by key
stakeholders

Landscape level steppe
conservation planning
complements and
improves the effectiveness
and ecological
sustainability of, the Pas

Objectively verifiable indicators

INo landscape-level conservation
planning and management model in
Kazakhstan;

INo wildlife corridors

Protected Areas managed in isolation

ILandscape level steppe
conservation planning
involving a combination of
wildlife corridors, buffer zones
and community-based
conservation areas
designed to complement,
and improve the
effectiveness and
sustainability of, the PAs
within the 6.2 million ha of
Irgiz-Turgay-Zhylanshyk
ilot

Cadastre

GIS

Economic benefits from
wildlife corridors will be
sufficient to maintain
community participation and
involvement

Steppe ecosystem
knowledge and monitoring
relevant to land use
planning of the steppe
being undertaken and
utilized

INo monitoring and knowledge
management system existing.

2 annual reports with GIS
data sheets on steppe
ecosystem knowledge and
monitoring relevant for land
use planning delivered to
the Land Use Planning
IAgency through the
Information Center of the
MEP

Reports received
by MEP

Land Use Planning Agency
will take necessary steps to
ensure that GIS data is
effectively utilized for land
use planning purposes

|Annual reports on saiga
sightings by corridor
management committees
in [TZ

INo corridor committees existing in [TZ

At least 1 annual report on
saiga sightings within ITZ
delivered to the CFH

Reports
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Project Strategy

Goal

Outcome 3:

The systemic,
institutional and
individual capacity for
steppe conservation in
a wide productive
landscape is
strengthened

Objectively verifiable indicators

INo breakdown in local
economies

\Annual reports on saiga  [No annual reporting on data relevant to |At least 1 annual report on [Reports
sightings and defined saiga ecology by PA managers saiga sightings and defined
examined biological examined biological
parameters (like e.g. sex parameters (like e.g. sex
and age ratios) of PA and age ratios) of PA
managers managers of PAs within
ITZ delivered to the CFH
Capacity Scorecard Capacity
Policy formulation Policy Formulation Policy Formulation assessment
Systemic 4/out of 6 6/out of 6 scorecard
Institutional 2/out of 3 3/out of 3
Implementation Implementation Implementation
Systemic 5/out of 9 8/out of 9
Institutional 17/out of 27 33/out of 36
Individual 6/out of 12 10/out of 12
Engagement and Eng. and consensus Eng. and consensus
consensus 4/out of 6 6/out of 6
Systemic 3/out of 6 S/out of 6
Institutional 2/out of 3 3/out of 3
Individual Info and knowledge Info and knowledge
Mobilize info and 2/out of 3 3/out of 3
knowledge 2/out of 3 3/out of 3
Systemic 1/out of 3 2/out of 3
Institutional Monitoring Monitoring
Individual 3/out of 6 5/out of 6
Monitoring 2/out of 6 4/out of 6
Systemic 0/out of 3 2/out of 3
Institutional
Individual
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Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators

Goal

Financial Sustainability Financial
Scorecard 55% - 49/out of 89 82% - 73/89 Sustainability
Legal and regulatory 33% - 19/out of 57 58% - 33/57 scorecard
framework 22% - 10/out of 46 54% - 25/46

Business planning
Tools for revenue
generation
Outcome 1: PA System of Kazakhstan contains representative samples of steppe ecosystem under various conservation management regimes and is effective in protecting ecosystems
and ecological processes

Output 1.1: Gazettement of two new and two expanded steppe zone PAs

Output 1.2: Stage II steppe PA expansion plan, with associated legal changes

Output 1.3: At least one new PA gazetted, two PAs expanded and 500,000 ha. of steppe ecosystems covered within the steppe region under second stage of PA expansion plan (2011-
2013)

Output 1.4: Long-term framework for steppe PA expansion

Outcome 2: Tools for landscape-level steppe conservation planning and management are developed and implemented by key stakeholders

Output 2.1: Steppe ecological monitoring and knowledge management / decision support system to inform steppe land use and conservation planning

Output 2.2: Wildlife corridors and associated modalities for landscape-level planning and management defined at ITZ pilot area

Output 2.3: Operationalization of wildlife corridors at ITZ pilot area

Outcome 3: The systemic, institutional and individual capacity for steppe conservation is strengthened

Output 3.1: Operationalization of five new / expanded protected areas

2: Management plans for new/ expanded protected areas

NSTITUTIONAL CAPACITIES ARE INCREASED THROUGH SUPPORT FOR IMPROVED ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES, STAFFING STANDARDS AND
IACCOUNTABILITY.

hs to sustainably finance the management of steppe protected areas are developed and implemented
Output 3.5: Enhanced conservation-related knowledge and capacities among non-PA actors across the broader steppe ecosystem landscape
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ANNEX B: LIST OF DOCUMENTS TO BE REVIEWED BY THE EVALUATORS

FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS CAN BE USED AS A BASIS FOR EVALUATION OF
THE PROJECT (TITLES UNDERLINED ARE AVAILABLE IN RUSSIAN WITH AN

ENGLISH ANNOTATION):
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT DOCUMENT THE PROJECT DOCUMENT AND REVISIONS
PROJECT REPORTS PROJECT INCEPTION REPORT
ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORTS
MTE MTE REPORT
ANNUAL PROJECT REPORT | PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REVIEWS (PIRS:
TO GEF 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 DRAFT)
MINUTES PROJECT STEERING COMMITTEE
OTHER RELEVANT | Financial Audit Reports
MATERIALS:
INFORMATION MATERIALS | PAs Management Plans (Irgiz-Torgay Reserve)
PRODUCED BY THE | Scientific Background justification report for Irgiz-Torgai
PROJECT ACTIVITIES Rezervat expansion (ENO)

Report « Complex study conduction of the territory to the
South from planning State Nature Rezervat “Altyn Dala”
for creating new steppe PA».

Improved technical-economical justification (feasibility
study) report for SNNP “Buiratau” (TEO)

Improved technical-economical justification report for
SNR “Altyn Dala” (TEO)

Proposals to the Law

International experts’ reports

Reports on Saiga, prepared by PAs (Irgiz-Torgai SNR,
Korgalzhyn SNR)

METTs and Financial scorecards

Ecological monitoring report for 2009-2010, 2010-2011
(from ACBK)

National report on implementation of Memorandum of
understanding and activities plan on conservation,
restoration and sustainable use of saiga antelope

TEO, ENO of Bokeiorda,

TEO, ENO of Ulytau Zakaznik ,

TEO, ENO of ITR expansion,

ENO of wildlife corridors,

Guidance manual on key species

Guidance manual on wildlife corridors

Management plan of ITR

Management plan of corridors
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ANNEX C: EVALUATION QUESTIONS

This is a generic list, to be further detailed with more specific questions by CO and UNDP GEF Technical Adviser based on the
particulars of the project.

Evaluative Criteria Questions Indicators Sources Methodology

Relevance: How does the project relate to the main objectives of the GEF focal area, and to the environment and development priorities at the local,

regional and national levels?

e Are the project’s activities and outcomes consistent with e Number of established and Official sources- Sources review
CB, CITES, Bonn Convention objectives? expanded PA newspapers, Internet
e Number of area (ha) established and
expanded PA
¢ 9% increase in number of Saiga
population
¢ Does the project support national priorities and biodiversity [ Number of state programs Official sources- e Sources review
conservation strategy of Kazakhstan? e Progress made in implementing newspapers, Internet | e Interviews with
state programs and national focal points of
strategy Forestry and
Hunting
Committee of
Ministry of
Agriculture of
Kazakhstan
¢ Does the relevant local community have the interest in e Percentage of local people Local community Interviews with
project’s activity to establish PA? employment in PA system local authorities of
districts

Effectiveness: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project been achieved?

e Has the project’s objective to expand steppe ecosystems e % increase in number of area (ha)  |Official sources- Sources review
within PAs been implemented? of steppe ecosystems within PAs | newspapers, Internet
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e How have the wildlife corridors design mechanisms been
developed and introduced?

e Progress made in drafting policy to
create wildlife corridor

e Methodological
guideline on
wildlife corridors
creation

e Scientific
Justification (ENO)

e Sources review

e Interviews with
the
representative
of Forestry and
Hunting
Committee
(CFH),
Ministry of
Agriculture of
Kazakhstan

e To what extent has the capacity at institutional and
individual levels increased?

Efficiency: Was the project implemented efficiently, in-line with

¢ s the project implemented in accordance with GEF-UNDP
standards?

e Rating of Capacity Scorecard

e Number of trained people at
institutional and individual level

e Number of trainings and workshops
aimed to increasing the capacity

e Overall ratings of project
implementation

e Capacity Scorecard
e Pilot PAs interviews

international and national norms and standards?

e Project reports
(including audit etc)

e Pilot PAs
interviews

Scorecard
review

e Sources review

e Interview with
UNDP/RTA

e Have the project’s activities been implemented with regard
to National Executing Agency priorities?

e Overall ratings of project
implementation
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e Project Steering
Committee minutes

e Interview with
Forestry and
Hunting
Committee of
the Ministry of
Agriculture of
Kazakhstan




e Have the additional options of project’s activities co-
financing been implemented?

Sustainability: 1’0 what extent are there tinancial, institutional, s

¢ Did the project develop innovative methods and approaches
during its implementation?

e The amount of additional co-
financing funds
e Number of donors

oclal-economic, and/or environmental 11

e Progress made in drafting approach
to create wildlife corridors

e Reports
e PIR

e Methodological
guideline on
wildlife corridors

Sources review

sks to sustaining long-term project results”

e Sources review

e Interview with
CFH, Ministry

mpact: Are there indications that the project has contribute

improved ecological status?

e Provide for the example of project’s impact on Biodiversity
Conservation of Kazakhstan.

e Number of Betpakdala saiga
population

e Census findings
e Works conducted in
this area

creation of Agriculture
e Scientific of Kazakhstan
Justification (ENO) |e Interview with
project’s
partner-ACBK
e Which project’s long-term results will be the most e Progress made in drafting Management Plan of  |e Pilot PAs
effective? management plans for new PAs new NP “Buiratau” interviews

d to, or enabled progress toward, reduced environmental stress and/or

Census review

e Provide for the example of project’s socio-economic impact
on local communities.

e Number of jobs within districts,
where new PAs were established

e Staff schedule

e Pilot PAs
interviews

e Interviews with
local
authorities of
districts
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ANNEX D: RATING SCALES

Ratings for Outcomes,
Effectiveness, Efficiency, M&E,
I&E Execution
6: Highly Satisfactory (HS): no
shortcomings
5: Satisfactory (S): minor
shortcomings
4: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)
3. Moderately Unsatisfactory
(MU): significant shortcomings
2. Unsatisfactory (U): major
problems
1. Highly Unsatisfactory (HU):
severe problems

Sustainability ratings:

4. Likely (L): negligible risks to
sustainability

3. Moderately Likely
(ML):moderate risks

2. Moderately Unlikely (MU):
significant risks

1. Unlikely (U): severe risks

Relevance
ratings

2. Relevant (R)

1.. Not relevant
(NR)

Impact
Ratings:

3. Significant
(S)

2. Minimal (M)
1. Negligible
)

Not Applicable (N/A)
Unable to Assess (U/A

Additional ratings where relevant:
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ANNEX E: EVALUATION CONSULTANT CODE OF CONDUCT AND AGREEMENT FORM

Evaluators:
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Evaluation Consultant Agreement Form?
Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System

Name of Consultant:

Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant):

I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations

Code of Conduct for Evaluation.

Signed at Assen on 15 September 2013

—

Signature: W

Swww.unevaluation.org/unegcodeofconduct
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ANNEX F: EVALUATION REPORT OUTLINE*

i Opening page:

Title of UNDP supported GEF financed project
UNDP and GEF project ID#s.

Evaluation time frame and date of evaluation report
Region and countries included in the project

GEF Operational Program/Strategic Program
Implementing Partner and other project partners
Evaluation team members

Acknowledgements

ii. Executive Summary

Project Summary Table

Project Description (brief)

Evaluation Rating Table

Summary of conclusions, recommendations and lessons

jii. Acronyms and Abbreviations
(See: UNDP Editorial Manual®)
1. Introduction

Purpose of the evaluation
Scope & Methodology
Structure of the evaluation report

2. Project description and development context

Project start and duration

Problems that the project sought to address
Immediate and development objectives of the project
Baseline Indicators established

Main stakeholders

Expected Results

3. Findings
(In addition to a descriptive assessment, all criteria marked with (*) must be

rated®)

3.1 Project Design / Formulation

Analysis of LFA/Results Framework (Project logic /strategy; Indicators)
Assumptions and Risks

Lessons from other relevant projects (e.g., same focal area) incorporated
into project design

Planned stakeholder participation

e Replication approach
e UNDP comparative advantage
e Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector
e Management arrangements
3.2 Project Implementation

“The Report length should not exceed 40 pages in total (not including annexes).

> UNDP Style Manual, Office of Communications, Partnerships Bureau, updated November 2008

6 Using a six-point rating scale: 6: Highly Satisfactory, 5: Satisfactory, 4: Marginally Satisfactory, 3: Marginally
Unsatisfactory, 2: Unsatisfactory and 1: Highly Unsatisfactory, see section 3.5, page 37 for ratings explanations.
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e Adaptive management (changes to the project design and project outputs
during implementation)

e Partnership arrangements (with relevant stakeholders involved in the
country/region)

e Feedback from M&E activities used for adaptive management

e Project Finance:

e Monitoring and evaluation: design at entry and implementation (*)

e UNDP and Implementing Partner implementation / execution (*)
coordination, and operational issues

33 Project Results
e Overall results (attainment of objectives) (*)
e Relevance(*)
e Effectiveness & Efficiency (*)
e Country ownership
¢ Mainstreaming
e Sustainability (*)
e Impact
4. Conclusions, Recommendations & Lessons

e Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of the project
e Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project
e Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives
e Best and worst practices in addressing issues relating to relevance,
performance and success
5. Annexes
ToR
Itinerary
List of persons interviewed
Summary of field visits
List of documents reviewed
Evaluation Question Matrix
Questionnaire used and summary of results
Evaluation Consultant Agreement Form
Final stage METT and FSC
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ANNEX G: EVALUATION REPORT CLEARANCE FORM

(to be completed by CO and UNDP GEF Technical Adviser based in the region and included
in the final document)

Evaluation Report Reviewed and Cleared by

UNDP Country Office

Name:

Signature: Date:

UNDP GEF RTA
Name:
Signature: Date:
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Annex 2

Project Logical Framework - Results and Resources Framework

Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators
Goal

Objective: To Coverage of steppe 2010: 2,875,994 ha (1.8% There are no external
expand the ecosystems in the Ecosystem | PA (ha) PA as % of the ecological zone) GIS catastrophic events — such
protected area Protected Area System of | | Type of as climatic events or
system of Kazakhstan ecological | | (831,998 ha of new Cadastre livestock diseases —
Kazakhstan to zone steppe PAs) — of which compromising the project’s
ensure an improved Forest 620,068 8.1 860,000 are pure steppe objective of achieving
coverage of steppe steppe ecosystems stabilization or increasing
ecosystems River, 2,336,645 | 14.8 populations of globally

lakes, - Establishment of two threatened species.

forests new PAs covering

Mountains | 6,553,771 | 16.2 578,742 ha of which only

Steppe 2,069,960 | 1.35 482,542 1is pure addition

(as 96,200 ha are already
protected as small PAs ).

- expansion of two
existing PAs by 349,456
ha of steppe ecosystems:

2013: 3,429,960 ha or
2.2% of the ecological
zone.

(establishment of
additional 553,966 ha of
steppe ecosystem

Size of saiga Size of Betpakdala Saiga population: | Betpakdala Saiga Saiga
populations with major | 22,760 animals (Source; CFH census, | population shows an monitoring
proportion of habitatin | 2007) average annual reports of CFH
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Project Strategy
Goal

Objectively verifiable indicators

project sites

with monitoring
and evaluation
component of the

steppe population growth of at and ACBK
least 10%.

Outcome 1: PA Legally established Total steppe zone coverage: 1.35 % By 2010: Total steppe zone (GIS calculations (GOU maintains political and
system of Kazakhstan [protected areas, as % of coverage: 1.8% (578,742  |based on operational support to the
contains area of overall ecological ha added) ECONET data on[National Action Plan for
representative samplesjzone ccosystems Protected Areas System
of steppe ecosystem Meadow steppe: 2.5% Meadow steppe: 3.0 % Management (a key baseline
under various Meadow steppe: Dry steppe: 1.0% Dry steppe: 1.3 % element of the project).
conservation Dry steppe: Steppe semi-desert: 2.1% Steppe semi-desert: 2.4 %
management regimes [Steppe semi-desert: Desertified steppe: 0.4% Desertified steppe: 1.4% Local residents and private
and provides effective |Desertified steppe: sector stakeholders are willing
coverage of By 2013: Minimum for to participate in PPPs based on
ecosystems and combined steppe areas: 2.2 economic benefits they can
ecological processes % realize.

Management Naurzum — 59% Naurzum — 74% IApplication of

Effectiveness of PAs at  [lrgiz Turgai — 34% Irgiz Turgai — 60% METT in line

developed and
implemented by key
stakeholders

and ecological
sustainability of, the PAs

INo wildlife corridors

Protected Areas managed in isolation

and community-based
conservation areas

designed to complement,
and improve the
effectiveness and
sustainability of, the PAs
within the 6.2 million ha of
Irgiz-Turgay-Zhylanshyk

ilot

roject
Outcome 2: Tools for [Landscape level steppe  [No landscape-level conservation Landscape level steppe Cadastre Economic benefits from
landscape-level steppe|conservation planning planning and management model in conservation planning wildlife corridors will be
conservation planning [complements and Kazakhstan; involving acombination of sufficient to maintain
and management are [improves the effectiveness wildlife corridors, buffer zones|yg community participation and

involvement

Page 84/173




Project Strategy
Goal

Objectively verifiable indicators

Steppe ecosystem
lknowledge and monitoring
relevant to land use
planning of the steppe
being undertaken and
utilized

INo monitoring and knowledge
management system existing.

2 annual reports with GIS
data sheets on steppe
ecosystem knowledge and
monitoring relevant for land
use planning delivered to
the Land Use Planning
IAgency through the
Information Center of the
MEP

Reports received
by MEP

Land Use Planning Agency
will take necessary steps to
ensure that GIS data is
effectively utilized for land
use planning purposes

The systemic,
institutional and
individual capacity for
steppe conservation in
a wide productive
landscape is

sightings and defined
examined biological
parameters (like e.g. sex
and age ratios) of PA
managers

saiga ecology by PA managers

saiga sightings and defined
examined biological
parameters (like e.g. sex
and age ratios) of PA
managers of PAs within
ITZ delivered to the CFH

Annual reports on saiga  [No corridor committees existing in ITZ |At least 1 annual report on [Reports
sightings by corridor saiga sightings within [TZ
management committees delivered to the CFH
in ITZ
Outcome 3: Annual reports on saiga  |[No annual reporting on data relevant to |At least 1 annual report on [Reports INo breakdown in local

economies

Page 85/173




Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators
Goal

strengthened Capacity Scorecard Capacity
Policy formulation Policy Formulation Policy Formulation assessment
Systemic 4/out of 6 6/out of 6 scorecard
Institutional 2/out of 3 3/out of 3
Implementation Implementation Implementation
Systemic 5/out of 9 8/out of 9
Institutional 17/out of 27 33/out of 36
Individual 6/out of 12 10/out of 12
Engagement and Eng. and consensus [Eng. and consensus
consensus 4/out of 6 6/out of 6
Systemic 3/out of 6 S/out of 6
Institutional 2/out of 3 3/out of 3
Individual Info and knowledge Info and knowledge
Mobilize info and 2/out of 3 3/out of 3
knowledge 2/out of 3 3/out of 3
Systemic 1/out of 3 2/out of 3
Institutional Monitoring Monitoring
Individual 3/out of 6 S/out of 6
Monitoring 2/out of 6 4/out of 6
Systemic 0/out of 3 2/out of 3
Institutional
Individual
Financial Sustainability Financial
Scorecard 55% - 49/out of 89 82% - 73/89 Sustainability
Legal and regulatory 33% - 19/out of 57 58% - 33/57 scorecard
framework 22% - 10/out of 46 54% - 25/46
Business planning
Tools for revenue
generation
Outcome 1: PA System of Kazakhstan contains representative samples of steppe ecosystem under various conservation management regimes and is effective in protecting
ecosystems and ecological processes
Output 1.1: Gazettement of two new and two expanded steppe zone PAs
Output 1.2: Stage II steppe PA expansion plan, with associated legal changes
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Project Strategy Objectively verifiable indicators
Goal

Output 1.3: At least one new PA gazetted, two PAs expanded and 500,000 ha. of steppe ecosystems covered within the steppe region under second stage of PA expansion plan (2011-
2013)

Output 1.4: Long-term framework for steppe PA expansion

Outcome 2: Tools for landscape-level steppe conservation planning and management are developed and implemented by key stakeholders

Output 2.1: Steppe ecological monitoring and knowledge management / decision support system to inform steppe land use and conservation planning
Output 2.2: Wildlife corridors and associated modalities for landscape-level planning and management defined at ITZ pilot area

Output 2.3: Operationalization of wildlife corridors at ITZ pilot area

Outcome 3: The systemic, institutional and individual capacity for steppe conservation is strengthened

Output 3.1: Operationalization of five new / expanded protected areas

Output 3.2: Management plans for new/ expanded protected areas

Output 3.3: Institutional capacities are increased through support for improved organizational structures, staffing standards and accountability.

Output 3.4: Options to sustainably finance the management of steppe protected areas are developed and implemented

Output 3.5: Enhanced conservation-related knowledge and capacities among non-PA actors across the broader steppe ecosystem landscape

Page 87/173



Project
Strategy
Goal

Objective: To
expand the
protected area
system of
Kazakhstan to
ensure an
improved
coverage of
steppe
ecosystems

Coverage of
steppe ecosystems
in the Protected
Area System of
Kazakhstan

Ecosystem | PA (ha) PA as

Type %
of
ecolo-
gical
zone

Forest 620,068 8.1

steppe

River, 2,336,645 | 14.8

lakes,

forests

Mountains | 6,553,771 | 16.2

Steppe 2,069,960 | 1.35

Objectively verifiable indicators

2010: 2,929,960 ha (1.9%
of the ecological zone)

(915,800 ha of new
steppe PAs) — of which
860,000 are pure steppe
ecosystems

- Establishment of two
new PAs covering
632,708 ha of which only
536,000 is pure addition
(as 96,200 ha are already
protected as small PAs ).

- expansion of two
existing PAs by 349,456
ha of steppe ecosystems:

2013: 3,429,960 ha or
2.2% of the ecological
zone.

(establishment of
additional 500,000 ha of
steppe ecosystem

2010: 2,875,994 ha (1.8%
of the ecological zone)

(831,998 ha of new
steppe PAs) — of which
860,000 are pure steppe
ecosystems

- Establishment of two
new PAs covering
578,742 ha of which only
482,542 1is pure addition
(as 96,200 ha are already
protected as small PAs ).

- expansion of two
existing PAs by 349,456
ha of steppe ecosystems:

2013: 3,429,960 ha or
2.2% of the ecological
zone.

(establishment of
additional 553,966 ha of
steppe ecosystem

GIS

Cadastre

There are no
external
catastrophic
events — such as
climatic events or
livestock diseases
— compromising
the project’s
objective of
achieving
stabilization or
increasing
populations of
globally
threatened species.
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Project
Strategy
Goal

Outcome 1: PA
system of
Kazakhstan
contains
representative
samples of steppe
ecosystem under
various
conservation
management
regimes and
provides effective
coverage of
ecosystems and
ecological
[processes

Legally established
protected areas, as
% of area of
overall ecological
zone

Meadow steppe:
Dry steppe:

Steppe semi-desert:
Desertified steppe:

Total steppe zone coverage: 1.35 %

Meadow steppe: 2.5%
Dry steppe: 1.0%

Steppe semi-desert: 2.1%
Desertified steppe: 0.4%

Objectively verifiable indicators

By 2010: Total steppe zone
coverage: 1.9% (860,00 ha
added)

Meadow steppe: 3.0 %
Dry steppe: 1.3 %

Steppe semi-desert: 2.4 %
Desertified steppe: 1.7%

By 2013: Minimum for
combined steppe areas: 2.2
%o

By 2010: Total steppe zone
coverage: 1.8% (578,742
ha added)

Meadow steppe: 3.0 %
Dry steppe: 1.3 %

Steppe semi-desert: 2.4 %
Desertified steppe: 1.4%

By 2013: Minimum for
combined steppe areas: 2.2
%o

GIS
calculations
based on
ECONET
data on
ecosystems

GOU maintains
political and
operational support
to the National
|Action Plan for
Protected Areas
System Management
(a key baseline
element of the
project).

ILocal residents and
private sector
stakeholders are
willing to participate
in PPPs based on
economic benefits

they can realize.
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Annex 2

Itinerary

TIME ACTIVITY LOCATION RESPONSIBLE
PERSON
May 7
Flight to Astana
May 8
Arrival in Astana Astana
11.:00 — 14:00 Working meeting with project staff Project office
15:00 Departure for Korgalzhyn State
Nature Reserve
17:00 — 19:00 Meeting with management Korgalzhyn
Korgalzhyn SNR
May 9 - 11
Korgalzhyn State Nature Reserve Field visit
Departure for Astana
May 12, Sunday
09.00-13.00 Working meeting with project staff Project office
14.00 -16.00 Working meeting with project staff Project office
May 13, Monday
07.00 Departure for Kostanay Kostanay
18.00 Arrival Kostanay Hotel Kostanay
May 14, Tuesday
09.00 Ter-inspection Kostanay Oblast Kostanay
12:00 Departure for Naurzum Reserve
16.00 Arrival Naurzum Reserve Karamendy
17.00 — 21.00 Visit Centre and field visit to Reserve | Karamendy
May 15, Wednesday
07.00 Departure for Torqay
14:30 — 18:00 Public hearing and meeting with Torgay
rayon administration
18:00 — 20:00 Departure for Amangeldy Amangeldy
May 16, Thursday
09:00 — 16:00 Working meeting with staff of the | Amangeldy
Altyn Dala Reserve
14:00 — 16:00 Meeting with Amangeldy rayon
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administration

17.30 Departure for field visit Altyn Dala | Field
Reserve
May 17, Friday
09:00 — 14:00 Field visit Altyn Dala Amangeldy
15.00 - Working meeting Amangeldy
May 18, Saturday
09:00 — 15:00 Departure for Irghiz-Torgai Reserve
15:00 — 19:00 Field visit Reserve Irghiz
19:00 — 23:00 Meeting with director Irghiz
May 19, Sunday
14:00 — 18:00 Working meeting with the staff of the | Irghiz
Irghiz — Torgay Reserve
14.00 — 18:00 Travel Irghiz — Aktobe
20 May, Monday
09:00 — 11:00 Meeting with Ter-inspection Aktobe
Kostanay Oblast
11:30 — 12:00 Meeting with Okhotzooprom NW Aktobe
Kazakhstan
13:00 — 14:00 Lunch with Ter-inspection Aktobe
16:00 Departure by air to Astana Astana
21 May, Tuesday
09:00 — 14:00 Working meeting with project staff r.ActaHa
14:00 — 18:00
22 May, Wednesday
09:00 - 10:00 Meeting with WB Forestry project Astana
12:30 — 13:30 Meeting with project staff Astana
10:00 — 12:00 Meeting with CFH Astana
15:00 — 16:00 Dutch Embassy Astana
16:00 — 18.00 Meeting with ACBK Astana
18:30 — 19:30 Meeting with Min. Environmental Astana
Protection, Dep. for Monitoring
23 May, Thursday
08.:00 — 11:00 Travel to Karkarinsky SNNP C.Karkaralinsk
11:00 — 13:00 Work meeting with OOMNT C.Karkaralinsk
13:00 - 17:00 Field visit C.Karkaralinsk
18:00 -24:00 Departure for Astana
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May 24, Friday

11:00 - 12:00 Meeting with chairman Steering Astana
Committee
14:00 - 15:00 Meeting with UNDP, Environment UNDP, Astana
and Energy Unit
15:00 - 16:00 UNDP - Biodiversity national Astana
Strategy project Kazakhstan
18:00 — 19:00 Meeting with DRR UNDP UNDP, Astana
May 25, Saturday
10:00 — 12:00 Meeting with ACBK Astana
12:00 - 14:00 Final meeting with project staff Astana
14:00 —15:00 Meeting with Union of Farmers Astana
May 26, Sunday
19:00

Departure for NL

Astana airport
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Annex 3 List of persons interviewed
Name First name Organisation Place
Astana
Asylbekov Assylkhan UNDP project Astana
Omaposa Diana UNDP project Astana
Omarbekova Aiman UNDP project Astana
Agazhaeyva Akmaral UNDP project Astana
Paniklova Ekaterina DRR UNDP Kazakhstan Astana
Kim Stanislav UNDP, Environment and Energy Unit Astana
Nyssanbaev Yerlan Director CFH, Ministry of Astana
Environmental Protection
Ustemirov Kairat Deputy Chairman of CFH, Ministry of  Astana
Environment Protection Chairman of
PB
Mussabayev Khairbek Deputy Chairman of Fishing Astana
Committee, Ministry of Environment
Protection Chairman of PB
(Since June 2009 to March 2012)
Kulbayeva Rystai Ministry of Environment Protection Astana
, Department on monitoring, PB
member
Tazhmagambet Turganbai Agency for land resources Astana
management, main expert, PB
member
Urazov Talimjan World Bank Kazakhstan Astana
Putker Harry Deputy head mission, Royal Astana
Netherlands Embassy
Abdukalimov Akzhol Union of Farmers Astana
Klimanova Olga Director ACBK Astana
Lukanovsky Oleg ACBK, monitoring expert Astana
Kabykeyev Zein FCBK Astana
Kerteshev Talgat UNDP Biodiversity National Strategy Astana
project
Sarsembayeva Muruyert UNDP Biodiversity project, economic  Astana
evaluation expert
Borovkov Alexander Director World Bank Forestry project  Astana
Aktubinsky Oblast
Orynbassarov Askar Director of Irgiz-Turgai State Nature Torgai
Rezervat
Aimanov Bolat Deputy Director of Irgiz-Turgai State Torgai
Nature Rezervat
Saktaganuly Omirzhan Irgiz-Turgai State Nature Rezervat Torgai
Zhaubaniyaz Mereke Irgiz-Turgai State Nature Rezervat Torgai
Ayazov Kuanysh Director Aktobe Oblast Territorial Aktobe

Inspectorate of Forestry and hunting
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Khabit Makash

Aqmola Oblast

Aitzhanov
Koshkin
Fedulin

Kostanay Oblast

Begimbetov

Vassilchishin

Mutakov

Zeinelova

Kenzhegarin
Abzhamalov
Hganimat

Birzhanov

Kedelbayv
Yeshanov

Kenzhebayev

Kaiyrbekov

Qaragandi Oblast

Tulepbaev

Murat
Alexey
Alexander

Marat

Peter

Bakitzhan

Maria

Askarbek
M.
Tolendy

Kaskyrbai

AR <C

Ruslan

Staff Aktobe Oblast Territorial
Inspectorate of Forestry and hunting
head of Aktobe Obalst branch of RSE
“Okhotzooprom”

Director of Korgalzhyn reserve
Dep. Director of reserve
Head monitoring department

Director Territorial Inspectorate of
Forestry and hunting Kostanay Oblast
Dep-director Territorial Inspectorate
of Forestry and hunting Kostanay
Oblast

Director Naurzum Reserve

Deputy Director Naurzum Reserve
Inspectors of the Naurzum Reserve
NGO” Tulip” of Karamendy town
Akim (local authority) of Zhangeldy
district

Akim (local authority) of Zhangeldy
district

head of land resources department of
Zhangeldy district

Director Altyn Dala Rezervat

Staff Altyn Dala Reserve

(head) Inspectors Altyn Dala Reserve
Akim of Amangeldy district

Head of agriculture department
Head of land resources department
Head of housing and communal
affairs

Director Karkaralinsk State National
Nature Park

Staff and inspectors Karkaralinsk
State National Nature Park

Aktobe

Aktobe

Korgalzhyn
Korgalzhyn
Korgalzhyn

Kostanay

Kostanay

Karamendy

Karamendy
Karamendy
Karamendy
Torqgay

Torqay
Torqgay

Amangeldy
Amangeldy
Amangeldy
Amangeldy
Amangeldy
Amangeldy
Amangeldy

Karkaralin
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Public hearing participants — May 15, Torqay

Ne Name Job title

l. A.Kenzhegarin Akim (local authority) of Zhangeldy district

2. M.Abzhamalov Deputy Akim of Zhangeldy district

3. A.Assylbekov Manager of GEF/UNDP “Steppe conservation and
management” project

4. 7 Kabykeyev Director of Biodiversity Conservation Fund of Kazakhstan

5. T. Ganimat Head of SE “ Land resources department of Zhangeldy
district”

6. B.Aitkuzhin Head of Kostanay Oblast Territorial Inspection of forestry
and hunting of MEP RoK

7. S.Baibekov Ranger, game manager of LLP “Arcada”

8. B.Zhussupbekob Head of SE “Zhangeldt territorial inspection of the
Committee on veterinary inspection of MoA RoK

9. K.Birmagambetov Chairman of Organization of Veterans of Zhangeldy
district

10. | A.Kapzhalel Chairman of Zhangeldy district election committee

11. | K.Korbozov Director of LLP “Sema-K”

12. | A.Nurzhan Akim of Amangeldy administrative district

13. | B.Torbayev Akim of Akshiganskyi adm.dist.

14. 7 .Sabyrzhan Akim of Akkol aul (village)

15. | K.Moldabekov Akim of Aralbai aul

16. O.Birzhekenov Akim of Albarboget adm.dist.

17. | Y.Yedressov Akim of Kizbelsk adm.dist.

18. | K.Turmaganbetov Akim of Kalam-Karasu adm.dist.

19. | A.Konyspaeyv Akim of Suzhargan aul

20. | M.Iskakov Akim of Torgai aul

21. | K.Iskakov Expert of Zahngeldy district agricultural department

22. | M.Solomonov Main expert of Kostanay Oblast Territorial Inspection of
forestry and hunting

23. | G.Baishpayeva Main expert of Kostanay Oblast Territorial Inspection of
forestry and hunting

24. | D.Abdirov Senior ranger of LLP “MTK “Arlan”

25. | T.Togyzbayev Ranger of LLP “MTK “Arlan”

26. | D.Gabdrak Expert of land resources department of Zhangeldy district

27. | Y.Zhakupov Ranger of RSE “SNR “Altyn Dala”

28. | Z.Almenova Expert on environmental education and tourism of RSE
“SNR “Altyn Dala”

29. | Y.Nurgazin Research associate of RSE “SNR “Altyn Dala”

30. | A.Omarbekova Expert of GEF/UNDP “Steppe conservation and
management” project

31. | A.Agazhaeyva Expert of GEF/UNDP “Steppe conservation and

management” project
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32. | O.Lukanovskyi Expert on monitoring of NGO “Association for the
conservation of biodiversity in Kazakhstan”
33. | A.Baimukanova translator
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Annex4 Summary of field visits

Field visits has been brought to:

Astana
Torgay
Amangeldy
Karamendy
Irghiz
Aktobe
Korgalzhin
Karkaralinsk
e Kostanai

Talks has been held with representatives of state recipients, steppe management and staff,
international project representative, experts, regional authorities, NGOs, and local public.

Aim of the meetings was to identify how the project was received, the strong and weak points of
the project and ideas for future project development.

Main topics steppe protection and development, bottlenecks in the implementation of practical
steppe management, project management, needs for project development to sustain the project
result, sustainability of the project and potential future project development.
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Annex 5

Outcome, output

Overview of outputs

Result obtained

Technical report

Sustainability

Outcame 1. PA system of Kazakhstan contains representative samples of steppe ecosystem under various conservation management
regimes and provides effective coverage of ecosystems and ecological processes

l. Output 1.1: Gazettement of
two new and two expanded
steppe zone PAs:

1. SNNP “Buiratau” of total
area 88.7 thousand ha, out of
which 74.3 thousand ha are
steppe ecosystems is established
2. SNR “Altyn Dala” is
established at total area of 489.7
thousand ha, out of which 437. 6
thousand ha-steppe ecosystems

1. TEO (feasibility study) of SNNP
“Buiratau” establishment (refined by the
project), 2010

2. TEO (feasibility study) of SNR “Altyn

Dala” (refined by the project), 2011

2. Output 1.2: Stage II steppe
PA expansion plan, with
associated legal and
regulatory changes

Amendments made to the Law
of the Republic of Kazakhstan
“on Protected Areas” concerning
the mechanisms of wildlife
corridors creation and
management.

Besides, amendments made to
legislation on protected areas
concerning the simplification of
land allotment procedure for
future protected areas

1. Technical report of International
expert, M.Appleton “Review of Law on
PA (2006) with recommendations to
make amendments and addenda”,2010
2.Extract from the Law of PA with
amendments and addenda concerning
wildlife corridors establishment and
management, 2012

3. Output 1.3: At least one
new PA gazetted, two PAs
expanded and 500,000 ha
of steppe ecosystems
covered within the steppe
ecological zones under
second stage of PA

1. All scientific and technical
documentation for establishment
and expansion of new steppe
PAs is prepared:

a) Irgiz-Turgai rezervat
expansion ;

0)establishment of Bokeiorda

1.ACBK report “complex survey of the
area to the south from planned SNR
“Altyn Dala”, 2009

2.ENO for Irgiz-Turgai SNR expansion,
2010.

3.TEO for Irgiz-Turgai SNR expansion,
2012.

1. Two new steppe PAs
established within the
frameworks of the project
allow to conserve over 500
thousand ha of unique steppe
landscapes and habitats of
valuable species of fauna and
flora

2. Permanent job is provided in

rural area for206 people

3. Amendments made at the

legislative level enable to
create wildlife corridors
quicker as well as to allot land
for future PAs

4. The institutional basis is

prepared for Government to
expand 1 PA and establish 3
new steppe PAs till 2015

5. Recommendations developed

for PA expansion within
steppe zone of Kazakhstan are
included in National
Biodiversity Conservation
Strategy to 2030
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Outcome, output

expansion plan

Result obtained

rezervat and Ashiozek Zakaznik;
B) establishment of national park
“Ulytau” and Ulytau
Arganatinskyi Zakaznik

Technical report

4 ENO for SNR “Bokeiorda”
establishment, 2011.

5.TEO for establishment of SNR
“Bokeiorda” and Ashiozekskyi
Zakaznik,2013 .

6.ENO for establishment of SNNP
“Ulytau” and Ulytau-Arganatinskyi
zakaznik, 2012 .

7.TEO for establishment of SNNP
“Ulytau” and Ulytau-Arganatinskyi
Zakaznik, 2013 .

Output 1.4: Long-term
framework for steppe PA
expansion

The concept of steppe PA
establishment to 2030 is
prepared

Report on “Concept of steppe PA
establishment to 20307, 2013

Sustainability

Outcame 2. Tools for landscape-level steppe conservation planning and management are developed and implemented by key

stakeholders

Output 2.1: Steppe
ecological monitoring and
knowledge management /
decision support system to
inform steppe land use and
conservation planning

Monitoring of Irgiz-Turgay-
Zhylanshyk project site
ecosystems is conducted.

1. Methodological = recommendations
on monitoring conduction

2. http://acbk.kbsk.kz/ ACBK Data
base (Steppe project)

3. 2 large field expeditions on study of
environment condition and test of
environmental (ecosystem)
monitoring were conducted.

1. Methodology of ecosystem

monitoring conduction is
presented within all existing
steppe PAs. Methodological
printed output is distributed
among stakeholders.

. Monitoring findings served

as a basis for wildlife
corridor creation.

. The structure of data base

and web interface
http://acbk.kbsk.kz/ was
created, which allows to use
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http://acbk.kbsk.kz/
http://acbk.kbsk.kz/

Outcome, output

Result obtained

Technical report

Sustainability

. During the period of 2009 — 2012

the regular seasonal monitoring
observations were conducted.

. Environmental monitoring report for

2009-2010

. Environmental monitoring report for

2009-2012

. Concept on monitoring conduction

within
developed

steppe  ecosystems  is

Output  2.2:
corridors

level
management
ITZ pilot area

defined

Wildlife
and associated
modalities for landscape-
planning and

at

The boundaries of Irgiz-Turgay-
Zhylanshyk wildlife corridor are
identified.

. The boundaries of wildlife corridors

of total area of 2004 008 ha are
identified

. Methodological recommendations

on identification of wildlife
corridors’ boundaries are developed,
recommendations are approved by
the Forestry and Hunting Committee
of the Ministry of Environmental
Protection of RoK

. In association with local authorities,

local community, representatives of
hunting farms, “Altyn Dala”
Rezervat the public hearings were
held where the forms and
approaches of wildlife operation
were discussed

Output 2.3:
Operationalization of
wildlife corridors at ITZ
pilot area

. ENO(scientific background

justification) of wildlife corridor at
Irgiz-Turgay-Zhylanshyk project site
is developed

gathered data to manage and
make decisions.

. It is planned to create this

type of protected areas for
the first time in Kazakhstan.
The corridor is designed to
protect migration and calving
sites of betpakdala saiga
population.

. Created corridor will allow to

preserve minimal resilient
saiga population

. Created corridor will allow to

attract donors’ attention to
the point of sustainable
management of pastures,
sustainable livestock
husbandry for local
population.
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Outcome, output

Result obtained

Technical report

2. ENO was defended on June 12, 2013
at the scientific and technical council
of CFH of MEP of RoK

3. The public hearing on wildlife
corridor creation was held in May
2013.

Sustainability

Outcome 3 - The systemic,

institutional and individual capacity for steppe conservation in a wide productive landscape is strengthened

Output 3.1:
Operationalization of five
new/expanded protected
areas

Work on capacity building of
pilot PAs is conducted. Over
150 people were trained.
Various aspects of PA activities
were trained.

For each training activity the
programmes of workshops were
developed, training staff selected. PA
staff annually submitted research reports
on saiga sightings and biological
parameters.

Output 3.2: Management
plans for new/expanded
protected areas

1.To prepare Management plan
for Irgiz-Turgai SNR the
workshops on preparation of PA
Management plan in accordance
with principles and practices of
international standards were
conducted.

2. The assistance with
preparation of Management plan
for 2009-2013 was provided to
Irgiz-Turgai SNR .

3.In association with
international consultant the
Management plan for 2013-2017
for Irgiz-Turgai rezervat was
prepared. Developed business
plan includes section on
business planning.

1. Management plan for Irgiz-Torgai
SNR for 2009-2012.
2. Management plan for Irgiz-Torgai
SNR for 2013-2017

1.Skills learned by pilot PA staff
from trainings are applied actively
in practice

The capacity level of PA staff is
adequate to identify and achieve
main biodiversity conservation
aims and objectives

2. PA management plans includes
location and strategies for various
zones, description of PA
protection objectives and
achievement strategies, business
plan and sustainable use strategy
3. List of PA skills developed
helps PA staff to share
responsibilities among job
positions within PA

4. the work on introduction of
new financial mechanisms is
proceeded within the frameworks
of other UNDP project

5. For the first time the economic
valuation of ecosystem services is
conducted for Kazakhstan on the
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Outcome, output Result obtained Technical report Sustainability

4. The assistance with example of Karakaralinskyi
preparation of Management plan SNNP
was provided to SNNP 6.Pilot project on PES shemes
“Buiratau” introduction at the pilot area Irgiz-
5.The assistance with Torgay-Zhylanshyk is being
preparation of Management plan implemented through the
was provided to SNR “Altyn Programme of Small Grants.
Dala”

Output 3.3: Institutional 1.To identify current level of 1. Analysis of staff capacity and

capacities are increased pilot PA staff competency and programmes of professional advance and

through support for key skills for various types of human resources training

improved organizational jobs within PA the survey was 2. List of PA skills

structures, staffing conducted among pilot PA staff. | 3. Technical report of M.Appleton

standards and Based on conducted survey the

accountability skills which are required for PA

management were identified
with regard to landscape
approach.

2.List of skills of key PA jobs
was developed

3. New tools with regard to
landscape approach for work
assessment of PA managers and
employees are submitted to
implementing agency for

introduction
Output 3.4: Options to 1.The assessment of PA L.Emerton’s reports
sustainably finance the financial system of Kazakhstan 1. Protected areas in Kazakhstan:
management of steppe is conducted. financial status and options, 2010.
protected areas are 2.Recommendations on 2. The legal base to PA financing in
developed and sustainable financial Kazakhstan: key issues and
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Outcome, output

implemented

Result obtained

mechanisms for PA.

3. Methodological basis for
economic valuation of
ecosystem services is prepared.
4. PES mechanisms are being
introduced at pilot area.

Technical report Sustainability

recommendations for amendments

3. Protected areas in Kazakhstan:
Guidelines for PA economic
valuation, 2010

4. Protected areas in Kazakhstan:
Guidelines for PA business planning,
2010 .

5. Financing mechanisms for
development in Irgiz-Turgay SNR and
its buffer zone: preliminary
assessment and recommendations,
2011 .

6. PA financing in Kazakhstan:
Experiences and lessons learned from
the project, 2012.

7. Recommendations for Monitoring the
Progress and Effectiveness of PA
Financing, 2012

8. Sustainable Financing Strategy for
Irgiz Turgay Rezervat 2013-2017,
2012

Output 3.5: Enhanced
conservation-related
knowledge and capacities
among non-PA actors
across the broader steppe
ecosystem landscape

1.To promote nature
conservation and environmental
knowledge among population
the concepts of Visitors centers
for Naurzum SNR and Irgiz-
Torgai SNR are developed

2. According to the developed
concept the works on
information and visual content

1. Concepts of Visitors center of
Nayrzum SNR and Irgiz-Torgai SNR
2. Publications in mass media
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Outcome, output Result obtained Technical report Sustainability

of Visitors center was conducted
for Irgiz-Torgay.

3. Information about project
activities is covered in mass
media
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Annex 6 List of other documents reviewed

e e A o

Pro-documents

Project addendum

Monitoring reports and management responses
Inception report

Interim reports

Project quarterly reports (selective)

Final report (not received yet)

Official letters and Memorandums on cooperation
Event reports

Project staffing

Work plans

Publicity and visibility

Overview key meetings

TORs for project personnel (selected)
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Annex 7

Color Coding

Yellow: indicator shows expected completion by the end of the project

Objective/outcome

Objective: To expand
the protected area
system of Kazakhstan
to ensure an improved
coverage of steppe
ecosystems

‘ Indicator

Coverage of
steppe
ecosystems in
the Protected
Area System of
Kazakhstan:
(see (a) through
(d) below)

‘ Baseline

(see data below;
units of: PA (ha) /
PA as % of
ecological zone)

‘ Target

2013: 3,429,960 ha or 2.2% of
the ecological zone.
(establishment of additional
553,966 ha of steppe ecosystem)

2010: 2,875,994 ha (1.8% of the
ecological zone) (831,998 ha of
new steppe PAs) — of which
578,742 are pure steppe
ecosystems

- Establishment of two new PAs
covering 578,742 ha of which
only 482,542 is pure addition (as
96,200 ha are already protected
as small PAs ).

- expansion of two existing PAs by
349,456 ha of steppe ecosystems

2014

- 74,3 thousand ha due to SNNP
“Buiratau”;

-437,6 thousand ha due to
establishment of SNR “Altyn
Dala”

2014:

By December 2013 steppe zone
coverage- 3,2 %

-meadow steppe — 3,07 %;
-dry steppe — 1,52%;

-steppe semi-desert —5,79 %;
-desertified steppe - 3,27%.

Added:
- 409,962 thousand ha due to
expansion of Irgiz-Turgai rezervat

-2004,8 thousand ha due to
establishment of wildlife corridor
Irgiz-Turgai-Zhylanshyk out of
which approximately 652,7
thousand ha in Desertified
steppe, 1351,3 thousand ha in
Steppe semi-desert

Expected till 2015
By 2015 steppe zone coverage-—
3,78%

- meadow steppe — 3,07 %;
- dry steppe — 1,52%;

Kazakhstan Steppe Project Status of Objective and Outcome Indicators Target Delivery
MATRIX FOR RATING THE ACHIEVEMENT OF OUTCOMES

MTE Assessment and Suggested Revisions

Concur with self-assessment. The project progress
toward the overall target is further discussed under
the Outcome 1 results section of this evaluation
report. So far the project is making good progress
toward the overall target, although slightly more
slowly than originally anticipated. The project helped
establish the Buiritau PA, and has significantly
contributed to the progress for establishment of
Altyn Dala PA and expansion of Irgiz-Turgai PA, both
of which are expected to receive official recognition
in 2012. The “competition” among PAs for formal
establishment by the government, combined with
negative national budget trends due to the global
economic crisis, creates some risk for reaching the
final overall target by the end of the project.
Reaching the final target will require establishment
of the Bokieorda Zhaiyk PA, for which the TEO
technical documentation still needs to be completed
and approved, which can take 1-2 years. The project
target is an important benchmark and should remain
as a long-term goal, even if it is not reached before
the end of the project. At the same time, the project
has already contributed to an impressive increase in
hectares of PAs in Kazakhstan.
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Objective/outcome

‘ Indicator

‘ Baseline

‘ Target

2014

- steppe semi-desert — 6,13%;
- desertified steppe - 5,1%.

Added:

- 58,0 thousand ha due to
establishment of Ulytau;

- 153,337 thousand ha due to
establishment of Ulytau-
Arganatinskyi zakaznik;

- 343,040 due to establishment of
SNR “Bokeiorda”;

-314,5 thousand ha due to
establishment of Ashozekskyi
zakaznik

MTE Assessment and Suggested Revisions

(a) Forest steppe

620,068 ha / 8.1%

620,068 ha / 8.1%

676,923 ha / 8.8%

(b) Rivers, lakes,
forests

2,336,645 ha /
14.8%

2,336,645 ha / 14.8%

2,336,645 ha / 14.8%

(c) Mountains

6,553,771 ha/
16.2%

6,553,771 ha/16.2%

7,181,196 ha / 17.75%

The project is not working on PAs targeting these
ecosystems (as can be seen by the fact that there is
no increase planned from baseline to target value). It
is not clear why this information is included in the
project logframe other than to provide context for
the steppe PA ecosystem indicator. The increase in
forest steppe and mountain PA coverage from
baseline to 2011 status indicated here was not a
result of project activities, but simply represents the
current national status resulting from other efforts
expanding the national PA system. As per logframe
good practice, indicators and information not related
to project activities should not be included in the
logframe, which is designed to guide a results-based
project approach, and help assess results from
project activities only.

(d) Steppe

2,069,960 ha /
1.35%

2,875,994 ha/ 1.8%

2,431,997 ha / 1.57%

This is simply repeating the top line information on
overall PA coverage of steppe ecosystems addressed
by the project.

Size of Saiga
populations with
major proportion
of habitat in
steppe

Size of Betpakdala
Saiga population:
22,760 animals
(Source; CFH
census, 2007)

Betpakdala Saiga population
shows an average annual
population growth of at least
10%.

Size of Betpakdala Saiga
population: 155,000 animals
(Source; CFH temp.census, 2013).

36% increase per year

Concur with self-reported results. There are
indications that the size of the Betpakdala Saiga
population has indeed increased since the beginning
of the project, but as discussed in previous sections
of this evaluation report, the population increase is
not a result of project activities, but most reflects the
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Objective/outcome

‘ Indicator

‘ Baseline

‘ Target

2014

MTE Assessment and Suggested Revisions

government’s efforts through the hunting ban, and
the investment in Okhotzooprom, the agency under
the CFH tasked with Saiga protection. The project’s
efforts are certainly contributing positively to the
overall effort, but the size of the Saiga population is
not a useful impact indicator for results in the project
implementation period. In the long run, the project’s
efforts at expending the steppe zone PA coverage
(with Irgiz-Turgai and Altyn Dala PAs) and
improvement PA management effectiveness (as well
as the work on wildlife corridors) should contribute
significantly to biodiversity conservation, and
specifically the Saiga population.

Outcome 1: PA system
of Kazakhstan contains
representative
samples of steppe
ecosystem under
various conservation
management regimes
and provides effective
coverage of
ecosystems and
ecological processes

Legally
established
protected areas,
as % of area of
overall ecological
zone

(see (a) through

Total steppe zone
coverage: 1.35%

By 2010: Total steppe zone
coverage: 1.8% (578,742 ha
added)

By 2013: Minimum for combined
steppe areas: 2.2 %

Total steppe zone coverage: 1.83
% (511,9 ha added).

SNNP “Buiratau” and Altyn Dala
rezervat were estalished

(d) below)
(a) Meadow Meadow steppe: Meadow steppe: 3.0 % Meadow steppe: 3.07%
steppe: 2.5%

(b) Dry steppe:

Dry steppe: 1.0%

Dry steppe: 1.3 %

Dry steppe: 1.52%

(c) Steppe semi- Steppe semi- Steppe semi-desert: 2.4 % Steppe semi-desert: 2.14%
desert: desert: 2.1%
(d) Desertified Desertified Desertified steppe: 1.4% Desertified steppe: 1,57 %

steppe:

steppe: 0.4%

Concur with self-reported results. This is again a
repeat of the top level objective indicator covering
outcome level results.

Some steppe ecosystem sub-types are covered under
project PA expansion.

As highlighted in the evaluation report, an
appropriate results-based indicator however would
focus not just on absolute hectares of coverage, but
on coverage of identified high biodiversity value
steppe ecosystems, and particularly those most
vulnerable to threats. The project is working to
expand PA coverage, but has to negotiate with local
government and land users to reach agreement on
the defined boundaries of proposed PAs; in this case
some targeted high biodiversity value areas may not
be included in the PAs. An improved indicator would
consider quality of PA coverage, not just quantity,
but this requires additional detailed data on the
biodiversity values of wide expanses of the Kazakh
steppe landscape.

Management
Effectiveness of
PAs at project
sites

(see (a) and (b)
below)

(see data below)

(see data below)

(see data below) by August 12,
2013

(a) Naurzum

Naurzum - 59%

74 %

92 %

Concur with self-reported results. See Annex 3.1
following for METT scorecards. However, the METT
scorecards have been completed under different
methodologies, and therefore the scores may not be
directly comparable. It is also not clear why only
these two PAs are included in the logframe, when
the project is contributing relatively little at
Naurzum, and contributing significantly to other PAs,
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Objective/outcome

‘ Indicator

(b) Irgiz Turgai

‘ Baseline

Irgiz Turgai — 34%

‘ Target
60 %

2014
65 %

MTE Assessment and Suggested Revisions

although the rationale may be that it was not
possible to establish baseline METT scores for PAs
that were not yet created. However a project
development phase METT assessment was
conducted for five PAs (the inception report includes
METT scorecards for Bayanaulskiy SNNP, Irgiz-Turgai
SNR, Karkaralinsky SNNP, Naurzum SNR, and
Korghalzhyn SNR. This evaluation suggests that the
project conduct METT assessments for all PAs
involved in the project, under a standardized
methodology that can be consistently applied over
time by the PA administrations with external
support. The target values for the METT scores for
the two PAs indicated here are not clearly
rationalized, and the project team does not know on
what basis the target value was proposed. It appears
that the Naurzum target value was under-ambitious
while the Irgiz-Turgai target value may be
overambitious, although good progress toward the
target has been made.

Outcome 2: Tools for
landscape-level steppe
conservation planning
and management are
developed and
implemented by key
stakeholders

Landscape level
steppe
conservation
planning
complements
and improves
the effectiveness
and ecological
sustainability of,
the PAs

No landscape-
level conservation
planning and
management
model in
Kazakhstan;

No wildlife
corridors

Protected Areas
managed in
isolation

Landscape level steppe
conservation planning involving a
combination of wildlife corridors,
buffer zones and community-
based conservation areas
designed to complement, and
improve the effectiveness and
sustainability of, the PAs within
the 6.2 million ha of Irgiz-Turgay-
Zhylanshyk pilot

To establish a Program for
conservation and management of
the steppe landscape, the project
conducted an ecological
monitoring and produced
baseline landscape data for flora,
fauna, abiotic factors, land
resources, anthropogenic
disturbances. The Program meant
to be established for the pilot site
"Irgiz Turgay Zhylanshyk". The
project is establishing ecological
corridors, therefore the
documentation adopted by the
Forestry and Hunting Committee
has been submitted to the
Ministry of Environmental
Protection (MEP) for
environmental impact
assessment and to the
Administration of Kostanay
Oblast for futher establishment of
the corridor.

Concur with self-assessed results. This is a qualitative
indicator that attempts to capture multiple elements
of the project activities under Outcome 2. This would
be an acceptable approach, except the indicator and
target do not meet SMART criteria with respect to
clearly and specifically defining what metrics
landscape level steppe conservation planning should
meet. This is simply a “supply-driven” project
implementation indicator for Outcome 2, rather than
a results-focused indicator with a clearly rationalized
target based on the normative status for landscape
level conservation in Kazakhstan. Therefore by the
sheer fact of the planned project activities being
carried out the indicator target is met.

Page 109/173




Objective/outcome

‘ Indicator

Steppe
ecosystem
knowledge and
monitoring
relevant to land
use planning of
the steppe being
undertaken and
utilized

‘ Baseline

No monitoring
and knowledge
management
system existing.

‘ Target

2 annual reports with GIS data
sheets on steppe ecosystem
knowledge and monitoring
relevant for land use planning
delivered to the Land Use
Planning Agency through the
Information Center of the MEP

2014

The project finalized the report
with GIS data sheets on steppe
ecosystem ecological monitoring
and delivered it to the Land Use
Planning Agency through the
Information Center of the MEP.
This report will help in the use of
monitoring and knowledge
management systems for steppe
ecosystem, and in design of the
land use programme.

MTE Assessment and Suggested Revisions

Concur with self-assessed results. This indicator
suffers from the same limitations as the above
indicator, combined with the fact that the target is
output-based, which may not have high relevance for
meeting the project objective unless there is clearly
defined logical pathway from outputs to outcomes,
and on to impacts for the activity addressed (in this
case, production of monitoring reports). A stronger
outcome-level indicator for assessing project results
under this activity would be one that captures the
influence of the knowledge products on
environmental management decision-making, i.e.
not just delivering reports, but demonstrating that
the information in the reports is utilized in decision-
making processes.

Annual reports No corridor At least 1 annual report on Saiga The task on establishment of the Concur with self-reported results. See comments on
on Saiga committees sightings within ITZ delivered to corridors management previous indicator.
sightings by existing in ITZ the CFH committee has been moved to
corridor 2012, because the ecological
management corridors will be officially
committees in established in the end of 2013 ;
ITZ potential members of the
corridors management
committee are being identified.
The project prepared 3 reports on
status of Betpakdala Saiga
population and sent it to CFH.
Outcome 3: The Annual reports No annual At least 1 annual report on Saiga The project assisted the Irgiz- Concur with self-assessed results. The use of the

systemic, institutional
and individual capacity

for steppe

conservation in a wide
productive landscape

is strengthened

on Saiga
sightings and
defined
examined
biological
parameters (like
e.g. sex and age
ratios) of PA
managers

reporting on data
relevant to Saiga
ecology by PA
managers

sightings and defined examined
biological parameters (like e.g.
sex and age ratios) of PA
managers of PAs within ITZ
delivered to the CFH

Torgay Rezervat and Korgalzhyn
reserve staff with preparation of
2 reports on Saiga sightings and
defined examined biological
parameters (like e.g. sex and age
ratios) of PA . In cooperation with
the zoological institute and
Okhotzooprom the flight survey
was improved.

In total 74 trainings and seminars
held in all fields of capacity
building. This is exclusive the
capacity building under outcome
2

production of Saiga monitoring reports as an
indicator for PA management capacity is a useful and
interesting approach. At the same time, it is not clear
why the METT score would not adequately capture
capacity development for PA management. This
indicator appears to give additional emphasis for the
capacity of PA staff with respect to environmental
(esp. Saiga) monitoring, which may be a valid
approach in the context of the PAs the project is
working on. As with the indicators under Outcome 2
however, it would be helpful to know how this
information is being used in management decision-
making.
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Objective/outcome

‘ Indicator

Capacity
Scorecard

(see (a) through
(e) below)

‘ Baseline

(see data below)

‘ Target

(see data below)

2014

(see data below): as of July 11,
2011 (new data not available yet
but clearly improved the last 2
years and expected to get close
to the target)

MTE Assessment and Suggested Revisions

The capacity development scorecard is a tool
commonly used in UNDP-GEF projects that include
capacity development elements. It is useful in the
sense that it provides a rough method for translating
qualitative results into a quantitative assessment for
easier tracking of results; but the capacity scorecard
has some significant shortcomings as well. One
particular issue relevant for the Kazakhstan Steppe
project is that the capacity development scorecard
looks at the whole national system, whereas the
project is only addressing steppe PAs, and not the
whole PA or environmental management system in
Kazakhstan. The Capacity Assessment scorecard can
still be useful in such circumstances, but reasonable
boundaries have to be put on the expected scope of
project results. In the case of the Kazakhstan Steppe
project, the application of this scorecard is a
relatively “blunt tool” because the project objective
focuses on steppe PAs. Comments and suggested
revisions on specific elements of the capacity
assessment scorecard indicator are provided below.

(a) Policy

formulation
Systemic
Institutional

Policy Formulation
4/out of 6
2/out of 3

Policy Formulation
6/out of 6
3/out of 3

Policy Formulation
5/out of 6
2/out of 3

Reaching a score of 6 at the systemic level requires
achieving a maximum score on the indicator that
“The protected area agenda is being effectively
championed / driven forward”, and because
Kazakhstan is such a centralized country politically,
achieving a maximum score would require actions at
very high levels of government in terms of lobbying
ministers, the prime minister and the president,
which is somewhat beyond the project’s scope.
Similarly, the institutional component of this part of
the scorecard relates to the existence of a national
PAs institution — again, something beyond the scope
of the project. This mid-term evaluation
recommends that the target value of the systemic
level be revised to a target of 5, which the project
has met.

(b)

Implementation
Systemic
Institutional
Individual

Implementation
5/out of 9
17/out of 27
6/out of 12

Implementation
8/out of 9
33/out of 36
10/out of 12

Implementation
7/out of 9
19/out of 27
6/out of 12

There is a discrepancy between the total possible
institutional score at the baseline and target levels
(max score of 27 vs max score of 36). This is repeated
in multiple project documents, and appears to
indicate an adjustment of three additional questions
to this section of the scorecard, but the specific
details of this issue could not be resolved under the
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Objective/outcome

‘ Indicator ‘ Baseline ‘ Target 2014 MTE Assessment and Suggested Revisions
MTE. The MTE recommends that the project take an
approximately proportional target value of 25/27.
Alternatively, the project team could qualitatively
analyze this section of the scorecard, and assess the
maximum possible value within the scope of the
project, and use this as the target value (following
approval of this proposal by the Project Board).
(c) Engagement Eng. and Eng. and consensus Eng. and consensus Concur with self-assessed results, no significant
and consensus consensus 6/out of 6 3/out of 6 issues.
Systemic 4/out of 6 5/out of 6 4/out of 6
Institutional 3/out of 6 3/out of 3 2/out of 3
Individual 2/out of 3
(d) Mobilize info Info and Info and knowledge Info and knowledge Concur with self-assessed results, no significant
and knowledge knowledge 3/out of 3 2/out of 3 issues.
Systemic 2/out of 3 3/out of 3 3/out of 3
Institutional 2/out of 3 2/out of 3 2/out of 3
Individual 1/out of 3
(e) Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring Concur with self-assessed results, no significant
Systemic 3/out of 6 5/out of 6 4/out of 6 issues.
Institutional 2/out of 6 4/out of 6 4/out of 6
Individual 0/out of 3 2/out of 3 2/out of 3
Financial (see data below) (see data below) (see data below): as of June 26, The financial sustainability scorecard also faces some
Sustainability 2011 (new data not available yet of the contextual macro issues faced in the use of the
Scorecard: but clearly improved the last 2 capacity assessment scorecard, as discussed above.
(see (a) through years) The scores below were assessed with the support of
(c) below) the international expert supporting the project on PA

financing issues, and with a roundtable of national
experts.

(a) Legal and

55% - 49/out of 89

82% - 73/89

47% - 41/out of 90

Concur with self-assessed results, no significant

regulatory issues.

framework

(b) Business 33% - 19/out of 57 | 58% - 33/57 42% - 25/out of 59 Concur with self-assessed results, no significant
planning issues. Financing of PAs is planned on three-year

cycles, and currently there is not a clear
rationalization of funding in relation to the
management plans and needs for specific PAs. The
project is working to introduce the business planning
concept in PA management planning.

(c) Tools for
revenue
generation

22% - 10/out of 46

54% - 25/46

38% - 24/out of 63

Concur with self-assessed results, no significant
issues. This relates to Payments for Ecosystem
Services and legal mechanisms for tools such as
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Objective/outcome

Indicator

Baseline

MTE Assessment and Suggested Revisions

concessions. The project is supporting the
development of these tools through the financing
component, and an analysis of the applicability of
various tools in Kazakhstan was included in the
products under this output. However, fully
establishing the legislative basis for such tools is
beyond the scope of the project.
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Annex 9

Overview Capacity building

Aim/Brief description

Participants

Number of
participants

1. | Workshop Inception workshop | Internal session of Inception | 11 May 2009 | Astana Adriana Dinu- UNDP Technical Advisor, 40 people
workshop of “Steppe UNDP Regional Office of European and CIS
conservation and countries
management” project [.Kadyrzhanova-head of UNDP

Environment and Energy Unit

B. Duissekeyev —head of wildlife
management department of the Committee on
forestry and hunting of MoA of RoK.
V.Baigazina — Programme Associate of
UNDP Environment and Energy Unit

2. | Workshop Inception workshop | External session of Inception | 12 May 2009 | Astana Stakeholders: representatives of MEP, 23 people
workshop of “Steppe Agency for land resources, CACILM,
conservation and Okhotzooprom, Akimats of Akmola and
management” project Kostanay Oblasts, pilot PAs, Akmola Oblast

inspection of forestry and wildlife
3. | Symposium “Steppes of Presentation of the project at | 17-22 May Orenburg, | Scientists and experts from Kazakhstan, N/a
Northern Eurasia” the fifth international 2009 RF Russia, Belarus, Ukraine
symposium “Steppe of
Northern Eurasia”
4. | Meeting First project Discussion of workplan for | 26 June 2009 | Astana Members of PSC 17 people
steering committee | 2009
meeting

5. | Working meeting Coordination of Settle the matter concerning | 6-7 August Yereiment 1. Experts (land surveyors) of land 17 people

land allocation for land allocation 2009 au town, resources department of Yereimentau

Buiratau National Akmola district of Akmola Oblast .

Park Oblast 2. Zh. Rakhimbekov- director of SE
“Yereimenatu forestry” of the Agency
for land resources and land use
management of Akmola Oblast.

6. | International Sustainable use of Negotiate upon international | 16-22 August | Moscow, Scientists and experts form RF, Uzbekistan, | N/a

congress replenishable nature | cooperation in Saiga 2009 RF Mongolia, Ukraine, Belarus, Hungary,
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Aim/Brief description

Participants

Number of

participants

resources conservation Germany, etc.
7. | Workshop Ecosystem Review of general 21 October Almaty Scientists of Kazakhstan, performers of 25 people
monitoring approaches and development | 2009 Outcome 2, NGO “ASBK” in association
of activities for system with international expert on landscape
monitoring planning, P. Desmet.
8. | Meeting Second Project Workplan implementation 24 November | Astana PSC members 16 people
Steering Committee | for 2009 Discussion of 2009
meeting workplan for 2010
9. | Working meetings Establishment of Settle the matter of land 29 November— | Kostanay, | Representatives of Kostanay Oblast 8-10 people
SNR “Altyn Dala” | allotted at the reserved area | 3 December Karamend | territorial inspection , RSE “Kostanay
for SNR “Altyn Dala” y, Torgai GosNPTSzem”(State developmental center
villages of land resources and land management),
Akimats of Zhangeldy and Amangeldy
districts of Kostanay Oblast.
10. | Round table Prospects of steppe | Identification of appropriate | 11 December | Almaty 1. Representatives of the Committee of 35 people
PAs development areas to establish new steppe | 2009 Forestry and Hunting
in Kazakhstan PAs 2. Representatives of CFH oblast
territorial inspections
3. PA representatives
4. Scientists
5. NGOs
6. Institute of Geography, Ministry of
Education, RoK
7. Institute of Zoology, Ministry of
Education, Rok
11. | Business trip Monitoring visit Monitoring visit made by 7-8 May 2010 | Korgalzhy | UNDP staff and project implementation unit | 15 people
UNDP staff to Korgalzhyn n village,
SNR Akmola
Oblast
12. | Working meeting Presentation of the | Meeting of biodiversity and | 12-14 October | Bratislava, | UNDP projects of European and CIS N/a
project ecosystem management 2010 Slovakia countries
projects
13. | Workshop Initial workshop Presentation of the project at | 12-14 May Orenburg, | Representatives of Russian project, head of | N/a
“PA management the initial workshop. 2010 Russia department of nature resources management
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Aim/Brief description

Part

icipants

Number of

mechanisms system
improvement in
steppe biome of
Russia”

Possible conduction of joint
activities between two
projects

and land use of Aktube oblast, etc.

participants

14. | Round table “On amendments Development of 12 May 2010 Astana 1. CFH representatives 35 people
and addenda to recommendations in PA 2. Representatives of the Ministry of
some legislative legislation improvement Agriculture of Kazakhstan
acts of RoK 3. Representatives of MEP
concerning forestry, 4. Representatives of the Ministry of
wildlife and Justice
protected areas” 5. Representatives of GEF, World Bank
international projects
15. | Workshop “Capacity building | Development of job 14 May 2010 | Astana 1. Representatives of CFH 34 people
of pilot PAs staff” description for PA staff in 2. Representatives of GEF, World Bank
Kazakhstan as a first step to international projects
development of training 3. Representatives of pilot PAs
programme for PA staff.
Adjustment of test
questionnaire
16. | Working meeting Interaction of Irgiz- | Negotiation on Irgiz-Turgai | 17 May 2010 | Irgiz 1. Deputy akim of Irgiz district- K. 10 people
Turgai SNR with SNR expansion. village, Kossayakov
local authorities Development of Aktube 2. N.Sarsenbaiuly- Director of Irgiz-
recommendations on mutual oblast Turgai SNR
cooperation 3. A. Yeralin —Head of land resources
department of Irgiz- district
4. N.Sharipov- head of territorial
inspection of Aktube oblast , CFH MoA
5. Project implementation unit
17. | Workshop Development of Development of 18-19 May Irgiz Irgiz-Turgai SNR staff 34 people
management plan Management plan for Irgiz- | 2010 village, Representatives of territorial inspection of
for PA Turgai SNR according to the Aktube Aktube oblast, CFH MoA
principles and practice of oblast 34 people including international PA expert
international standards M. Appleton
18. | Working meeting Steppe conservation | Discussion of project 28 June 2010 | Astana A.Dinu — UNDP/GEF Technical Advisor 6 people

and management
project activities

activities

S.Kim — Head of UNDP Environment and
Energy Unit
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Aim/Brief description Participants Number of
participants
19. | Meeting Third project 2010 Workplan 8 July 2010 Korgalzhy | PSC members 22 people
Steering Committee | implementation n
meeting village,Ak
mola
oblast
20. | Working meeting Signing of the Submission of the signed 12-14 July Yereiment | Akim of Yereimentau district, head of land 8 people
allotment allotment inspection report 2010 au village, | resources, akims (authorities) of rural
inspection report to the land resources Kokshetau, | districts, Director of Yereimentau SE on
department of Akmola Akmola forestry
oblast oblast Head of territorial inspection of Akmola
oblast, CFH MoA
21. | Workshop Preparation of Conduction of monitoring 22 July 2010 Korgalzhy | Korgalzhyn SNR staff 10 people
report on saiga surveys for saiga and n village
sightings and preparation of research
defined examined report on saiga monitoring in
biological Korgalzhyn SNR
parameters within
Korgalzhyn SNR
22. | Working meeting Field visits of Negotiation of disputable 16-21 August | Amangeld | Akim of Amangeldy district —S. Akhmetov 6 people
project manager points on land boundaries of | 2010 y village, Akim of Zhangeldy district- N.Tolepov
establishing SNR “Altyn Zhangeldy | Head of CFH-B. Duissekeyev
Dala” village, Director of Naurzum SNR —B.Muttakov
Development of the concept Kostanay
of Irgiz-Turgai SNR’s oblast,
Visitors Center Karamend
y village
23. | Round table Adjustment and Negotiation and 18 August Kostanay Head of wildlife department of CFH MoA of | 30 people
coordination of coordination of monitoring 2010 RoK- B.Duissekeyev .
monitoring system | system between hunting NGO “ACBK”staff
farms. Agreements between Representatives of hunting farms
hunting farms
24. | Workshop «Arrangement of Capacity building of pilot 7-9 September | Usharal Pilot PAs staff (Korgalzhyn SNR, Irgiz- 3 people
steppe fires PAs staff in steppe fires 2010 Turgai SNR)
extinguishing” distinguishing
25. | Formal meeting Second meeting of | Concerning implementation | 7-10 Ulan- International representatives of the N/a
parties and of the MOU on Saiga September Bator, countries: Kazakhstan, Mongolia, China,
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Aim/Brief description

Participants

Number of

participants

technical workshop | Conservation, Restoration 2010 Mongolia | Germany, UNEP
and Sustainable management
(SAIGA TATARICA
TATARICA)
26. | Conference “Steppes of Consideration and 9-12 National Representatives from Russia, Hungary, N/a
Eurasia: status, discussion of the climate September Park Mongolia, USA, Romania, Slovakia,,
treats and change impact issues on 2010 “Hustai”, Germany, etc.
adaptation to steppes of Eurasia Mongolia
climate change”
27. | Working meetings Development of Development of 18-19 October | Astana Irgiz-Turgai SNR staff 4 people
Management plan Management plan for Irgiz- | 2010
for Irgiz-Turgai Turgai SNR according to the
SNR principals and practice of
international standards
28. | Experience sharing | Working meetings | Experience sharing between | 20 October Korgalzhy | Irgiz-Turagai SNR staff 4 people
on report Irgiz-Turgai SNR and 2010 n village
preparation on saiga | Korgalzhyn SNR in
sightings and conduction of scientific
defined examined research and preparation of
biological research report on saiga
parameters within
Irgiz-Turgai SNR
29. | Working meeting PA system Information sharing of 15 November | Astana Representatives of UNDP, Committee on 20 people
financing in the existing international 2010 Forestry and Hunting MoA RoK,
Republic of experience in PA financing GEF/UNDP, World Bank projects,
Kazakhstan Biodiversity Conservation Fund
30. | Workshop Report preparation | Conduction of monitoring 2-6 December | Korgalzhy | Irgiz-Turagai SNR staff 8 people
on saiga sightings surveys for saiga and n village
and defined preparation of research
examined report on saiga monitoring in
biological Irgiz-Turgai SNR
parameters within
Irgiz-Turgai SNR
31. | Round table “ Steppe Negotiation of Bokeiorda- 8 December Uralsk Deputy of the Mazhilis of the Parliament 44 people
ecosystems Zhaiyk SNR establishment 2010 Deputy Akim of West Kazakhstan Oblast

conservation in

and ural saiga population

Head of department for land resources
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Aim/Brief description

Participants

Number of

participants

West Kazakhstan conservation Representatives of the CFH MoA RoK
through PA Scientists of west Kazakhstan oblast
establishing” Total -44 people according to the list of
participants
32. | Meeting Fourth Project 2010 workplan 14 December | Astana PSC members 24 people
Steering Committee | implementation Discussion 2010
meeting of 2011 workplan
33. | Meeting SNR “Altyn Dala” | Working meeting held in 25 February Kostanay Administration of RSE “Kostanay 17 people
establishment Kostanay on SNR “Altyn 2011 GosNPTSzem”(State developmental center
Dala” establishment of land resources and land management)
Representatives of land resources
department
Total- 17 people according to the list of
participants
34. | Meeting Saiga conservation | Interaction(cooperation) of 2-3 March Aktau Representatives of Akimats 12 people
stakeholders in saiga 2011 Territorial inspections of CFH of the
conservation Ministry of Agriculture
RSE “Okhotzooprom”
Representatives of law enforcement bodies
NGO
Nature conservation institutions
35. | Agitation meetings | Saiga conservation | Agitation meetings held with | 14-19 March Arkalyk, Local authorities, youth, local people living | 70-80 people
youth, local people living in | 2011 Amantogai | in the range of betpakdala saiga population
the range of betpakdala saiga , “Okhotzooprom”
population Amangeld | Territorial inspections of the CFH MoA
y, Torgai, | RoK ACBK
Akkol,
Karasu
36. | Working meeting Coordination of the | Implementation of project 15 March Astana Project implementation unit, ACBK 8 people
issues Outcome 2 2011
37. | Republican “ Preparation and Knowledge extension and 27-28 April Semey Staff of: Akimats of the oblasts, PAs, oblast | 56 people
scientific and order of resources experience sharing between | 2011 territorial inspections, emergency including the
practical workshop | mobilization in participants in general departments 56 people PA 10
extinguishing forest | principles of preparation and people
and steppe fires” resources mobilization in
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Aim/Brief description

Participants

Number of

participants

fire extinguishing
38. | Working meetings | Establishment if Coordination of land 19 — 24 may Torgai, Akim of Zhangeldy district of Kostanay 10 people
SNR “Altyn Dala” | allotment design for SNR 2011 Amangeld | oblast
“Altyn Dala” y, Arkalyk | Akim of Amangeldy district
Head of department for land resources of
Zhangeldy and Amangeldy districts of
Kostanay Oblast
39. | Interregional On saiga population | Improvement of activities on | 21 May 2011 Kostanay First deputy of Prosecutor-General 60-70 people
meeting conservation issues | saiga conservation Chairman of CFH MoA RoK
and measures to Establishment of SNR
prevent poaching “Altyn Dala”
40. | Working meetings | Irgiz-Turgai SNR Land allotment and 14 June 2011 | Aktobe 1. D.Kydyrbayev —deputy director of 5 people
expansion development of land “Aktobe GosNPTSZem”
allotment design 2. K.Ibrayeva— head of design department of
“Aktobe GosNPTSZem”
3. Zh.Imankulov- head of department for
land resources of Aktobe oblast
4. M.Aralbayev- deputy head of land
resources department of Aktobe oblast
41. | Working meeting Irgiz-Turgai SNR Consider the issues of land 16 June 2011 Irgiz, 1.  M.Duanbekov-akim of Irgiz district | 4 people
expansion take-over from land user of Aktobe 2. Zh. Bessembayeva-head of
“Alikhan” farm oblast scientific and environmental
projects department of LLP
“Ecoservice”
3. A.Aubakirov — designing engenier
of LLP “Ecoservice” branch in
Aktobe
42. | Workshop Development of Development of 15-17 June Irgiz, Irgiz-Turgai SNR staff 31 people
Management plan Management plan and 2011 Aktube International experts
and Business plan Business plan for Irgiz- oblast Total - 31 people according to the list of
for Irgiz-Turgai Turgai SNR according to the participants
SNR principles and practice of
international standards
43. | Working meetings Establishment of Coordination of land 3-12 July 2011 | Kostanay, | Akim of Zhangeldy district of Kostanay 30-35 people
SNR “Altyn Dala” | allotment design for SNR Amangeld | oblast Meetings
“Altyn Dala” y district, Akim of Amangeldy district
Zhangeldy | Heads of departments for land resources of

Page 120/173




Aim/Brief description

Participants

Number of

participants

district of | Zhangeldy and Amangeldy districts of
Kostanay Kostanay oblast
oblast Heads of regional nature conservation
institutions
44. | Workshop Key aspects of Capacity building of newly 15-19 August | Molodezhn | SNNP “Buiratau” staff 30 people
national parks’ established SNNP 2011 yi town, Total -30 people according to the list of
activities “Buiratau” staff Akmola participants
oblast
45. | Workshop Botanical Method of conducting 17 September | Irgiz, Irgiz-Turgai SNR staff 10 people
researches of steppe | research within Irgiz-Torgai | 2011 Aktobe
biotopes SNR oblast
46. | Workshop Landscape planning | Considering issues of system | 19 September | Astana Scientists, representatives of Ministry of 25 people
of nature and landscape planning of 2011 Environmental Protection, Agency for land
conservation nature conservation resources management of the Republic of
activities activities in international Kazakhstan, experts of project organizations,
practice representatives of international projects, etc.
Total- 25 people in accordance with the list
of participants
47. | Retreat Saiga conservation | Summarizing research 30 September | Astana Representatives of CFH, international 24 people
findings of causes of ural 2011 experts, scientists, representatives of MEP,
saiga population mass die- Ministry of health care, etc.
off Total -25 people
48. | Meeting Fifth project 2011 workplan 7 October Kostany PEC members 19 people
Steering Committee | implementation. Discussion | 2011
meeting of 2012 workplan
49. | Workshop Sub-regional Promotion of complex, 10-14 October | Almaty Representatives of: MEP of the Republic of | 3 people
training for trainers | integrated approach to 2011 Kazakhstan, PAs of Kazakhstan
on steppe pastures addressing environmental NGO
sustainable issues within steppe pastures International experts
management
50. | Republican Assessment of Project presentation at the 18 October Kyzylorda | Representatives of the Ministry of 40 people
conference current condition of | republican conference 2011 Agriculture, international projects, PAs,
Aral sea basin of NGO, scientists, etc.
Kazakhstan part
and ways of
introduction of
water resources
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Aim/Brief description Participants Number of
participants
integrated
management
51. | Business trip Formal opening of | Discussion of the concept of | 21 October Irgiz, Representatives of local authorities, rezervat | 100 people
Irgiz-Turgai SNR Visitors center for rezervat. | 2011 Aktobe staff, etc.
new building Design presentation oblast
(projects working)
52. | Meeting Ural saiga Consideration of the issues 4 November Uralsk Deputy akim of oblast, Deputy Chairman of | 37 people
population disease on saiga disease preventive 2011 CFH of MoA RoK, representatives of law
prevention and measures adaptation for enforcement bodies, akims of Kaztal and
establishment of 2012 and establishment of Zhanibek districts, representatives of
State Nature state nature rezervat regional departments of nature resources and
Rezervat “Bokeiorda-Zhaiyk” nature and land use management, scientists —
“Bokeiorda- biologist, veterinarians,etc.
Zhaiyk” Total -37 people according to the list of
participants.
53. | Workshop Research and Capacity building of pilot 19-21 Astana Pilot PA staff 18 people
monitoring within PAs staff November Total — 18 people according to the list of
PA 2011 participants
54. | Workshop Arrangement of Capacity building of pilot 22-25 Astana Pilot PAs staff, 21 people
protection service PAs staff November Representatives of RSE “Okhotzooprom”
within steppe PAs 2011 Total-21 people according to the list of
participants
55. | Round table “Sustainable Discussion and development | 25 November | Astana Representatives of the Ministries of 35 people
financing of PA of recommendations on 2011 Agriculture, Economic Development and
system in the improvement of PA Finance, Tax Committee, Committee on
Republic of financial sustainability as at Forestry and hunting of MoA, RoK, UNDP
Kazakhstan” the national level as at the in Kazakhstan, directors of national parks
level of PAs and reserves, Biodiversity Conservation
Fund, experts of international projects.
Total-35 people according to the list of
participants
56. | Workshop “Aerial census of During the workshop 19 March Almaty Representatives of CFH, PA, Okhotzooprom | 25 people
saiga in various aspects of saiga 2012 staff, Institute of Zoology, ACBK, etc.
Kazakhstan” census were considered:
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Aim/Brief description

Participants

Number of

census methods, use of
optional equipment for
census conduction,
recommendations on census
results improvement, etc.

participants

57. | Scientific II International Promotion of importance From 5to 6 Kostanay Scientists of Kazakhstan, Russia, Germany N/a
conference conference “ and role of steppe June 2012
Biodiversity of biodiversity
Asian steppes”.
58. | International “Prevention of Improvement of national and | 18-22 June Astana Representatives of CFH, custom services,
workshop illegal trade in regional cooperation 2012 CITES administration, law enforcement
species of fauna between bodies in bodies of Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan,
and flora and their suppression of illegal trade Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, lower organizations
derivates” of wild animals and CITES of the Committee on Forestry and Hunting
effective implementation
59. | Scientific VI International Aim of symposium is to 18-23 June Orenburg, | Scientists, experts on steppe landscapes, N/a
symposium symposium solve the most urgent issues | 2012 Russia representatives of international projects form
“Steppes of in steppe nature use, study CIS countries and Europe
Northern Eurasia” and conservation of steppe
Participation of landscape and biodiversity
Steppe project.
60. | Workshops Issues concerning Current problems of 4.-5.07.2012 | Taraz Akimat of Zhambyl oblast, representatives 40 people
water supply for supplying pastures with of basin inspection, scientists
pastures to develop | water
sustainable
livestock breeding
on distant pastures
61. | Workshops “Camps as one of PA environmental education | 16 - 17 July Naurzum PA representatives, authorities, local people, | 30 people
the forms to build issues discussed within local | 2012 SNR, international projects, young ecologists
capacity of local people Karamend
communities” y town,
Kostanay
oblast
62. | Scientific and “Improvement of Considered: Kazakhstan 22-24 August | Almaty, Representatives: N/a
practical conference | inter-organizational | climate risks management 2012 Zhambyl Kazakh scientific and research institute of
integration in issues, preventive and district of | Ecology and climate
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Aim/Brief description Participants Number of
participants
climate risks protection measures in Almaty “Kazhydromet”
management in climate risks management . oblast Ministry of Emergency
Kazakhstan” External session to have a Kazakh research institute of water
look at adaptive practice of management
pasture resources sustainable
management
63. | Workshop “Development of Participate in workshop 3-4 Semey UNDP projects, NGOs, representatives of 2 people
the options to within the Multi- September farms, and agriculture cooperatives
introduce effective | Country Capacity 2012
agricultural Building Project CACILM
practices enabling on the issues of
to create “green” implementation of the best
jobs and reduce agricultural practices in land
climate risks”. and water resources
management
64. | Regional workshop: | “Ecosystem tation and study of effective 6-7 September | Bostery Representatives of Regional environmental 6 people
services related to incentive mechanisms and 2012 town,Kyrg | center of Central Asia, international projects
water in Central approaches to cooperation yzstan in Central Asia
ASia: create to improve ecosystem
Incentives to services related to water in
1Improve water Central Asia.
resources
management”
65. | Commemorative Scientific ation in Conference, 21 September | Karamend | Resident representative of UNDP in N/a
scientific conference of g5 of Naurzum SNR Visitors 2012 y town of | Kazakhstan —Stephen Tull, representatives
conference Naurzum reserve “ | center Kostanay of state authorities of Kostanay oblast, CFH,
Current condition oblast PAs in Kazakhstan
of nature complexes
of Naurzum reserve
and its contribution
in their
conservation and
study”
66. | Workshop PA economic ernational practice in PA 258 Astana Representatives of CFH, Research Institutes, | 35 people
valuation economic value September project institutes, MEP, Ministry of Finance,
2012 international projects, Eurasian University

Page 124/173




Aim/Brief description

Participants

Number of

identification considered

participants

67. | Training Training on PA tional expert L.Emerton 26 September | Astana Focused experts: economists, financial 5 people
economic value presented methodology of 2012 experts
methodology for step identification of PA
focused experts economic value
68. | Workshop “Development of During the workshop the 28 September | Irgiz- Irgiz-Turgai SNR staff 22 people
Business plan for financial needs were 2012 Turgai
PA” identified, the mechanisms SNR,
that can be used for PA Irgiz,
financing and management Aktobe
considered as well as oblast
possible management
activities which are required
to set and allocate financing
proposed
69. | Experience sharing | Visit -Tour on Having look at best practice | 17-19 October | Astana- Assylkhan Assylbekov — Project manager. N/A
pastures sustainable | in pastures sustainable 2012 Almaty- Mazhilis of the Parliament of the Republic 3 Meetings
management to management within Bishkek of Kazakhstan
Almaty oblast Zhamby] district of Almaty Zheksenbai Duissebayev (Committee on
(Kazakhstan) and oblast and Susamyr valley agrarian issues)
Susamyr valley (Kyrgyzstan) Sagiyatulla Sarsenov (Committee on
(Kyrgyzstan) agrarian issues).
Kaz SRI of livestock breeding and fodder
cropping:
Bakhtiyar Sadyk — Senior research assistant,
Doctor of agricultural science, professor.
70. | Workshop “Effective Discussion and conclusion 24-25 Kyzylorda, | Akimat of Kyzylorda oblast, representatives | 30 people
management of on water resources October 2012 of basin inspection and scientists
water resources management under the
under the conditions of current climate
conditions of risks in agricultural water
changing climate of | supply within ecological
Aral Sea region” disaster zone-Aral sea
region.
71. | Workshop Identification of the | Participate in working 20-21 Almaty UNDP projects, scientists, representatives of | N/A
aims and national groups to develop national November oblast territorial inspection of forestry and
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Aim/Brief description

Participants

Number of

participants

target objectives in | target objectives and 2012 wild life.
biodiversity activities in biodiversity.
conservation and Present views of the project
sustainable use for | on steppe conservation
2012-2020 based on | issues in Kazakhstan.
global target aims
of Convention on
biodiversity (Aichi,
Japan, 2010).
72. | Retreat “Biodiversity The design of the protected | 27-28 Almaty Representatives of PAs in Kazakhstan 37 people
conservation and areas expansion strategy to | November
sustainable 2020 was presented, the 2012
management of current safety regulations
biological resources | within PA considered and
«“ recommendations on
improvement of current
regulations developed
73. | Conference Conservation of International and national 13-14 March Almaty Scientists of Kazakhstan, Russia, Germany, | 50 people
steppe and semi- programmes and initiatives 2013 Spain, etc
desert ecosystems on steppe biome
of Eurasia conservation
2 presentation
74. | Working meeting Discussion of the concept of | 15 March Almaty Scientists of Kazakhstan and Russia. 12 Meeting
steppe PAs expansion to 2013

2030. The strategic indices
of PA expansion within
steppe zone, desert-steppe
ecotone and part of northern
deserts to 2030 are presented
there.
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Annex 10 METT Scorecards

Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5
MHCTPYMEHT OTCnexuBaHus As NpoeKkToB 6uopasHoobpasus
B pamkax N'9®P-3, N'3P-4 nrod-5

Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems
3apgava 1: CTuMynupoBaHue YCTOMYMBOCTU CUCTEM OXPaHAEMbIX TEPPUTOPUIA

SECTION II: Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Protected Areas
PA3OE/ IIl: MucTpymeHT oTcnexmuBaHmnsa 3 @EKTUBHOCTM yNpaBneHUs A OXpaHAEMbIX TEPPUTOPUM

Note: Please complete the management effectiveness tracking tool for EACH protected area that is the target of the GEF intervention.

Structure and content of the Tracking Tool - Objective 1. Section II:

The Tracking Tool has two main sections: datasheets and assessment form. Both sections should be completed.

1. Datasheets: the data sheet comprises of two separate sections:

[ Data sheet 1: records details of the assessment and some basic information about the site, such as name, size and location etc.

[ Data sheet 2: provides a generic list of threats which protected areas can face. On this data sheet the assessors are asked to identify threats and
rank their impact on the protected area.

2. Assessment Form: the assessment is structured around 30 questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details
of the assessment, all of which should be completed.

MpumeyaHme: 3anonHuTe hopMy MHCTPYMEHTa OTCRexmBaHus acheKTMBHOCTY ynpaeneHua ans KAXKIOW oxpaHsemoii Tepputopum,
Hy>XpatoLlenca Bo BMelLaTenbcTee M3d.

CT1pyKkTypa u copgepxaHune MIHcTpymeHTa -- 3agayva 1. Paspen Il:

MHCTPYMEHT OTCneXnBaHUs COCTOUT U3 ABYX OCHOBHbIX Pa3fenoB: IMCThl AaHHbIX U OLleHOYHas aHkeTa. Heobxoammo 3anonHnte oba pasaena.

1. JInCTbl AaHHBIX: NIUCTbI AaHHbIX COAepXaT ABa Nnoapasaena:

- I'luct paHHbIX 1: copepXunt noapobHble AaHHbIE OLIEHKW, @ Takxe 0bLuyto MHhopmauumio 0 3anoBeAHUKe: Ha3BaHKe, NNoLLaAb, MECTOMOSIOXEHVE 1
np.

- I'lucT paHHbIX 2: coAepXMUT NepeyeHb Yyrpos, C KOTOpPbIMU CTaNkMBaeTCcs 3anoBeiHuK. Ha 3ToM nucre, oueHWmukam Heo6X0ANMO BbISIBUTH Yrpo3bl U
YCTaHOBUTb CUNY UX BO3AEVCTBUA Ha OXPaHSAEMYIO TEPPUTOPUIO.

2. OueHo4Has aHKeTa: oLieHKa BbicTpanBaeTcs Ha 30 Bonpocax, NpeAcTaBneHHbIX B dopMate Tabnuubl, BKMoYasa Tpy cTonbua Ana sanucu
NoApPO6HbIX OLEHOYHbIX AAHHbIX — BAXHO 3aNONHUTbL BCE TPY.

Imporiant: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data
BaxHo: lpexzae YeM 3arosiHATs QOPMY, MOXaIYHCTa O3HAKOMbLTECH C PyKOBOACTBOM, OrlyOJINKOBaHHbIM Ha Bebcarte [OPD

Data Sheet 1: Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites Please indicate your answer |Notes
Juct aaHHbIX 1: OTUET O NpofenaHHo paboTe Ha OXpaHAEMBbIX here Mpumeyanus
TeppUTOpUsX MecTo ans Baulero otBera

21-01-Name, affiliation and contact details for person| Kuanysh Ayazov, Head of Forestry and Hunting Territorial Inspection of Aktubinsk

responsible for completing the METT (email etc.)| Oblast Address: Aktobe, Naberezhnaya street 11,
Mms1, mecTo paboTbl U KOHTaKTHbIE AaHHble nuua, tel.:8(7132) 21-01-09, e-mail: aktobe.otiloh@mail.ru
OTBETCTBEHHOro 3a 3anonHenve METT (email n T.4.) As30B KyaHbIw CapceHoBUY, pykoBoauTenb AKTIOOMHCKON 0bnacTHom

TEPPUTTPUATBHON MHCNEKLMN NIECHOTO N OXOTHUYBETO XO3ANCTBA.
Appec: r. Aktobe, yn. HabepexHas 11, ten. 8 (7132) 21-01-09, e-mail:
aktobe.otiloh@mail.ru

Date assessment carried out Month DD, YYYY (e.g., May 12, 2010)
[ata npoBegeHus oueHkmn| August 12, 2013 /12 aerycta (OO0 Mecsau, I'TTT (Hanp., 12 mas, 2010)
2013 roga
Name of protected area Irgiz-Turgay State Nature Reservat Wprus-Typraickui rocygapCTBEHHbIN
HasBaHune oxpaHsemon Tepputopumn nNpupoaHbIv pe3epBat
WDPA site code (these codes can be found on www.unep- No Het

wcmc.org/wdpa/)
Kop, o6bekta WDPA (Koabl MOXHO HaWTV Ha canTe www.unep-
wcmc.org/wdpa/)

Designations(please choose 1-3) 1 |1: National
Crartychl (BbibepuTe 1-3) 2: IUCN Category
3: International (please complete lines 35-69 as
necessary )

1: HauunoHanbHbif

2. Kateropus MCOI

3. MexayHapogHbliii (3anonHute ctpoku 35-69 no
Mepe HeobXx0aMMOCTH)

Country Kazakhstan KazaxcTtaH
CrtpaHa
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Location of protected area (province and if possible map
reference)

MecTononoxeHue oxpaHsaemon Tepputopum
(npoBUHUMA/06NACcTb, U, XenaTtenbHo, 0603HaYenHe Ha KapTe)

Kazakhstan, Aktubinsk oblast, Irgiz district KasaxcTtaH, AkTio61Hckasa obnacTb,
Wprusckun panoH

Date of establishment
[aTta ocHoBaHusA

February 14, 2007
14 cpepans 2007 roga

Irgiz-Turgay State Nature Reservat was
established by Government of Kazakhstan
resolution dated from February 14, 2007, # 109
Mprus-Typranckuii rocyfapCTBeHHbIN NPUPOLHbLIN
pe3epBaT CO3/laH NOCTaHOBIIEHNEM
[MpaButenbcTBa K o1 14.02.2007 r. Ne 109

Ownership details (please choose 1-4)
CobcTBeHHOCTb (Bbibepute 1-4)

: State

. Private

: Community
Other

oo

: FocypapcTBeHHas
: YacTtHas

: KommyHanbHas

: NHas

FoN—

Management Authority
YnpasnsioLwmn opraH

Forestry and Hunting Committee Ministry of Enviroment Protection of the Republic
of Kazakhstan KomuteT necHoro n oxoTHu4bero xo3ancrtea MuHucTepcTea oxpaHbl
okpyxatowlen cpegpbl Pecny6nvkn KasaxctaH

Size of protected area (ha) 763 549 ha Total PA area is 763 549 ha. Additionally Turgay
Mnowaab oxpaHaemon Tepputopum (ra) 763 549 ra State Nature Zakaznik of 296 000 ha is alloted to

Irgiz-Turgay SNR.
O6was nnowaps OOTT cocTasnseT - 763 549 ra.
HononHutensHo 3a Wprus-Typravickum TP
3aKpensneH Typranckuin rocyaapCcTBeHHbIN
NPUPOAHbIV (30010rMYECKNIN)3aKa3HUK nnoLaibto
296 000 ra.

Number of Permanent staff

YncneHHOCTb MOCTOAHHOrO WTaTta 99
Number of Temporary staff
Y1CNEeHHOCTb BPEMEHHOrO LWTaTta 15
Annual budget (US$) for recurrent (operational) funds - 2013 total rezervat's budget is US$ 901.5
excluding staff salary costs 281,858 thousand, out of which is salary, UNDP rate of
FopoBoi 6roaxeT (gonn. CLUA) Ha nepuoauyeckue (3kcns.) US$1is KZT 151 O6Lwmn
pacxofbl — 3a BbIYETOM onnathl Tpyaa 6roaoxeT pe3epsata Ha 2013 rog coctasnset 901,5
TbIC.AOMN., U3 HUX onnaTa Tpyaa 506,2 Teic.gonn.
Kypc MPOOH 1 $ = 151 Texre
Annual budget (US$) for project or other supplementary funds - excluding staff salary costs|There are not additional financing resources for
opoBoi 6roaxeT (gonn. CLIA) Ha HyxAabl IpoekTa v Ap. pacxofbl — 3a BbIMETOM onnathl Tpyaa|rezervat funding)

What are the main values for which the area is designated
OcHoBHble 6nara, paan KOTopbix (OyHKLMOHUPYET TEppUTOPUS

Protection of habitats (hibernation,aestivation, lambing), Betpakdala saiga
population migratory paths. Conservation of South Irgiz-Turgay depression water
bodies, as wetlands, spawning area.

List the two primary protected area management objectives in below:
YKaxuTte ABe OCHOBHblE yrpaBrieHYeckne 3a4a4n AN1s OXpaHSeMol TeppuTopuu:

Management objective 1
YnpasneH4yeckas 3agava 1

Conservation and restoration of nature complexes and objects, historical and
culture monuments

Management objective 2
YnpasneHyeckasn 3agada 2

Scientific researches, monitoring,ecological education, ecological tourism,
recreation

No. of people involved in completing assessment
Kon-Bo nioaen, 3aeNcTBOBaHHbIX B OLIEHKE

20 people took part in assessment . They are:
authorities, rezervat staff

20 people

Including: (please choose 1-8)
B Tom uncne: (Bbibepute 1-8)

1: PA manager/ Ynpasnsiowmin OT

2: PA staff/ Wrat OT

3: Other PA agency staff / [Npoune paboTHuku
opraHa OT

4: Donors / [JoHOpbI

5: NGOs /HMO

6: External experts / BHeluHue akcnepThbl

7: Local community / MecTHoe coobLiecTBo

8: Other / Opyroe
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Information on International Designations Please indicate your answer here
NHbopmaums no MexayHapopHbLIM cTaTycam MecTo ans Balero oTBeta

UNESCO World Heritage site (see: whc.unesco.org/en/list) No
O6bexT BcemupHoro Hacnepgua KOHECKO (cm.
unesco.org/en/list)

Date Listed
[ata pobasnexus

Site name
HasBaHue o6bekTa

Site area
Mnowanb o6bEKTa

Geographical co-ordinates
"eorpadmyeckne koopanHaThl

Criteria for designation
Kputepumn npucBoexus craTyca

(i.e. criteria i to x)
(1.€. Kputepum ot | go x)

Statement of Outstanding Universal Value
3asBneHne UCKMIYNTENIbHON LIEHHOCTU

Ramsar site (see: www.wetlands.org/RSDB/)

Oo0bexT Pamcapckoii koHBeHumuu (cM. www.wetlands.org/RSDB/)

Date Listed 11.10.1976 the status was confirmed again in 2011
Data po6asnenus 11.10.1976, noeTOpHO cTaTtyc notBepxaeH B 2011 roay
Site name Lakes in lower reaches of Irgiz

HasBaHue ob6bekTa and Turgai rivers/O3epa B HU30BbsAX pek Vprus n Typraw

Site area 348 000 ha /348 000 ra
Mnowaab o6beKTa

Ramsar Site No.: 108

Wetlands International Site Reference No.: 2KZ009

Reason for Designation (see Ramsar Information Sheet)| http://ramsar.wetlands.org/Data
MpuynHa npucBoeHns crtaTtyca (CM. CNpaBOYHbIN MUCT | base/SearchforRamsarsites/tabid

Pamcapckoii KoHBeHLmu) /765/Default.aspx

1b: The Lakes of the Lower Turgay and Irgiz are a
good example of a wetland on the edge of an arid
zone. 2a: The wetlands provide a moulting place
for the globally threatened species Pelecanus
crispus.

2c: About 25,000 pairs of birds are breeding in the
wetland, including Cygnus olor, Anas clypeata,
A.strepera,A. fuligula,Tadorna tadorna and Fulica
atra. The site provides a very important moulting
place for many different species of waterfowl.

3a: In favourable years the lakes support up to 1.5
million migrating waterfowl and waders including
over 200,000 Anatidae. About 25,000 pairs of birds
nest each year.

UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves (see: No
www.unesco.org/mab/wnbrs.shtml)

Mporpamma "Yenosek u npupoga" FOHECKO (cMm. (see:
www.unesco.org/mab/wnbrs.shtm)

Date Listed
[ata no6asnexus

Site name
HasBaHue ob6bekTa

Site area
Mnowaab o6beKTa

Total, Core, Buffe, and Transition
O6Lwas, LueHTpanbHas, 6ydepHas u nepexogHas

Geographical co-ordinates
["eorpaduyeckne KoopamHaThl

Criteria for designation
Kputepumn npucBoeHus ctaTyca

Fulfilment of three functions of MAB
BbinonHeHve Tpex yHKLuiA nporpammbl

conservation, development and material and
technical supply

COXpaHeHue, pasBUTMe U MaTepuanbHo-
TEeXHU4Yeckoe obecneyeHune

Please list other designations (i.e. ASEAN Heritage, Natura 2000) and any supporting information below
Mepeuncnure npoume crartycol (ASEAN Heritage, Natura 2000 u 1.4.), @ Takxe conpoBoAMTeNbHYI0 MHopMauuio

[Name/HasraHve
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Detail/lNMogpobHocTn

Irgiz-Turgay lake system Irgiz-Turgay lake system(
situated in the rezervat territory|Kyzylkol,Aiyrkol,Sholakkol,Karmankol, Maikol,
and zakaznik considers as  |Kulukol,Aidarkol,Aikol)was included in wetland list

wetland of national of national significance, adopted by Ministry of
significance Agriculture of the RoK order dated from April 26,
2010 # 292
Name/Ha3ssaHue

Detail/[ogpo6bHocTU

Name/Ha3BaHue

Detail/lNogpo6HocTn

Data Sheet 2: Protected Areas Threats
JIucT AaHHbIX 2: Yrpo3bl, CTOSLUME Nepes OXpaHAeMbIMU TEPPUTOPUAMU

Please choose all relevant existing threats as either of high, medium or low significance. Threats ranked as of high significance are those which are
seriously degrading values; medium are those threats having some negative impact and those characterised as low are threats which are present but
not seriously impacting values or N/A where the threat is not present or not applicable in the protected area.

BbibepuTe BCe nmetoLLme MecTo yrpo3bl, BbIOpaB CTeneHb BaXHOCTU: BbICOKas, CPeAHSA NN HU3KasA. Yrpo3bl BbICOKOW CTENEHMU -- 3TO Te, YTO
NpeacTaBnAloT cepbe3Hblil PUCK ANA 06bEKTa; CPeAHeli CTeNeHN -- Te, YTO OKa3bIBaloOT ONpeAeneHHOe HeraTuBHOE BIMSIHWE; YrpOo3bl HU3KOW
CTEemneHu -- 3TO Te, YTO CYLLECTBYIOT, HO HE OKa3blBalOT CEPbE3HOr0 BNMAHUS; unu xe "HeT", 4To 03Ha4aeT OTCyTCTBUE Yrpo3bl NN HENPUMEHUMOCTb
K JaHHOW TeppUTOpUM.

1. Residential and commercial development within a protected area
1. XKunuHoe n KoMMep4ecKoe pasBuTue Ha OXpaHsieMOon TeppuTopun

Threats from human settlements or other non-agricultural land uses with a substantial footprint
Yrposa, ucxofsLas oT YesioBe4ECKUX NoCesneHnin U Apyrvx BUAOB HECENbCKOXO3AWCTBEHHOIO NoJIb30BaHWUA, OKa3blBaloLMe 3HaYUTENIbHOE BIUSIHUE

1.1 Housing and settlement 1 |0: N/A/Het

1.1 XvnuuwHoe xo391UCcTBO : Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

1.2 Commercial and industrial areas -
1.2 Kommepyeckas 1 NpoMblLLEHHAs AEATENBHOCTb

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Beicokas

1.3 Tourism and recreation infrastructure -
1.3 Typuctuyeckas n pekpeaumnoHHas nHpacTpyKTypa

WN=2O0OWN2O0(wN=2O

2. Agriculture and aquaculture within a protected area
2. CenbCcKoe 1 BO[HOE XO3AWCTBO Ha OXpaHAEMOi TeppUTOpumn

Threats from farming and grazing as a result of agricultural expansion and intensification, including silviculture, mariculture and aquaculture
Yrpo3sbl, ucxopsme oT hepmMepcKoro 1 NacToMLLHOMO X03AICTBa B pe3ynbTaTe paclUMpeHns U MHTEHCUMMKaLMN CeNbCKOro X03a1CcTBa, BKMoYas
NECOBO/CTBO, MApUKyNbTYpy U aKBaKymnbTypy

2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crop cultivation - [0: N/A/Het
2.1 F'opoBasi U MHOroneTHee BblpallBaHNe HEAPEeBECHbIX 1: Low / Huskas
KynbTyp 2: Medium / CpepgHsia
3: High / Bbicokas
2.1a Drug cultivation - [0: N/A/Het
2.1a NoceBbl Ne4YebHbIX/HAapPKOTUYECKUX pacTeHMN 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Bbicokas
2.2 Wood and pulp plantations - |0:N/A/Het
2.2 Mpoun3BoaCcTBO LENN0N03bl/APEBECUHDI 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Bbicokas
2.3 Livestock farming and grazing 2 |0: N/A/Hert
2.3 XMBOTHOBOACTBO U BbINac ckoTa 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpepgHsas
3: High / Bbicokas
2.4 Marine and freshwater aquaculture - |0:N/A/Het
2.4 Mopckoe 1 NpecHOBOAHOE XO35IMCTBO 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpepgHsas
3: High / Beicokas
3. Energy production and mining within a protected area
3. Mpoun3BoACTBO IHEPruM 1 fobblva Ha OXpaHseMoi TeppuTopum
Threats from production of non-biological resources
Yrpo3bl, Ucxopsime oT NPoM3BOACTBa HEOMONOrMYECKNX IHEproHocuTenen
3.1 Oil and gas drilling - [0: N/A/Het
3.1 [Jo6blya HedbTH 1 rasa 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpepHsisa
3: High / Beicokas
3.2 Mining and quarrying - [0: N/A/Het
3.2 'opHasa NpOMBbILISIEHHOCTb 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpegHsia
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3: High / Bbicokas

3.3 Energy generation, including from hydropower dams - |0: N/A/Het

3.3 MNpoun3BoACTBO 3NEKTPO3HEPTUM, BKITOYAs AaMObI 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Beicokas

4. Transportation and service corridors within a protected area
4. TpaHcnopTHas MHPACTPYKTypa Ha OXPaHAEMON TEPPUTOPUM

Threats from long narrow transport corridors and the vehicles that use them including associated wildlife mortality
Yrposa, ucxopsilas oT Y3KUX TPaHCMOPTHbLIX KOPUAOPOB U TPAHCMOPTa, BKIOYAs CBA3AHHYIO C 3TUM CMEPTHOCTb ANKUX XWBOTHbIX

4.1 Roads and railroads (include road-killed animals) 1 |0: N/A/Het
4.1 [loporu v Xxene3HoA0pOXHbIe NyTW (BKMOYas Hae3n, Ha : Low / Huskas
XWNBOTHbIX) : Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas
4.2 Utility and service lines (e.g. electricity cables, telephone 2 |0: N/A/Hert
lines,) : Low / Huskas

4.2 IlvHun anekTponepeaayn n TeniekoMMyHVKaLmin : Medium / CpepgHsia

: High / Beicokas

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

4.3 Shipping lanes and canals -
4.3 Mopckue nyTv n KaHarnbl

4.4 Flight paths 1
4.4 BosayLuHble NyTu

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas
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5. Biological resource use and harm within a protected area
5. Ucnonb3oBaHue 6uopecypcoB U HAHECEHME Bpefa Ha OXpaHAEMOiA TeppuTopun

Threats from consumptive use of "wild" biological resources including both deliberate and unintentional harvesting effects; also persecution or control
of specific species (note this includes hunting and killing of animals)

Yrpo3bl, ucxopsiime ot NoTpebneHus "anknx" 6MoNornyeckux pecypcos, B TOM YMCIie HAMEPEHHbIN U HEHaMEPEHHbIN Bpe oT A06bIUK; TakxXe
3KCnyataumsa onpeasieHHbIX BUAOB (B TOM YMCe 0X0Ta U YOUINCTBO XUBOTHbIX)

5.1 Hunting, killing and collecting terrestrial animals (including 2 |0: N/A/Hert
killing of animals as a result of human/wildlife conflict) : Low / Huskas
5.1 OxoTa, yOuInCcTBO 1 XULLEHNE CYXOMYTHbLIX XUBOTHBIX : Medium / CpegHsia
(BKNtOYasA yOUACTBO XMBOTHbIX B Clly4ae caMo0b0pOHbI) : High / Bbicokast
5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber) 2 |0: N/A/Hert
5.2 C60p Ha3eMHbIX pacTeHWI U NMPOAYKTOB OHbIX : Low / Huskas
(HegpeBecHbIX) : Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas
5.3 Logging and wood harvesting 1 |0: N/A/Het

: Low / Huzkas
: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

5.3 JlecozaroToBka 1 cpy6

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

5.4 Fishing, killing and harvesting aquatic resources 2
5.4 Pbi60n0oBCTBO, YOUIACTBO 1 XULLEHNE BOAHBLIX PECYPCOB
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6. Human intrusions and disturbance within a protected area
6. BropxeHue 4enoBeka B OXpaHSIEMYIO TEPPUTOPUIO

Threats from human activities that alter, destroy or disturb habitats and species associated with non-consumptive uses of biological resources
Yrpo3bl, UCXOASILLME OT YENOBEYECKON AEATENBHOCTU, UBMEHSIOLLEN, YHUUTOXAIOLLEN UMK TPpEBOXaLLE MecTa 06UTaHUsi U BUOOB, HE CBA3AHHOW C
no6blyein 6uopecypcos

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

6.1 Recreational activities and tourism -
6.1 Typu3am u pekpeaLMoHHas OeATENbHOCTb

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia

: High / Beicokas

As military exercises conducted near the rezervat
as downfall of rocket fragments once or twice a
year from Baikonur are doing harm B6rsu
TEPPUTOPUY pe3epBaTa MPOoXO4sIT BOEHHbIE
YYEHUH, HAHOCAT BPe TaKXe rafaeHune 3an4acren
OT BbIlyCKa paKet ¢ kocmonpoma bavikorHyp, 1-2

6.2 War, civil unrest and military exercises 1
6.2 BolHa, obLiecTBeHHble GECNOPAAKM Y BOEHHbIE YYeHUS
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pasa B rog.
6.3 Research, education and other work-related activities in - [0: N/A/Het
protected areas 1: Low / Huskas
6.3 Hayka, o6pa3oBaHue u gpyras Takasi A4esTesIbHOCTb Ha 2: Medium / CpepgHsia
OXpaHsieMon TepputTopun 3: High / Beicokas
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6.4 Activities of protected area managers (e.g. construction or 2 |0: N/A/Hert

vehicle use, artificial watering points and dams) 1: Low / Huskas
6.4 [leaTenbHOCTb YNpaBnsoLWmx Tepputopun (Hanpmumep, 2: Medium / CpegHsia
CTPOUTENBLCTBO UM UCMOMNb30BaHWe TpaHcnopTa, co3aaHve 3: High / Beicokas
NOTUH) lllegal damming in upstream of Ulkayak and Torgai

rivers CTpouTesibCTBO HE3aKOHBIX IJIOTUH B
BEPXHEM TeYEHUN PEK YIibKask n Toprau.

6.5 Deliberate vandalism, destructive activities or threats to
protected area staff and visitors

6.5 BaHganuam, paspywmTtenbHasn AeAaTenbHOCTb UK yrpo3a
[Ona nepcoHana u nocetutenen

0: N/A / Het

1: Low / Huskas

2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Beicokas

7. Natural system modifications
7. BmewartenbCTBO B NPUPOAHYIO CUCTEMY

Threats from other actions that convert or degrade habitat or change the way the ecosystem functions

Yrpo3bl, ucxogsiime ot ﬂ,pyFOI7I [eATenbHOCTU, HanpaBfieHHOWN Ha U3MEHEeHWe Unu nop4y mect obuTaHus, UnNn U3MeHeHue beHKLl,I/IOHVIpOBaHI/Iﬂ

3KOCUCTEMBI
7.1 Fire and fire suppression (including arson) 2 |0: N/A/Hert
7.1 Moxapbl 1 noxapHas 6e3onacHoCcTb (BKIOYas noaxeru) 1: Low / Hu3kas
2: Medium / CpepgHsas
3: High / Beicokas
7.2 Dams, hydrological modification and water management/use 1 |0: N/A/Het
7.2 TINOTWHbI, rTMAPONOrNYECKNE UBMEHEHUS U 1: Low / Huskas
ncnonb3oBaHue/ynpasneHne BogHbIMU pecypcamm 2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Bbicokas
7.3a Increased fragmentation within protected area 2 |0: N/A/Hert
7.3a YpeamepHoe ApobrieHne CTPYKTypbl OXpaHsaemMon 1: Low / Hu3kas
TeppuTopuu 2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Bbicokas
7.3b Isolation from other natural habitat (e.g. deforestation, dams 2 |0: N/A/Hert
without effective aquatic wildlife passages) 1: Low / Hu3kas
7.3b V3onsuus oT apyrux cpeg, obutaHusi (Hanpmmep, 2: Medium / CpepgHsia
obesneceHne, NNoTUHbI 63 KaHanoB Ans BOAHON dayHbl) 3: High / Beicokas
7.3c Other ‘edge effects’ on park values 1 |0: N/A/Het
7.3c lNpoyee HeraTMBHOE COCELHEE BMNUSHME 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Bbicokast

7.3d Loss of keystone species (e.g. top predators, pollinators etc)
7.3d Vicue3HoBeHMe Ko4eBbIX BUAOB (Hanpumep, XMLLHUKOB
BbICLUEro Nopsiika, onbinuMTenen u 1.4.)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas
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8. Invasive and other problematic species and genes
8. VIHBa3uBHbIe 1 Npoyre NpobneMaTuyHbie BUAbl U pofbl

Threats from terrestrial and aquatic non-native and native plants, animals, pathogens/microbes or genetic materials that have or are predicted to have

harmful effects on biodiversity following introduction, spread and/or increase

Yrposa, ucxopsaasn oT Ha3eMHbIX U BOAHbIX aﬁOereHHle N 4yXepoaHbIX paCTeHMVI, XNBOTHbIX, I'IaTOI'eHOB/MMKpOGOB Unn reHeTn4yeckoro
MaTepuana, KotTopble, NpeanonoXuTesibHO, MOryT UMEeTb nary6Hoe BO3Z1ENCTBUE Ha 6V|opa3H006pa3|/|e B Clniy4Yae NpoOHUKHOBEHUA,

pacnpocTpaHeHus u/uav pocra.

8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants (weeds)
8.1 MiHBa3mBHble YyXepoaHble/HeabopureHHble pacTeHnst
(copHsKw)

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

8.1a Invasive non-native/alien X1BoTHble
8.1a HBa3uBHble YyxepoaHble/HeabopUreHHble XNBOTHbIE

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

8.1b Pathogens (non-native or native but creating new/increased
problems)

8.1b MaToreHbl (HeabopureHHble U abopuUreHHble, HO
co3aarLme HoBble NpobeMbl)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

8.2 Introduced genetic material (e.g. genetically modified
organisms)

8.2 IHTpoayumMpoBaHHbIV reHeTu4ecknin matepuan (Hanp.,
reHeTU4eCcKn MoandULMPOBaHHbIE OPraHU3Mbl)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas
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9. Pollution entering or generated within protected area
9. 3arpsAisHeHMe NpoHMKaloLLEee Unu BbipabaTbiBaKoLLEeCs BHYTPU OXPHSAEMOW TeppUTOpUM

Threats from introduction of exotic and/or excess materials or energy from point and non-point sources
Yrpo3bl, UCXOASLLME OT MPOHUKHOBEHUS B Cpefy 3K30TUYECKUX U/UNN N3ObITOYHLIX MaTepuasnoB Uiy 3Hepruu, NoCPEACTBOM TOYEYHbIX UK

HETOYE€4YHbIX ICTOYHNKOB

9.1 Household sewage and urban waste water
9.1 bbITOBbIE CTOYHbIE BOAbI M FTOPOACHE KaHaNN3aLMOHHbIE
BOAbI

0: N/A/ Het

1: Low / Hu3kas

2: Medium / CpepgHsisa
3: High / Beicokas
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9.1a Sewage and waste water from protected area facilities (e.g.
toilets, hotels etc)

9.1a CTouHble BoAbl M3 06BEKTOB Ha OXPaHAEMON TeppUTOpUm
(Hanp., TyaneTbl, FOCTUHULbI)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Bbeicokas

9.2 Industrial, mining and military effluents and discharges (e.g.
poor water quality discharge from dams, e.g. unnatural
temperatures, de-oxygenated, other pollution)

9.2 MNpoMblLLneHHble, FOPHOA06bLIBAIOLLME N BOEHHbIE OTXOAb! U
BbIGPOCHI (Hanp., ApeHax Nnoxow BoAbl U3 NIIOTUHbI,
HeecTecTBEHHas TeMnepaTtypa, packucneHHas u ap.

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas
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3arps3HeHus)
9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (e.g. excess fertilizers or 1 |0: N/A/Het
pesticides) : Low / Huzkas

9.3 CenbCKOX035IMCTBEHHbIE U JIECOXO3ANCTBEHHbIE BbIGPOCHI
(Hanp., n3bbITKN yaobpeHuii nnu necTuumMaos)

: Medium / CpegHsia

: High / Beicokas

Conduction of phytosanitary works near the
rezervat and zakaznik area, locust contro/
lpoBegeHne gpurocaHnTapHbIX paboT BOIN3N
TeppUTOpuY pe3epBara u 3akasHmka, bopbba ¢
capaH4oui

WN =0

9.4 Garbage and solid waste
9.4 Mycop 1 TBepAble OTXOAbI

0: N/A/ Het

1: Low / Huskas

2: Medium / CpegHsia

3: High / Beicokas

Waste products of neigbouring farms on zakaznik
area OTX04b! IPUNEraroLux COCEaHNX
KDECTbSHCKUX XO3SWICTB Ha TepPUTOPUMN 3aKA3HNKE

9.5 Air-borne pollutants
9.5 Bo3pyLuHble 3arpaA3HnTenu

0: N/A / Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Beicokas

9.6 Excess energy (e.g. heat pollution, lights etc)
9.6 N36bIToYHas aHeprus (Harmp., TeNnoBoe 3arpsa3HeHue,
cBeTOBOE N T.4.)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas
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10. Geological events
10. M'eonornyeckue ABneHus

Geological events may be part of natural disturbance regimes in many ecosystems. But they can be a threat if a species or habitat is damaged and
has lost its resilience and is vulnerable to disturbance. Management capacity to respond to some of these changes may be limited.

["eonornyeckune nponcLLeCTBUA MOTYT ObITb XapakTepHbl AN1s MHOTUX akocucteM. OfQHaKo, OHM MOTYT CTaTb peanbHOW Yyrpo30om, ecnn Buabl Unu
cpena obuTaHWs NONy4YaloT YPOH UK CTAHOBATCA YA3BMMbIMU B pe3ynbTaTe. CnocobHOCTb ynpaBrieHusl afekBaTHO pearnpoBaTh Ha Takue sBneHust

MOXET BbITb CyLIECTBEHHO OrpaHMyeHa.

10.1 Volcanoes
10.1 BynkaHuyeckas akTUBHOCTb

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

10.2 Earthquakes/Tsunamis
10.2 3emnetpsceHus/LlyHamu

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

10.3 Avalanches/ Landslides
10.3 ITaBuHbI / onon3Hu

:N/A [ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

10.4 Erosion and siltation/ deposition (e.g. shoreline or riverbed
changes)

10.4 Opo3us u 3anneHune / oTnoxeHue (Hanp., UBMeHeHUs Ha
6eperoBo NMHWU UNU B pycre peku)

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas
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11. Climate change and severe weather
11. i3ameHeHne KIMMaTa M OnacHbIe METEOPOJIOrMYECKUE ABIIEHUS

Threats from long-term climatic changes which may be linked to global warming and other severe climatic/weather events outside of the natural range

of variation

erosa, ncxogdulaa oT A0NrocpovYHOro U3MeHeHunsa Knmumarta, 4To MOXeT ObITb CBA3@HO C rnobanbHbIM NOoTENNeHNeM Unu APYrumMun cepbe3HbiMU

MeTeoposiorn4yeCKumMu ABJEeHNAMN, BbIXOAALWNMU 3@ paMKU HOPMbI

11.1 Habitat shifting and alteration
11.1 MiameHeHwne cpepbl 0butaHus

1

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

11.2 Droughts
11.2 3acyxa

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia

: High / Beicokas

Drying up of rivers and lakes in rezervat and
zakaznik area [TepecbixaHne pek u 03ep Ha,
TEPPUTOPUY PE3EPBATA U 3aKA3HNKA
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11.3 Temperature extremes 1 |0: N/A/Het
11.3 KpaviHue 3HavyeHna TemnepaTypbl 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpepgHsas
3: High / Beicokas
11.4 Storms and flooding - |0:N/A/Het
11.4 lWTopmbl 1 HaBOAHEHNS 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpepgHsas
3: High / Beicokas
12. Specific cultural and social threats
12. OTAenbHbIe KyNbTYpHbIE U couMalibHble Yrpo3bl
12.1 Loss of cultural links, traditional knowledge and/or - [0: N/A/Het
management practices 1: Low / Huzkas
12.1 MNoTepsa KynbTypHbIX CBA3EN, TpaaULUi n/unm 2: Medium / CpegHsia
TPaguLUMOHHbIX METOA0B yrNpaBneHns 3: High / Beicokas
12.2 Natural deterioration of important cultural site values 1 [0: N/A/Hert
12.2 EcTecTBEHHbIN N3HOC BaXHbIX KYNbTYpPHbIX 06bEKTOB 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Bbicokas
12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage buildings, gardens, sites etc - |0: N/A/Het
12.3 PaspylieHue 3naHU, 06BEKTOB, CAAoB U T.4,. KYJIbTYPHOIO 1: Low / Huskas
Hacnegus 2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Beicokas
35
Assessment Form
OLEeHOYHas aHkeTa
1. Legal status: Does the protected area have legal status (or in 3 [0: The protected area is not gazetted/covenanted

the case of private reserves is covered by a covenant or similar)?
1. MNpaBoBow cTaTyc: ViMeeT nu oxpaHsemas Tepputopus
npaBoBOW CTaTyC (MK perynupyeTcs nu cornawieHnem, B
Cnyyae 4YacTHbIX 3aMnoBeAHUKOB)?

1: There is agreement that the protected area
should be gazetted/covenanted but the process
has not yet begun

2: The protected area is in the process of being
gazetted/covenanted but the process is still
incomplete (includes sites designated under
international conventions, such as Ramsar, or
local/traditional law such as community conserved
areas, which do not yet have national legal status
or covenant)

3: The protected area has been formally
gazetted/covenanted

0: OxpaHsiemas TeppuTopusi He perynupyeTtcs
cornalwueHmem/ykasom

1: CywecTtByeT cornalieHme o HaMepeHuu
3aperncTpupoBaTh/y3akoHUTb OXPaHSEMYHO
TEppUTOPUIO, HO NPOLIECC ELLE HE Havarncs

2: OxpaHsiemas TeppuTOpusi HAXOAMTCA B
npouecce perucrpauum / y3akoHUBaHusi, HO
npoLiecc elle He 3aBepLUeH (BKIT4Yas 0GBbEKThI
MeXAyHapoAHbIX KOHBEHLMIA, Takux Kak
Pamcapckasi, unm o6beKkTbl MECTHOTO 3HaYEHUS,
KOTOpbIE €ellle HEe MMEIOT rocy4apCTBEHHON
peructpauum)

3: OxpaHsiemasn TeppuTopusi NOSIHOCTbIO
3apermcTpupoBaHa u y3akoHeHa.

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n ganbHewwve gencTeums

2. Protected area regulations: Are appropriate regulations in
place to control land use and activities (e.g. hunting)?

2. HopmatusHoe perynmpoBaHue obbekTa: MimetoTcs nn 3aKkoHbl,
orpaHv4MBaloLLMe UCNonb3oBaHne 3eMernb U AesTeNIbHOCTb Ha
HUX (Hanp., oxoTy)?

0: There are no regulations for controlling land use
and activities in the protected area

1: Some regulations for controlling land use and
activities in the protected area exist but these are
major weaknesses

2: Regulations for controlling land use and activities
in the protected area exist but there are some
weaknesses or gaps

3: Regulations for controlling inappropriate land
use and activities in the protected area exist and
provide an excellent basis for management

0: HeT HopmaTMBHOrO perynnupoBaHus
3eMI1enonb30BaHNA 1 AeATENbHOCTU Ha
oxpaHsiemow Tepputopum

1: HopmaTtuBHOe perynvpoBaHue 4acTU4HO
OCYLLECTBNAETCSH, HO MMEIOTCS 3HaYUTESbHbIE
npo6ensl

2: HopmaTtuBHOe perynvpoBaHue
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OCYLLECTBISIETCS, HO UMEIOTCA HEKOTOPbIE
npobenbl 1 HeJOCTaTKK

3: HopmaTtusHoOe perynnpoBaHue ocyLLEeCTBNSETCA
1 3HaunTenbHBIM 06pa3om crnocobecTByeT

3 pekTMBHOMY (hyHKLMOHMPOBaHWIO 06bEKTA

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapun u fanbHeiime AeicTBus

3. Law

Enforcement: Can staff (i.e. those with responsibility for
managing the site) enforce protected area rules well enough?

3. UcnonHeHune 3akoHopaTtenscTea: CnocobeH nu nepcoHan n
OTBETCTBEHHbIE NLA 06beKTa NPUBOAUTL HOPMbI B UCMONTHEHWE
Ha NpYemMnemMoM ypoBHe?

0: The staff have no effective capacity/resources to
enforce protected area legislation and regulations
1: There are major deficiencies in staff
capacity/resources to enforce protected area
legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no
patrol budget, lack of institutional support)

2: The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to
enforce protected area legislation and regulations
but some deficiencies remain

3: The staff have excellent capacity/resources to
enforce protected area legislation and regulations

0: MepcoHan He obnapgaeT HeobxoAMMbIM
noTeHumanom/pecypcamu Ans NpuBeAeHns B Cuny
NpaBoOBOro perynmpoBaHns

1: imeeTca 3HaumTenbHas HexBaTKa
noTeHumana/pecypcoB y wrata Ans npuBeAeHns B
Cuy NpaBOBOro perynupoBaHus (Hanp.,
HefocTaTovHasa KBanudukaums, HexsaTka
VHCTUTYLMOHAIbHOWN NOAAEPXKM)

2: NepcoHan pacnonaraeT npueMnemMbimM
noTeHumanom/pecypcamu Ans NpuBeaeHns B cuny
NpaBOBOro perynmpoBaHus

3: NepcoHan pacnonaraeT NPeBOCXOAHbIM
noTeHumanom/pecypcamu Ansi NpuBeAeHns B Cuny
npaBoBOro perynmpoBaHus

Comments and Next Steps
KomMmeHTapuu n fanbHewwve gencTBums

4. Protected area objectives: Is management undertaken
according to agreed objectives?

4. 3apaymn oxpaHsiemon Tepputopun: OcyLlecTBnsSeTcs nu
ynpaBsJieHWe B COOTBETCTBUM C YTBEPXAEHHbIMU 3aja4amMmn?

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuun 1 ganbHenwne AencTeuns
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5. Protected area design: Is the protected area the right size and 2 |0: Inadequacies in protected area design mean

shape to protect species, habitats, ecological processes and achieving the major objectives of the protected
water catchments of key conservation concern? area is very difficult
5. MNpoekTupoBaHue obbekTa: OxpaHsiemasn 30Ha nmeeT 1: Inadequacies in protected area design mean that
[OCTaTouHyto nnowage 1 opmMy ans aheKTUBHON OXpaHbl achievement of major objectives is difficult but
BMAOB, MECT 0BMTaHNSA, 3KOSIOMMYECKMX MPOLECCOB U KIHOYEBbLIX some mitigating actions are being taken (e.g.
Bogoc6opoB? agreements with adjacent land owners for wildlife
corridors or introduction of appropriate catchment
management)

2: Protected area design is not significantly
constraining achievement of objectives, but could
be improved (e.g. with respect to larger scale
ecological processes)

3: Protected area design helps achievement of
objectives; it is appropriate for species and habitat
conservation; and maintains ecological processes
such as surface and groundwater flows at a
catchment scale, natural disturbance patterns etc

0: HepoctaTkn B NPOEKTUPOBaHUN OXpaHAeMon
TeppuTopun BNekyT 3a coboii 6osbLIne CNOXHOCTH
B BbINOSTHEHWUW NOCTaBMIEHHbIX 3a4au

1: HegoctaTky B NpoeKTVpOBaHNM oXpaHsemomn
TeppuTOopUM BNeKyT 3a coboii 3HaUnUTENbHbIE
CNOXHOCTU, HO BbINW NPUHATLI HEKOTOpPbIE
cMAryarLLme Mepbl (Hanp., cornatleHns ¢
cocefHNMU 3eMrneBnagensuamm o
npeaoCcTaBneHnn KOpuaopbl ANst XMBOTHBIX, MW
BBE/[,eHNe COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX MEP MO KOHTPOSIIO
BOoA03abopa)

2: MNnaH-cxema oxpaHsaemon Tepputopum
He3HauYuUTesNbHO MeLaeT BbINOMHEeHUIO 3a4aY, HO
npo6nembl MOryT GbITb pa3peLleHbl (Hanp., B
OTHOLLEHWUWN KPYNMHOMACLUTaBHbIX 9KONOrMYecKmnx
npoLeccoB)

3: MNMnaH-cxema oxpaHAeMon TeppuTopum
cnocobCTBYET BbINOMHEHWIO 3a4a4; TeppuTopus
CNPOEKTUpOBaHa B COOTBETCTBUN C
noTpebHoCTAMU BUOOB 1 cpef obuTaHus, u ¢
y4YeTOM 3KOMOrM4ecKnx NpoLeccoB, Taknx Kak
NBWXEHNe Ha3eMHbIX U NOA3EMHbIX BOJ, B
MaclTabax BogocbopHon nnowaam u 1.4.)

Comments and Next Steps| The expansion of current rezervat's area is expected. 400 thousand ha will be
KommeHTapum n ganbHenwve genctseus|included in. OxuaaeTbcs paclumpuTh CyLLECTBYIOLLYIO TEPPUTOPUIO pe3epBaTa,
BKIouYMB Tyaa 6onee 400 ThiC.ra.

6. Protected area boundary demarcation: 3 |0: The boundary of the protected area is not known
Is the boundary known and demarcated? by the management authority or local
6. paHuLbl OXpaHaemon TeppuTopun: IaBecTtHa unu residents/neighbouring land users
0603HayeHa nu rpaHnua? 1: The boundary of the protected area is known by

the management authority but is not known by local
residents/neighbouring land users

2: The boundary of the protected area is known by
both the management authority and local
residents/neighbouring land users but is not
appropriately demarcated

3: The boundary of the protected area is known by
the management authority and local
residents/neighbouring land users and is
appropriately demarcated

0: I'paHnLBl OXpaHAEMOW TEPPUTOPUN HEU3BECTHbI
ynpasnsioLemMy opraHy 1 MECTHOMY U cocefiHeMy
HaceneHuio

1: ['paHULIbl OXpaHAeMOon TEpPUTOPUN N3BECTHBI
ynpasnsioLemMy opraHy, HoO He 3BECTHbl MECTHbIM
XUTENAM UM XUTENAM NorpaHnyHbIX obnacrten

2: 'paHnLa oxpaHAeMOon TeppuTopumn N3BeCcTHa
KaK ynpasnsioLemy opraHy, Tak u
MeCTHOMY/coceiHEMY HaceNeHuio, Ho
He[0CTaTOYHO YETKO oYepyeHa

3: 'paHnLa oxpaHAeMon TeppuTopun N3BeCcTHa
KaK ynpasnsiowemy opraHy, Tak u
MeCTHOMY/coceiHEMY HaceNneHuto, n npuemsiemMo
ovyepyeHa

Comments and Next Steps
KomMmeHTapuu n fanbHewwne gencTBums
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7. Management plan: Is there a management plan and is it being
implemented?

7. MnaH ynpaenenus: ECTb Nu nnaH ynpaBneHus u peanuayeTcs
v OH?

0: There is no management plan for the protected
area

1: A management plan is being prepared or has
been prepared but is not being implemented

2: A management plan exists but it is only being
partially implemented because of funding
constraints or other problems

3: A management plan exists and is being
implemented

0: MnaH ynpaBneHuns oxpaHsemon Tepputopuen
oTcyTCcTBYET

1: MNnaH ynpaBneHusi paspabaTtbiBaeTcs Unm yxe
pa3paboTaH, Ho He Obin peanu3oBaH

2: MNnaH ynpaBneHnsa nmeetcs, n
peanu3oBblBaeTCH

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu n ganbHenwne AencTens

There is Irgiz-Turgay SNR Management plan to 2011.Currently within the Project
UNDP Conservation of steppe ecosystems , the ITR Management plan for 2012-

2016 developed

7.a Planning process: The planning process allows adequate
opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management
plan

7.a MNpouecc nnaHnpoBaHus: MpoLecc nnaHnpoBaHus
No3BONSET KMNIOYEBLIM 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBLIM JMLLAM BMSTb Ha
nnaH ynpasfeHus

1

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KomMmeHTapuu n fanbHenwne AencTBums

7.b Planning process: There is an established schedule and
process for periodic review and updating of the management
plan

7.b Mpouecc nnaHmpoBaHus: imeeTcs yTBepXAEHHbI rpacuk
1 nNpouecc nepuoanyeckoit NpoBepkn 1 06HOBNEHWS NnaHa
ynpasnexus

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapun u fanbHeiime eicTBus

7.c Planning process: The results of monitoring, research and
evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning

7.c MNpouecc nnaHnpoBaHus: Pe3ynbTaTbl MOHUTOPUHIA,
nccnenoBaHuii U OLEHKN perynsapHO MHTErpyupyoTcs B MpoLecc
nnaHnpoBaHusi

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu 1 ganbHenwne AencTeuns

8. Regular work plan: Is there a regular work plan and is it being
implemented

8. PerynsipHblii pabounii nnaH: ecTb N1 perynsipHblil pabounii
MnnaH, 1 UICMONHAETCA N OH?

0: No regular work plan exists

1: A regular work plan exists but few of the
activities are implemented

2: A regular work plan exists and many activities
are implemented

3: A regular work plan exists and all activities are
implemented

0: PerynsipHblit pabounii nnaH oTCyTCTBYeT

1: PerynsapHsbiii pabounit nnaH uMeeTcs, HO NULLIb
HeMHOrme MeponpuaTUs BbIMOMHATCA

2: PerynsipHblit pabounii nnaH MMeeTcs U MHOrne
MepOonpUATMA BbIMOMHAIOTCA

3: PerynsipHblit pabounit nnaH nMmeeTcs, n Bce
MepOnpUATUS BbIMONHATCA

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapum u fanbHeiiwme eicTBus
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9. Resource inventory: Do you have enough information to
manage the area?

9. MHBeHTapu3auus pecypcos: VimeeTcsi M JOCTaTOYHO
CBeAieHU ANsa ynpaBneHust o6bekToM?

0: There is little or no information available on the
critical habitats, species and cultural values of the
protected area

1: Information on the critical habitats, species,
ecological processes and cultural values of the
protected area is not sufficient to support planning
and decision making

2: Information on the critical habitats, species,
ecological processes and cultural values of the
protected area is sufficient for most key areas of
planning and decision making

3: Information on the critical habitats, species,
ecological processes and cultural values of the
protected area is sufficient to support all areas of
planning and decision making

0: MHopmaumsa o KnoYeBbIX cpeaax, Bugax u
KyNbTYPHbIX LIEHHOCTSAX NPaKTU4eCcKu unm
NOSMTHOCTbIO OTCYTCTBYET

1: lndopmauus o knoueBbIX cpegax, Bugax u
KyNbTYPHbIX LLEHHOCTSAX HeAoCcTaTovHa Ans
NMOSTHOLLEHHOTO MMIAaHNPOBAHUSA U NPUHATUS
peLueHuni

2: NHcbopmaumsa o KNoYeBbIX cpeaax, Bugax u
KYNbTYPHbIX LIEHHOCTSAX AOCTATOYHO MosiHas Ans
60oNbLUMHCTBA KIoYeBbIX obnacTei NnaHMpoBaHus
U NPUHATUS peLIeHnit

3: Hopmauumsa o KnoyeBbIX cpeaax, Bugax u
KYNbTYPHbIX LIEHHOCTSAX AOCTATOYHO NosiHas A
BCex obnacTen nnaHMpoBaHUS U NPUHATUA
peLueHuit

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n ganbHewwve gencTeums

10. Protection systems:

Are systems in place to control access/resource use in the
protected area?

10. CucTtembl NpupofooxpaHbl: BHeapeHbl nu cuctemsl,
KOHTpOnupytoLme AOCTYN N UCMONb30BaHWe PecypcoB Ha
OoXpaHsiemMon Tepputopun?

0: Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) do not
exist or are not effective in controlling
access/resource use

1: Protection systems are only partially effective in
controlling access/resource use

2: Protection systems are moderately effective in
controlling access/resource use

3: Protection systems are largely or wholly effective
in controlling access/ resource use

0: CucTeMbl NpMpoaooXpaHbl (MaTpynu,
paspeLueHuns U T.4.) OTCYTCTBYIOT UNn
He[0CTaToOYHO 3(PPEeKTUBHO KOHTPONUPYIOT
[OCTyn K pecypcam

1: Cuctembl NpUpoAoOXpaHbl NNLLb 0THACTH

3P (PEKTUBHO KOHTPONMPYIOT AOCTYMN K pecypcam
2: CucteMbl NpMpOA0OXPaHbl YAOBNETBOPUTENBHO
KOHTPONMPYIOT AOCTYN K pecypcam

3: CucTeMbl NpMpoaooXpaHbl 4OCTAaTOYHO UK
BMosHe 3(peKTUBHO KOHTPONMPYIOT AOCTYN K
pecypcam

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapun u fanbHeiime eicTBus

11. Research: Is there a programme of management-orientated
survey and research work?

11. UccnepoBanus: VimeeTcs nu nporpamma
nccnepoBaTenbCkoi paboTbl B OTHOLLIEHUM ynpaBneHua?

0: There is no survey or research work taking place
in the protected area

1: There is a small amount of survey and research
work but it is not directed towards the needs of
protected area management

2: There is considerable survey and research work
but it is not directed towards the needs of protected
area management

3:There is a comprehensive, integrated programme
of survey and research work, which is relevant to
management needs

0: Ha oxpaHsiemow Tepputopum He NPOBOAATCS
nccnepoBaHus

1: Ha oxpaHsiemon TeppuTopumn NpoBoanTCA
He3HauuTenbHOe KONMYECTBO UCCIIe[0BaHUN, HO
OHU He HanpaBJieHbl Ha YAOBNETBOPEHNE
notpebHocTeln obbekTa

2: Ha oxpaHsiemoV Tepputopun NpoBoAnTCS
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HeMarno UccrnefoBaHui, HO OHWN He HamnpaBeHbl Ha
yOOBMNETBOPEHME NoTpe6GHOCTEN 06beKTa

3: PyHKLUMOHMPYET NOSHOLEHHasn
VHTErpupoBaHHasa nporpamma vccrefoBaHum,
oTBevaloLas 3anpocam CUCTEMbI yrnpaBfieHns
06BEKTOM

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapun u fanbHeiime AeicTBus

12. Resource management: Is active resource management
being undertaken?

12. YnpaBneHue pecypcamu: lpumeHsieTcs nu cuctema
ynpasrieHus pecypcamu?

0: Active resource management is not being
undertaken

1: Very few of the requirements for active
management of critical habitats, species, ecological
processes and cultural values are being
implemented

2: Many of the requirements for active
management of critical habitats, species, ecological
processes and, cultural values are being
implemented but some key issues are not being
addressed

3: Requirements for active management of critical
habitats, species, ecological processes and,
cultural values are being substantially or fully
implemented

0: YnpaBneHue pecypcamu He OCyLLeCcTBnseTcs
1: BbINOSHATCA MWL HEMHOFOYUCTIEHHbIE
TpeboBaHus, NpeabaBsaemMble K yNpaBneHuio
KJI04YEBLIMY MECTaMU 0OWTaHNSA, BUAAMMY,
3KOMOrM4ecKnmMu npoueccamm u KynbTypHbIMU
LeHHOCTAMM

2: BbInonHsawTca MHorne TpeboBaHus,
npenbaABsemMble K yNpaBieHuio KnoYeBbiMy
MecTamu o6UTaHus, BUAAMU, 9KONOrMYeCcKUMn
npoweccamu U KynbTypHbIMU LIEHHOCTAMU, HO
HEKOTOpbIE KITHYEBblE BONPOCHI HE peLlaTcs
3: MonHoCTbIO BLINOMHSAKOTCS BCe TpeboBaHus,
npeabsBrseMble K yNpaBrieHuto KIo4eBbIMY
MecTamu obuTaHuns, BUAaMM, 3KONOrMYecKUMmn
npoLeccamu 1 KynbTypPHbIMU LLEHHOCTAMMU

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n ganbHewwve gencTeums

13. Staff numbers: Are there enough people employed to
manage the protected area?

13. Nepconan: JocTaToyeH nu pa3mep wtaTa ons
3appekTMBHOro ynpasneHusi o6bekToM?

0: There are no staff

1: Staff numbers are inadequate for critical
management activities

2: Staff numbers are below optimum level for
critical management activities

3: Staff numbers are adequate for the management
needs of the protected area

0: WraT oTcyTCTBYET

1: YncneHHOCTb WTaTa HegocTaTo4YHa ansg
KIHOYEBOW yrpaBneH4YecKon AeATeNbHOCTU

2: YncneHHoCTb WTaTa yA0BNeTBOPUTENbHA ANS
KI04EBOW yrpaBneHYeckon A4eaTeNIbHOCTH

3: WTaT NONHOCTLIO YKOMMIEKTOBAH AnA
KIHOYEBOW yrpaBneHYeCcKor AeATENbHOCTU

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapum u fanbHeiime AeicTBus

Institution staff amounts to 99 people, but there is a lack of additional staff for
Zakaznik protection, drivers,lab assistant, gunsmith etc.
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14. Staff training: Are staff adequately trained to fulfill
management objectives?

14. MoproToBka wTtaTa: metoT nu COTPYOHUKN OOCTaTOYHYIO

NOArOTOBKY AN OCYLLECTBMNEHUS ynpaBIieHYeCKOon
nearenbHoCcTU?

2 |0: Staff lack the skills needed for protected area
management

1: Staff training and skills are low relative to the
needs of the protected area

2: Staff training and skills are adequate, but could
be further improved to fully achieve the objectives
of management

3: Staff training and skills are aligned with the
management needs of the protected area

0: Kagpbl He 06napaloT foCTaTO4HON
KBanudvkaumen aAnsa ynpasnexHus
NpupoaooXpaHHbIM 06EKTOM

1: Kagpbl He o6nagatoT 4oCTaToOYHOWM
KBanudvkKaumei Ans BbINOSIHEHNA BCeX 3ajay,
NMoCTaBMNEHHbIX Nepef, OXpaHAeMon Tepputopuen
2: Kapgpbl obnapatoT focTaToqHom
KBanudvkKaumemn, Ho UM He nomeLuano 6bl
[anbHenLee NoBbiLeHne KBanudukauum ans
MOSIHOrO COOTBETCTBUSI TPEGOBAHUSIM

3: KBanugukaumsa KagpoB NOHOCTbIO
COOTBETCTBYET NOCTaB/IEHHbIM 334a4amM

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n fanbHeine AencTeums

15. Current budget: Is the current budget sufficient?
15. Tekywwmit 6rogxeT: [locTaToueH N oH?

2 |0: There is no budget for management of the
protected area

1: The available budget is inadequate for basic
management needs and presents a serious
constraint to the capacity to manage

2: The available budget is acceptable but could be
further improved to fully achieve effective
management

3: The available budget is sufficient and meets the
full management needs of the protected area

0: BlogxeT ynpaBneHns oxpaHsemoln Tepputopuen
oTCcyTCTBYET

1: ocTynHbI GloAXeT HepoCcTaToueH ans
OCHOBHbIX MOTpeBHOCTEN 06bEKTA, 1
npeacTaBnsieT cepbe3Hoe NpenaTcTBue Ans
yrnpaenexHus

2: JocTtynHbli 6GloaXeT yA0BNETBOPUTENEH, HO
MOXET ObITb yNy4LLeH A51s NOSTHOro COOTBETCTBUS
NoCcTaBMeHHbIM 3aa4am

3: JocTtynHblii GloaXeT AOCTaTO4EH U oTBEYaeT
BCEM MOCTaBNEHHbIM Tpe6oBaHUSIM

Comments and Next Steps
KoMmeHTapun u fanbHeiime encTeus

The budget deficit to purchase vehicle for area protection is felt.
Ouwlyuaetbes gedmumnt 610aXeTHbIX CPpeACcTB Ha NpuobpeTeHne aBToTpaHcnopTa
[OJ151 OCYLLIECTBIIEHUSA OXpPaHbl TEPPUTOPUN

16. Security of budget: Is the budget secure?

16. HapexHocTb GlogxeTa: [JOCTaTOYHO N HagexeH 6roaxeTt?

0: There is no secure budget for the protected area
and management is wholly reliant on outside or
highly variable funding

1: There is very little secure budget and the
protected area could not function adequately
without outside funding

2: There is a reasonably secure core budget for
regular operation of the protected area but many
innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside
funding

3: There is a secure budget for the protected area
and its management needs

0: HapgexHbin GloaXeT OTCyTCTBYET, U
aAMUHUCTPaLUs MosiaraeTcst UCKMHOUYUTENBHO Ha
BHELLUHWE N HeCTabunbHoe puHaHCcMpoBaHVe

1: HapexHocTb GlogxeTa BeCbMa orpaHuyeHa, u
OXpaHsiemasi TeppuTopus He MOXET
yHKLMOHMPOBaTL 6€3 BHELLHEro
duHaHCUpoBaHNA

2: HapexHocTb GlofxeTa Ha NpUemMsieMOM YPOBHe
OJ151 perynsipHomn AesTenbHOCTM 06beKTa, HO
MHOT€ UHHOBAaLUMM U MHULMATUBbLI 3aBUCAT OT
BHELUHero (pmHaHCcMpoBaHus

3: imeeTcsa HapgexHbIn BloaXeT, 0TBeYatoLLMin
BCEM 3anpocam OXpaHsieMon TeppUTopun
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Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

17. Management of budget: Is the budget managed to meet
critical management needs?

17. Ynpaenexue GiogxeTom: [JocTaTouHO Nu 3 HEKTUBHO OH
ynpaBnsieTcs, YTo6bl yAOBNETBOPUTL CAMbIE CIIOXHbIE
notpebHocTn ob6bekTa?

0: Budget management is very poor and
significantly undermines effectiveness (e.g. late
release of budget in financial year)

1: Budget management is poor and constrains
effectiveness

2: Budget management is adequate but could be
improved

3: Budget management is excellent and meets
management needs

0: YnpaeneHue 610axeToM BeCbMa
Hey[0BETBOPUTENIBHOE U 3HAYUTENBHO
nogpbiBaeT aphekTMBHOCTL 06bEKTa (Hanp.,
nosaHue pacxoppl 6roaxeTta B rckanbHOM rogy)
1: YnpaBneHue 6rogxetom
Hey[0BNETBOPUTENIBHOE 1 OrpaHNYMBaeT

3 heKTMBHOCTL 0GbEKTA

2: YnpaBneHvie 6G10AXeTOM yA0BNEeTBOPUTENBLHOE,
HO MOXET 6bITb YNyyLIEHO

3: YnpaBneHve 610XeTOM Ha BbICOKOM YPOBHE U
NONHOCTbI0 yAOBNeTBopsieT NoTpebHocT o6bekTa

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

18. Equipment: Is equipment sufficient for management needs?
18. O6opynoBaHue: JoctaTo4Ho N 06bEKT obecneyeH
o6opynoBaHuem?

0: There are little or no equipment and facilities for
management needs

1: There are some equipment and facilities but
these are inadequate for most management needs
2: There are equipment and facilities, but still some
gaps that constrain management

3: There are adequate equipment and facilities

0: MaTepuanbHas 6a3a OTCyTCTBYET MOSHOCTbIO,
WM CITMLLKOM MasiodncrieHHa ansa obecneyeHus
obbekTa

1: meeTcs onpepeneHHoe KomyecTBo
rnomMeLLeHunii 1 060py0BaHUS, HO 3TOTO
HeJl0CTaTouHO Ansa 6onbNHCTBA 3a4au

2: imetoTcsa nomelleHus u obopynosaHue, Ho Bce
paBHO OCTalOTCsi HEKOTOpble Npobenbl

3: MomeleHuns n obopynoBaHue NOMHOCTbIO
COOTBETCTBYIOT MOCTABEHHbIM 3aa4aM

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuun n ganbHenwne AencTens

HHHBHAHR R R R AR AR

HEHBHAR B

19. Maintenance of equipment: Is equipment adequately
maintained?

19. CopepxaHue obopynoBaHus: lNposoauTcs N afeksaTHoe
TexHu4eckoe obcnyxvBaHvue obopynoBaHusa?

0: There is little or no maintenance of equipment
and facilities

1: There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment
and facilities

2: There is basic maintenance of equipment and
facilities

3: Equipment and facilities are well maintained

0: CoaepxaHune TEXHUKN 1 NOMELLEHUIN NMMBO He
ocyulecTensertcs, nmbo ocyLiecTBnseTcs B
HeJoCTaToOYHOM o6beme

1: NpoBoanTCS HEperynsipHoe TEXHNYeckoe
obcnyxuBaHve

2: NpoBoANTCA MUHUMYM TEXHUYECKOro
obcnyXmBaHUsa TEXHUKN Y MOMELLEHNI

3: TexHvka 1 nomeLleHns ob6cnyxnBaoTcs n
cofiepxarcsi Hagnexawm obpasom

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu 1 ganbHenwne AencTeuns

Page 141/173




20. Education and awareness: Is there a planned education
programme linked to the objectives and needs?

20. ObyyeHue 1 nHopmrpoBaHue: VMimeetcsa nu
3annaHvpoBaHHasi yuebHas nporpaMmma, cBsidaHHas € 3aja4yamu
1 NoTpebHOCTAMM NpoekTa?

0: There is no education and awareness
programme

1: There is a limited and ad hoc education and
awareness programme

2: There is an education and awareness
programme but it only partly meets needs and
could be improved

3: There is an appropriate and fully implemented
education and awareness programme

0: MNporpamma o6pa3oBaHNs 1 O3HAKOMMNEHNSI
06LLECTBEHHOCTN OTCYTCTBYET

1: ImeeTcsa orpaHuyeHHas n HeperynspHas
obpasoBaTesibHas U pa3bACHUTENbHAA
nporpamma

2: Obpa3oBaTenbHasa 1 pa3bsiCHUTESNbHas
nporpamma cyLiecTBYyeT, HO TOJIbKO YaCTU4HO
BbINOJSIHAET NOCTaBNeHHbIe 3a4a4n, u Tpebyet
ynyJlieHus

3: Obpa3zoBatenbHas 1 pa3bsiCHUTESIbHAsA
nporpamma rnosiHocTblo peanu3oBaHa

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapum u fanbHeiive eicTBus

21. Planning for land and water use: Does land and water use
planning recognise the protected area and aid the achievement
of objectives?

21. NnannpoBaHune 3emre- 1 BOAOMONb30BaHWA: Cuctema
nnaHMpoBaHNA BOAO- U 3EMIIENOSIb30BaHNA NPUHUMAaET BO
BHVMMaHNe UHTepPeChl OXpaHAeMOoW TepputTopun?

0: Adjacent land and water use planning does not
take into account the needs of the protected area
and activities/policies are detrimental to the survival
of the area

1: Adjacent land and water use planning does not
takes into account the long term needs of the
protected area, but activities are not detrimental the
area

2: Adjacent land and water use planning partially
takes into account the long term needs of the
protected area

3: Adjacent land and water use planning fully takes
into account the long term needs of the protected
area

0: MnaHMpoBaH1e NPUrPaHNYHOrO 3eMIIe- 1
BOAOMOML30BaHUA HE MPUHMMAET BO BHUMaHWe
noTpe6GHOCTY OXpaHAeMoii TeppuTopum, a
MepbI/MonuTMKa naryGHo oTpaxatroTcs Ha
COCTOSIHUM MECTHOCTM

1: MnaHupoBaHWe NpUrpaHUYHOro 3emne- u
BOZ0MONb30BaHUs HE NPUHUMAaET BO BHUMaHWe
[LONTOCPOYHbIe NOTPEBHOCTU OXpaHAEMOM
TEpPpPUTOPUM, HO MEPLI/MONUTIKA HE CKa3bIBaKOTCA
nary6Ho Ha COCTOSIHUM MEeCTHOCTY

2: MnaHvMpoBaH1e NPUrpaHNYHOro 3emrie- 1
BOZ0MOJIb30BaHUS YaCTUYHO NPUHUMAET BO
BHUMaHKe [0MroCpPoYHbIE MOTPEGHOCTM
OXpaHsieMoii TeppUTopUm

3: MnaHMpoBaH1e NPUrpaHNYHOro 3eMrie- 1
BOA0MOb30BaHNA MOMHOCTLIO NMPUHUMAET BO
BHUMaHWe [0MrocpoYHble MOTPeGHOCTM
OXpaHsieMoii TeppUTOpUm

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n fanbHeine aencTeums

The issue on watershed management of Ulkayak and Torgai rivers with water users
of neighbouring oblast(Kostanay oblast) hasn't been settled. Therefore Irgiz-Turgai
Lake system is exposed. To solve this problem UNDP Steppe Project involved
GEF/SGP grant funds to implement project on PES introduction. The project is
implemented by Kazakhstan Biodiversity Conservation Fund.

He pelueH Bonpoc perynupoBaHusl CToka p. Ynbkask v p. Typran ¢
BOAOMOMb30BaTENsIMU cocefiHel obnactu - KoctaHavickon obnactu. B aToi cBaA3u
Mprus-Topraickas cuctema o3ep nogBepraeTcsi nepecbixaHuio. [ns peLueHus
310l Nnpobnembl CtenHbiM NpoekToM NMPOOH npuBneyeHbl rpaHTOBbLIE CPEACTBA
F3®/MNMIT ana peanu3auuy NnpoekTa no BHegepeHuto nnatexen M3Y. MpoekTt
peanuayetbcsa PoHAOM coxpaHeHus 6uop3aHoobpasus KasaxcraHa.

21a. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Planning
and management in the catchment or landscape containing the
protected area incorporates provision for adequate
environmental conditions (e.g. volume, quality and timing of
water flow, air pollution levels etc) to sustain relevant habitats.
21a. 3emenbHOE 1 BOAHOE MNaHNpOBaHUE ANs COXpPaHeHus
cpeppl: NnaHvpoBaHue n ynpaeneHne BoAocO60poB Unu CyLumn B
cocTaBe OXpaHseMon TeppUTopumn BKoYaeT Mepbl
NpeaoCTOPOXHOCTU B OTHOLIEHUM NPUPOAHbLIX YCNOBWI (Hanp.,

0: No /Het
1:Yes/[Oa
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06beM, KayecTBO 1 perynsipHOCTb NOTOKa BOAbl, YPOBEHb
3arpa3HeHus Bo3ayxa 1 T.4.)

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu 1 ganbHenwne AencTens

HHHBHA R R R AR

HEHBHAR B

21b. Land and water planning for habitat conservation:
Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for
wildlife passage to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g.
to allow migratory fish to travel between freshwater spawning
sites and the sea, or to allow animal migration).

21b. 3emenbHOE 1 BOAHOE MNaHNpoBaHUE ANs COXPaHeHWs
cpepbl: YnpaBneHue Kopuaopamu, NPOXOAALLMNX Yepes
OXpaHsieMylo TeppuTopuio, no3sonseT obecneuvsaTb AOCTYN
AVKUX XMBOTHbBIX K KMIOYEeBbIM cpefam obutaHna 3a npegenamm
OXpaHsieMoW TeppuTopun (MUrpaums pbiG UNu XMBOTHBIX U T.4.).

0: No /Het
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n ganbHewwve gencTeums

HHHBHA R R AR AR

HEHBHARHRH AR

21c. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: "Planning
adresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of
particular species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume,
quality and timing of freshwater flow to sustain particular species,
fire management to maintain savannah habitats etc.)"

21c. 3emenbHoe 1 BOAHOE NNaHMpoBaHne AA COXpaHeHUs
cpepb!: "lNnaHnpoBaHne yaoBneTBOPsiET NOTpeBHOCTM
3KOCUCTEMbI U/unv NoTpebHOCTU onpeaeneHHbIX HabnoaaeMbix
BMAOB B Macltabax akocucteMbl (Hanpumep, 06bem, KauecTBo
1 pErynsipHOCTb NPUTOKA NPECHO BOAbI NS XU3HM
onpeneneHHoro Buaa, noxapHas 6e3onacHocTb B caBaHHax U
T.4.)

0: No /Het
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KomMmeHTapuu n fanbHewnwve gencTeums

22. State and commercial neighbours:Is there co-operation with
adjacent land and water users?

22. ['ocypapcTBeHHble 1 YacTHble coceau: MimeeTt nu mecto
COTPYAHNYECTBO C COCEAHVMU 3eMIie- 1 BOAOMOSIb3oBaTenAMn?

0: There is no contact between managers and
neighbouring official or corporate land and water
users

1: There is contact between managers and
neighbouring official or corporate land and water
users but little or no cooperation

2: There is contact between managers and
neighbouring official or corporate land and water
users, but only some co-operation

3: There is regular contact between managers and
neighbouring official or corporate land and water
users, and substantial co-operation on
management

0: OTcyTcTBYET AMANor agMUHUCTPaUMKN 06bekTa u
COCE[IHUX rOCYapCTBEHHbIX UMW YacCTHbIX BOAO- U
3emrsenosnb3oBaTenei

1: imeeT mecTo gunanor mexay aaMuHucTpaven
06beKkTa U COCEAHUMM FOC. U YAaCTHBLIMU BOAO- U
3eMsenosib3oBaTensiMmn, HO NPaKTUYECKN HET UMK
COBCEM HEeT COTpyaHMYecTBa

2: imeeT mecTo Ananor Mexay agMuHUCTpaumen
06beKTa U COCEAHUMMU FOC. U YAaCTHBLIMU BOAO- U
3eMs1enosib3oBaTeNsMU, HO TONIbKO HekoTopasi
cTeneHb COTpyAHMYeCTBa

3: Y agMuHUCTpauun o6bekTa HasaxeHbl
[0MrOCPOYHbIE OTHOLLEHUSI C COCEAHUMM FOC. U
YacTHbIMW BOAO- M 3eMrienosib3oBaTensamm, 1
MMeeT MeCcTo BeCbMa B3aUMOBbLIrOHOE
COTPYAHNYECTBO

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu 1 ganbHenwne AencTens
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23. Indigenous people: Do indigenous and traditional peoples
resident or regularly using the protected area have input to
management decisions?

23. KopeHHoe HaceneHue: VimetoT nn abopureHbl 1 KOPeHHOe
HaceneHve, NPoXuBaloLWMe NN YacTo UCMONb3YIoLLmne
OXpaHseMyo TEPPUTOPULO, FONIOC B NPUHATAMN YNpaBieHYeCKMX
pewweHnn?

0: Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input
into decisions relating to the management of the
protected area

1: Indigenous and traditional peoples have some
input into discussions relating to management but
no direct role in management

2: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly
contribute to some relevant decisions relating to
management but their involvement could be
improved

3: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly
participate in all relevant decisions relating to
management, e.g. co-management

0: AGopureHbl 1 KOPeHHOE HaceneHne He
NMPUHMMAIOT HUKaKOro y4acTus B MPUHATAN
peLleHunii No ynpaBneHuio oXxpaHsaemom
Tepputopuen

1: ABopureHbl U KOPEHHOE HaceneHne NPUHUMaIT
orpaHu4yeHHoe y4acTus B NPUHATAN PeLLEeHnii No
ynpaBsIieHno OXpaHsemon Tepputopuen

2: AGopureHbl M KOPeHHOE HacerneHne Hanpsimyto
y4acTBYIOT B MPUHATUN PELLEHWNI NO ynpaBiieHnto
oXpaHsiemMou TeppUTopuen, HO UX y4acTme MoXeT
6bITb pacluMpeHo

3: ABopureHbl 1 KOPeHHOe HacesieHne Hanpamyto
y4acTBYIOT B MPUHATUN BCEX PELUEHUI MO
ynpaBneHnto OXpaHsieMon TeppUTOpuen, T.e.
COBMECTHOE ynpaBneHue

Comments and Next Steps
KomMmeHTapuu n fanbHewwve gencTBums

24. Local communities: Do local communities resident or near
the protected area have input to management decisions?

24. MecTHble 06LWMHBI: IMetoT I MeCTHble 06LLUMHBI,
NpOXWBALLME Ha UK BONIN3M OXpaHSeMo TeppUTOPUN, ronoc
B NPUHATUU PELLIEHUI NO YNpaBieHnto 06beKTOM?

0: Local communities have no input into decisions
relating to the management of the protected area
1: Local communities have some input into
discussions relating to management but no direct
role in management

2: Local communities directly contribute to some
relevant decisions relating to management but
their involvement could be improved

3: Local communities directly participate in all
relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-
management

0: MecTHOe HaceneHue He NPUHUMaeT HUKaKoro
y4acTusi B ynpaBrieHUM OXpaHaeMomn TeppuTopueit
1: MecTHOe HaceneHue 4YacTUYHO y4yacTBYyeT B
obcyxaeHnn BoNpocoB yrnpaBnieHns o0XpaHsaemon
Tepputopuen

2: MecTHOe HacerneHue HanpsiMyto y4acTByeT B
NPUHATUN HEKOTOPbIX PELLEHUI, HO yYacTue
MOXHO pacLunpuTb

3: MecTHOe HacerneHve NoMHOCTbIO yYacTByeT
npouecce NpPUHATUA peLLeHnin MO yNpaBieHnto
oxpaHsiemown Tepputopuen (CoBMecTHoe
ynpaBneHue)

Comments and Next Steps
KomMmeHTapuu n fanbHewnwve gencTBums

e L e S R R

Rt R

24 a. Impact on communities: There is open communication and
trust between local and/or indigenous people, stakeholders and
protected area managers

24a. Bo3peicTBue Ha 0BLWUHBI: VMiMeeTca B3aMMOMoHUMaHue n
Onanor Mexay MeCTHbIM U KOPEHHbIM HaceneHnemM,
3anMHTEpeCcoBaHHbIMU NMLAMM U ynpaBlieHNeM OXpaHsemMomn
30HbI

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KomMmeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

24 b. Impact on communities: Programmes to enhance
community welfare, while conserving protected area resources,
are being implemented

24b. Bo3gencTeue Ha obLmHbI: PeanusyoTcst nporpaMmmbl no
ynyuyLleHnio 6narococTosiHWS O6LLMHBI, MPY 3KOHOMWUM PECYpCoB
OXpaHAEeMON TeppUTOpUN.

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n ganbHewne AencTems
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24 c. Impact on communities: Local and/or indigenous people
actively support the protected area

24c. BospgeincTeue Ha 06LMHBLI: MecTHOe Mnu KopeHHoe
HacereHve akTVBHO y4YacTByeT B NoAAePXKEe OXpaHAEMOoi
TeppuTOpUU

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu 1 ganbHenwne AencTeuns

25. Economic benefit: Is the protected area providing economic
benefits to local communities, e.g. income, employment,
payment for environmental services?

25. SKoHOMUYecKas Bbiroga: NMpuMHOCUT N oxpaHsAeMas 30Ha
9KOHOMMWYECKYI0 BbIrOAHY MECTHOMY HacerneHuio, T.e.
3apaboTokK, TPyAOYCTPOWCTBO, NNaTexw 3a
npvpoaononbL3oBaHune?

0: The protected area does not deliver any
economic benefits to local communities

1: Potential economic benefits are recognised and
plans to realise these are being developed

2: There is some flow of economic benefits to local
communities

3: There is a major flow of economic benefits to
local communities from activities associated with
the protected area

0: OxpaHsiemas TeppuTOpUst He NPUHOCUT HUKAKOMN
3KOHOMMWYECKOW BbIrofbl MECTHBIM XUTENAM

1: MNoTeHumanbHaa aKOHOMUYECKas BbIroAa
paccmaTpuBaeTcs, u pa3pabaTbiBaloTcs NnaHbl Mo
ee V3BneYeHuno

2: imeeTca onpepeneHHoe ABUXEHNE CPeACTB
MECTHOMY HaceseHno

3: O6BEKT NPUHOCUT 3HAUUTESBHYHO
3KOHOMMWYECKYI0 BbIrOAly MECTHbIM O6LLMHaM 3a
cYeT AeATeNbHOCTU, CBA3AHHOW C aKCnnyaTauuen
OXpaHseMon TeppuTopun

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu 1 ganbHenwne AencTeuns

HHHBHA R R R AR

HEHBHAR R R

26. Monitoring and evaluation: Are management activities
monitored against performance?

26. MOHUTOpPUHT 1 oueHKa: [MpoxoaaT nu NpoBogUMbIE
MEpPONpUATUS OLLEHKY 3(PHEKTUBHOCTU?

0: There is no monitoring and evaluation in the
protected area

1: There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation,
but no overall strategy and/or no regular collection
of results

2: There is an agreed and implemented monitoring
and evaluation system but results do not feed back
into management

3: A good monitoring and evaluation system exists,
is well implemented and used in adaptive
management

0: MOHWUTOPWHT 1 OLleHKa AeATENbHOCTM 06bEeKTa
He npou3BoauTCs

1: OcyLiecTBNSE€TCA YaCTUYHBIA HEPETYNSPHbIN
MOHMUTOPVHT 1 OLEHKa 06beKTa, HO OTCYTCTBYET
obLan cTpaTerusi u/unm He ocyLLecTBNAeTCs
perynsipHbiii cbop pe3ynbTaToB

2: JewicTBYyeT yTBEPXAEHHASA 1 NOMHOCTIO
BHeAPEHHasn cUcTemMa OLEHKN U MOHUTOPUWHIa, HO
pe3ynbTaTbl HE NOCTYNalT B aAMUHUCTPALIMIO

3: meeTcsa oTnuyHas cuctemMa MOHUTOPUHTa U
OLIEHKM, ncnonb3yemasi B afanTyBHOM
ynpaBneHnm

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

27. Visitor facilities: Are visitor facilities adequate?
27. MecTa pa3meLleHus TypucToB: lNpegocraBnseTcs nu
afeKBaTHOe Xusnbe A rocten?

0: There are no visitor facilities and services
despite an identified need

1: Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate
for current levels of visitation

2: Visitor facilities and services are adequate for
current levels of visitation but could be improved
3: Visitor facilities and services are excellent for
current levels of visitation

0: Ha TeppuTOpMK HET MECT pa3melLLeHus
TYPWUCTOB, HECMOTPS Ha Hanuyne nNoTpebHocTU B
OHbIX

1: MecTa pa3melLeHns 1 yCryrn He COOTBETCTBYIOT
noceLaemMocTv o6bekTa

2: MecTa pa3meLLeHns 1 yCryrm COOTBETCTBYIOT
TeKyLLeln noceL,aemMoctn o6bekTa, Ho MoryT 6biTb
ynyuLleHbl

3: MecTa pa3mMeLLeHust 1 yCnyru NosIHOCTbIO
COOTBETCTBYIOT TEKYLLEN NoceaeMocT o6bekTa
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Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

28. Commercial tourism operators: Do commercial tour operators
contribute to protected area management?

28. Kommepueckue TyponepaTopbl: Y4acTBYIOT N B
ynpaBneHun o6beKTOM KOMMepYecKue TyponepaTopbl?

0: There is little or no contact between managers
and tourism operators using the protected area

1: There is contact between managers and tourism
operators but this is largely confined to
administrative or regulatory matters

2: There is limited co-operation between managers
and tourism operators to enhance visitor
experiences and maintain protected area values

3: There is good co-operation between managers
and tourism operators to enhance visitor
experiences, and maintain protected area values

0: Mexay agMUHMCTpaLMe oxpaHaemon
TEPPUTOPUU U TYPUCTUHECKMMM OnepaTopamMm
CBSI31 NPaKTUYECKU UM NOSIHOCTbIO OTCYTCTBYHOT
1: ADMUHKCTpaumsa o6bekTa BeAeT aAuanor ¢
TyponepaTtopamu, HO TOJbKO MO NPaBoOBbIM U
agMUHUCTPATMBHBLIM BONpOCam

2: imeeT MeCTO OrpaHu4yeHHoe COTpPyaHNYECTBO
agMUHUCTpaumn o6bekTa ¢ Typoriepatopamu ¢
Lenbio YNyylnTb YCNOBUS ANt TYPUCTOB,
COXPaHsito NMpu 3TOM NPUPOLHBIE LLEEHHOCTMN

3: ViMeeT MecTo TeCHOe COTPYAHUYECTBO
agMMHUCTpaumn obbekTa Cc TyporepaTopamu ¢
Lenbio YNyyLllnTb YCIIOBUSA TYPUCTOB Y COXPaHUTb
Npu 3TOM NPUPOAHBIE LLIEHHOCTMW

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n ganbHewwve gencTeums

29. Fees: If fees (i.e. entry fees or fines) are applied, do they help
protected area management?

29. C6opsbl: Ecnu umetotcst cbophl (T.€. BXogHas nnata unu
WTpadbl), TO KaKUM 06pa3oM OHM CNOCOGCTBYIOT YNpaBeHuWio
OXpaHsieMoW TepputTopuein?

0: Although fees are theoretically applied, they are
not collected

1: Fees are collected, but make no contribution to
the protected area or its environs

2: Fees are collected, and make some contribution
to the protected area and its environs

3: Fees are collected and make a substantial
contribution to the protected area and its environs

0: C6opbl NnaTexei He OCYLLECTBSATCA, XOTA
TEeopeTUYeckn 3T0 NPUMEHNMO

1: C60pbl OCYLLECTBAATCS, HO HE MAYT Ha MNoJb3y
OXpaHsieMoW TeppUTOPUN UNK ee NPUPOLHBLIM
obbekTam

2: C6opbl OCyLLECTBNATCS, U UAYT Ha NONb3Y
OXpaHsIEMOW TeppUTOPUN U €€ NPUPOLHbLIM
obbekTam

3: C60pbI OCYLLECTBASAIOTCS, U 3HAUUTENBHO
CnocobCTBYIOT pa3BUTUIO OXPaHAEMON TEPPUTOPUM
1 COXpaHeHUIo ee NpUpoAHbIX OGbEKTOB

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

30. Condition of values: What is the condition of the important
values of the protected area as compared to when it was first
designated?

30. CocTosiHMe LeHHocTen: KakoBO COCTOSAHNE BaXHbIX
LIEHHOCTEN OXPaHsiEMON TEPPUTOPUN MO CPaBHEHUIO KX
COCTOSIHUEM Ha MOMEHT OCHOBaHUSI?

0: Many important biodiversity, ecological or
cultural values are being severely degraded

1: Some biodiversity, ecological or cultural values
are being severely degraded

2: Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values
are being partially degraded but the most important
values have not been significantly impacted

3: Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are
predominantly intact

0: MHorve BaxHble 3Konornyeckune u KynbTypHble
LIeHHOCTW TepNAT 3HaYNTESbHbIN YPOH

1: HekoTopble BaxHble 9Konornyeckne un
KyNbTYpHbl€ LLEHHOCTW TEPMAT 3HaYMTENbHbIA YPOH
2: HekoTopble BaXHble 3KONOrnyeckne un
KynbTypHble LIEHHOCTM NnoABepralTca nopye, Ho
caMble OCHOBHbI€ LIeHHOCTU COXpaHAoTCA

3: Bkonoruyeckme n KynbTypHble LLEHHOCTU
npenmyLLecTBeHHo B 6e3onacHocTu

Comments and Next Steps
KoMmeHTapun u fanbHeiime eicTeus

Historical and cultural objects situated in rezervat territory is going to ruin naturally
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30a: Condition of values: The assessment of the condition of
values is based on research and/or monitoring

30a. CocTosiHne LeHHocTel: OueHKa COCTOSHUS LleHHOCTeN
OCHOBaHa Ha uccnefoBaHun WunaM MOHUTOPUHTE.

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

30b: Condition of values Specific management programmes are
being implemented to address threats to biodiversity, ecological
and cultural values

30b. CocTosiHue ueHHocTen: Ocobble yrnpaBneH4Yeckme
nporpammel peanusytotcs Ana 6opbObl C yrpo3amu
6ropa3Hoobpasnio, IKONOrMYECKUM U KyNbTYPHbIM LIEHHOCTSIM

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

30c: Condition of values: Activities to maintain key biodiversity,
ecological and cultural values are a routine part of park
management

30c. CocTosiHue UeHHocTeit: Meponpusatus no obecnevyeHuno
OCHOBHbIX LIieHHOCTel 6ruopa3Hoobpa3us, IKOOrMmn 1 KynbTypbl
ABNATCA YaCTblO PYTUHHOW AEATEeNIbHOCTU Napka

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KomMmeHTapuu n fanbHenwne AencTeus

TOTAL SCORE / CYMMA BAJTTIOB

64

Pls add up numbers from assessment form
(questions 1 to 30)

Cnoxwute uudpbl U3 OLEHOYHON aHKeTbI (BOMpPOChHI
1 no 30)

METT Score of Irgiz-Turgay State nature Rezervat amounted to 64 points of 98 (65 %)
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Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Projects in GEF-3, GEF-4, and GEF-5
MHCTpYMEHT OTCnexuBaHus s NpoekToB GuopasHoobpasus
B pamkax N'9®P-3, N'3P-4 nrod-5

Objective 1: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems
3apgava 1: CTuMynupoBaHue YCTOMYMBOCTU CUCTEM OXPaHAEMbIX TEPPUTOPUIA

SECTION II: Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Protected Areas
PA3OE/ IIl: MucTpymeHT oTcnexmuBaHmnsa 3 @EKTUBHOCTM yNpaBneHUs A OXpaHAEMbIX TEPPUTOPUM

Note: Please complete the management effectiveness tracking tool for EACH protected area that is the target of the GEF intervention.

Structure and content of the Tracking Tool - Objective 1. Section II:

The Tracking Tool has two main sections: datasheets and assessment form. Both sections should be completed.

1. Datasheets: the data sheet comprises of two separate sections:

[ Data sheet 1: records details of the assessment and some basic information about the site, such as name, size and location etc.

[ Data sheet 2: provides a generic list of threats which protected areas can face. On this data sheet the assessors are asked to identify threats and
rank their impact on the protected area.

2. Assessment Form: the assessment is structured around 30 questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details
of the assessment, all of which should be completed.

MpumeyaHue: 3anonHuTe hopmy MHCTPYMEHTa OTCnexXmBaHNa addekTUBHOCTY ynpasneHus ans KAXKIOW oxpaHsemoi Tepputopum,
HyXgatoLeincs Bo BmeLaTenscree M9d.

CT1pyKkTypa u copepxaHune MIHcTpymeHTa -- 3agayva 1. Paspen Il:

MHCTPYMEHT OTCneXnBaHus COCTOUT U3 ABYX OCHOBHbIX Pa3fenoB: IMCThl AaHHbIX M OLleHOYHas aHkeTa. Heobxoammo 3anonHnTte oba pasaena.

1. JlncTbl AaHHbIX: NUCTBI AaHHbIX COAepXaT [iBa nogpasaena:

- Iuct paHHbIX 1: cogepXxuT NoapobHbIe AaHHbIE OLEHKW, @ TakXe 06LLYy0 MHOPMaLIMIo O 3aM0oBEAHUKE: Ha3BaHUe, MoLwaab, MECTOMONIOXEHMNE U
np.

- I'lucT paHHbIX 2: coAepXMUT NepeyeHb Yyrpos, C KOTOpbIMU CTaNkMBaeTCcs 3anoBeiHuK. Ha 3ToM nucre, oueHwmkam Heo6Xo0ANMO BbISIBUTH Yrpo3bl U
YCTaHOBUTb CUJTy UX BO3LENCTBUSI HA OXPaHSIEMYIO TEPPUTOPUIO.

2. OueHo4YHas aHKeTa: oLeHKa BbicTpamBaeTcs Ha 30 Bonpocax, NpeAcTaBneHHbIX B hopmate Tabnuubl, BKItoyas Tpu ctonbua ans 3anucu
NOAPOOGHBIX OLLEHOYHbIX A@HHbIX — BAXHO 3aMN0NHUTb BCE TPU.

Important: Please read the Guidelines posted on the GEF website before entering your data
Baxwo: lpexge 4em 3aro/iHITe hopMy, MoXaslyHcTa 03HaKOMbTECH C PyKoBOACTBOM, OlyO/IMKOBaHHBIM Ha Bebcavte 3P

Data Sheet 1: Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites Please indicate your answer |Notes
Juct aaHHbIX 1: OTUET O NpofenaHHo paboTe Ha OXpaHAEMBbIX here Mpumeyanus
TEppUTOPUSX Mecrto ans Baulero otBeTa
Name, affiliation and contact details for person responsible for Maria A.Zeinelova
completing the METT (email etc.) Director, PA «Tulpan»
Mmsa, MmecTo paboTbl M KOHTAKTHbIE flaHHble Nuua, Tel., 8(714-54) 21-3-88
OTBETCTBEHHOrO 3a 3anonHenve METT (email n T.4.) e-mail: naurzum_zapoopt@mail.ru

3enHenosa Mapus AnekcangpoBHa Oupektop,00 "TionnaH"
Ten.,8(714-54) 21-3-88
e-mail: naurzum_zapoopt@mail.ru

Date assessment carried out August 12, |Month DD, YYYY (e.g., May 12, 2010)
[ata npoBeneHus oueHkn| 2013 12 |00 Mecsay, I'TTT (Hanp., 12 masn, 2010)
aBrycta 2013 roga

Name of protected area| Naurzum State Nature Reserve Haypaymckuii 'ocyaapCTBEHHbIN MPUPOAHDBIN
Ha3BaHue oxpaHaeMoi TeppuTopum 3anoBefHNK

WDPA site code (these codes can be found on www.unep- no
wcmc.org/wdpa/)

Kop, o6bekta WDPA (Koabl MOXHO HaWTV Ha canTe www.unep-
wcmc.org/wdpa/)

Designations(please choose 1-3) 1: National
Crartychl (BbibepuTe 1-3) S 2: IUCN Category
3: International (please complete lines 35-69 as
necessary )

1: HaumoHanbHbIN

2. Kateropust MCOIN

3. MexayHapopaHblii (3anonHute cTpoku 35-69 no
Mepe HeobxoaMMOoCTH)

Country The Republic of Kazakhstan Pecny6nuka KazaxcTtaH
CrtpaHa
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Location of protected area (province and if possible map
reference)

MecTononoxeHue oxpaHsiemMol TeppuTopun
(npoBuHUMS/0BnacTb, u, XxenatenbHo, 0603HayenHe Ha kapTe)

Kazakhstan, Kostanay oblast, Naurzum district, Karamendy town,5,Kazbekbi street
KasaxcrtaH,KocTaHaiickas obnactb,Hayp3ymckuin paiioH, n. KapameHabl, yi.
Kazbek-6u,5

Date of establishment 1931 1931 rog
[aTta ocHOBaHus
Ownership details (please choose 1-4)
CobcTBeHHOCTL (BbiGEpUTE 1-4) 1 1: State
2: Private
3: Community
4: Other
1: TocypapcTBeHHas
2: YacTtHas
3: KommyHanbHas
4: inas
Management Authority| Forestry and Hunting Committee of the Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of
Ynpasnswowmin opraH Kazakhstan.

KomunTeT necHoro 1 oXoTHUYbEro X03sicTBa MUHUCTEPCTBA OXPaHbl OKPYXatoLLen
cpeabl Pecnybnuku KasaxcraH

Size of protected area (ha)
Mnowanb oxpaHsaemMon Tepputopum (ra)

191381 ha 191381 ra

Number of Permanent staff

YncneHHOCTb MOCTOSIHHOIO WTaTa 64
Number of Temporary staff
YncneHHoCTb BPEMEHHOIO WTaTa 34

Annual budget (US$) for recurrent (operational) funds -
excluding staff salary costs

loposoi 6roaxeT (nonn. CLWA) Ha nepuoamyeckue (Iken.)
pacxofpl — 3a BbIYETOM onnathl Tpyaa

Annual budget - 605
opoBon BropgxerT -
605 418

418 2013 total budget of reserve is US$ 605 418, out of
which US$ 244 774 is for salary.

O6LwuiA NnaHoBbIN GIOAXET hMHAHCUPOBaHUSI
3aBefHuKa Ha 2013 rog coctaensaet 605 418

OOnn., U3 HUX onnata Tpyaa 244774 ponn.

Annual budget (US$) for project or other supplementary funds - excluding staff salary costs
oposow 6rogxeT (monn. CLA) Ha HyX/Abl NpoeKTa 1 Ap. pacxofbl — 3a BbIYETOM onnaTbl TpyAa

There are not any additional financing sources for
reserve funding. ®uHaHcHpoBaHne 3anoBefHUKa
13 AOMNOSTHUTENbHBLIX UCTOYHUKOB
(UHAHCMPOBAHNSA HE NMEETCS.

What are the main values for which the area is designated
OcHoBHble 6nara, paan KOTopbix (OyHKLMOHUPYET TeppuTopus

Sustainable PA and surrounding area management , providing conservation of
typical and unique ecosystems and biological diversity.

YcTtonumnsoe ynpasnernve OOIT v npuneratoLlein Tepputopueit, obecneymsatoLLee
COXpaHeHVe TUMNYHBIX U YHUKaIbHbIX 3KOCUCTEM 1 61ONOr4YecKoro
pasHoobpasus

List the two primary protected area management objectives in below:
YKaxuTte ABe OCHOBHblE yrpaBrieHYeckne 3a4a4m A1 OXpaHSeMol TeppuTopuu:

Management objective 1
YnpasneH4yeckas 3agava 1

Biological diversity conservation, including endangered species habitats,
presenting outstanding global heritage. CoxpaHeHune 61onornyeckoro
pa3Hoobpasus, B TOM YKCne apearnbl ncYe3aloLmx BUAOB NPeacTaBnsioLLmx
BblJaloLL,eecsi MMPOBOE J0CTOSHUE.

Management objective 2
YnpaBneHyeckas 3agava 2

Establishment of the material and technical base to carry out scientific researches
and cultural and educational work and to protect the fire extinguishing equipment
of Naurzum State Nature Reserve.

CospaHue maTepuanbHO-TEXHUYECKOW 6a3bl A1 BEAEHUS HayYHbIX
nccnenoBaHuil U KynbTypHO-MPOCBETUTENBCKOW paboThbl 1 ANst OXpaHbl
NPOTMBOMOXapHOro YCTpolcTBa Tepputopun Hayp3ymckoro rocysapcTBEHHOro
NPVPOJHOro 3anoBeAHuKa

No. of people involved in completing assessment
Kon-Bo nofen, 3a0eincTBOBaHHbIX B OLEHKE

20 people
20 yenoBek
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Including: (please choose 1-8)
B Tom uucne: (Bbibepute 1-8) 2 1: PA manager / Ynpasnsiowmin OT

2: PA staff/ Witat OT

3: Other PA agency staff / lNpoyne paboTHuKM
opraHa OT

4: Donors / loHOpbI

5: NGOs/HIMO

6: External experts / BHeluHne akcnepThl

7: Local community / MecTHoe coobLiecTBo

8: Other / dpyroe

Information on International Designations Please indicate your answer here
WHdopmaumsa no MmexayHapoaHbIM cTaTycam MecTo Ans Ballero otBeTa
UNESCO World Heritage site (see: whc.unesco.org/en/list) yes na

O6bekT BcemupHoro Hacnepgua KOHECKO (cm.
unesco.org/en/list)

Date Listed|On 7July 2008 during the 32nd session of the UNESCO World Heritage Committee
[ata pno6aeneHus|in Quebec, Canada.
7 niona 2008 ropa Bo Bpemsi 32-omn ceccum Komuteta FOHECKO no BcemupHomy
Hacneguio B KBebeke, KaHaga

Site name "Sary-Arka: Steppes and Lakes of North Kazakhstan" in the UNESCO World
HasBaHue o6bekTa Heritage object list.
"Capsbl apka - Ctenu 1 o3epa CeBepHoro KazaxctaHa" B Cnucok 06beKToOB
BcemupHoro Hacnegusa KOHECKO

Site area 191381 ha

Mnowaab o6beKTa 191381 ra.
Geographical co-ordinates Geografical values of the end points: north- 51°52° 40,3” north latitude and
["eorpacuyeckme koopanHaThbl 63°55°18,2”east longitude south- 51°12°’17” north latitude. 64°

39°°46,6”east longitude
west- 51°30°18,0” north latitude 63°42°32,4” east longitude
east -51°28°52,7” north latitude 64° 45°10,4”east longitude
"eorpadmyeckne KoopaMHaTbl KpaHUX TOUEK:
ceBep - 51°52° 40,3”c.w. n 63°55°18,2” B.A.
tor- 51°12°°17” c.w. 64° 39°46,6” B.A.
3anap- 51°30°18,0” c.w. 63°42°32,4” B.A.
BOCTOK -51°28°'52,7” c.w. 64° 45°10,4” B.A.

Criteria for designation (ix) (x) Korgalzhyn and Naurzum State Nature Reserve
Kputepum npucsoeHus cratyca comprise this territory. They are cluster areas,
which form this territory. Both of reserves are the
first objects of Central Asia, which got prestige
status as World Nature Heritage object and now
they are in one list with recognised world nature
pearls http://whc.unesco.org/en/criteria/ (i.e.
criteria i to x) .

B cocTtaB AaHHON TeppUTOpUn BXOAAT
KopramxsiHckuin n Haypaymckuia
rocyAapCTBEHHbIE NPUPOAHbIE 3aNOBEAHUKN,
ABNAOLMECA KNAaCTEPHBIMKN y4acTKamMu,
hOpMUPYIOLLUMW HOMUHNUPOBAHHYIO TEPPUTOPUIO.
Oba 3anoBegHWKa, ABNATCA NEPBbIMA
obbekTamu LieHTpanbHoin A3un, nony4nswInMm
NpecTUXHbIN cTaTyc obbekTa BecemupHoro
NPUPOAHOro Hacneus, u Tenepb HaXopATCH B
O[IHOM cnuncke ¢ o6LenpusaHaHHbIMU MUPOBBLIMM
XeMuyXuHaMu Npupoasl
http://whc.unesco.org/en/criteria/

(i.e. criteria i to x)
(T.€. KpuTepum ot | go x)
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Statement of Outstanding Universal Value
3asBneHne NCKIoYMTENIbHON LLIEHHOCTM

Naurzum Reserve territory is an important place for fivehundred lesser white
fronted goose population (up to 500 birds landed on this territiry during the
migration), red-breasted goose (up to 5000 birds in flight), and one of the rearest
birds - white crane (3 times registered) .

TeppuTtopus Haypaymckoro 3anoBefHuKa sSiBNSI€TCS BaXHbIM MECTOM Ans
NATUTBICAYHOM NOoNynAuMM NMcKynbku (8o 500 NTuL, ocTaHaBNMBAKOTCA Ha 3TON
TeppUTOpPUKN BO BPEMS MUFpaLuii), KpacHo30601 kasapku (Ao 5000 ocobew Ha
nponeTe) 1 OAHON U3 CaMbIX PeAKUX NTULL - CTepxa (3aperncTpmpoBaHo 3

BCTpEYM).
Ramsar site (see: www.wetlands.org/RSDBY/) yes
OobexT Pamcapckoii konBeHuuu (cm. www.wetlands.org/RSDB/) na
Date Listed July 12, 2009
[ata pobasnexus 12 .07.2009 roga
Site name| Naurzum Reserve is included in the Ramsar list (global segnificance wetlands)

HaseaHue o6bekTa

Hayp3ymckuin 3anoBeHuK BKIlOYeH B Pamcapckuii Cnmcok (BOAHO - 60NOTHbIe
yroapsi MexzayHapoaHOro 3Ha4yeHus).

Site area
Mnouwaab 06bEKTa

26000ha. 26000ra.

Geographical number
[eorpacduyeckuin Homep

Ramsar Site No.: 1872
Wetlands International Site Reference No.: 2KZ005
Designation Date: 12-07-2009

Reason for Designation (see Ramsar Information Sheet)
lMpuynHa NpmMcBoeHus cTaTtyca (CM. CNPaBOYHbIN NUCT
Pamcapckoit koHBeHLWK)

Naurzum State nature reserve is situated on the cross of two the most important
birds migratory Central Asian and Siberia Southearopean ways . The territory is a
habitat of the biggest waterbirds population in Asia, about 120 species.Twice a year
birds land there. Total one-time population of nesting birds comes to 500000 birds,
but for some species it is impossible to account.For summer mewing birds come
there from huge territory: north and Central Kazakhstan, West and East
Siberia.Naurzum lakes considered as world significant wetlands. Since 2009 they
have been included in Ramsar wetlands. Hayp3ymckuii rocyfapCTBEHHbI
NPUPOAHBIN 3aNOBEAHUK HAXOAATCS Ha NepeKpecTKe ABYX BaXHEMNLINX
MUrpauyoHHbIX nyTen ntuy, LieHTpansHo-Asnatckoro n Cubnpcko-
KOxHoeBpnenckoro. Tepputopusi ABMASETCA MECTOM 06UTaHUA KpynHenLwen B A3nn
nonynsumun BoAOMNMaBaloLLMX NTULL, KOTOpas HacuMThiBaeT okoso 120 BuaoB.
34ecb ABaxApbl B rof, MPOUCXOAUT KpyMHeNLaa OCTaHOBKA NePenéTHbIX NTuL,.
CyMMapHas pa3oBas YNCIEHHOCTb MHE3AALLMXCA BOAONIABAOLMX NTULL
pocturaet 500000 ocoben, a Ana HEKOTOPbIX BUAOB UX YUCIIEHHOCTb MPOCTO He
noppaetcs y4€Ty. Ha neTHIow NHbKY ctoga cobrparoTcs NTULbl C OFPOMHON
TeppuTopun: CeBepHoro u LieHTpanbHoro KasaxcrtaHa, 3anagHoi u BoctouHom
Cunbupu. Hayp3ymckue o3epa npu3HaHbl rnobanbHO 3Ha4MMbIMU BOAHO-
60noTHbIMKU yroabamu. C 2009 r. oHK BXOAAT B ceTb Pamcapckux yroaui.

UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves (see:
www.unesco.org/mab/wnbrs.shtml)

Mporpamma "Yenosek u npupoga" KOHECKO (cMm. (see:
www.unesco.org/mab/wnbrs.shtm)

No

Date Listed

[HaTta pobasnexus
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Site name
HasBaHue o6bekTa

Site area
Mnowanb o6beKTa

Total, Core, Buffer, and Transition
O6Lwasn, ueHTpanbHas, bydepHas n nepexogHasi

Geographical co-ordinates
[eorpacuyeckume KoopanHaThbl

Criteria for designation

KpuTepumn npuceoeHus ctaTyca

Fulfilment of three functions of MAB
BbinonHeHne Tpex dyHKUUIA NporpaMmbl

conservation, development and material and
technical support

CoXpaHeHue, pa3BuUTNe U MaTepuanbHo-
TexHu4eckoe obecneyeHune

Please list other designations (i.e. ASEAN Heritage, Natura

Certificate of Bonn Convention Secretariat ceptudukat cekputapuata BoHHcKoM

2000) and any supporting information below KOHBEHLIMN
Mepeuncnure npoume crartycbl (ASEAN Heritage, Natura 2000 n
T.[.), @ TAaKXe COMpPOBOAMTESIbHYIO MH(POpMaLIO
«Convention on the Name/Ha3saHune

conservation of Migratory
Species of Wild Aminals
(CMS»).

In 2007 Naurzum lake system
of the reserve was certified by
Bonn convention secretariat
into world network on
conservation of one of the
rarest species of white crane, it
was included in the list of key
ornithological territories, there
is a certificate «Convention on
the conservation of Migratory
Species of Wild Aminals
(CMS»).

B 2007 rony Hayp3ymckas
cuUcTeMa 03ep 3arnoBefHUKa
ceptTuduLmMpoBaHa
cekpeTapuaTomM BoHHcKoW
KOHBEHLMM B MEXAYHaPOLHYIO
CeTb Mo 0XpaHe OfHOro U3
penyainimx BuaoB 6enoro
XypaBns cTepxa, BKIo4YeHa B
CMUCOK KITHYEBbIX
OPHUTONIOMMYECKMX
TeppuTOpUX, UMEeTCA
ceptudukat «Convention jn
the conservation of Migratory
Species of Wild Aminals
(CMS»).

Detail/Mogpo6bHocTu

Certificate of key ornithological territories CepTudumkat Kntouebix
OPHUTOJSIOrMYECKUX TEPPUTOPUI

«Birdlife IBA Inportant Bird
Areay

Name/Ha3saHue

In 2007 Naurzum reserve was
included in the list of key
ornithological terrirory of

Kazakhstan.There is a
certificate«Birdlife IBA
Important Bird Area.

B 2007 rogy Hayp3ymckun
3anoBefHVIK BKITIOYEH B
CMUCOK KITHYEBbIX
OPHUTONIOMNYECKMX
TeppuTopun KasaxcrtaHa
(KOT) umeetca ceptudmkat
«Birdlife IBA Important Bird
Areay

Detail/lMogpo6HocTn

Name/Ha3BaHue

Detail/lNogpo6HocTn

Data Sheet 2: Protected Areas Threats

JlucT AaHHbIX 2: yrp03bl, croduue nepen oxpaHsemMbiMu TEpPUTOPUAMU
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Please choose all relevant existing threats as either of high, medium or low significance. Threats ranked as of high significance are those which are
seriously degrading values; medium are those threats having some negative impact and those characterised as low are threats which are present but
not seriously impacting values or N/A where the threat is not present or not applicable in the protected area.

BbibepuTe BCce MeloLme MecTo yrpo3bl, BbibpaB cTeneHb BaXHOCTU: BbICOKasi, CpeAHAs NN HU3Kas. Yrpo3bl BbICOKOW CTEMNEHU -- 3TO Te, YTo
NpeAcTaBnaloT cepbe3HbIii PUCK AN 06bEKTA; CPeAHelt CTENEHN -- T, YTO OKa3bIBaKOT ONPEeAENEeHHOe HEraTuBHOE BIIUSIHWE; YrPO3bl HU3KOW
CTEMNEHU - 3TO TE, YTO CYLLECTBYIOT, HO HE OKa3blBalOT CEPLE3HOIO BIUSAHUS; U Xe "HeT", 4To 03Ha4aeT OTCYTCTBUE Yrpo3bl MU HENPUMEHUMOCTb
K [JaHHOW TEppUTOpUU.

1. Residential and commercial development within a protected area
1. KXunuwHoe n KoMMep4eCcKoe pasBuTue Ha OXpaHsieMON TeppUTOpun

Threats from human settlements or other non-agricultural land uses with a substantial footprint
Yrposa, ucxofsias oT YesloBeHECKUX NoCceneHnin 1 Apyrvx BUAOB HECENbCKOXO3AWCTBEHHOIO NOJIb30BaHNSA, OKa3blBaloLLMe 3HaYUTENbHOE BAUSHUE

1.1 Housing and settlement - [0: N/A/Het

1.1 XXnnuuiHoe Xo3a1ncTBo : Low / Huskas
: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

1.2 Commercial and industrial areas -
1.2 Kommepyeckas 1 NpoMblLLneHHas AeATENbHOCTb

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

1.3 Tourism and recreation infrastructure -
1.3 Typuctuueckas n pekpeaumoHHas MHOPaACTpyKTypa

WN=2OWN20|lWwN =20

2. Agriculture and aquaculture within a protected area
2. CenbCcKoe 1 BOpHOe X03AWCTBO Ha OXpaHAEMOi TeppuTopumn

Threats from farming and grazing as a result of agricultural expansion and intensification, including silviculture, mariculture and aquaculture
Yrpo3sbl, Ucxoasime oT hepMepcKoro 1 NacToULLHOMO X03sCTBa B pe3ynbTaTe pacluMpeHnst U UHTEHCUMKaLMK CeNbCKOro X03aiCTBa, BKMoYas
NecoBOACTBO, MapUKymbTypy W akBaKynbTypy

2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crop cultivation - |0: N/A/Het
2.1 F'opoBasi U MHOroneTHee BblpallBaHNe HEAPEBECHbIX 1: Low / Huskas
KYnbTyp 2: Medium / CpepgHsisa
3: High / Beicokas
2.1a Drug cultivation - |0: N/A/Het
2.1a NoceBbl Ne4ebHbIX/HAPKOTUYECKMX pacTeHUN 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpepgHsia
3: High / Beicokas
2.2 Wood and pulp plantations - |0: N/A/Het
2.2 [Npon3BOACTBO LENN0S03bl/ApeBECUHbI 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpepgHsia
3: High / Beicokas
2.3 Livestock farming and grazing - |0: N/A/Het
2.3 XvBOTHOBOACTBO 1 BbINac ckoTa 1: Low / Huzkas
2: Medium / CpepgHsisa
3: High / Beicokas
2.4 Marine and freshwater aquaculture - |0: N/A/Het
2.4 MopcKoe 1 NpecHOBOAHOE XO35IMCTBO 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Beicokas
3. Energy production and mining within a protected area
3. Npoun3soacTBO 3Heprun 1 gobbLIYa Ha OXpPaHSEMOW TEPPUTOpPUM
Threats from production of non-biological resources
Yrposbl, ICXOASLLME OT NPOU3BOACTBA HEGUONOTMYECKNX IHEPrOHOCUTENE
3.1 Oil and gas drilling - |0: N/A/Het
3.1 Jo6biya HedbTn 1 rasa 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpegHsia
3: High / Bbicokas
3.2 Mining and quarrying - |0: N/A/Het
3.2 [opHas NPOMBILLNEHHOCTb 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpepgHsia
3: High / Beicokas
3.3 Energy generation, including from hydropower dams - |0: N/A/Het
3.3 Npon3BOACTBO ANEKTPOIHEPTUM, BKITHOUAA AaMbbl 1: Low / Huskas
2: Medium / CpepgHsia
3: High / Beicokas

4. Transportation and service corridors within a protected area
4. TpaHcnopTHas MHPACTPYKTypa Ha OXPaHAEMON TEPPUTOPUMN

Threats from long narrow transport corridors and the vehicles that use them including associated wildlife mortality
Yrpo3a, ucxoasias oT y3KMX TPAHCMOPTHbLIX KOPUAOPOB U TPAHCMOPTa, BKIoYas CBA3aHHYH C 3TUM CMEPTHOCTb AMKMX XUBOTHBIX

4.1 Roads and railroads (include road-killed animals) - |0: N/A/Het
4.1 Joporu 1 Xene3HoaopoXHble NyTW (BKMOYas Hae3q, Ha 1: Low / Huskas
XWNBOTHbIX) 2: Medium / CpepHsia
3: High / Bbicokas
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4.2 Utility and service lines (e.g. electricity cables, telephone
lines,)
4.2 JlnHuu anekTpornepeaayvn n TenekoMMyHuKauum

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsas
: High / Bbeicokas

4.3 Shipping lanes and canals
4.3 Mopckue nyTu 1 KaHanbl

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepHsas
: High / Beicokas

4.4 Flight paths
4.4 Bo3pgyliHble NyTy

WN2OWN=2O|WN=2O

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsas
: High / Beicokas

5. Biological resource use and harm within a protected area

5. Mcnonb3oBaHue 6GUOPECypCcoB U HAaHECeHWe Bpeaa Ha OXpaHAeMOl TeppuUTopumn

Threats from consumptive use of "wild" biological resources including both deliberate and unintentional harvesting effects; also persecution or control

of specific species (note this includes hunting and killing of animals)

Yrpo3bl, UcxoasLime oT NoTpedneHns "anknx" 6UoNTIOrMYecKMX PeCYpCoB, B TOM YMCIe HAMEPEHHbIN U HEHAaMEPEHHbI Bpes oT Ao6bIuM; Takke

SKCnyaTauua onpenneHHbiX BngoB (B TOM 4ucne oxota n y6I/II7ICTBO )KI/IBOTHbIX)

5.1 Hunting, killing and collecting terrestrial animals (including
killing of animals as a result of human/wildlife conflict)

5.1 Oxota, yOuIncTBO 1 XULLEHNE CYXOMNYTHbBIX XUBOTHbIX
(BKNHOYas yOUIICTBO XMBOTHBIX B CllyYae caMooB0pOHbI)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber)
5.2 C60p Ha3eMHbIX pacTEeHUIN U UHbIX NPOAYKTOB
(HeopeBecCHbIX)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

5.3 Logging and wood harvesting
5.3 JlecozarotoBka v Bbipybka

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

5.4 Fishing, killing and harvesting aquatic resources
5.4 Pbi6onoBcTBO, YyOUIACTBO M XULLEHNE BOAHbLIX pECYpPCOB

ON_O[WN_O[WN_O[wN = O

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

6. Human intrusions and disturbance within a protected area
6. BropxeHue yenoseka B OXpaHSAEMYIO TEPPUTOPUIO

Threats from human activities that alter, destroy or disturb habitats and species associated with non-consumptive uses of biological resources

Yrpo3sbl, ucxogsime ot YernoBeYeCcKon AesTENbHOCTU, U3MEHSIIOLLEN, yHVI‘-ITO)KaIOLU,eVI nnum TpeBoxau.l.eﬁ MecTa 06uTaHusi U BUOOB, HE CBA3AHHOW C

no6blyein 6ropecypcos

6.1 Recreational activities and tourism
6.1 Typv3m 1 pekpeaumoHHas AesATENbHOCTb

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

6.2 War, civil unrest and military exercises
6.2 BoiiHa, obLiecTBeHHble HeCNOPAAKY Y BOEHHbIE YYeHUS

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

6.3 Research, education and other work-related activities in
protected areas

6.3 Hayka, obpa3oBaHue u gpyras Takas AeAaTeflbHOCTb Ha
OXpaHsieMon TeppuTopun

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

6.4 Activities of protected area managers (e.g. construction or
vehicle use, artificial watering points and dams)

6.4 [leaTenbHOCTb YNpaBnsoLWmx Tepputopun (Hanpumep,
CTPOWTENbCTBO UM UCMONb30BaHWE TpaHcnopTa, co3aaHue
NJ0TUH)

ON_O[WN_O[WN=O[wN = O

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

6.5 Deliberate vandalism, destructive activities or threats to
protected area staff and visitors

6.5 BaHpanuam, paspywmTenbHan AeAaTeNbHOCTb UK yrpo3a
01151 NepcoHana u nocetutenem

WN =0

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsisa
: High / Beicokas

7. Natural system modifications
7. BMewaTenscTBo B NPUPOAHYI0 CUCTEMY

Threats from other actions that convert or degrade habitat or change the way the ecosystem functions
Yrposbl, UICXOASLLME OT APYrON AEATENBHOCTM, HaNpaBneHHOW Ha U3MEHEHNE UNK NOpYy MEeCT 0BUTaHNA, UNU U3MeHeHne (hYHKLIMOHMPOBaHUSA

7.2 TINOTWHBbI, rmpgponornyeckme namMeHeHuna n
I/ICI'IOJ'Ib3OBaHI/Ie/yrIpaBJ'IeHI/Ie BOOHbIMU pecypcamMmu

: Low / Huskas
: Medium / CpepgHsia

3KOCUCTEMBI
7.1 Fire and fire suppression (including arson) 1]0: N/A/Het
7.1 Moxapebl 1 NnoxapHasa 6e3onacHoOCTb (BKIoYasi oaXoru) 1: Low / Huzkas
2: Medium / CpepgHsia
3: High / Beicokas
7.2 Dams, hydrological modification and water management/use 1]0: N/A/Het
1:
2
3

: High / Beicokas
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:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsas
: High / Bbeicokas

7.3a Increased fragmentation within protected area 1
7.3a YUpesmepHoe ApobneHne CTPYKTypbl OXpaHSaeMon
Tepputopun

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepHsas
: High / Beicokas

7.3b Isolation from other natural habitat (e.g. deforestation, dams -
without effective aquatic wildlife passages)

7.3b V3onsuus oT apyrux cpeg, obutaHus (Hanpmmep,
obesneceHune, NOTUHbLI 6€3 KaHanoB A5t BOAHOW (hayHbl)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsas
: High / Beicokas

7.3c Other ‘edge effects’ on park values -
7.3c lNpoyee HeraTMBHOE cocefHee BNUsIHNE

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsas
: High / Bbeicokas

7.3d Loss of keystone species (e.g. top predators, pollinators etc) -
7.3d Vicue3HoBeHMe KMo4eBbIX BUOOB (Hanpumep, XMLLHUKOB
BbICLLIEr0 NopsaaKa, onblauTene u 1.4.)

ON_O[WN_O[WN_O[6WN = O

8. Invasive and other problematic species and genes
8. MHBasuBHbIE M Npoyne npobnemaTuyHbie BUABI M poabl

Threats from terrestrial and aquatic non-native and native plants, animals, pathogens/microbes or genetic materials that have or are predicted to have
harmful effects on biodiversity following introduction, spread and/or increase

Yrposa, ucxofsLas oT Ha3eMHbIX U BOAHbIX aBOPUreHHbIX 1 YyXepOoaHbIX PACTEHUA, XMBOTHbIX, NaTOreHoB/MUKPOBOB UM reHeTU4ECKoro
mMaTepwuana, KoTopble, NPeANooXUTeNbLHO, MOryT UMeTb nNarybHoe Bo3aeicTBre Ha 6uopa3Hoobpasme B crnyyae NPOHUKHOBEHMUS,
pacnpocTpaHeHusi u/unu pocra.

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants (weeds) -
8.1 MiHBa3mBHble YyXepoaHble/HeabopuUreHHble pacTeHns
(copHsKw)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

8.1a Invasive non-native/alien XuBoTHble -
8.1a HBa3uBHble YyxepoaHble/HeabopuUreHHble XNBOTHbIE

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

8.1b Pathogens (non-native or native but creating new/increased -
problems)

8.1b MaToreHbl (HeabopureHHble N abopureHHble, HO
co3garLme HoBble NpPobemMbl)

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

8.2 Introduced genetic material (e.g. genetically modified -
organisms)

8.2 NIHTpoayumMpoBaHHbIV reHeTu4ecknin matepuan (Hanp.,
reHeTU4eCckn MoanduULMpOBaHHbIE OpraHU3Mbl)

WN2OWN 20N =2OLN =20

9. Pollution entering or generated within protected area
9. 3arpsisHeHue NpoHuKaloLLee Wv BolpabaTbiBaloLeecs BHYTPpU OXpHAEMON TEppUTOpUn

Threats from introduction of exotic and/or excess materials or energy from point and non-point sources
Yrpozbl, UCXOAsLLME OT MPOHUKHOBEHUS B Cpefy 3K30TUYECKUX U/UN N3ObITOYHBIX MaTepuasnoB Uiy 3Heprumn, NOCPeACTBOM TOYEYHbIX UIK
HETOYEYHbIX UCTOYHNKOB

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

9.1 Household sewage and urban waste water -
9.1 bbITOBbIE CTOYHbIE BOAbI M TOPOACKNE KaHaNN3aLUMOHHbIe
BOAbI

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

9.1a Sewage and waste water from protected area facilities (e.g. -
toilets, hotels etc)

9.1a CTouHble BoAbl M3 06BEKTOB HA OXpaHAEMOIN TeppUTOpUM
(Hanp., TyaneTbl, FOCTUHULbI)

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

9.2 Industrial, mining and military effluents and discharges (e.g. -
poor water quality discharge from dams, e.g. unnatural
temperatures, de-oxygenated, other pollution)

9.2 MNpomblILneHHble, ropHOA0ObIBaOLLME U BOEHHbIE OTXOAbI U
BbIGPOCKI (Hanp., ApeHax Nnoxow BoAbl U3 MIOTUHBI,
HeecTecTBeHHas TemnepaTtypa, packucneHHas u ap.

WN2OWN=2O0|WN =0

3arps3HeHus)
9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (e.g. excess fertilizers or - |0: N/A/Het
pesticides) : Low / Huskas

9.3 CenbCKOX035IMCTBEHHbIE U NTECOX03ANCTBEHHbIE BIOPOCHI
(Hanp., n36bITKM yA06peHniA nnu NecTuunaoB)

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

9.4 Garbage and solid waste -
9.4 Mycop 1 TBepAble OTXOAbI

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

9.5 Air-borne pollutants -
9.5 Bo3pyLuHble 3arpaA3HnTenu

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepHsas
: High / Beicokas

9.6 Excess energy (e.g. heat pollution, lights etc) -
9.6 N36bITOYHast 3Heprus (Hanp., TENMOBOE 3arpsi3HeHNeE,
CBETOBOE U T.4.)

WN2OWN=2OWN=2O|WwN =0
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10. Geological events
10. Feonornyeckue ABneHus

Geological events may be part of natural disturbance regimes in many ecosystems. But they can be a threat if a species or habitat is damaged and
has lost its resilience and is vulnerable to disturbance. Management capacity to respond to some of these changes may be limited.

"eonornyeckune NpoucLLECTBUSA MOTYT BbITb XapakTepHbl AN MHOTUX 3KocucTeM. OfHAKO, OHU MOTYT CTaTb pearnbHOW Yrpo30W, ecnv Buabl Unm
cpena obuTaHWs MONyYaloT YPOH UK CTAHOBATCA YA3BMMbIMU B pe3ynbTaTe. CnocobHOCTb ynpaBneHus afekBaTHO pearnpoBaTh Ha Takue ABneHus
MOXeT ObITb CYLLECTBEHHO OrpaHuyeHa.

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

10.1 Volcanoes -
10.1 BynkaHunyeckasi akTUBHOCTb

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Beicokas

10.2 Earthquakes/Tsunamis -
10.2 3emnetpsceHus/LlyHamu

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Bbicokas

10.3 Avalanches/ Landslides -
10.3 NaBuHbI / onon3Hu

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

10.4 Erosion and siltation/ deposition (e.g. shoreline or riverbed -
changes)

10.4 Opoaus n 3anneHne / otTnoxeHune (Hanp., U3MEHEHUs Ha
6eperoBoit NMHUM UNU B pycrie pekn)

WN2OWN=2OIWN=2OLN =20

11. Climate change and severe weather
11. h3ameHeHue Knumara 1 onacHble METEOPOSIOrMYecKue ABREHUs

Threats from long-term climatic changes which may be linked to global warming and other severe climatic/weather events outside of the natural range
of variation

Yrposa, ucxopsias oT AONroCPOYHOro U3MEHEHUA KNIMMaTa, YTO MOXeT ObITb CBSI3aHO C rnobanbHbIM NOTENIEHNEM UNW APYTMMI CEPbE3HBIMM
METEOPONOrM4eCKUMM ABNEHNSAMU, BLIXOAALUMMM 338 PAMKW HOPMbI

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Beicokas

11.1 Habitat shifting and alteration -
11.1 N3meHeHue cpenpl o6uTaHus

11.2 Droughts -
11.2 3acyxa

:N/A/Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepHsas
: High / Beicokas

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

11.3 Temperature extremes -
11.3 KpaltHve 3HaueHuns TemnepaTypbl

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huzkas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Beicokas

11.4 Storms and flooding -
11.4 WTopMbl U HABOAHEHUSA

WN=2OWN 2 O0WN20OWN =0

12. Specific cultural and social threats
12. OtgenbHble KyNbTypHbIE U colMalbHbIe Yrpo3bl

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpegHsia
: High / Bbicokas

12.1 Loss of cultural links, traditional knowledge and/or -
management practices

12.1 MNoTepsa KynbTypHbIX CBA3EN, TpaaULUn n/unm
TPaANLUMOHHBLIX METOAOB yrpaBneHns

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

12.2 Natural deterioration of important cultural site values -
12.2 EcTecTBEHHbI N3HOC BaXHbIX KYNbTYPHbIX 06EKTOB

:N/A/ Het

: Low / Huskas

: Medium / CpepgHsia
: High / Beicokas

12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage buildings, gardens, sites etc -
12.3 Pa3pyleHune 3aaHuin, 06bEKTOB, CafloB U T.4. KyJIbTYpHOro
Hacnegus

WN2OWN =20 WN =0

Assessment Form
OueHovHas aHkeTa
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1. Legal status: Does the protected area have legal status (or in
the case of private reserves is covered by a covenant or similar)?
1. MNpaBoBoW cTaTyc: ViMeeT nu oxpaHsiemas Tepputopusi
npaBoBoOW CTaTyC (UNW perynupyeTcs nNu cornallieHneM, B
crnyyae 4acCTHbIX 3aN0BEeHUKOB)?

0: The protected area is not gazetted/covenanted
1: There is agreement that the protected area
should be gazetted/covenanted but the process
has not yet begun

2: The protected area is in the process of being
gazetted/covenanted but the process is still
incomplete (includes sites designated under
international conventions, such as Ramsar, or
local/traditional law such as community conserved
areas, which do not yet have national legal status
or covenant)

3: The protected area has been formally
gazetted/covenanted

0: OxpaHsiemas TeppuUTOpUsa He perynupyeTcs
cornawieHmem/ykasom

1: CywecTByeT cornalwieHme o HaMepeHuu
3aperncTpupoBaTh/y3akoHUTb OXPaHSAEMYHO
TEppUTOPUIO, HO NPOLIECC eLLe He Havancs

2: OxpaHsiemMast TeppuTopusi HaAXOAMTCS B
npouecce perucrpauum / y3akoHUBaHus, HO
npoLiecc elle He 3aBepLueH (BKIYas 0GbEKTbI
MeXAYyHapOAHbIX KOHBEHLMIA, TAKMX Kak
Pamcapckasi, unm o6beKkTbl MECTHOTO 3HaYeHus,
KOTOpbI€E eLle He UMEIOT rocyAapCTBEHHOMN
peructpauum)

3: OxpaHsiemas TeppuTopusi MOSIHOCTbLIO
3aperucTpyvpoBaHa 1 y3akoHeHa.

Comments and Next Steps
KoMmeHTapun u fanbHeiime encTeus

Macnopt OOIT pa3paboTaH 1 yTBEpPXAeH KOMUTETOM JIECHOFO U OXOTHUYLEFO
xo3auncTea MCX PK 06.05. 2008 roga Ne 118

PA passport was developed and adopted by Forestry and Hunting Committee MoA
of the RoK dated from May 6, 2008 # 118

2. Protected area regulations: Are appropriate regulations in
place to control land use and activities (e.g. hunting)?

2. HopmatuBHoe perynupoBaHue o6bekTa: IMeTcs i 3aKoHbl,
orpaHu4mBaloLye MCnonb3oBaHne 3eMenb U AesTeNIbHOCTb Ha
HKX (Hanp., oxoTy)?

0: There are no regulations for controlling land use
and activities in the protected area

1: Some regulations for controlling land use and
activities in the protected area exist but these are
major weaknesses

2: Regulations for controlling land use and activities
in the protected area exist but there are some
weaknesses or gaps

3: Regulations for controlling inappropriate land
use and activities in the protected area exist and
provide an excellent basis for management

0: HeT HOpMaTUBHOrO perynupoBaHus
3eMenosib30BaHNsA U AeATENBHOCTU Ha
OoXpaHsieMon TeppuTopun

1: HopmaTtuBHOe perynupoBaHue 4aCcTU4HO
OCYLLECTBSIETCS, HO UMEIOTCA 3HAYUTENbHbIE
npob6ensl

2: HopmaTtusHoe perynupoBaHue
OCYLLECTBMSIETCS, HO UMEIOTCA HEKOTOPbIE
npobenbl U HegoOCTaTKN

3: HopmaTtuBHOe perynnpoBaHue ocyLLEeCTBNSETCA
1 3HaunTenbHBIM 06pa3om crnocobecTByeT

3 peKTMBHOMY (hYHKLMOHMPOBAHMIO 06bEKTA

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu n ganbHenwne AencTens

KoctaHanHILzem.

There are title documents(acts) for land acceptance acts N2 415 dated from 29
March 2004, boundaries alloted with special marks by Kostanay NPTszem
specialists. NpaBoycTaHaBnuBalLLMe [OKYMEHTbI Ha 3EMESbHbIE Y4aCTKU
(rocynapcTBeHHble akTbl) uMmetoTcs. AkTbl npuemMa nepegadm Ne 415 ot 29 mapra
2004 r. rpaH1ubl OTBEAEHDbI B HAaType cneuuanbHbIMU 3Hakamu cneuuanmctamm
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3. Law

Enforcement: Can staff (i.e. those with responsibility for
managing the site) enforce protected area rules well enough?

3. UcnonHeHwne 3akoHopaTtenscTea: CnocobeH nu nepcoHan n
OTBETCTBEHHbIE NL@ 06beKTa NPUBOAUTL HOPMbI B UCTIONTHEHWE
Ha NpYemMnemMoM ypoBHe?

2 |0: The staff have no effective capacity/resources to
enforce protected area legislation and regulations
1: There are major deficiencies in staff
capacity/resources to enforce protected area
legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no
patrol budget, lack of institutional support)

2: The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to
enforce protected area legislation and regulations
but some deficiencies remain

3: The staff have excellent capacity/resources to
enforce protected area legislation and regulations

0: MepcoHan He obnapgaeT Heo6xoAMMbBIM
noTeHuuanom/pecypcamuv Ans npuBefeHns B cuny
NpaBOBOro perynmpoBaHus

1: UmeeTcsa 3HaunTenbHasa HexeaTka
noTeHuuana/pecypcoB y wtaTta Ans npusefeHus B
Cuny NpaBOBOro perynuposaHus (Hanp.,
HepocTaTovHas KBanudukaums, HexsaTka
MHCTUTYLMOHaNbHON NOAAEPXKN)

2: MNepcoHan pacnonaraeT npuemsnemMbim
noTeHumanom/pecypcamu Ansa NpuBeAeHns B cuny
NpaBoOBOro perynmpoBaHns

3: NepcoHan pacnonaraeT NPeBOCXOAHbIM
noTeHuuanom/pecypcamv Ans npuBeaeHus B cuny
npaBoOBOro perynmpoBaHvs

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewe AencTems

The lack of financial resources is felt to implement legal control in 100%.
Ouwlyulaetcs HexBaTka pmHaHcoBbix cpeacTs Ansd 100% BbINOMHEHWSA NPaBOBOrO

perynupoBaHue

4. Protected area objectives: Is management undertaken
according to agreed objectives?

4. 3apaym oxpaHsiemon Tepputopun: OcyllecTBnseTcs nu
ynpaBsJieHne B COOTBETCTBUM C YTBEPXAEHHbIMM 3aAa4amn?

3

0: No firm objectives have been agreed for the
protected area

1: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is
not managed according to these objectives

2: The protected area has agreed objectives, but is
only partially managed according to these
objectives

3: The protected area has agreed objectives and is
managed to meet these objectives

0: He 6bI1n10 yTBEPXAEHO HW OQHON KOHKPETHOMN
3ajauv Nno pasBUTUIO OXPaAHSIEMOWN TeppuTopun

1: 3apaum yTBEpXAEHbI, HO OOBEKT He
YHKLMOHMPYET B COOTBETCTBUM C HUMM

2: 3apauv yTBEpXAEHbI, HO 06BEKT TONBbKO
YaCTUYHO (PYHKLMOHMPYET COrNacHo 3ajavyam

3: 3apaun yTBepXAeHb!, U 06BEKT (DYHKLMOHUPYET
NMOJSTHOCTLI0 B COOTBETCTBUM C NMOCTaBNEHHbIMU
3agadyamu

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n fanbHeine AencTeums

According to the rating Naurzum Reserve ranks first among PAs of Kazakhstan.
CornacHo peiTMHIrOBOM OLIEHKN Hayp3ymcKkuin 3anoBegHvK 3aHumaeT 1-oe mecto

cpeaun OOIMT KasaxcraHa

5. Protected area design: Is the protected area the right size and
shape to protect species, habitats, ecological processes and
water catchments of key conservation concern?

5. MpoekTnpoBaHue o6bekTa: OxpaHsiemasi 30Ha UMeeT
O0CTaTouHyo nnowaab u popmy Ans adhHeKTUBHON OXpaHbl
BWAOB, MECT 0OUTaHNA, 3KOTOMMYECKMX NPOLLECCOB U KI0YEBbIX
Boaoc6opoB?

3

0: Inadequacies in protected area design mean
achieving the major objectives of the protected
area is very difficult

1: Inadequacies in protected area design mean that
achievement of major objectives is difficult but
some mitigating actions are being taken (e.g.
agreements with adjacent land owners for wildlife
corridors or introduction of appropriate catchment
management)

2: Protected area design is not significantly
constraining achievement of objectives, but could
be improved (e.g. with respect to larger scale
ecological processes)

3: Protected area design helps achievement of
objectives; it is appropriate for species and habitat
conservation; and maintains ecological processes
such as surface and groundwater flows at a
catchment scale, natural disturbance patterns etc

0: HepoctaTky B NpOEKTUPOBaAHUN OXpaHAeMOon
TeppuTopun BReKyT 3a cobol 6onbLuMe COXHOCTM
B BbIMOJSIHEHUM MOCTaBMEHHbIX 3agau

1: HepocTaTtku B NpOEKTMPOBAHNMN OXpaHSeMOoWn
TeppuTopun BREKYT 3a cobol 3HaUYnUTENbHbIE
CINOXHOCTM, HO BbINY NPUHATLI HEKOTOPbIE
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cMsryatoLLme Mepbl (Hanp., cornatleHums ¢
cocefiHUMU 3eMneBnazensLamMmm o
npefocTaBneHun Kopuaopbl Ans XMBOTHbIX, UK
BBEeleHMe COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX MEP MO KOHTPOJO
BoAo3abopa)

2: MNnaH-cxema oxpaHsaemon Tepputopum
He3HaunUTenNbHO MEeLIaeT BbIMOSIHEHUIO 3a4ay, HO
npo6nembl MOryT 6bITb pa3peLleHbl (Hanp., B
OTHOLLEHWM KPYNMHOMACLUTABHbIX 3KOMOrMYeCcKmnx
npotieccos)

3: MnaH-cxema oxpaHsiemMol TepputTopun
Cnoco6CTBYET BbINOIHEHWIO 3a4a4; TeppUTOpUs
CMPOEKTUPOBAHA B COOTBETCTBUU C
notpebHocTAMK BUAOB 1 cpef obuTaHus, u ¢
Y4YETOM 3KOSTIOFMYECKMX NMPOLECCOB, TaKMUX Kak
[BUXEHNE HAa3eMHbIX U NOA3EMHbIX BOJ, B
Maclutabax Bogoc6opHo nnowaam u T.4.)

Comments and Next Steps| The area of the reserve is completely brought into the line with the requirements of

KommeHTapum n ganbHenwmve genctsusi|Seville Strategy. Tepputopus 3anoBegHNKa NOMHOCTbIO NPUBEAEHA B
COOTBETCTBUE cornacHo TpeboBaHnsam CeBUNbCKON CTpaTeruu.
6. Protected area boundary demarcation: 0: The boundary of the protected area is not known
Is the boundary known and demarcated? 3 by the management authority or local
6. ['paHnLpBI OXpaHAeMol TeppuTopun: M3aBecTHa nnm residents/neighbouring land users
0603HayeHa nu rpaHuua’? 1: The boundary of the protected area is known by

the management authority but is not known by local
residents/neighbouring land users

2: The boundary of the protected area is known by
both the management authority and local
residents/neighbouring land users but is not
appropriately demarcated

3: The boundary of the protected area is known by
the management authority and local
residents/neighbouring land users and is
appropriately demarcated

0: ['paHuLpl OXpaHAEMO TEPPUTOPUN HEU3BECTHbI
yrnpaBnsioLemMy opraHy U MECTHOMY 1 COCEQHEMY
HaceneHuio

1: [paHunLbl OXpaHAeMOoW TeppUTOPUN N3BECTHbI
ynpasnsioLeMy opraHy, HO He N3BECTHbl MECTHbIM
XUTENAM UM XUTENSM NorpaHnyHbIX obnacren

2: 'paHnLa oxpaHsemMo TeppuTopun M3BECTHa
KaK yrnpaBnsioLiemy opraHy, TaK u
MeCTHOMY/COoCeIHEMY HaceNneHuio, Ho
He0CTaTO4HO YETKO OYepyeHa

3: ['paHnLa oxpaHsemMo TeppuTopun M3BECTHa
KaK yrnpasnsioLiemy opraHy, TaK u
MeCTHOMY/cocefHEMY HaceneHuto, u NpuemMnemMo
oyepyeHa

Comments and Next Steps|Boundaries of Naurzum Reserve and its protection zone are marked by special
KommeHTapum n ganbHewnwve gencteus|boundary marks. Along the perimeter of reserve's boundaries there are
informational banners.

['paHuupbl Hayp3ymckoro 3arnoBefHuKa 1 ero 0XpaHHOW 30Hbl 0603HAY€EHbI Ha
MECTHOCTU CreLmanbHbIMU MeXeBbIMU 3Hakamu. o BceMy nepumeTpy rpaHuL,
3anoBefHVKa yCTaHOBMEHbl MHPOPMALIMOHHbIE aHLIIaru.

7. Management plan: Is there a management plan and is it being 0: There is no management plan for the protected
implemented? 2 area
7. MNnaH ynpaBneHus: ECTb N1 nnaH ynpaeneHusa n peanusyeTtcs 1: A management plan is being prepared or has
1N OH? been prepared but is not being implemented

2: A management plan exists but it is only being
partially implemented because of funding
constraints or other problems

3: A management plan exists and is being
implemented

0: MnaH ynpaBneHuns oxpaHsemMomn Tepputopuen
oTCcyTCTBYET
1: MNnaH ynpaBneHusi pa3pabaTbiBaeTcs Uv yxe
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pa3paboTaH, HO He Gbin peanu3oBaH
2: MNnaH ynpaBneHus umeeTcs, u
peanu3oBbIBaeTCs

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu n ganbHenwne AencTens

HHHBHAH R R AR R R R R R R R R
AR R

7.a Planning process: The planning process allows adequate
opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management
plan

7.a MNpouecc nnaHnpoBaHus: MpoLecc nnaHnpoBaHus
No3BONSIET KMIOYEBLIM 3aUHTEPECOBAHHBLIM JMLAM BMSTb Ha
nnaH ynpasfeHus

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps

KomMMeHTapuv 1 ganbHenwne oencTeums

7.b Planning process: There is an established schedule and
process for periodic review and updating of the management
plan

7.b Mpouecc nnanmpoBaHus: imeeTcs yTBepXAEHHbIV rpacumk
1 npouecc nepuoanyeckoit NpoBepku U 06HOBNEHWS NnaHa
ynpasnexus

1

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KomMmeHTapuu n fanbHewwve gencTBums

HRHBHAR R R R
W R R

7.c Planning process: The results of monitoring, research and
evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning

7.c MNpouecc nnaHnpoBaHus: Pe3ynbTaTbl MOHUTOPUHIA,
nccnenoBaHuii U OLEHKW perynsapHO MHTErpupyroTcs B MpoLecc
nnaHnpoBaHusi

1

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu n ganbHenwne AencTens

Monitoring research findings are annually integrated into the process of planning

of reserve's activity.

Pe3yn bTaTbl MOHUTOPUHIa UCCNEeAoBaHU

€XerogHo MHTErpupyrTca B NpoLecc niiaHMpoBaHUA 3anoBegHukKa.

8. Regular work plan: Is there a regular work plan and is it being
implemented

8. PerynsipHbiii pabounii nnaH: ecTb N1 perynspHblil pabounii
MnaH, n UICMOMHAETCA N OH?

3

0: No regular work plan exists

1: A regular work plan exists but few of the
activities are implemented

2: A regular work plan exists and many activities
are implemented

3: A regular work plan exists and all activities are
implemented

0: PerynsipHblit pabounii nnaH oTcyTCTBYET

1: PerynapHbin pabo4uii nnaH umeeTcsi, HO NULWb
HEMHorme MeponpusTUSA BbIMOSHATCS

2: PerynsipHblit pabounii nnaH MMeeTcsl U MHOrue
MepOonpUATUS BbIMOSTHAIOTCSA

3: PerynsipHblii pabounit nnaH nmeeTcs, n Bce
MeponpuUATMS BbIMOSTHAIOTCS

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

R T R R R T R A R R R R
HRHBHAR R R R

9. Resource inventory: Do you have enough information to
manage the area?

9. MiHBeHTapu3auus pecypcoB: MimeeTcs N JOCTaTOYHO
CBeieHUiA AN yrnpaBneHusi o6bekToM?

3

0: There is little or no information available on the
critical habitats, species and cultural values of the
protected area

1: Information on the critical habitats, species,
ecological processes and cultural values of the
protected area is not sufficient to support planning
and decision making

2: Information on the critical habitats, species,
ecological processes and cultural values of the
protected area is sufficient for most key areas of
planning and decision making

3: Information on the critical habitats, species,
ecological processes and cultural values of the
protected area is sufficient to support all areas of
planning and decision making

0: IHdopMaums o KoyeBbIX cpeaax, Bugax u
KYNbTYPHbIX LEHHOCTSX NPaKTUYeCcKn Unm
MOSIHOCTbIO OTCYTCTBYET

1: Hcbopmauus o KrnoyeBbIxX cpeax, Buaax u
KyJbTYPHbIX LLEHHOCTSIX HEAOCTaTOYHa Ans
MOJSIHOLEHHOIO NNaHMPOBaHUS U MPUHATUS
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peLueHuii

2: lndhopmauus o KnoueBbIX cpefax, Bugax u
KYNbTYPHbIX LIEHHOCTSAX AOCTATOYHO NosiHas Ans
60onbLUMHCTBA KIoYeBbIX obnacTei NnaHMpoBaHus
U NPUHATUS peLIeHni

3: Hopmaumsa o KnoyeBbIX cpeaax, Bugax u
KYNbTYPHbIX LI@HHOCTSAX AOCTATOYHO NosiHas ans
BCex 06iacTel NNaHnpoBaHUs 1 NpUHATUS
peLueHuit

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewe AencTems

The area of Naurzum Reserve was included in 2007 in the list of key ornithological
sites of Kazakhstan. There is a certificate of Birdlife IBA Important Bird Area.
Naurzum lake system of reserve is certified by Bonn Convention in the International
network on protection of one of the rarest species such as white crane. Naurzum
State Nature Reserve is listed in UNESCO World Heritage on July 7, 2008 in
Quebec (Canada). In 2009 Naurzum reserve is listed in Ramsar on wetlands of
international importance.

TeppuTopus Haypaymckoro 3anosegHvika B 2007 rogy BKOYEHa B CNUCOK
KII0YEBbIX OpHUTONOrNYecknx Tepputopuin Kaszaxcrana (KOT) nmeetca
ceptudumkar «Birdlife IBA Inportant Bird Areay.

B 2007 rony Hayp3ymckas cuctema o3ep 3anoBeHvka ceptuduunpoBaHa
cekpeTapuaToM BoHHCKOW KOHBEHLMM B MEXAYHAPOAHYH CETb MO OXpaHe 0AHOro
13 pepyanimx BuaoB 6enoro Xypaens crepxa.

Hayp3ymckuin rocyaapCTBEHHbIV NPUPOAHbIA 3anoBeAHUK BHECEH B CMMCOK
BcemupHoro Hacneams FOHECKO 7 uions 2008r B r. KBebeke (KaHaga). B 2009
ropy Haypaymckuin 3anoBefHuK BKIOYEH B Pamcapckuii cnmcok BOAHO-60510THbIX
yroguii MeXayHapoaHOro 3Ha4YeHus.

10. Protection systems:

Are systems in place to control access/resource use in the
protected area?

10. CucTtembl NpupofooxpaHbl: BHeapeHbl nu cuctemsl,
KOHTpOnupytoLme AOCTYN N UCMONb30BaHWe PecypcoB Ha
OoXpaHsiemMon Tepputopun?

0: Protection systems (patrols, permits etc) do not
3 exist or are not effective in controlling
access/resource use

1: Protection systems are only partially effective in
controlling access/resource use

2: Protection systems are moderately effective in
controlling access/resource use

3: Protection systems are largely or wholly effective
in controlling access/ resource use

0: Cuctembl NpMpoOAoOXpaHbl (NaTpynu,
pa3peLueHuns 1 T.4.) OTCyTCTBYIOT Unn
He[0CTaToOYHO 3(hPEeKTUBHO KOHTPONUPYIOT
[OCTyn K pecypcam

1: Cuctembl NpUPOA0OXPaHb! MULLL OTHACTH

3 HeKTUBHO KOHTPONUPYIOT AOCTYN K pecypcam
2: CucTeMbl NpMPOA0OXPaHbl YAOBNETBOPUTENBHO
KOHTPONMPYIOT JOCTYM K pecypcam

3: CucteMbl NpUPOA0OXpaHbl AOCTaTOYHO MUK
BosHe 3(peKTUBHO KOHTPONMPYIOT AOCTYN K
pecypcam

Comments and Next Steps
KoMmeHTapun u fanbHeiime encTeus

The protection of reserve's area is sufficient and effective. Annually the joint work
plan is developed in association with local authorities, emergency department and
law-enforcement authorities on area protection from fires and poachers.

OxpaHa TeppuTOpuM 3anoBeAHNKA AOCTaTouHa U apdeKTMBHA. ExerogHo
COCTaBMSAETCS COBMECTHbIV NiiaH paboTbl MO OXpaHe TEPPUTOPUU OT NMOXapOoB U
6pakoHbepCcTBa C MECTHbIMY BnacTaMu, cnyx6amu no YC,

NpaBoOOXpaHUTEesIbHbIMU OpraHamu.
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11. Research: Is there a programme of management-orientated
survey and research work?

11. UccnepoBanus: VimeeTcs nu nporpamma
nccnepoBaTenbCkoi paboTbl B OTHOLLIEHUM ynpaBneHua?

0: There is no survey or research work taking place
3 in the protected area

1: There is a small amount of survey and research
work but it is not directed towards the needs of
protected area management

2: There is considerable survey and research work
but it is not directed towards the needs of protected
area management

3:There is a comprehensive, integrated programme
of survey and research work, which is relevant to
management needs

0: Ha oxpaHsiemow Tepputopum He NPOBOAATCS
nccnepoBaHus

1: Ha oxpaHsiemon TeppuTopnn NpoBoanTCA
He3HaunUTesIbHOe KOJIMYECTBO UCCNEA0BaHWIA, HO
OHU He HanpaBJieHbl Ha YAOBNETBOPEHNE
notpebHocTeln obbekTa

2: Ha oxpaHsiemoV Tepputopun NpoBoANTCH
Hemarno uccnefoBaHUi, HO OHW He HanpaBneHbl Ha
ynoBneTBopeHune notpebHocTen obbekTa

3: ®YHKUMOHMPYET NOMHOLIEHHas
VHTErpupoBaHHas nporpamma uccriejoBaHum,
oTBevalLlas 3anpocam CUCTEMbI yrpaBneHus
00BbEKTOM

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n fanbHeine AencTeums

Programmes of study fully correspond to Long-term plan of scientific research
approved by the order of the Committee on Forestry and Hunting, MEP of RoK and
agreed with the Ministry of Education and Science of RoK. Plan of reserach
consists of integrated ecosystem approach.

[Mporpammbl Hay4HbIX paboT MOMHOCTLI0 COOTBETCTBYIOT [epcnekTuBHOMY [MnaHy
Hay4HO-UCCnefoBaTeNbCKMX NCCNEA0BaHUA, yTBEPXAEHHOroO npuka3om Komuteta
necHoro oxoTHu4Ybero xo3sancrea MOOC PK n cornacoBaHHoro ¢ MmHucTepcTsom
obpa3zoBaHusa n Hayku PK. MNnaH Hay4YHbIX UccriefoBaHUii COAEPXUT KOMIMIEKCHbIN
3KOCUCTEMHbIV NOAXOA.

12. Resource management: Is active resource management
being undertaken?

12. YnpaBneHue pecypcamu: lNprmMeHsieTcsa nu cuctema
ynpaBneHus pecypcamu?

0: Active resource management is not being

3 undertaken

1: Very few of the requirements for active
management of critical habitats, species, ecological
processes and cultural values are being
implemented

2: Many of the requirements for active
management of critical habitats, species, ecological
processes and, cultural values are being
implemented but some key issues are not being
addressed

3: Requirements for active management of critical
habitats, species, ecological processes and,
cultural values are being substantially or fully
implemented

0: YnpaBneHue pecypcamu He oCyLecTBnseTcs
1: BbINOMHAIOTCA NULLIL HEMHOMOYUCNEHHbIE
TpeboBaHusa, NpeabsABnseMble K yNpaBneHuo
KIoYeBbIMM MecTamu 06UTaHus, BUAaMm,
3KOSIOrMYECKMMM MpoLLeccamMm 1 KynbTyPHbIMU
LlEHHOCTAMM

2: BbinonHawTcA MHOrve TpeboBaHus,
npeabsABnsemble K yNpaBneHuto KIoveBbIMy
MecTaMu obuTaHusa, BUAAMMU, SKONOrM4eCcKUMmn
npotieccamv U KynbTypHbIMU LIEHHOCTAMM, HO
HEeKOTOpbIe KIHYeBble BONPOCH] HE peLuatoTcs
3: MonHoCTbIO BLINOMHSAOTCS BCe TpeboBaHus,
npeabsABnsemble K yrpaBneHuto KIoveBbiMy
MecTaMu obuTaHus, BUAaMu, 3KONOrM4eCKUMn
npoueccamm 1 KynbTYpHbIMU LLEHHOCTSIMU

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu n ganbHenwne AencTens

Reserve has rich natural and cultural heritage, both these aspects mutually
complement each other. 3anoBefHNK obnagaeT 6oratbiM NPUPOLHLIM
1 KynbTypHbIM HacneameMm, oba 9Tu acnekTa B3avMHO AOMOMHSAT APYr Apyra.
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13. Staff numbers: Are there enough people employed to

manage the protected area?
13. MNepcoHan: docTtaToyeH nu pa3mep wtaTa ans
3ppeKTMBHOro ynpasneHusi o6bekToM?

0: There are no staff

1: Staff numbers are inadequate for critical
management activities

2: Staff numbers are below optimum level for
critical management activities

3: Staff numbers are adequate for the management
needs of the protected area

0: WraT oTcyTcTBYET

1: YucneHHoCTb WTaTa HefoCTaToYHa ANA
KI1l04eBOW yrpaBneHYeckon AeaTeNlbHOCTH

2: YucneHHoCTb WITaTa yAoBNeTBOpUTENbHA ANA
KIH04EBOW yrpaBneHYecKon AeATeNbHOCTU

3: lTaT NonHOCTLIO YKOMMNMEKTOBAH Ans

KI0YeBOM ynpaBnqueCKon AeATEeNIbHOCTU

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n ganbHewe AencTeums

T T R R R R R SR R B R R
HHHBHAH AR AR

14. Staff training: Are staff adequately trained to fulfill
management objectives?

14. MNopgroTtoBka wTaTa: VIMeloT N1 COTPYAHMKN AOCTATOYHYIO

NOArOTOBKY AN OCYLLECTBMNEHUS ynpaBIieHYeCKOon
nearenbHoCcTU?

0: Staff lack the skills needed for protected area
management

1: Staff training and skills are low relative to the
needs of the protected area

2: Staff training and skills are adequate, but could
be further improved to fully achieve the objectives
of management

3: Staff training and skills are aligned with the
management needs of the protected area

0: Kagpbl He obnapatoT AocTaTouHOM
KBanudvkaunen ans ynpaeneHns
NpUpOA0OXPaHHBIM 06 BEKTOM

1: Kagpbl He obnagatoT JOCTaTOYHOM
KBanudwvkaumen ansa BbiNofIHEHUS BCeX 3apad,
NOCTaBMNEHHbIX Nepep, OXpaHAeMon Tepputopuen
2: Kapgpbl obnapatoT foctaToqHom
KBanudvkKaumen, Ho UM He nomeLuano 6bl
narnbHenwee NoBbiLeHne KBanudukauum ans
MOJIHOTO COOTBETCTBUSI TPEGOBAHUSIM

3: Ksanudumkaums kagpoB NOHOCTbIO
COOTBETCTBYET NOCTaB/IEHHbIM 3a4a4am

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n fanbHeine AencTeums

Reserve is staffed with skilled personnel with relevant education.
LTaT yKkoMniekToBaH KBanMpuLMpoBaHHbIMY Kagpamu ¢ COOTBETCTBYHOLLM

npodheccroHanbHbIM 06pa3osa

Hnem

15. Current budget: Is the current budget sufficient?
15. Tekywuit 6ropxeT: [JoctaToueH nu oH?

1

0: There is no budget for management of the
protected area

1: The available budget is inadequate for basic
management needs and presents a serious
constraint to the capacity to manage

2: The available budget is acceptable but could be
further improved to fully achieve effective
management

3: The available budget is sufficient and meets the
full management needs of the protected area

0: BlogxeT ynpaBneHns oxpaHsiemMon TeppuTopuen
oTcyTcTBYET

1: [loCTynHbI GloaXeT HepoCcTaToueH ans
OCHOBHbIX MOTPeBHOCTEN 06bEKTA, U
NpeacTaBnseT cepbe3HOe NPenATCTBUE AJ1si
ynpaeneHuns

2: JocTtynHbli GloaXeT yA0BNETBOPUTENEH, HO
MOXET ObITb yNy4LLEH Af1s NOTHOro COOTBETCTBUS
NoCTaBMeHHbIM 3a4a4am

3: JocTynHbii GlogXeT AOCTaToO4eH U oTBeYaeT

BCEM NOCTABJIEHHbLIM TpeGOBaHI/IﬂM

Comments and Next Steps
KoMmeHTapun u fanbHeiime encTeus

HRHBHAR R R R
HEHBHHHE R R
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16. Security of budget: Is the budget secure?
16. HagexHocTb GioaxeTa: [JocTaTouyHo Ny HagexeH brogxeT?

0: There is no secure budget for the protected area
and management is wholly reliant on outside or
highly variable funding

1: There is very little secure budget and the
protected area could not function adequately
without outside funding

2: There is a reasonably secure core budget for
regular operation of the protected area but many
innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside
funding

3: There is a secure budget for the protected area
and its management needs

0: HapexHbIn 6loaxeT OTCyTCTBYET, U
agMUHUCTpaLMa nonaraeTcsi UCKIIOUYUTENbHO Ha
BHELLUHUE N HeCcTabunbHoe buHaHCMpoBaHVe

1: HapexHocTb 6loaxeTa BecbMa orpaHuyeHa, v
oxpaHsiemasi TEppUTopus He MoXeT
hyHKLUMOHMpPOBaTL 6€3 BHELLHErO
duHaHCHpoBaHusa

2: HapexHocTb 6loaxeTa Ha NpYemMsIEMOM YpOBHE
OJ151 peErynsipHomn AesTenbHOCTM 06bekTa, HO
MHOIMe UHHOBaLUMW Y MHULMATUBbLI 3aBUCHT OT
BHELLHero pmHaHcMpoBaHus

3: imeeTcs HagexHbl 6logxeT, oTBeYatoLLmMin
BCEM 3anpocamM OXpaHsieMon TEPPUTOPUM

Comments and Next Steps

KomMeHTapuv 1 ganbHenwne gencreuns

17. Management of budget: Is the budget managed to meet
critical management needs?

17. Ynpaenexue GiogxeTom: [JocTaTouHO Nu 3 HEKTUBHO OH
ynpaBnseTcs, YTo6bl yAOBNETBOPUTL CAMbIE CIIOXHbIE
notpebHocTn ob6bekTa?

3

0: Budget management is very poor and
significantly undermines effectiveness (e.g. late
release of budget in financial year)

1: Budget management is poor and constrains
effectiveness

2: Budget management is adequate but could be
improved

3: Budget management is excellent and meets
management needs

0: YnpaeneHue 610axeToM BeCbMa
Hey[0BNeTBOPUTENIbHOE U 3HAYUTENBHO
noppbiBaeT apdeKTUBHOCTL 06BbeKTa (Hanp.,
nosaHue pacxofpl 6roaxeTta B rckanbHOM rogy)
1: YnpaBneHue 6rogxetom
Hey[0BeTBOPUTENbHOE N OrpaHnymMBaeT

3 heKTMBHOCTL OGbEKTA

2: YnpaBneHue 6104XeTOM yA0BNETBOPUTENIBHOE,
HO MOXET 6bITb yNy4yLLlEeHO

3: YnpaBneHue 6104XeTOM Ha BbICOKOM YPOBHE U
MOSTHOCTbIO YA0BNETBOPSAET NoTpebHOCTH 06bekTa

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu 1 ganbHewwve gencTeums

100% of budget disbursement.

OcBoeHue 6ropxeta 100%

18. Equipment: Is equipment sufficient for management needs?
18. O6opynoBaHue: [JoctaTo4Ho N 06bEKT obecneyeH
o6opynoBaHuem?

0: There are little or no equipment and facilities for
management needs

1: There are some equipment and facilities but
these are inadequate for most management needs
2: There are equipment and facilities, but still some
gaps that constrain management

3: There are adequate equipment and facilities

0: MaTepuanbHas 6a3a OTCyTCTBYET MOSHOCTbIO,
WM CITMLLKOM MasiodmcrieHHa ansa obecneyeHus
o6bekTa

1: meeTca onpepeneHHoe KonM4yecTeo
rnomMeLLeHunii 1 060py0BaHUS, HO 3TOTO
HeJl0CTaTouHO Ans 6onbNHCTBA 3a4au

2: VimetoTca nomelleHus n obopynoBaHue, Ho Bce
paBHO OCTalOTCsi HEKOTOpble Npobenbl

3: MomeleHuns n obopynoBaHue NOMHOCTbIO
COOTBETCTBYIOT MOCTABIEHHbIM 3aia4aM

Comments and Next Steps
KoMMeHTapuu 1 ganbHenwne AencTeuns

HHHBHAHHR R R R AR AR
HEHHRHHHE R R
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19. Maintenance of equipment: Is equipment adequately
maintained?

19. CopepxaHue obopynoBaHus: lNposoanuTcs N ageksaTHoe
TexHu4yeckoe obcnyxvBaHvue obopynoBaHua?

0: There is little or no maintenance of equipment
and facilities

1: There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment
and facilities

2: There is basic maintenance of equipment and
facilities

3: Equipment and facilities are well maintained

0: CopepxaHue TEXHUKM 1 MOMELLEHUI NGO He
ocyLlecTBnseTcs, nMbo ocyLlecTBnseTca B
HeJoCTaTouHOM o6beme

1: MpoBoguTca HeperynsipHoe TeXHN4YecKoe
obcnyxuBaHue

2: MpoBoOAMTCA MUHUMYM TEXHUYECKOTO
06CnyXnMBaHWA TEXHUKM 1 MOMELLEHUN

3: TexHvKa 1 NoOMeLLeHNs 06CNyXMBaTCA U
cofepxarcs Hagnexalmm o6pa3om

Comments and Next Steps
KoMmeHTapun u fanbHeiime eicTeus

The equipment of the reserve is technically good, but the rooms are in satisfactory

condition.

TexHuka 3anoBefiHMKa HaXoaUTCA B TEXHUYECKN

NCIMPaBHOM COCTOAHUN, NMOMELLEeHNE B y40BJN1ETBOPUTESIbHOM COCTOAHUN

20. Education and awareness: Is there a planned education
programme linked to the objectives and needs?

20. ObyyeHue n nHpopmrpoBaHue: Mimeetcs nu
3annaHvpoBaHHasi yyebHas nporpaMmma, cBA3aHHas ¢ 3ajavamm
1 NOTPeGHOCTSIMM NpoekTa?

3

0: There is no education and awareness
programme

1: There is a limited and ad hoc education and
awareness programme

2: There is an education and awareness
programme but it only partly meets needs and
could be improved

3: There is an appropriate and fully implemented
education and awareness programme

0: Mporpamma o6pa3oBaHns U 03HAKOMIIEHNS
00bLLecCTBEHHOCTM OTCYTCTBYET

1: imeeTca orpaHnyeHHasn n HeperynsapHas
obpasoBaTesibHas U pas3bAcCHUTENbHas
nporpamma

2: Obpa3oBaTenbHas 1 pa3bsiCHUTENbHAsA
nporpamma CyLecTBYyeT, HO TOSIbKO YaCTU4HO
BbINOJSIHAET NOCTaBNEHHbIE 3aa4n, U TpebyeT
ynyJlieHus

3: ObpazoBaTenbHas 1 pa3bsiCHUTESIbHAsA
nporpamma rnosiHoCTblo peanu3oBaHa

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n fanbHeiwne AencTeums

e e e G e B R
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21. Planning for land and water use: Does land and water use
planning recognise the protected area and aid the achievement
of objectives?

21. NnannpoBaHue 3emse- 1 BOAOMONb30BaHusA: Cucrema
NnaHnpoBaHMA BOAO- U 3eMNENonb30BaHNA NPUHUMAaET BO
BHUMaHWe HTEPECH! OXPaHAEMON TeppuTopumn?

0: Adjacent land and water use planning does not
take into account the needs of the protected area
and activities/policies are detrimental to the survival
of the area

1: Adjacent land and water use planning does not
takes into account the long term needs of the
protected area, but activities are not detrimental the
area

2: Adjacent land and water use planning partially
takes into account the long term needs of the
protected area

3: Adjacent land and water use planning fully takes
into account the long term needs of the protected
area

0: MnaHnpoBaHne NpUrpaHNYHOro 3emne- n
BOAOMNOMb30BaHNA HE MPUHUMAET BO BHUMaHWe
noTpebHOCTHN OXpaHAeMol TeppuTopum, a
Mepbl/nonnTnka narybHo oTpaxatTcsa Ha
COCTOSIHUM MECTHOCTHU

1: MNnaHnpoBaHne NpUrpaHNYHoOro 3emne- n
BOZIOMOSb30BaHNA He NPUHUMaET BO BHUMaHWe
[0NITOCPOYHbIE NMOTPEGHOCTU OXpaHsieMoi
TeppUTOpUN, HO MepbI/MONINTNKA HE CKa3biBaKOTCA
nary6Ho Ha COCTOSIHUM MECTHOCTU

2: MNnaHnpoBaHue NpUrpaHN4yHoro 3emrne- n
BO/OMNOMb30BaHNSA YaCTUYHO NPUHMMAET BO
BHVUMaHWe [ONTOCPOYHbIe NOTPeBHOCTM
OXpaHAeMon TeppuTopumn

3: MnaHnpoBaHue NpUrpaHNYHoro 3emrne- n
BO/OMOMb30BaHWSA MOMHOCTbLIO NPUHUMAaET BO
BHYMaHWe AONTOCPOYHbIe NOTPpeBHOCTH
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OXpaHsieMol TeppuTopuu

Comments and Next Steps

KommeHTapuv 1 gansHenwne gencreums

21a. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: Planning
and management in the catchment or landscape containing the
protected area incorporates provision for adequate
environmental conditions (e.g. volume, quality and timing of
water flow, air pollution levels etc) to sustain relevant habitats.
21a. 3emenbHoe 1 BOAHOE MiaHMpOBaHKWe AJ1 COXpaHEeHNs
cpeppl: MnaHvpoBaHue n ynpaeneHne BogocbopoB Unu cyLum B
cocTaBe OxpaHseMon TeEppUTOpKUM BKIoYaeT Mepbl
NpeaoCTOPOXHOCTU B OTHOLLEHUM NPUPOAHbLIX YCMNOBWIA (Hanp.,
06bem, Ka4ecTBO 1 perynsapHoOCTb NOTOKa BOAbI, YPOBEHb
3arps3HeHVs Bo3ayxa u 1.4.)

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps

KomMMeHTapuv u gansHenwne gencTeums

21b. Land and water planning for habitat conservation:
Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for
wildlife passage to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g.
to allow migratory fish to travel between freshwater spawning
sites and the sea, or to allow animal migration).

21b. 3emenbHOE 1 BOAHOE MNaHNpoBaHUE ANs COXPaHeHWs
cpepbl: YnpaBneHue Kopuaopamu, NPOXOASLLMNX Yepes
OXpaHsieMylo TeppuTopuio, no3sonseT obecneuvsaTb AOCTYN
AVKUX XMBOTHBIX K KMIOYEeBbIM cpefam obutaHnsa 3a npeaenamm
OXpaHsAeMOoI TeppuTopum (MUrpaums pblb Unu X1BOTHLIX U T.4.).

1

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps

KomMMeHTapuu u gansHenwne gencreums

21c. Land and water planning for habitat conservation: "Planning
adresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of
particular species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume,
quality and timing of freshwater flow to sustain particular species,
fire management to maintain savannah habitats etc.)"

21c. 3emenbHoOe 1 BOAHOE NNaHMpoBaHne AA COXpaHeHUs
cpegb!: "lNnaHnpoBaHne yaoBneTBOPSiET NOTPeBHOCTM
3KOCKCTEeMbI W/unu NoTpebHOCTW onpeaeneHHbIX HabnoaaembIx
BMAOB B MacluTabax akocuctemMsl (Hanpumep, o6beM, KayecTso
W PErynApHOCTb NMPUTOKa NMPECHOW BOAbI AN XU3HM
onpegeneHHoro Buaa, noxapHas 6€30nacHoCTb B CaBaHHax U
T.0.)

1

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps

KomMeHTapuv 1 ganbHenwne oencTeums
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22. State and commercial neighbours:Is there co-operation with
adjacent land and water users?

22. [ocypapcTBeHHble 1 YacTHble coceaun: imeeTt nu mecto
COTPYAHUYECTBO C COCEAHUMU 3eMIie- U BOAOMOoSb30BaTenaMum?

0: There is no contact between managers and
neighbouring official or corporate land and water
users

1: There is contact between managers and
neighbouring official or corporate land and water
users but little or no cooperation

2: There is contact between managers and
neighbouring official or corporate land and water
users, but only some co-operation

3: There is regular contact between managers and
neighbouring official or corporate land and water
users, and substantial co-operation on
management

0: OTcyTcTBYET AMANor agMUHUCTpaUmMn obbekTa un
COCE[HUX roCyapCTBEHHbIX WU YaCTHbIX BOAO- U
3emrenonb3oBaTenen

1: MmeeT mecTo gnanor Mexay agMuUHUCTpanei
06beKTa U COCEIHUMMU FOC. U YaCTHBLIMU BOAO- U
3eMrenosib3oBaTeNsAMU, HO NPaKTUYECKU HET UK
COBCEM HET COTPyAHUYECTBA

2: imeeT mecTo Ananor Mexay agMuUHUCTpaumven
06beKkTa U COCEIHUMMU FOC. U YaCTHBIMU BOAO- U
3eMrenosib3oBaTeNs M1, HO TONbKO HEKOTOpas
cTeneHb COTPyAHUYECTBA

3: Y agMuHUCTpaummn o6bekTa HanaxeHsbl
[ONMTOCPOYHbIE OTHOLLEHMUS C COCEAHUMM rOC. U
YacTHbIMW BOAO- M 3eMIIenosib3oBaTensamm, 1
MMeeT MecTo BeCbMa B3alMOBbIrogHoe
COTPYOHMYECTBO

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n ganbHewne AencTeums

BT B R A A T B T T R A R T R
S I R s

23. Indigenous people: Do indigenous and traditional peoples
resident or regularly using the protected area have input to
management decisions?

23. KopeHHoe HaceneHue: VimetoT nn abopureHbl 1 KOPeHHOe
HaceneHve, NPOXuBaloLWME WU YacTo UCMONb3YIoLLmne
OXpaHseMyIo TEPPUTOPULO, FONIOC B NPUHATAMN YNpaBNeHYeCKnX
pewweHnn?

0: Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input
into decisions relating to the management of the
protected area

1: Indigenous and traditional peoples have some
input into discussions relating to management but
no direct role in management

2: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly
contribute to some relevant decisions relating to
management but their involvement could be
improved

3: Indigenous and traditional peoples directly
participate in all relevant decisions relating to
management, e.g. co-management

0: AGopureHbl 1 KOPeHHOE HaceneHne He
NMPUHMMAIOT HUKaKOro y4acTus B MPUHATAN
peLleHunii No ynpaBneHuio OXxpaHsaemomn
Tepputopuen

1: ABopureHbl U KOPEHHOE HaceneHne NPUHUMAaIT
orpaHvV4yeHHoe y4acTus B NPUHATAN PeLLEeHnii No
ynpaBsIieHno oXpaHsemon Tepputopuen

2: AGopureHbl M KOPeHHOE HacereHre Hanpsimyto
y4acTBYIOT B MPUHATUN PELLEHWI NO ynpaBiieHnto
oXxpaHsiemMou TeppuTopuen, HO UX y4acTme MoXeT
6bITb pacluMpeHo

3: ABopureHbl 1 KOpeHHOe HacesieHne Hanpamyto
Yy4acTBYIOT B MPUHATUN BCEX PELUEHUI MO
ynpaBneHnto OXpaHseMon TeppUTOpuen, T.e.
COBMECTHOE ynpaBnexue

Comments and Next Steps

KomMeHTapuv 1 ganbHenwne oencTeums
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24. Local communities: Do local communities resident or near
the protected area have input to management decisions?

24. MecTHble 06LWMHBI: IMetoT S MeCTHbIe OGLLMHBI,
NpoXuBatoLLMe Ha Uim B6Nn3n oxpaHaemon TEppPUTOpUK, ronoc
B MPUHATUUN PELLIEHNI MO YNpaBieHnto 06 bEKTOM?

0: Local communities have no input into decisions
relating to the management of the protected area
1: Local communities have some input into
discussions relating to management but no direct
role in management

2: Local communities directly contribute to some
relevant decisions relating to management but
their involvement could be improved

3: Local communities directly participate in all
relevant decisions relating to management, e.g. co-
management

0: MecTHOe HacefneHue He NPUHUMAET HUKaKOro
yyacTusi B ynpaBfieHUn oxpaHAeMol Tepputopuen
1: MecTHoe HaceneHue 4YacTUYHO y4yacTByeT B
06cyxAeHN BONPOCOB yrpaBneHns oxpaHsaeMom
TeppuTopuen

2: MecTHOe HacerneHue HanpsMylo y4acTByeT B
MPUHATUIN HEKOTOPbIX PELUEHUI, HO y4acTue
MOXHO pacLUMpuTb

3: MecTHoe HaceneHne NoHOCTbIO yYacTByeT
npotiecce NPUHATUA PeLLIEeHUI No ynpaBneHnto
OXpaHsemMon TeppuTopuen (CoBMecTHoe
ynpasneHue)

Comments and Next Steps

KomMeHTapuv 1 ganbHenwne gencTeums

24 a. Impact on communities: There is open communication and 0: No/Het
trust between local and/or indigenous people, stakeholders and 1 1:Yes/ Oa
protected area managers
24a. Bo3peicTBue Ha 0BLWUHBI: VMiMeeTca B3aMMOMOHUMaHue n
Ananor Mexay MeCTHbIM U KOPEHHbIM HaceneHneM,
3auHTEpPECOBaHHbIMU NMLAMU U yNpaBlieHNeM OXpaHsieMon
30Hbl
Comments and Next Steps
KomMeHTapuv 1 gansHenwne gencreums
24 b. Impact on communities: Programmes to enhance 0: No /Het
community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, 1 1: Yes/ Oa
are being implemented
24b. BozpgencTeue Ha o6LWyHbI: PeanusyoTcs nporpaMmmbl no
ynyJdLleHnto 61arococTosHMs 0BLLMHBI, NPU 3KOHOMUU PECYPCOB
OXpaHsiEMOW TeppPUTOPUN.
Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu u fanbHenwne nencTeuns
24 c. Impact on communities: Local and/or indigenous people 0: No /Het
actively support the protected area 1 1: Yes/ Oa

24c. Bo3pevicTBue Ha o6LWMHBI: MecTHoe Unu KopeHHoe
HacereHve akTUBHO y4acTBYeT B NOAAEPXKKE OXpaHAEMOi
TeppUTOpUU

Comments and Next Steps

KomMeHTapuv 1 ganbHenwne gencTeuns

25. Economic benefit: Is the protected area providing economic
benefits to local communities, e.g. income, employment,
payment for environmental services?

25. OkoHomumyeckas Bbiroaa: NprHoOCUT N oxpaHaemas 30Ha
9KOHOMMWYECKYI0 BbIFOAHY MECTHOMY HacesieHuio, T.e.
3apaboToK, TPYAOYCTPONCTBO, NNaTexm 3a
npupopaononb3osaHne?

2

0: The protected area does not deliver any
economic benefits to local communities

1: Potential economic benefits are recognised and
plans to realise these are being developed

2: There is some flow of economic benefits to local
communities

3: There is a major flow of economic benefits to
local communities from activities associated with
the protected area

0: OxpaHsiemas TeppuTOpUS HE MPUHOCUT HUKaKOMN
3KOHOMMWYECKOIA BbIrOAbl MECTHBIM XUTENSM

1: MoTeHuManbHaa aKOHOMUYeCKas BbIroga
paccmaTpuBaeTcs, U paspabaTbiBaloTcs NnaHbl No
ee U3BJieYeHnto

2: meeTcsa onpepgeneHHoe ABUXEHWE CpeacTB
MECTHOMY HaceneHuio

3: O6bEKT MPUHOCUT 3HAUUTENBHYHO
3KOHOMMWYECKYI0 BbIrOAly MECTHbIM 06LLMHAM 3a
cyeT AeATeNbHOCTU, CBA3AHHOW C SKCNnyaTauuei
OXpaHsieMoW TeppuTopun

Comments and Next Steps

KomMMeHTapuv u ganbHenwne oencTeuns
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26. Monitoring and evaluation: Are management activities
monitored against performance?

26. MOHUTOPWHT 1 oueHKa: [poxoaaTt nu NnpoBoauMble
MEepOonpUATUS OLEHKY 3 deKTUBHOCTU?

0: There is no monitoring and evaluation in the
protected area

1: There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation,
but no overall strategy and/or no regular collection
of results

2: There is an agreed and implemented monitoring
and evaluation system but results do not feed back
into management

3: A good monitoring and evaluation system exists,
is well implemented and used in adaptive
management

0: MOHWUTOPWHT 1 OLleHKa AeATENbHOCTM 06bEKTA
He Npou3BoamnTCH

1: OcyLuecTBNAeTCs YaCTUYHbIN HEePerynapHbI
MOHUTOPVHT 1 OLEHKa 06beKTa, HO OTCYTCTBYET
obuan cTpaTerusi u/unu He ocyLLecTBnseTcs
perynsipHbiii cbop pe3ynbTaToB

2: [lencteyeT yTBEPXAEHHANA M MOJIHOCTIO
BHEZIpEHHas cucTema OLEHKU U MOHUTOPUHIa, HO
pe3ynbTaThl HE NOCTYNaT B aAMUHUCTPaLMIO

3: ImeeTcsa oTnuyHas cuctemMa MOHUTOPUHTa U
OLEHKM, UCMonb3yemas B afanTyBHOM
yrnpaBnexHuun

Comments and Next Steps

KomMeHTapum un AanbHenwmne gencTems

27. Visitor facilities: Are visitor facilities adequate?
27. MecTa pa3melleHnus TypucTos: lNpegoctaBnsaeTcsa nu
afleKBaTHOe Xurbe Aand rocten?

3

0: There are no visitor facilities and services
despite an identified need

1: Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate
for current levels of visitation

2: Visitor facilities and services are adequate for
current levels of visitation but could be improved
3: Visitor facilities and services are excellent for
current levels of visitation

0: Ha TeppuTopun HET MeCT pa3MeLLeHnst
TYPUCTOB, HECMOTPSA Ha Hannyne NoTpebHoCTU B
OHbIX

1: MecTa pa3meLLeHus 1 yCnyru He COOTBETCTBYIOT
noceLLaemMocT obbekTa

2: MecTa pa3meLLeHns 1 yCryru coOoTBETCTBYIOT
TeKyllen nocelwaemMocTi ob6bekTa, Ho MoryT 6biTb
ynyYLUeHbl

3: MecTa pa3meLLeHns 1 yCnyru nofiHoCTbIo
COOTBETCTBYIOT TEKYLLEN NOCELLLAEMOCTN OObEKTA

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n fanbHeine AencTeums

To accept tourists and visitors two guest houses were built by the reserve, where
accommodation and good conveniences are provided. Two guest houses have the
standard of golden quality and one house of silver quality. The guest house in
Karakuduk is made in national style. In summer time two yurts are provided to local
people to serve from 6 to 12 tourists.

[ns npuema TypuCTOB M NMOceTUTENen 3anoBeAHNKOM CO3aHbl 2 rOCTEBbIX AOMA,
B KOTOPbIX O6ecneyeHbl HoUner u HopMarsbHble ObITOBbIE YCroBUs. [1Ba rocTeBbIX
[OoMa MMeIOT CTaHAAapT 30J10TOro kavyecTBa, 1 ctaHaapT cepebpsiHOro kayecTsa.
[ocTeBol fomMuk B Kapakyayke 060pynoBaH B HaLMOHANbHLIM KOJIOPUTE, @ Takxe
B JIETHEE BPEMSI NPEAOCTaBMATCSA [ABE IOPTbl B NMOSIb30BaHWE MECTHbIM XUTENAM,
onsi obenyxunsanusa ot 6 4o12 TypuUCTOB.

28. Commercial tourism operators: Do commercial tour operators
contribute to protected area management?

28. Kommepueckue TyponepaTtopbl: Y4acTBYIOT 1 B
ynpaBneHun o6 beKTOM KOMMeEpYECcKue TyponepaTopbl?

3

0: There is little or no contact between managers
and tourism operators using the protected area

1: There is contact between managers and tourism
operators but this is largely confined to
administrative or regulatory matters

2: There is limited co-operation between managers
and tourism operators to enhance visitor
experiences and maintain protected area values

3: There is good co-operation between managers
and tourism operators to enhance visitor
experiences, and maintain protected area values

0: Mexay agMUHUCTpaLmen oxpaHaemon
TeppuUTOpUN U TYPUCTUHECKUMI OnepaTopamm
CBSI31 NPaKTUYECKU UM MOSIHOCTbIO OTCYTCTBYHOT
1: ADMUHMCTpaumsa ob6bekTa BeAeT Avarnor ¢
TyponepaTtopamu, HO TOMbKO MO NPaBOBbIM 1
aAMWHUCTPATUBHBLIM BONpoCcam

2: imeeT MecTo orpaHU4YeHHOE COTPYAHUYECTBO
aAMUHUCTPaLMK 06bEeKTa C TyporepaTtopamu ¢
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Lernbto yNyylnTb YCNOBUS ANs TYPUCTOB,
COXPaHS0 MPW 3TOM NPUPOAHBIE LLEHHOCTH

3: VimeeT MecTo TECHOE COTPYAHUYECTBO
aAMUHUCTPaummn obbekTa ¢ TyporepaTopamu ¢
Lesbio YNyyLlnTb YCNOBUSI TYPUCTOB U COXPaHUTb
npwv 3TOM MPUPOLHbIE LIEeHHOCTH

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n fanbHeine AencTeums

R R R R
R R

29. Fees: If fees (i.e. entry fees or fines) are applied, do they help
protected area management?

29. C6opsbl: Ecnn umetotcs cbopbl (T.e. BxogHas nnata unm
WwTpadbl), TO KaKUM 06pa3oM OHU CMOCOGCTBYIOT YNpaBIieHWo
OXpaHsieMon Tepputopuen?

0: Although fees are theoretically applied, they are
not collected

1: Fees are collected, but make no contribution to
the protected area or its environs

2: Fees are collected, and make some contribution
to the protected area and its environs

3: Fees are collected and make a substantial
contribution to the protected area and its environs

0: Cbopbl NnaTexei He OCYLLECTBSIOTCA, XOTA
TEOPETUYECKN ITO NMPUMEHNMO

1: CH0pbl OCYLLECTBASIIOTCS, HO HE MAYT Ha NoNb3y
OoXpaHAeMoW TeppUTOpUM Unn ee NPUPOAHbLIM
obbekTam

2: C60pbI OCYLLECTBASIOTCS, U MAYT Ha NONb3Y
OXpaHsieMOMN TEPPUTOPUN U €€ NPUPOLHBIM
obbekTam

3: C6opbl OCYLLECTBMATCS, U 3HAYUTENBHO
Crnoco6CTBYIOT PasBUTUIO OXPaHSIEMON TEpPUTOPUN
1 COXPaHEHWI0 ee NpUpoAHbIX 06 EKTOB

Comments and Next Steps

KomMeHTapum un AanbHenwmne JencTems

30. Condition of values: What is the condition of the important
values of the protected area as compared to when it was first
designated?

30. CocTosiHMe LieHHOCTel: KakoBO COCTOAHNE BaXHbIX
LIeHHOCTEN OXpaHsieMoW TEPPUTOPUM MO CPABHEHMIO UX
COCTOSIHUEM HA MOMEHT OCHOBaHMWS?

3

0: Many important biodiversity, ecological or
cultural values are being severely degraded

1: Some biodiversity, ecological or cultural values
are being severely degraded

2: Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values
are being partially degraded but the most important
values have not been significantly impacted

3: Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are
predominantly intact

0: MHorvie BaxHble 3Konornyeckune u KynbTypHble
LIEHHOCTW TepPnAT 3HaYMTESNbHBI YPOH

1: HekoTopble BaXHble 3KONornyeckme n
KyNnbTypHble LLEHHOCTN TEPNAT 3HAUNTENbHBbIV YPOH
2: HekoTopble BaXHble 3KONOrnveckme un
KyNbTypHbl€ LLIEHHOCTW NOABEPralTcs Nopye, HO
caMble OCHOBHbIE LIEHHOCTU COXpaHsioTcs

3: Okonoruyeckne n KynbTypHble LLlEeHHOCTH
npenmyLLecTBeHHO B 6e30nacHoCTH

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n ganbHewe AencTeums

R T R R R T R A R R R R
HHHBHAH AR AR

30a: Condition of values: The assessment of the condition of
values is based on research and/or monitoring

30a. CocTtosiHne ueHHocTen: OLeHKa COCTOSIHUSA LLeHHOCTEN
OCHOBaHa Ha uccnegoBaHun WunM MOHUTOPUHIE.

0: No /Het
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KommeHTapuu n fanbHeine AencTeums

Material and technical supply of the scientific departmnet is low, but monitoring and
study of objects of natural fund are conducted effectively due to equipment
provided by international projects as well as within the joint international scientific

and research projects.

MaTepuanbHo-TexHMYeCcKas OCHaALLEHHOCTb Hay4YHOro oTaena cnabas, Ho
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MOHWUTOPWHT U U3y4yeHne 06 beKTOB NPUPOLHO-3anoBeAHOro (hoHAA NPOBOAUTCA
Ka4yeCcTBEHHO 3a CYET 060PYA0BaHUS, NPEACTAaBOMNEHHbIX MEXAYHapOAHbIMU
NpoeKkTamu, a Takxe B paMmKax COBMECTHbIX MeXAyHapOAHbIX Hay4YHO-

ncecnenoBaTeslbCKUX TeM.

30b: Condition of values Specific management programmes are
being implemented to address threats to biodiversity, ecological
and cultural values

30b. CocTosiHue ueHHocTen: Ocobble ynpaBneHyeckme
nporpammel peanusytotcs Ans 6opbbbl ¢ yrpo3amu
61opa3Hoobpa3nio, IKONOrMYECKUM U KyNbTYPHbIM LIEHHOCTSIM

1

0: No/Hert
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KomMMmeHTapum 1 fganbHenwve gencraus

30c: Condition of values: Activities to maintain key biodiversity,
ecological and cultural values are a routine part of park
management

30c. CocTtosiHue LeHHocTen: Meponpusitusi no obecneveHnto
OCHOBHbIX LIeHHOCTel 6ropa3Hoo6pasus, IKOSIOrMmn 1 KynbTypbl
ABNATCA YaCTbl0 PYTUHHOW AesiTeNlbHOCTH napka

1

0: No /Het
1:Yes/[Oa

Comments and Next Steps
KomMMmeHTapuu 1 fganbHenwve oencraus

TOTAL SCORE / CYMMA BAJTTIOB

9

o

Pls add up numbers from assessment form
(questions 1 to 30)

Cnoxute umudpbl U3 OLIEHOYHOW aHKeTbI (BOMPOChI
1 no 30)

METT Score of Naurzum State nature Reserve amounted to 90 points of 98 (92 %).
Cymma 6annoB, Ha6paHHas no oueHke achdekTuBHocTU ynpaeneHus (METT) HaypayMckoro rocyiapCTBeHHOro NpUpOAHOro 3anoBegHuKa

coctasuno 90 6annos u3 98 6annos (92 %).
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