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II. [bookmark: _Toc220023560]Development Challenge 

The Greater Ruaha–Katavi Landscape (GRKL) is one of the largest and most ecologically significant wilderness systems in Africa, covering more than 115,000 km² across the Iringa, Mbeya, Katavi, Tabora and Singida regions of central-western Tanzania. The landscape supports exceptionally high levels of biodiversity and contains one of the largest concentrations of large mammal biomass remaining in Africa. It is globally important for the conservation of wide-ranging and threatened species, including the African savanna elephant (Loxodonta africana – Endangered according to the IUCN Red List, 2025), lion (Panthera leo – Vulnerable), African wild dog (Lycaon pictus – Endangered), cheetah (Acinonyx jubatus – Vulnerable), hippopotamus (Hippopotamus amphibius – Vulnerable), and several ecologically and economically important antelope species.
Outside protected areas and wildlife corridors, there are village lands used by local communities for settlement and to satisfy their subsistence and income needs through farming, livestock grazing, fishing and extraction of forest products. Population growth rate is estimated at 3.6%, above the national average of 3.2%[1],. Poverty levels remain high, at approximately 30%, above the national average of 26.4%[2]. The average monthly household income is TZS 200,000-300,000. The combination of high poverty levels and population growth presents challenges for balancing the needs of communities and wildlife. Wildlife-compatible economic opportunities remain underdeveloped.
The landscape has experienced severe wildlife population declines due to poaching and illegal wildlife trade. Elephant population declined dramatically from approximately 34,000 individuals in 2009 to only 8,272 (±3,181 SE) in 2014 as a result of intensive poaching and ivory trafficking. However, strengthened anti-poaching operations implemented since 2015 have contributed to significant recovery, with the population increasing to an estimated 20,597 (±2,154) in 2025, making the GRKL the largest elephant stronghold in East Africa. This landscape is also recognized as one of Africa’s most important lion conservation areas, supporting approximately 10% of the continent’s remaining lion population. In addition, the landscape has been identified as the second most important area in Tanzania in terms of ecological connectivity and conservation value[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  MNRT. 2022. Tanzania Wildlife Corridor Assessment, Prioritization, and Action Plan
] 

Wide-ranging wildlife species such as elephants, lions, cheetahs, African wild dogs, and giraffe depend on large, connected ecosystems to maintain viable populations. These species are highly vulnerable to habitat fragmentation, because it reduces access to forage and water resources, increases edge effects and limits genetic exchange among populations. Maintaining ecological connectivity between protected areas is therefore essential for species persistence, ecological resilience and long-term ecosystem functioning[footnoteRef:2]. Changes in rainfall patterns, increasing temperatures and shifts in water availability are altering the distribution of forage and water resources across the landscape. Under these conditions, large connected landscapes provide important climate change adaptation pathways that enable wildlife movements to respond to changing environmental conditions. In recognition of this importance, two wildlife corridors have been established within the landscape: the Lukwati–Rungwa southern corridor and the Ruaha Rungwa–Inyonga northern corridor to provide connectivity among protected areas. [2:  MacArthur, R.H., and E.O. Wilson. 1967. The Theory of Island Biogeography. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.

] 



[1] The 2022 Population and Housing Census: Administrative Units Population Distribution Report
 
[2] Tanzania Mainland Poverty Assessment Report of 2018 – National Bureau of Statistics
 
 


The dependence of local communities on the progressively scarce natural resources in village lands leads to the expansion and encroachment of anthropogenic land uses into wildlife corridors, causing their progressive blockage and irreversible loss of ecological connectivity. Previous conservation initiatives have contributed to the improvement of natural resource governance and enhanced community participation in conservation activities. However, anthropogenic threats driven by the livelihood needs of local communities persist and continue to undermine conservation gains. Climate-related vulnerabilities further exacerbate biodiversity loss and livelihood insecurity across the landscape.  

Without further investment, habitat degradation, wildlife declines, and increasing human–wildlife conflict will undermine landscape connectivity, conservation, and wildlife-based economic opportunities. Livelihoods will remain dependent on unsustainable natural resource use, increasing ecosystem degradation, while climate vulnerability, poverty, and declining community support for conservation will further weaken the long-term resilience of both people and biodiversity.

In this socioecological context, a conservation project centred on enhanced community-level ownership, integrated corridor governance, diversified livelihoods, and human–wildlife coexistence is more likely to achieve lasting conservation and socioeconomic outcomes than alternative options such as expanding protected areas to encompass wildlife corridors, which would restrict access to essential resources, force local communities to resettle and increase land use conflicts among local communities, conservation agencies, and government authorities. The approach proposed in this project will maintain landscape connectivity while promoting human-wildlife coexistence, in line with the Kunming Monteal – Global Biodiversity Framework (KM-GBFF) vision 2050 of living in harmony with nature.

Baseline 	
More than 80% of the GRKL falls under some form of formal conservation designation (UNEP-WCMC WDPA, 2024). Key protected areas include Ruaha National Park (20,226 km²) and Katavi National Park (4,471 km²), managed by the Tanzania National Parks Authority (TANAPA), and Rungwa, Kizigo, Lukwati, Muhesi and Wembere Game Reserves managed by the Tanzania Wildlife Management Authority (TAWA). The landscape also includes Forest Reserves (Rungwa, Swangala) managed by the Tanzania Forest Services (TFS) Agency and Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures (OECMs), such as wildlife corridors, Joint village land forest reserves (JVLFR), open areas and game-controlled areas.
Despite their coverage, protected areas alone are not sufficient to sustain wide-ranging wildlife populations over the long term. Furthermore, effective conservation efforts require that conservation areas are surrounded by land uses compatible with conservation objectives, in order to balance human needs with ecological functions[footnoteRef:3]. This is essential because many of the threats affecting the ecological integrity of conservation areas originate from surrounding landscapes. At the same time, areas adjacent to protected areas can serve as important sources of habitat, connectivity and resources needed to sustain wildlife populations[footnoteRef:4]. Community-managed forests and village lands within the wildlife corridors are particularly important because they connect large, protected ecosystems and facilitate wildlife movements between them. Within the landscape, three Joint Village Land Forest Reserves (JVLFRs), covering 277,666 ha, have been established, Village Land Use Plans (VLUPs) have been initiated in nine communities but not completed due to budget limitations. Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) structures, including Village Natural Resource Committees (VNRCs) and Community-Based Organizations (CBOs), are also formally established. [3:  Defries, R., Hansen, A., Turner, B.L., Reid, R. and Liu, J. 2007. Land Use Change around Protected Areas: Management to Balance Human Needs and Ecological Function. Ecological Applications, 17 (1031-1038)
]  [4:  Hansen, A.J and Defries, R. 2007. Ecological Mechanisms Linking Protected Areas to Surrounding Lands. Ecological Applications, 17 (974-988)
] 

Several major conservation and development initiatives have contributed to conservation and livelihood improvement within the GRKL through strengthened anti-poaching operations, natural resources governance, conservation of wildlife corridors, biodiversity monitoring and supported the diversification of community livelihoods to increase income and reduce dependence on vulnerable ecosystems and wildlife resources.
Weak coordination among stakeholders (government institutions, private sector, communities, NGOs), limited capacity of community institutions and insufficient financing for biodiversity monitoring, patrolling and law enforcement continue to undermine effective landscape management.
Human–wildlife conflict (HWC) is increasing across the landscape, threatening both conservation and local livelihoods. Crop raiding, livestock predation, and property damage cause significant economic losses and reduce community support for conservation, particularly in villages bordering protected areas and wildlife corridors. At least 100 elephant crop-raiding incidents are recorded annually in the most affected villages.  

Threats to the GRKL
Threats to wildlife corridors and landscape connectivity in the GRKL are associated with the following interrelated factors:
[bookmark: _Toc234620069](i) Habitat loss, degradation and fragmentation
The conversion of natural vegetation into cropland, settlements and other human land uses has fragmented critical habitats within wildlife corridors and disrupted ecological connectivity between protected areas. For example, between 2001 and 2022, Katavi Region lost approximately 139,000 ha of tree cover, equivalent to a 5.6% decline in tree cover since 2000, resulting in an estimated 52.2 Mt of CO₂e emissions[footnoteRef:5].  [5:  Katavi, Tanzania Deforestation Rates & Statistics | GFW (globalforestwatch.org)
] 

[bookmark: _Toc234620070](ii) Unsustainable exploitation of forests, wildlife and grassland resources
Woodlands supply more than 90% of household energy needs in the form of firewood and charcoal. Unregulated harvesting of forest resources and widespread charcoal production have contributed to extensive deforestation and woodland degradation. Biomass energy is also used for tobacco curing, further intensifying pressure on forests. As resources decline in open-access areas, encroachment into forest reserves and wildlife corridors is increasing, further fragmenting habitats and disrupting ecological connectivity. Poaching and illegal wildlife trade by organized crime syndicates previously caused severe declines in the population of elephants and other large mammals. Although integrated anti-poaching interventions implemented over the past decade have contributed to wildlife recovery, poaching by local people mainly for bushmeat, remains a significant threat. The debarking of trees for the production of traditional beehives, together with the cutting of trees to access honey from natural tree cavities, contributes to deforestation. In addition, the use of fire during honey harvesting is one of the causes of uncontrolled wildfires. Traditional beehives are the second most common threat to wildlife habitats in the JVLFRs, with an across village average encounter rate of 0.18 observations/km along ground survey transects[footnoteRef:6]. [6:  WCS. 2023. Mdabulo, Kululu East & Kululu West Joint Village Land Forest Reserves - Village Forest Guard Joint Patrol Report
] 



[bookmark: _Toc234620071](iii) Climate change impacts
The GRKL is increasingly affected by climate variability and change, including erratic rainfall, prolonged dry spells and intense short-duration rainfall events that often cause flooding in low-lying areas. These changes reduce agricultural productivity, diminish pasture availability and increase competition among pastoralists. Climate change related droughts also trigger movements of livestock keepers into wildlife corridors seeking for better pasture and livestock water conditions, leading to overgrazing, soil degradation, increased competition between livestock and wildlife and increased HWC. The Great Ruaha River, once perennial, has consistently ceased flowing during the dry season since 1993[footnoteRef:7], with significant implications for wildlife distribution, ecosystem functioning and water availability for livestock, agriculture and domestic use across the landscape.  [7:  Mtahiko, M. G. G., Gereta, E., Kajuni, A. R., Chiombola, E. A. T., Ng'umbi, G. Z., Coppolillo, P., & Wolanski, E. (2006). Towards an ecohydrology-based restoration of the Usangu wetlands and the Great Ruaha River, Tanzania. Wetlands Ecology and Management, 14(6), 489–503. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11273-006-9002-x
] 

[bookmark: _Toc234620072](iv) Livestock Over- Grazing 

Livestock production is a longstanding livelihood in the GRKL, where pastoral mobility has historically enabled adaptation to seasonal variations in water and pasture. This includes dry-season movements through areas that now serve as key wildlife corridors. However, with around 80% of the landscape designated for protected areas, agriculture, settlements and livestock production are increasingly confined to limited village and multiple-use lands. Although Village Land Use Plans have designated grazing zones, these areas are becoming insufficient relative to growing livestock populations and seasonal demand.
Local herd expansion, partly influenced by cultural preferences for maintaining large herds, is compounded by seasonal influxes of agro-pastoralists from neighbouring regions such as Tabora and Singida. Tabora region, with approximately 2.84 million cattle, and Singida region, with between 1.08 and 2.02 million cattle, support some of the highest livestock densities in Tanzania[1]. During droughts and dry seasons, declining pasture and water availability drive livestock movements into relatively wetter areas within the GRKL, often along traditional routes. At the same time, agricultural expansion and settlement growth are reducing available grazing land and disrupting established mobility patterns, intensifying competition for resources. These pressures are concentrated in village grazing areas and wildlife corridors, leading to localized overgrazing, land degradation, resource-use conflicts and encroachment into Joint Village Land Forest Reserves (JVLFRs) [2]. Livestock grazing is the most frequently recorded pressure on wildlife habitats in these reserves[3]. The growing mismatch between livestock numbers, mobility needs, available grazing resources and fragmented cross-district management remains a core challenge. Addressing this requires coordinated landscape planning, improved rangeland management, enhanced livestock productivity and mechanisms to manage seasonal mobility across jurisdictions.

[1]  URT. 2024.Tanzania Agriculture Master Plan 2050 - Roadmap to Transform the Crops Livestock and Fisheries Sectors
 

[2] VPO. 2014b. Guidelines for Sustainable Management and Utilization of Rangelands in Tanzania

[3] WCS. 2023. Mdabulo, Kululu East & Kululu West Joint Village Land Forest Reserves - Village Forest Guard Joint Patrol Report
 



[bookmark: _Toc234620073](vii) Agricultural expansion
Agriculture is the dominant economic activity across Mbeya, Tabora and Singida regions, accounting for approximately 80% of total economic output[footnoteRef:8]. Agricultural production is dominated by small-scale subsistence farmers practicing low-input and rain-fed agriculture. Maize, sorghum and sunflower are the main cultivated crops[footnoteRef:9]. According to the Tanzania Agriculture Master Plan 2050[footnoteRef:10], agricultural extension services remain inadequate across the country, limiting dissemination of appropriate farming technologies, including climate-smart agricultural practices. As a result, agricultural productivity remains low, contributing to food insecurity and expansion of cultivation into natural habitats. Declining soil fertility and low farm productivity encourage shifting cultivation, encroachment and fragmentation of habitats within wildlife corridors. Village Land Use Plans have been partially developed. Financial shortages prevented the completion of the land use process to the stage of issuing the Certificates of Customary Right of Occupancy (CCROs), which are the assurance of land tenure security. Weak land tenure security and conflicts between land users undermine sustainable resource management and limit opportunities for investment in nature-based enterprises such as carbon financing initiatives. Commercial tobacco production is an additional driver of habitat loss and deforestation. [8:  URT. 2024.Tanzania Agriculture Master Plan 2050 - Roadmap to Transform the Crops Livestock and Fisheries Sectors
]  [9:  PIMS 9788 PPG Field Mission Report (2026)
]  [10:  URT. 2024.Tanzania Agriculture Master Plan 2050 - Roadmap to Transform the Crops Livestock and Fisheries Sectors
] 



The direct causes of ecosystem degradation and biodiversity loss are driven by underlying causes such as high levels of poverty that lead to overuse and overharvesting of natural resources; weak land use planning and insecure land tenure and access, leading to land-use conflicts; weak natural resource governance leading to limited recognition of community-based conservation approaches.

Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment
Women in the GRKL have significantly lower access to and control over productive resources compared to men. Customary patrilineal inheritance systems continue to limit women’s land ownership and tenure security, particularly for widows and divorced women. Women are the primary collectors of water, fuelwood, medicinal plants, and non-timber forest products, yet their access to these resources is often informal and insecure, while men dominate higher-value natural resource activities such as timber and charcoal production. Water scarcity further increases women’s unpaid labor burden and reduces opportunities for education and income generation.
Women also face important barriers to participation and influence in natural resource governance and decision-making processes. Although national legislation requires women’s representation in village councils and local governance bodies, men continue to /dominate most resource management structures and decision-making spaces. Only 20-25% leaderships positions of CBOs are held by women. Social norms, limited confidence, household responsibilities, and restricted participation in public forums constrain women’s ability to effectively influence decisions related to land, forests, wildlife management, and benefit sharing. Consultations showed that women participate more actively in women-only discussions, highlighting the need for more inclusive and gender-responsive engagement approaches.
Socio-economic benefits from conservation and natural resource-based livelihoods are unevenly distributed, with women and youth having less access to finance, markets, training, and income-generating opportunities. Women are active in small-scale enterprises such as beekeeping, food vending, mushroom collection, and vegetable farming, but face major constraints in accessing capital and expanding their businesses. In many cases, men retain control over income generated by women’s activities, while female-headed households remain among the most vulnerable to poverty. These inequalities limit women’s resilience and reduce their ability to benefit equitably from conservation and wildlife economy initiatives.
Ongoing initiatives to strengthen wildlife management and community resilience in the GRKL
Several recently completed and ongoing initiatives have contributed to the conservation of wildlife corridors within the GRKL, while also supporting the development of nature-based community livelihoods. These include:
(i) Southern Highlands and Ruaha-Katavi Protection Program (SHARPP). This program, funded by USAID and implemented by WCS from 2014 to 2022, strengthened community-based conservation by supporting nine villages to develop Village Land Use Plans, supported the establishing of three Joint Village Land Forest Reserves and three CBOs, brought under improved management for the benefit of people and wildlife 413,341 ha in two wildlife corridors of national priority. About 534 km of boundaries were demarcated using 3,565 concrete pillars. Annual wildlife and human activity monitoring systems were established, including aerial surveys and camera trapping. Nineteen (19) Village Forest Guards (VFGs) were trained and equipped to conduct SMART-based patrols and monitoring. The project also promoted alternative livelihoods, including beekeeping and mushroom production in partnership with the Association for the Development of Protected Areas (ADAP) through its Community-Based Forest Management programme in the Rungwa Corridor, phase III, and improved governance through social safeguard training and grievance mechanisms. 

(ii) The USAID Tuhifadhi Maliasili (“Preserve Natural Resources”) or the RTI Project (mid 2023 – Jan 2025), also implemented by WCS under USAID funding, focused on ensuring continuity of some of the key interventions initiated by the SHARPP project. It supported JVLFRs, CBOs, and VFGs through capacity building, SMART patrol training, ground-based reconnaissance surveys within the JVFR and biodiversity monitoring, social safeguards, governance strengthening, and joint patrol operations between CBOs, village governments and TAWA. It also provided patrol equipment and promoted collaborative management of wildlife corridor resources. 
(iii) WCS Ruaha-Katavi Landscape Program post RTI funding. WCS has continued to support monthly joint patrols in Kululu East and West, and only one month in Mdabulo through a co-financing mechanism between the CBO and the district authority.

(iv) The UNDP/GEF “Combating Poaching and the Illegal Wildlife Trade in Tanzania Through an Integrated Approach” project (IWT project), which focused on strengthening institutional capacity to combat poaching and wildlife trafficking, supporting community participation in patrolling and biodiversity monitoring, promoting sustainable livelihood alternatives to reduce dependence on vulnerable ecosystems and wildlife resources, and piloting human–wildlife conflict (HWC) mitigation measures. This project was completed in July 2026.
(v) The Joint Forest Management in the Katavi–Ugalla Corridor Project, implemented by ADAP, supports the establishment of joint forest management systems across nine villages bordering the Mlele Forest Reserve. The project also promotes sustainable livelihoods through income-generating activities such as beekeeping and wild mushroom harvesting, while strengthening the capacity of local institutions and promoting environmental education to enhance community participation in natural resource management. Ultimately, the initiative seeks to ensure long-term ecosystem conservation and sustainable provision of ecosystem services and livelihood benefits.
(vi) The Community-Based Forest Management in the Rungwa Corridor, phase III, implemented by ADAP, funded by the Geneva Foundation for Cooperation. This project was completed on 31st May 2026 and supported CBOs on land use planning and development of beekeeping and mushroom value chain.
(vii) The Community-Based Forest Management in the Rungwa Corridor, phase IV, also implemented by ADAP in the Rungwa River Forest Reserve, Kululu Village Land Forest Reserve (VLFR), and the Mkola–Mwenge Community-Based Forest Management (CBFM) area, funded by the Geneva Foundation for Cooperation. This ongoing project aims to reduce the pressures threatening the ecological integrity of the corridor and the natural resources upon which local communities depend. It supports the formalization and protection of wildlife corridors, strengthens participation of neighboring villages in forest management, and promotes value-added livelihood opportunities such as beekeeping, wild mushroom harvesting 
These projects generated conservation and livelihood outcomes that contribute to the maintenance or recovery of ecological integrity in the landscape. However, the scale of interventions remains insufficient to address the magnitude of ecosystem degradation, habitat fragmentation and socio-economic pressures affecting habitat connectivity in the wider landscape. Budget limitations constrain the ability of ongoing projects to tackle the underlying drivers of biodiversity loss and land degradation at landscape scale. 
The Conservation Act establishes that 25% of revenue generated from wildlife utilization should be channeled through TAWA to district Government, and 60% of this amount should be directed to the villages adjoining the hunting blocks and 40% to the district council. The law also establishes that every year, hunting operators should allocate USD5,000 to the nearest village. However, the mechanism of channeling these benefits to local communities is often constrained by limited transparency and accountability.
The current scenario is that despite these investments, interventions to protect wildlife corridors remain fragmented and insufficiently coordinated. Corridor boundaries are weakly enforced, joint patrolling and biodiversity monitoring between CBOs and conservation agencies such as TAWA and TFS remain inconsistent, and benefit-sharing and nature-financing mechanisms are not yet functioning at scale. Human–wildlife conflict also continues to erode community support for conservation.
The implementation of these projects generated key lessons, including the following: (i) participatory land-use planning and legally recognized community management structures are essential for long-term conservation success, (ii) continuous investment in local governance and institutional capacity is critical for sustainability, (iii) conservation projects should provide tangible livelihood benefits to maintain community support, and (iv) social safeguards, transparency, and grievance mechanisms are important for reducing conflicts and strengthening trust among stakeholders. 
The remaining socioecological challenges in the landscape underscores the need for additional investment to complement ongoing initiatives, build on achievements and leveraging on lessons learned from recent projects in  strengthening land use planning; enhancing inclusive natural resource governance that empowers communities and addresses their land use needs; resolving land use conflicts; and increasing community benefits from wildlife conservation to reduce reliance on unsustainable natural resource use and foster long-term conservation support. Without targeted interventions, continued degradation of wildlife habitats and corridors will reduce biodiversity, weaken ecological connectivity, undermine nature-based economic opportunities and exacerbate poverty among local communities. This would also compromise Tanzania’s commitments under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD).
Barriers to Sustainable Wildlife Management and Community Resilience in the GRKL
Several interrelated barriers continue to undermine sustainable wildlife management, wildlife corridor conservation and community resilience within the GRKL. Weak coordination among regional governments, district authorities, village governments, CBOs, conservation agencies, conservation NGOs and private sector actors limit the effectiveness of conservation efforts. The absence of integrated governance frameworks, harmonized monitoring systems and shared spatial information further weakens coordinated conservation efforts. Many local institutions operate with limited technical, financial and logistical capacity, constraining implementation of Village Land Use Plans (VLUPs), enforcement of by-laws and community-based natural resource management initiatives.
High poverty levels and heavy dependence on natural resources force many households to exploit forest and wildlife resources unsustainably. Insecure land tenure and limited livelihood diversification increase vulnerability to climatic shocks. Women face structural barriers to land ownership, access to credit and participation in decision-making, limiting their access to conservation benefits and adaptive opportunities. Weak value chains and limited private sector engagement also constrain the development of nature-based enterprises. 
Ecological monitoring, biodiversity surveillance, anti-poaching systems and evidence based planning and adaptive management remain insufficient outside core protected areas; limiting effective wildlife protection and corridor management. This has been attributed to insufficient financing affecting conservation agencies, local governments and community institutions. Addressing these barriers requires an integrated approach that strengthens institutional coordination, builds local capacity for improved management, and expands sustainable, inclusive and gender-responsive livelihood opportunities supported by innovative financing mechanisms, improved knowledge systems and social and environmental safeguards.


III. [bookmark: _Toc220023561]Strategy 
[bookmark: _Toc220023562]Theory of Change (TOC)
[bookmark: _Toc160022027][bookmark: _Toc208302119][bookmark: _Toc220023563]The theory of change (Figure 1) is based on analysis of causal pathways between pressures and impacts, to identify appropriate responses to address the root causes of landscape degradation, considering barriers the stakeholders face to deliver global environmental benefits and socioeconomic co-benefits.
 
The proposed solutions are based on the premise that establishing effective, gender-inclusive landscape partnerships, supported by a joint landscape management strategy and equitable natural resource use plan, combined with strengthened community-based institutions (particularly through the participation and capacity of women and youth) will result in improved coordination of landscape and local level natural resource management. Increased private sector investment in inclusive business models and nature-based financing, will enhance the benefits generated from wildlife to local communities (jobs created, revenue generated and equitably shared), which, combined with HWC mitigation measures, will incentivize communities to support wildlife conservation, protect and improve management of corridors. These benefits combined with conservation awareness campaigns and knowledge transfer, will trigger household behavioral changes to adopt sustainable land-use practices in farming, livestock keeping, beekeeping and in the extractive uses of forest resources. These premises will help foster more resilient landscapes that sustain biodiversity and strengthen local livelihoods, while contributing to Tanzania’s commitments under the Convention on Biological Diversity.
 
The achievement of these outcomes depends on existing enabling conditions that provide a solid foundation but require strengthening to address persistent weaknesses in implementation, coordination, and institutional capacity. Tanzania’s policy and legal frameworks on environment and wildlife and forestry provide a solid basis for integrated landscape management and the protection of wildlife corridors. However, limited enforcement constrains the effectiveness of the policy and legal framework. The project builds on the mandates and capacities of government institutions: MNRT and its agencies, and Local Government Authorities, alongside UNDP’s experience with GEF financed projects. Nevertheless, resource shortages and capacity gaps hinder government institutions to fully execute their mandates, particularly in remote areas such as the project site. The project also leverages progress already made on the ground, including nine villages with land-use plans and three Joint Village Land Forest Reserves (JVLFRs) as well as community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) structures, though facing financial limitations to cover their operational costs. In addition, credible NGOs (e.g. WCS and ADAP) and private sector actors (e.g. hunting blocks and honey processing factories) engaged in nature-based enterprises provide further implementation capacity and investment potential, respectively. The project will strengthen coordination and partnerships among these stakeholders, each playing clearly defined roles (detailed in Annex J)
 
The project objective is to promote effective community-level natural resource management and human–wildlife coexistence to ensure long-term sustainability in the Greater Ruaha–Katavi Landscape.  This will be achieved through the establishment of landscape and local level partnerships among stakeholders, which will promote gender-responsive, participatory governance and sustainable management of natural resources, and equitable sharing of conservation benefits for improved community livelihoods, for safeguarding long-term ecosystem integrity. The project’s objective will be achieved through the delivery of three interlinked and mutually reinforcing components and associated outcomes, each addressing a specific set of institutional, socio-economic, and ecological barriers currently constraining corridor protection, sustainable and equitable use of natural resources in the landscape. Each outcome is operationalized by several outputs and activities identified as the most adequate to address the barriers for conservation and sustainable use of wildlife.
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Figure 1. Project’s Theory of Change 


Alignment with Programming strategies and country/regional priorities

Alignment with GEF-8 Programming Directions: The project is consistent with the GEF-8 Programming under the Wildlife Conservation for Development Integrated Program because it focuses on securing wildlife populations and landscapes for the benefit of people and planet, through actions to conserve key wildlife landscapes, monitor wildlife, prevent and mitigate HWC, reduce poaching and wildlife trafficking, diversify sustainable livelihoods and develop wildlife-based economy. The project is also aligned with the GEF-8 Biodiversity Focal Area strategy, through interventions to improve conservation and sustainable use of natural ecosystems (GEF-8 Biodiversity Objective 1). Through the development of the landscape financing strategy (Outcome 1.1), the project will also contribute to GEF-8 Biodiversity Objective 3b - to increase mobilization of domestic resources for biodiversity. The project also aligns with the Land Degradation Focal Area by promoting sustainable land management (SLM) across the landscape, to avoid land degradation, restore the productivity of degraded land to achieve Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN) and improve the livelihoods of people, and with the Climate Change Focal Area through reduction of GHG emissions in the Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) sector. 

At the global level, the project supports Tanzania’s commitments under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Flora and Fauna (CITES), Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), by simultaneously delivering biodiversity, land degradation, and climate mitigation benefits. The project contributes to the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development Goals, particularly SDGs 1, 5, 8, 10, 13, 15, and 17. It also contributes to the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework target 1 - Plan and Manage all Areas To Reduce Biodiversity Loss, through the support to land use planning in village lands and management processes of JVLFRs,  target 4 - Halt Species Extinction, Protect Genetic Diversity, and Manage Human-Wildlife Conflicts, target 9 - Manage Wild Species Sustainably to Benefit People, target 11 - Restore, Maintain and Enhance Nature’s Contributions to People and target 23 - Ensure Gender Equality and a Gender-Responsive Approach for Biodiversity Action.

Contribution to Regional and Global Priorities: At the regional level, the project supports the East African Community (EAC) Vision 2050 and its environmental pillar, which emphasizes sustainable natural resource management, transboundary ecosystem conservation, and community-driven development; and the African Union Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan 2030 and Agenda 2063, particularly, aspiration 7 on environmentally sustainable and climate-resilient economies and communities).

[bookmark: _Toc227960664]Alignment with National Priorities: The project responds directly to Tanzania’s national strategies and policy frameworks, including: Tanzania’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP 2025 - 2030); Tanzania Development Vision 2050 (TDV 2050), which recognizes the country's biodiversity, natural capital and wildlife-based tourism as strategic national assets whose sustainable management is indispensable to long-term prosperity. The project is a strategic contributor to Tanzania's wildlife-based tourism economy, to national carbon stocks, and to the rural livelihoods of over 1.5 million adjacent residents; Tanzania Wildlife Corridor Assessment, Prioritization, and Action Plan (2022–2026), which identifies the Greater Ruaha Rungwa Katavi complex as the second most important wildlife corridor in Tanzania, Guidelines for Securing Wildlife Corridors, Dispersal Areas, Buffer Zones and Migratory Routes (MNRT, 2025), which provide a simplified, stepwise and community-inclusive roadmap for securing landscape connectivity while improving community livelihoods. The project contributes directly to the target of securing 61 wildlife corridors secured through land use plans by June 2033 established by the Wildlife Policy Implementation Strategy 2023–2033. National Climate Change Strategy (2021–2030)-Supports ecosystem-based adaptation, reduced emissions from land use, and resilient livelihoods; Five-Year Development Plan III (FYDP III, 2021/22–2025/26)-Contributes to green and inclusive growth by promoting sustainable agriculture, tourism (including nature-based), natural resource management and rural livelihoods. The outcomes of the project will inform the revision of policies related with natural resource management, including habitat protection, mitigation of HWC, wildlife utilization, community-public-private sector partnerships and revenue sharing mechanisms.

Global Biodiversity Benefits (GEBs) to be generated by the project will be linked to the protection of habitats in wildlife corridors to maintain connectivity in the landscape, mitigation of HWC, development of wildlife and other nature-based livelihoods and strengthened CBOs for sustainable natural resource management (Table 1).
Table 1. Contribution of the project to GEF-8 core indicators
	Core Indicator
	Project Core Indicator and Target
	CEO Endorsement

	4
	Area of landscapes under improved practices (excluding protected areas) (Hectares)
	555,647

	6
	Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigated (metric tons of CO2e)  
	2.1MtCo2e

	11
	Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by gender as co-benefit of GEF investment
	99,246 (52,093 females and 47,153 males).



Transformation pathway: This project is transformative by emphasising the reframing of biodiversity as essential to human well-being and climate resilience, catalyzing an economic shift by valuing nature and supporting sustainable nature-based livelihoods and integrating biodiversity friendly practices into production sectors, in alignment with UNDP Nature Pledge Strategy[footnoteRef:11]. It will transform the current baseline from fragmented governance to integrated landscape governance; from degraded wildlife corridors to functional ecological connectivity; from unsustainable resource-dependent livelihoods to resilient nature-positive livelihoods; from fragmented biodiversity monitoring to integrated landscape-wide monitoring and adaptive management; from inequitable conservation benefits to inclusive benefit-sharing mechanisms; and from reactive responses to human–wildlife conflict to proactive coexistence systems that reduce conflict while supporting biodiversity conservation and community resilience. The project will offer a scalable and replicable model to strengthen partnerships to conserve wildlife corridor, develop wildlife economy, mitigate human-wildlife conflicts, and to share benefits of wildlife conservation with local communities, that can be replicated in other wildlife corridors across Tanzania. [11:  UNDP. 2024. UNDP Nature Pledge – UNDP’s commitment to support countries to deliver the Global Biodiversity Framework and achieve de 2030 Agenda
] 

The project ensures long-term impact and sustainability by strengthening MNRT and its associated agencies (TAWA, TFS and TANAPA) for better coordination and leveraging of synergies for the protection of wildlife corridors, and by strengthening CBOs and their partnerships with conservation agencies and private sector at local level. Aligning and advocating the embedding of project interventions in annual plans, budgets and reports of LGAs will also contribute to sustainability, by enabling the allocation of State budget to priority activities to protect wildlife corridors. This will enable interventions to continue generating global environmental and socioeconomic benefits beyond the period of GEF investment.


IV. [bookmark: _Toc220023564]Results and Partnerships 
[bookmark: _heading=h.geveqmb48f82][bookmark: _heading=h.l30pvdyuobil]
EXPECTED RESULT
The project is designed to achieve the following long-term impact:  to achieve sustainable human–wildlife coexistence while improving community livelihoods through integrated and inclusive landscape management. Progress towards the achievement of GEBs will be tracked using GEF TF Core Indicators[footnoteRef:12]. The project will contribute to the expansion of the area of landscape under improved practices (excluding protected areas) in an area of 555,647 ha (GEF Core Indicator 4), being 277,981 ha under improved land management to benefit biodiversity (GEF Core Indicator 4.1) and 277,666ha of terrestrial OECMs supported (Core Indicator 4.5). The project will also contribute to the reduction of 0.42MtCo2e during the 4-year project implementation period and 2.10MtCO₂e emissions under the AFOLU sector (Core Indicator 6) over 20-year accounting period. This includes indirect emission reduction attributed to the protection of forests from degradation as well as forest management activities (Core Indicator 6). This includes indirect emission reduction attributed to the protection of forests from degradation as well as forest restoration activities. Finally, at least 99,246 individuals (of whom 52% will be women) will directly benefit through improved, equitable revenue sharing systems and income generating activities (GEF Core Indicator 11). The objective of the project is to strengthen community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) and develop a sustainable wildlife-based economy in the GR–KL landscape. [12:  GEF. 2023.  Programming Directions for the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund
] 


[bookmark: _heading=h.4k5i2mfv4mu2]
[bookmark: _heading=h.uxkvztc34fu8][bookmark: _heading=h.b21uwnm6186e][bookmark: _heading=h.nj1zgmo7wlge]Project Components, Outcomes, Outputs and Activities


Component 1: Strengthening capacities and partnerships for human-wildlife coexistence and biodiversity conservation in the GRKL
Project Components, Outcomes, Outputs and Activities
Component 1: Strengthening capacities and partnerships for human-wildlife coexistence and biodiversity conservation in the GRKL 
The coexistence between people and wildlife is constrained by factors such as: (i) land use conflicts between wildlife conservation and socioeconomic land uses by local communities, (ii) human-wildlife conflicts, which has consequences for livelihoods and human lives, (iii) limited benefits derived from wildlife conservation to local communities, and (iv) weak community organization and engagement in wildlife conservation. Wildlife conservation at the landscape is limited by inadequate coordination among stakeholders in decision-making on natural resource governance. To address these barriers, this component aims to strengthen (CBNRM) systems to promote sustainable coexistence between people and wildlife. 
 
Outcome 1.1. Effective and inclusive landscape partnerships established in the GRKL, strengthening a thriving human-nature relationship
This outcome focuses on strengthening natural resource governance. At the landscape level, the project will support the creation and operationalization of multi-stakeholder coordination and dialogue platforms on natural resources management, that bring together regional and district governments authorities (Chunya district – Mbeya region, Itigi district council– Singida region, and Sikonge district -Tabora region), conservation agencies (TAWA, TANAPA, TFS and TAWIRI), CBOs, civil society organisations and private sector. The platform will enable coordinated planning; improved governance and enhanced equity in decision making regarding landscape-level objectives and priority interventions to conserve wildlife and develop nature-positive income generating activities that will benefit multiple stakeholders including women, youth and other marginalized groups. A participatory financing strategy and investment plan will be developed to assess funding gaps, identify sustainable financing mechanisms and partnerships, and support long-term wildlife corridor conservation and community livelihoods. 
Output 1.1.1. Formalized and functional multi-stakeholder partnerships for conservation and resilience established and operational in the GRKL 
Through this output, the project will strengthen the technical and coordination capacities of regional and district authorities to plan, implement, and monitor natural resources in the landscape, with a focus on improving cross-sectoral collaboration and sustainable land-use practices to tackle the root causes of habitat degradation in wildlife corridors. The project will facilitate the establishment and operationalization of stakeholder coordination platforms at landscape level and the co-management agreements between local communities, LGAs, conservation agencies, NGOs and private sector, for joint planning, implementation and monitoring and evaluation of interventions to conserve forests, wildlife and sustainably manage and utilise rangelands and other natural resources. Key stakeholders are MNRT-WD, TAWA, TFS, TANAPA, District Councils, Village Governments, VNRCs, CBOs, WCS and ADAP because these institutions are responsible for policy implementation, governance, coordination, capacity building, and dissemination of sustainable natural resource management practices. District and village governments represent community interests. WCS and ADAP participate as technical partners through joint planning, while the three CBOs (Kululu East, Kululu West, and Mdabulo) receive targeted capacity strengthening. The private sector and protected area authorities participate as co-management partners.  There is a risk of exclusion of stakeholders (e.g. including different resource user groups, women, youth and marginalized groups), from participation in multi-stakeholder landscape partnerships. This will be mitigated through the implementation of the ESMF, particularly the Social Inclusion and Livelihood Action Plan (SILAP – Annex 2 of the ESMF), of the Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) and of the Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP – Annex J).
 
Key activities:
1. Create and operationalize a multi-stakeholder coordination and dialogue platform at landscape level, composed by district government institutions (DC, DNRO, DALFO, DCDO), village governments, conservation agencies, NGOS (WCS and ADAP) and CBOs, to reduce institutionally fragmented conservation and management interventions and foster coordinated decision making and interventions
2. Conduct capacity need assessment of three CBOs (Kululu East, Kululu West and Mdabulo) and district governments (Chunya, Sikonge and Itigi district council) and prepare capacity development plan
3. Support the implementation of the capacity development plan for the three CBOs to address capacity gaps for effective conservation of forests, wildlife, rangelands, water and other natural resources, and empower CBOs to be active partners in multi-stakeholder platforms
4. Facilitate the establishment and operationalization of village level co-management partnerships between the three CBOs and private sector, conservation areas and conservation agencies to support conservation outcomes
 
 
 
Output 1.1.2.  A long-term landscape financing strategy and investment plan developed and implemented building on and coordinating with the national process for Tanzania Biodiversity finance plan and other strategies 
This output will develop a landscape financing strategy to mobilize, allocate, and sustain financial resources for integrated landscape management, biodiversity conservation, climate resilience, and community-based wildlife corridor management. The strategy will be developed through a participatory process involving government, local communities, CSOs, the private sector, financial institutions, and conservation partners to ensure alignment, ownership, and long-term sustainability. The process will include an assessment of existing financing flows, expenditures, and investment gaps, as well as a financial analysis to identify current funding sources and needs. It will identify, assess, and prioritize innovative and blended financing mechanisms including conservation bonds, carbon and nature credits, payment for ecosystem services, community conservation funds, green finance, grants, impact investments, and private-sector partnerships to support conservation, sustainable land use, and community livelihoods. Particular emphasis will be placed on financing approaches that strengthen community participation and generate socio-economic benefits for communities managing wildlife corridors. The output will also establish an investment framework and monitoring metrics to track financial mobilization, investment performance, biodiversity and livelihood outcomes, and progress toward national and global environmental targets. Selected private-sector and investment partners will pilot innovative financing mechanisms, such as conservation bonds and carbon credits, to demonstrate their feasibility and support long-term financial sustainability. Based on the Zanzibar BIOFIN Policy and Institutional Review and the GRKL intervention logic, the project will collaborate with BIOFIN Tanzania initiative to identify, design and pilot sustainable biodiversity financing solutions for the GRKL. Priority solutions to be piloted will include i) conservation-linked tourism revenue sharing, ii) payment for ecosystem services for community stewardship of wildlife corridors and OECMs, iii) carbon finance associated with avoided degradation and restoration, iv) private-sector conservation partnerships, biodiversity offsets, and v) tailored finance for wildlife-compatible community enterprises. These solutions align directly with Outputs 2.1.1, 2.1.2, 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. 
 
Key Activities:
1. Identify existing funding sources, financing gaps, investment opportunities, and sustainable financing mechanisms for biodiversity conservation and natural resource management, through participatory landscape financing assessment
2. Prepare a comprehensive financing strategy and investment plan 
3. Pilot at least one sustainable financing mechanisms deemed most appropriate for the context
4. Establish baseline carbon emission to periodically remeasure and track changes in carbon emissions.
 
Outcome 1.2. Integrated landscape management practices implemented in the nine (9) targeted villages, resulting in reduced HWC, decreased habitat loss and improved livelihoods 

To address the risks of biodiversity loss due to habitat loss and fragmentation, increasing human-wildlife conflicts, the risk of losing opportunity to develop livelihoods from natural resources, this outcome focuses on an integrated landscape approach that will support initiatives to protect and improve management of habitats to enhance connectivity in the landscape, and support proactive and reactive HWC mitigation measures to reduce the negative impact of HWC on community livelihoods. This outcome will cover 555,647 ha of the GRKL, which includes 277,666 ha of JVLFRs within wildlife corridors (Kululu East - 22,792ha and Kululu West - 85,789ha in the northern corridor and Mdabulo - 169,085 ha in the southern corridor) under approved Joint Village Land Forest Reserves Management Plans in the nine targeted villages; and 277,981 ha of village land under sustainable management in production systems through land use plans that designate zones for farming, grazing and multiple uses.

Outputs 1.2.1 Integrated landscape management strategy and action plan developed to address key natural resource management challenges and promote equitable utilization of these resources in the GRKL
This output will support the participatory development of a joint landscape management strategy and action plan for the GRKL to address the direct drivers of biodiversity loss, including habitat loss and fragmentation, overgrazing, unsustainable resource use, and human-wildlife conflict and underlying drivers such as insecure land tenure and the limited participation of local communities, particularly women, in natural resource governance. The action plan will define spatial land-use priorities, management interventions, institutional arrangements, and monitoring indicators to strengthen land tenure security, promote sustainable and climate-resilient land use, enhance inclusive governance, and reduce competing land-use pressures that drive habitat degradation. Key stakeholders, including government agencies, district and village authorities, CBOs, farmers, pastoralists, women and youth groups, will participate in land-use planning, land tenure certification, and in the demarcation of wildlife corridor boundaries. Environmental and social safeguards will be integrated throughout the process to ensure that these processes do not restrict equitable access to land and sources of livelihoods or exacerbate poverty. A scoped Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) will inform the Social Inclusion and Livelihoods Action Plan, building on the Social Inclusion Planning Framework in the ESMF (Annex 9).
Key Activities:
1. Undertake assessment of land-use plans to ascertain the status of the established land uses (conservation, grazing zones, settlements and agricultural lands) in the nine targeted villages 
2. Support formalization of community land tenure through issuance of Certificate of Customary Rights of Occupancy to four villages of Bitimanyanga, Sipa, Kintanula and Mwamagembe with high incidents of land use conflicts and HWC, to mitigate land disputes between farmers and pastoralists and HWC. 
3. Support participatory corridor boundary identification and reinstallation of beacons in nine targeted villages, to address resource use in wildlife corridors due to lack of knowledge of the boundaries. 
4. Review and update the Forest management plan in three Joint Village Land Forest Reserves in the targeted village, to reflect current socioecological dynamics, and national and subnational priorities
5. Development of the integrated joint landscape plan for the management of the of project areas to ensure effective management of natural resources, settlements, agriculture and livestock 
 
Output 1.2.2. CBOs in the nine (9) targeted villages supported and capacitated to jointly implement landscape action plan interventions that reduce HWC, poaching, and unsustainable harvesting and use of forest resources.
 
This output will strengthen the capacity of CBOs in the nine target villages to address key natural resource management challenges, including HWC, poaching, and the unsustainable use of forest resources. The project will support the enforcement of village by-laws, sustainable resource management, and conflict mitigation while promoting the inclusive participation of women and marginalized groups in decision-making. HWC mitigation measures will reduce crop losses, human injuries, and retaliatory killing of wildlife, fostering community support for conservation and human-wildlife coexistence. These interventions will reduce threats to biodiversity, improve ecosystem integrity and connectivity, and strengthen sustainable livelihoods. Key stakeholders are TAWA, District Councils, CBOs, farmers, pastoralists, NGOs (Lion Landscapes and WCS) and private sector operating in the wildlife industry, to collaborate in the implementation of conflict prevention, response, and coexistence measures. Conflicts may arise between VFGs and people using resources in wildlife corridors during patrolling and law enforcement, therefore, environmental awareness campaigns by CBOs will also be strengthened to discourage resource use in these areas, and VFGs will be instructed to comply with the code of conduct during encounters with illegal resource users.
Key Activities:
1. Establish community HWC response teams (CRT) in Kapumpa and Mwamagembe villages, which are highly affected by human-Wildlife conflicts, to manage HWC and reduce risks to people and livelihoods. 
2. Training of CBOs, CRT, local authorities and communities on non-lethal deterrents (unpalatable crops, chilli fences, beehive fences, predator-proof kraals) to mitigate HWC
3. Support construction of two ranger post in the northern (Kapumpa village) and southern corridor (Kambikatoto) to provide rapid response to HWC and curb illegal activities.
4. Support CBOs with modern equipment and monitoring tools for biodiversity monitoring and patrolling to enforce village by-laws, combat destructive practices and enable the recovery of ecosystem integrity and wildlife populations
5. To support CBOs to undertake ecological monitoring, and enforcement of by-laws to combat poaching, illegal harvest of forest and encroachment in the three JVFLRs
6. Pilot non-lethal human wildlife conflicts mitigation measures in Kapumpa, Kambikatoto, Kintanula and Mwamagembe villages to mitigate HWC and improve peaceful co-existence. 
 
Output 1.2.3 A joint monitoring and reporting system established and operational to track, verify, and report progress against Joint Landscape Action Plan results ((including METT, capacity scorecards, etc.)  
To track progress on the achievement of key indicators and targets agreed in the Joint landscape action plan, a monitoring, learning and reporting system will be established. This will generate data, knowledge and lessons on the effectiveness of the interventions and guide the adjustment of strategies and interventions, in the context of adaptive management. Monitoring will be planned and implemented with the engagement of stakeholders, including CBOs, government agencies, WCS, and private sector partners, to ensure buy-in and shared responsibility.
 
Key activities:
1. Develop and operationalize standardized protocols and systems to capture data aligned with the indicators defined in the Joint Landscape Action Plan 
2. Support joint (three CBOs, NGOs, DGOs, TAWA, TFS and TAWIRI) annual corridor ground reconnaissance survey in three JVLFRs to determine ecosystem health and threats, and inform spatially explicit allocation of future protection and sustainable utilization efforts
3. Support the operationalization of the community-based monitoring network in the three JVLFRs and link it with existing network in the Ruaha – Rungwa Ecosystem/Task Coordination Group established by previous GEF investments.



[bookmark: _Hlk232169346]Component 2: Wildlife Economy-Enhancing socio-economic benefits for sustainable natural resources management in the GRKL. 

Investment in the wildlife economy across the GRKL remains limited. Low wildlife densities, driven by poaching and habitat degradation, reduce the attractiveness of private investment in wildlife-based value chains. As a result, local communities receive few economic benefits from wildlife conservation. Combined with HWC and restrictions on the use of forest and wildlife resources, this undermines community support to conservation. Aligned with the Economic and Finance Shift of the UNDP Nature Pledge Strategy, this component seeks to position wildlife as a driver of economic growth, supporting livelihood diversification and strengthening community incentives for conservation. By increasing benefits from wildlife, the project aims to enhance tolerance to HWC, reduce retaliatory killings, and strengthen community stewardship of natural resources. The project will also promote other nature-based enterprises to diversify incomes and improve the economic resilience of local communities. A piloting approach will be adopted, concentrating investment to support the entire value chain of selected wildlife compatible livelihood activities in small scales, to generate and demonstrate impacts, learn lessons and upscale in future investments. The project will support priority livelihood activities identified through stakeholder consultations (details in the SEP), by expanding the diversification, enhancing the productivity, processing, and facilitating the link between local producers, private sector and markets, with robust safeguards in place to avoid exclusion or economic displacement.

Outcome 2.1 Equitable and inclusive sharing of economic benefits, particularly for women and youth, realized through sustainable utilization of wildlife and other natural resources
The project will facilitate increased and better-targeted investment by the public and private sectors in natural resource–based economic opportunities, as a first step toward increasing the benefits derived from nature. It will help create enabling conditions such as improved governance, stronger partnerships to attract investment in areas like hunting and sustainable use of NTFPs. The project will also support the implementation of transparent and equitable benefit-sharing mechanisms to ensure that local communities, particularly women, youth, and socially marginalized groups, receive a fair share of the revenues generated. By improving access to and visibility of these benefits, the project will enhance local appreciation of the economic value of wildlife and other natural resources, thereby incentivizing conservation and sustainable resource use. The implementation of the Gender Action Plan (GAP – Annex I), SILAP and GRM will mitigate the exclusion of women and youth from benefits, while also contributing to the mitigation of risks related with gender-based discrimination and gender-based violence.

Output 2.1.1. Assessment of wildlife‑derived economic benefits in the GRKL landscape completed and applied to inform the design and operationalization of fair, equitable, and inclusive benefit‑sharing mechanisms for local communities
The diversity of ecosystems of the GRKL supports populations of wildlife species, which, if adequately assessed and marketed, can attract investment and contribute to the growth of local, regional and national economy. This output will generate an evidence-based assessment of the economic value of wildlife in the GRKL to inform the development of businesses from wildlife and the design of fair and equitable benefit-sharing mechanisms with local communities. It will quantify key economic benefits, including hunting and other ecosystem services, and apply cost-benefit analysis to assess the viability of wildlife conservation. This will support more informed decision-making and strengthen the economic case for conservation. The process will be participatory, integrating community consultations and participatory mapping to capture not only the economic value for external investors, but also local perspectives on the value of wildlife resources, including the views of women, youth, and marginalized groups. 

Key activities: 
1. Conduct a baseline assessment of wildlife-derived economic benefits, 
2. Identify economically viable and sustainable options, through cost-benefit analysis (CBA) to compare different options of utilization of wildlife and other natural resources.
3. Conduct a study to understand perceptions of fairness, priority needs, and current benefits derived from conservation, ensuring inclusion of women, youth, and marginalized groups
4. Facilitate CBOs to establish and operationalize Community Conservation Banks (COCOBAs) and Village Savings and Loan Associations (VSLAs) and access to grants through the Agricultural Marketing Cooperative Society (AMCOs)

Output 2.1.2 Effective community-private sector partnerships to build sustainable wildlife economy such as concessions, Joint ventures, nature-positive agro-ecological production value chain investments established/supported.
This output will unlock nature-based economic opportunities by bridging the gap between local communities who hold land and natural resources but lack capital and technical capacity, and private sector actors with investment resources and know-how on nature-based enterprises. The project will support the establishment of inclusive, gender-responsive community–private sector partnerships with clear and transparent arrangements for sharing roles, risks, and benefits, ensuring equitable participation of women, youth, and marginalized groups. By strengthening community capacity and facilitating structured agreements (e.g., joint ventures and concessions), the project will help transform underutilized natural resources into viable, inclusive economic opportunities that support livelihoods and conservation. Key stakeholders include hunting companies, Upendo Honey, Sikonge & Itigi Honey Processing Factories, agribusiness companies, farming input suppliers, livestock enterprises, veterinary suppliers, financial institutions, CBOs, resource user groups (livestock keepers, farmers, beekeepers, mushroom collectors), women and youth entrepreneurs, which will be supported to work in partnership to develop nature-based enterprises, add value to wildlife products and identify suitable markets. Investments in nature-based enterprises will also create jobs, benefitting mainly women and youth.
Key activities:
1. Facilitate community – private sector dialogue forums to identify investment opportunities and partnership models and support negotiation of agreements 
2. Develop guidelines and templates for community–private sector partnership agreements, and MoU, including benefit-sharing arrangements and negotiations to enable equitable benefit sharing and negotiations, 
3. Deliver targeted capacity building on entrepreneurship, value chain development, financial literacy, and sustainable use of natural resources to three CBOs, with a focus on the inclusion of women, youth and marginalized groups, to enhance their capacity to participate in business partnerships with the private sector.

Output 2.1.3 Transparent wildlife utilisation revenue sharing mechanisms operationalized in the landscape
The project will support initiatives to ensure that wildlife utilisation revenue-sharing mechanisms are established and operational, enabling that benefits from conservation-related activities are distributed transparently and equitably to local communities. The output will strengthen local institutions to manage, monitor, and allocate revenues effectively, while enhancing community capacity to engage in and benefit from conservation and nature-based livelihoods. TAWA, district councils, hunting operators, and the three landscape CBOs are the key stakeholders.

Key activities:
1. Assess existing revenue-sharing mechanisms from hunting tourism across the GR–KL landscape and strengthen them by designing, validating, and piloting a transparent and equitable benefit-sharing mechanism.
2. Review and update the wildlife conservation (tourism hunting) Regulation 2024 to allow for benefit sharing models in village forest reserves. 
3.  Develop and implement a monitoring system to track socio-economic impacts of revenue sharing. 
4. Support CBOs to manage, allocate, and account for conservation revenues effectively.

Outcome 2.2 Increased household income from wildlife compatible livelihood strategies
The main driver of degradation of wildlife habitats and loss of connectivity in the project area is the unsustainable reliance of local communities on farming, overgrazing and extractive use of forest resources to satisfy subsistence needs. Accordingly, the core pathway to conserve and improve management practices in this landscape of high conservation value is to reduce the pressure on the ecosystem by promoting sustainable, diversified and enhanced income generating activities for local communities. The adoption of sustainable livelihood development practices will also prevent land degradation, loss of wildlife habitats and enable the recovery of wildlife populations for continued and enhanced provision of economic benefits from wildlife conservation to local communities. 

The project will equip communities, including women, youth and other marginalized groups with the skills needed to manage and benefit from diversified and enhanced livelihood interventions while respecting traditional knowledge and practices that advance nature conservation outcomes. Private sector involvement through Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and development of wildlife compatible enterprises will also be leveraged, with robust safeguards, impact assessments and monitoring and evaluation in place. In each village, women’s groups, youth groups, and other marginalized groups will be given priority in the support to the development of income generating activities, integrating traditional knowledge and cultural practices.

Output 2.2.1 Gender-sensitive alternative and diversified income-generating opportunities established, strengthened, and scaled up. 
The implementation of sustainable, diversified and enhanced livelihoods is crucial for generating income while reducing pressure on wildlife habitats. The project will adopt a value-chain approach to livelihood enhancement, supporting interventions across the full spectrum of traditional and non-traditional livelihood activities, to diversify the sources of income and enhance the resilience of local communities. Project support will include initiatives to increase production and productivity, improve processing and value addition, and strengthen access to markets, with the objective of generating sustainable and diversified income streams for local communities living adjacent to wildlife corridors. Monitoring and evaluation will track the effect of livelihood activities on household income and environmental outcomes. Key stakeholders include the Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries, District Extension Services, CBOs, SAGCOT, WCS, ADAP, hunting operators, Upendo honey, Sikonge honey processing factory and microfinance institutions. These stakeholders will provide training, technical and financial support to farmer groups, livestock keepers, beekeepers, mushroom collectors, women and youth groups to build their capacity to act as agents of change in the development of sustainable livelihoods, including production, processing and links to markets.

Key activities:
1. Support community-private sector partnerships in the sustainable production and value addition techniques in beekeeping, trophy hunting and mushroom value chain, to produce revenue and improve the livelihoods of local communities
2. Facilitate the development of beekeeping (Majojoro, Bitimanyanga and Kintanula villages) and mushroom value chain (Majojoro, Bitimanyanga, Kintanula and Mwamagembe villages), including production, processing, and access to markets
3. Facilitate CBOs to access financial services and products to implement conservation friendly income generating projects, to build their financial sustenance and operational resilience.

Output 2.2.2. Holistic livestock and rangeland management practices that sustain agro-pastoral livelihoods while conserving wildlife implemented
The project will shift rangeland management from fragmented and reactive use of grazing resources to coordinated, community-based and climate-responsive management. It will: (i) assess and map priority rangelands, seasonal grazing resources, livestock mobility routes and livestock–wildlife interface hotspots; (ii) develop and operationalize participatory rangeland and seasonal grazing management plans aligned with village land-use and corridor management plans; (iii) strengthen community and inter-village governance mechanisms and negotiated arrangements for shared grazing, livestock mobility, water access and drought response; (iv) improve pasture, fodder and livestock water management; (v) scale up climate-resilient livestock husbandry, animal health and livestock–wildlife coexistence practices; and (vi) establish participatory rangeland monitoring and adaptive learning systems.
Together, these interventions will transform concentrated and poorly coordinated grazing into planned seasonal resource use, collective rangeland governance and adaptive management, enabling pasture recovery and more productive livestock systems while reducing pressure on wildlife corridors and strengthening livestock–wildlife coexistence.
1. Assess and map priority rangelands, seasonal grazing resources, livestock mobility patterns and livestock–wildlife interface hotspots. This will include participatory rangeland resource and condition assessments, integrating pastoral ecological knowledge, GIS, remote sensing and field verification, to identify seasonal grazing areas, livestock movement routes, water sources, degraded rangelands and livestock–wildlife interaction hotspots and inform targeted management interventions. 
2. Develop and operationalize participatory community-based rangeland and seasonal grazing management plans. The project will facilitate agro-pastoralists, CBOs and Village Governments to develop and implement locally agreed rangeland management plans and seasonal grazing arrangements defining wet- and dry-season grazing areas, pasture resting and recovery periods, livestock mobility arrangements and sustainable grazing practices aligned with village land-use and wildlife corridor management plans.
3. Establish and strengthen community and inter-village mechanisms for coordinated management of shared rangelands, livestock mobility and water resources. This will include strengthening community rangeland management structures and facilitating negotiated inter-village agreements, by-laws and conflict-resolution mechanisms governing seasonal livestock movement, access to shared grazing and water resources and drought-responsive grazing arrangements, with inclusive participation of resident and seasonal livestock users.
4. Improve management of priority degraded rangelands through community-led climate-resilient pasture, fodder and water management practices. This includes implementing locally appropriate rangeland and pasture improvement measures, including managed and deferred grazing, strategic fodder production and ecologically informed management of livestock water resources. 
5. Establish participatory rangeland monitoring and adaptive learning systems to inform scale up of climate-resilient livestock husbandry and livestock–wildlife coexistence practices in priority interface areas.

Component 3: Knowledge management, gender mainstreaming and safeguards compliance
The project will establish a comprehensive knowledge management system to enable effective information sharing and learning, in support of evidence-based adaptive natural resource management. A comprehensive stakeholder engagement plan (SEP-Annex J) and a gender action plan (GAP - Annex I) will be implemented. The implementation of the project will generate knowledge to be shared in multi-stakeholder platforms and management partnerships that will be established at landscape and local levels. This will enhance ownership of project interventions by stakeholders and create the basis for the sustainability of the project’s impacts. As part of GAP and social inclusion, women, youth and marginalized groups will play key roles in the implementation of project activities, contributing to enhanced ownership and technical and economic empowerment of these social groups.

Outcome 3.1 Lessons learned, and gender mainstreaming are documented and shared to promote community-based management of wildlife corridors nationally and internationally

Output 3.1.1. Gender-inclusive multi-stakeholder knowledge management platform/forum established and operationalized
The project will establish operational, gender-inclusive multi-stakeholder platforms to facilitate knowledge management, exchange and awareness-raising. These platforms will serve as vehicles to inform adaptive management, support replication, and guide policy decisions and future investments. Activities will promote stakeholder engagement and integrate risk management within the project cycle framework. The approach will ensure that knowledge is generated and shared in an inclusive and culturally sensitive manner, recognizing the diverse knowledge systems and communication styles of local communities. Systematic documentation and dissemination of project learnings will strengthen capacities, scale up good practices, and showcase positive impacts with gender-disaggregated data. Local communities will be engaged in the activities under this component, to ensure that local knowledge on wildlife management and its socioeconomic and cultural value is integrated with scientific knowledge in the production of information packages that will be shared with stakeholders. The stakeholders include the three landscape CBOs who will take part in knowledge fairs and peer exchange visits. 
Key activities:
1. Facilitate the three CBOs to participate in knowledge fairs and peer-to-peer exchange visits, and regional learning events to share best practice, promote innovation and enhance visibility, uptake, and innovations,
2. Create accessible knowledge management platforms that facilitate dialogue and cater for the needs of all stakeholders, including those with limited access to technology,
3. Facilitate the champion pastoralists access to learning opportunity on management of rangelands, and protection of livestock from predation.

Output 3.1.2 A gender-sensitive outreach and training program to promote human-wildlife co-existence and improved ecosystem management approaches implemented 
This output focuses on the design and implementation of a gender-sensitive outreach and training program that strengthens human–wildlife co-existence while promoting sustainable ecosystem management. The program will deliver targeted awareness campaigns, capacity-building workshops, and practical training for local communities, with deliberate inclusion of women, youth, and marginalized groups to ensure equitable participation and benefits. It will integrate human rights principles such as access to information, participation in decision-making, and respect for livelihoods into all activities. Through improved knowledge, skills, and inclusive engagement, the program aims to reduce human–wildlife conflict, support community-led conservation practices, and enhance the long-term resilience of both ecosystems and local livelihoods. Women, youth, and marginalized groups are the priority stakeholders and beneficiaries of tailored training programs. The governments, local communities, civil society, and development partners will receive Information, Education and Communication (IEC) materials in local languages, and CBOs lead delivery of the awareness campaigns themselves.
Key activities:

1. Develop project communication and knowledge management strategy 
2. Prepare and deliver training programs tailored to the knowledge gap of women’s, youth and other marginalized groups to enhance their participation in wildlife management and ecosystem conservation
3. Develop gender-sensitive information education and communication materials (e.g., newsletters, infographics, impact briefs) tailored for governments, local communities, civil society, and development partners in local languages, adapted to different literacy levels, to promote human–wildlife co-existence and positive behavior change,
4. Support CBOs in conducting awareness campaigns to promote harmonious human–wildlife co-existence and positive behavior change.


Output 3.1.3 Effective participation and contribution to wildlife conservation knowledge platforms at national and global levels such as PANORAMA and the Global Wildlife Program. 
Through this output, the project will be actively engaged in and contribute to wildlife conservation knowledge platforms at both national and global levels, such as PANORAMA and the GEF Global Wildlife Program. The project will promote knowledge exchange, sharing experiences, lessons learned, and best practices, and thereby strengthen collaboration, enhance the visibility and impact of conservation efforts. Stakeholders include women, youth, project partners, government, district council who will be facilitated to participate in national, regional, and international fora to share lessons learnt and success stories and build global networks.

Key activities:
1. Document lessons learned and success stories and share in National, Regional and international fora including PANORAMA and the GEF Global Wildlife Program. 
2. Facilitate gender-inclusive participation in webinars, workshops, and conferences at national and global levels to present project results, exchange experiences, and build global networks. 

Output 3.1.4 Project-level safeguards & risk management measures developed, implemented and monitored.

This outcome aims to ensure that all project activities are carried out respecting principles of equity, human rights, and sustainability. Monitoring, risk mitigation, and grievance mechanisms will be established, with an emphasis on gender and cultural identity considerations.

Although the project offers an opportunity for participatory land use planning and the co-existence of conservation and productive land uses in the landscape, there are several risks that need to be addressed and mitigated to ensure positive environmental and social outcomes of this project. The project’s environmental and social risks were identified using UNDP’s Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP; Annex F-1). The most significant and interrelated risks concern stakeholder exclusion, conflict exacerbation, and involuntary resettlement/economic displacement. These risks are particularly relevant to the following activities: 
· Project-supported land-use planning and boundary identification, 
· Support to community-based law enforcement, 
· Income generating activities, 
· Development of benefit-sharing arrangements, and 
· Livestock and rangeland management. 
During the design phase, an Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF; Annex F-2), a Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP; Annex J) and a Gender Action Plan (GAP; Annex I) have been developed based on a preliminary assessment of the identified risks. During implementation, the activities proposed for this output are the following:
1. Further E&S assessments and management plans. As described in the ESMF (Annex F-2), a series of procedures. This activity will include:
a. Scoped E&S strategic assessment and development of a Social Inclusion and Livelihoods Action Plan based on the Social Inclusion Planning Framework
b. Targeted E&S assessments and output-specific Environmental and Social Management Plans (ESMPs)
2. Implement safeguards monitoring mechanisms during project execution.
3. Establish an accessible and transparent grievance redress mechanism.
4. Train local stakeholders in UNDP and GEF social and environmental standards.


Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E)
A robust, participatory monitoring and evaluation systems will be developed to track conservation progress, guide adaptive management, and ensure accountability, in line with UNDP/GEF and UNDP Evaluation Policy standards. Collaboration with agencies managing adjacent protected areas (TAWA, TFS and TANAPA) and local authorities will be crucial for successful project implementation. A monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system aligned with UNDP, GEF, and VPO standards, including the National Environmental Information System (NEIS), to ensure quality data for decision-making and adaptive management. It will support technical reporting, evaluations, and project adjustments, while promoting transparency and accountability through mechanisms to address stakeholder concerns. Protected area management effectiveness will be tracked using the METT tool. The M&E framework will include a Mid-Term Review (MTR) and Terminal Evaluation (TE), assessing progress on gender-specific results and the Gender Action Plan. Project-level safeguards and risk management measures, including inter alia a gender action plan, stakeholder engagement plan (incorporating FPIC) and GRM) and a Livelihoods Action Plan developed and implemented. The project will ensure that gender-specific results, implementation of the Gender Action Plan, and any lessons learned/best practices are included in PIR, MTR and TE.



Agreement on intellectual property rights and use of the logo on the project’s deliverables and disclosure of information: To accord proper acknowledgement to the GEF for providing grant funding, the GEF logo will appear together with the UNDP logo on all promotional materials, other written materials like publications developed by the project, and project hardware. Any citation on publications regarding projects funded by the GEF will also accord proper acknowledgement to the GEF. Information will be disclosed per relevant policies, notably the UNDP Disclosure Policy[footnoteRef:13] and the GEF policy on public involvement[footnoteRef:14].  [13:  See http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/operations/transparency/information_disclosurepolicy/]  [14:  See https://www.thegef.org/gef/policies_guidelines] 


Resources required to achieve the expected result: Delivery of the project results will be enabled through a blend of financial resources (GEF grant and co-financing from government, UNDP, communities, and private sector partners), human resources (PMU staff, technical specialists, community facilitators), institutional support (MNRT, district councils, VNRCs), and technological inputs (digital monitoring tools, renewable technologies, knowledge platforms). Complemented by South-South cooperation, research partnerships, and knowledge products, these resources will ensure that interventions are cost-effective, inclusive, and sustainable, with benefits continuing beyond the project’s lifetime. 

Incremental value/cost reasoning for GEF investment 
Baseline Scenario (Without GEF Financing): Without GEF financing, regional and district governments, conservation agencies and NGOs including WCS, ADAP, AGCOT and Lion Landscapes would continue implementing largely fragmented sectoral and localized initiatives on protected area management, anti-poaching, community-based natural resource management and sustainable livelihoods. Limited coordination, institutional capacity and financing would prevent these interventions from addressing interconnected drivers of degradation at landscape scale. Consequently, competing land uses, habitat fragmentation and degradation of wildlife corridors would continue, exacerbating biodiversity loss, human wildlife conflict and declining ecosystem services. Poverty, food insecurity, insecure tenure, land-use conflicts, limited livelihood diversification and climate vulnerability would further undermine community incentives for conservation.

Incremental/Additional Value of GEF Investment: GEF financing provides additionality by introducing an integrated landscape approach linking biodiversity conservation, sustainable land management and climate resilience across two critical wildlife corridors. It will strengthen multi-stakeholder governance, institutional and CBO capacity, biodiversity monitoring and community patrols; scale human–wildlife coexistence and equitable benefit-sharing; and promote nature-positive value chains and sustainable financing. These incremental investments will improve biodiversity management across 555,647 ha, including 277,666 ha of JVLFRs placed under terrestrial OECMs and 277,981 ha under improved biodiversity-friendly management, mitigate approximately 0.42MtCO2e over the project implementation period and 2.10MtCO₂e lifetime emission reduction over 20 year accounting period, and generate socio-economic benefits for 99,246 people (52,093 women and 47,153 men). GEF support will catalyse lasting institutional and behavioural change, aligning community livelihoods and private investment with sustained wildlife corridor conservation.
The GEF investment will catalyze behavioral change in institutional coordination through the creation of multi-stakeholder platforms, strengthening of partnerships between CBOs, conservation institutions and private sector at local level, strengthening CBOs biodiversity monitoring and patrolling systems, scaling human–wildlife co-existence mechanisms and operationalizing benefit-sharing mechanisms and nature-positive value chain development and sustainable financing.
Previous and ongoing investments have significantly strengthened the capacity of community-based organizations (CBOs) to undertake wildlife patrols and biodiversity monitoring. However, comparatively less attention has been given to promoting wildlife-compatible livelihoods that address the underlying drivers of habitat degradation. Therefore, in addition to continuing the support to patrols and biodiversity monitoring, the project will place greater emphasis on creating incentives for conservation through diversified, wildlife-compatible livelihoods and equitable sharing of wildlife-derived revenues to reduce the drivers of habitat degradation in wildlife corridors.

Policy coherence and alignment: The proposed project is strongly aligned with Tanzania’s policies and strategies on wildlife conservation, biodiversity protection, climate resilience, sustainable land management, and community-based natural resource management. It supports implementation of the Wildlife Conservation Act, the Wildlife Policy and Implementation Strategy (2023 – 2033), the Tanzania Wildlife Corridor Assessment, Prioritization, and Action Plan (2022–2026) and National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP 2025–2030) through interventions that strengthen ecological connectivity, integrated landscape management, ecosystem restoration, sustainable livelihoods, and inclusive governance in the GRKL. The project also contributes to Tanzania’s commitments under the CBD, UNFCCC, and UNCCD. In addition, the project will strengthen policy coherence across wildlife, forestry, agriculture, livestock, and land-use sectors through integrated landscape governance and multi-stakeholder coordination, while lessons learned from implementation will inform future policy development on wildlife corridor management, sustainable pastoralism, community-based conservation, and conservation financing.




Partnerships

[bookmark: _Ref194443404][bookmark: _Ref194224478]The project will build strong synergies with previous and ongoing initiatives in the GRKL to maximize impact, avoid duplication, and leverage existing investments. In particular, collaboration with WCS through its current support to the CBO joint patrols with districts, annual ground reconnaissance surveys and exploration of sustainable financing, building on WCS’ previous USAID-funded Tuhifadhi Maliasili project implemented by RTI International. In addition to this, the project will build on existing community monitoring systems, capacity-building approaches, and policy engagement platforms established under those projects to enhance landscape-level coordination and sustainability. Further cooperation will be pursued with the Biodiversity Finance Initiative (BIOFIN) to explore opportunities for innovative financing mechanisms, with the BEVAC beekeeping value chain project to scale up livelihood diversification and nature-based value chains.


Table 2. Related projects and initiatives (past and present) and how to coordinate activities with them and learn lessons
	Initiative/Duration
	Coordination & Learning potential

	Ongoing
	Brief description and outline of collaboration 

	The Southern Highlands and Ruaha-Katavi Protection Program (SHARPP)
Implementing partner: WCS
Donor: USAID
Period: 2014 – 2022
	This programme strengthened community-based conservation by supporting nine villages to develop VLUPs, supported the establishing of three JVLFRs and three CBOs, brought under improved management two wildlife corridors, demarcated corridor boundaries, established wildlife and human activity monitoring systems, trained and equipped VFGs to conduct SMART-based patrols and monitoring, and promoted alternative livelihoods for local communities.
Relevance, Collaboration and Synergies:
This project will provide continuity and scaling up of interventions initiated by the SHARPP project, specifically in revitalization of CBOs and support for community patrols and biodiversity monitoring, improved natural resource governance, enhancing habitat and corridor conservation, and expanding equitable livelihood opportunities.

	USAID Tuhifadhi Maliasili (“Preserve Natural Resources) or RTI project
Implementer: WCS

Period: 2023 - 2025

	The project focused on protecting wildlife habitat connectivity and biodiversity persistence by addressing threats such as habitat fragmentation, unsustainable land use, and weak governance of natural resources. Its interventions included support to JVLFRs, CBOs, VFGs through capacity building, SMART patrol training, social safeguards, governance strengthening, joint patrol operations and ground-based reconnaissance surveys within the JVFR.
Relevance, Collaboration and Synergies:
The project will build on and scale up interventions initiated by the SHARPP and by the RTI project on wildlife corridor conservation, participatory land use planning, patrolling and biodiversity monitoring, human-wildlife conflict mitigation, and strengthening of CBOs and village governance institutions, and social and environmental safeguards.

	Community-Based Forest Management in the Rungwa Corridor, phase III and phase IV
Budget and donor: USD 501,796.00 from Geneva Foundation for Cooperation and USD 270,000.00 from USAID
	This investment aims to reduce the pressures threatening the ecological integrity of wildlife corridor and the natural resources upon which local communities depend. It supports CBOs in land use planning and the formalization and protection of wildlife corridors. The project strengthens participation of villages neighboring wildlife corridors in forest management, and promotes value-added livelihood opportunities such as beekeeping, wild mushroom. 

Relevance, Collaboration and Synergies:
There is enormous opportunity to leverage on synergies in expanding land use planning to cover more villages, and upscaling beekeeping and mushroom value chains

	Resilient Natural Resource Management Tourism and Growth Project (REGROW)
Implementer: MNRT 
Budget: US$ 150,000,000
Donor: World Bank

	The project supported the improvement of governance of Community-Based Conservation Initiatives, including the strengthening of legal and institutional frameworks for benefit-sharing schemes and capacity building for local communities.  It also focused on enhancing Alternative Livelihoods Linked to Conservation, by supporting local economic activities like tourism-related services, agricultural products for tourism operators, and conservation-based livelihoods, including wildlife conflict reduction.
Relevance, Collaboration and Synergies:
This project builds on the initiatives catalyzed by the REGROW project, in particular on the lessons learned from the implementation of this project on approaches to improve Governance of Community-Based Conservation Initiatives and Enhance Alternative Livelihoods Linked to Conservation

	UNDP/GEF Combating Poaching and the Illegal Wildlife Trade in Tanzania Through an Integrated Approach. Implementing partner: MNRT-WD
2020 – 2026; Budget: 5,354,587.00 USD 
	The project focuses on three main components: strengthening legislation and institutional capacity to combat poaching and wildlife trafficking at the national level and enhancing international cooperation with neighboring countries; reducing poaching and illegal trade in threatened species within targeted landscapes; and increasing local community involvement in wildlife enforcement and monitoring, while promoting sustainable livelihoods to reduce reliance on vulnerable habitats and wildlife, and piloting HWC mitigation measures, particularly in the Ruaha-Rungwa ecosystem. As part of its anti-poaching strategy, the project supports the formation of multi-agency Tasking and Coordination Groups (TCGs).  The Ruaha-Rungwa and Katavi Rukwa TCGs, are active in the GRKL and cover several protected areas including Ruaha NP, Katavi NP, Rungwa GR, Lukwati GR, Lake Rukwa GR, Kigosi GR, Inyonga GR and several Game Controlled Areas.

Relevance, Collaboration and Synergies:
Synergies should be leveraged between with project, in patrolling and surveillance to combat poaching and other threats to wildlife and its habitats, mitigation of HWC as well as in supporting the development of sustainable livelihoods to reduce reliance on vulnerable habitats and wildlife. 

	Biodiversity Finance Initiative (BIOFIN), Tanzania
Implementers: Government of the United Republic of Tanzania through the Vice Presidents’s Office (VPO): 2024 – 2026
Donor: UNDP/GEF, Governments of Germany, Switzerland, Norway, Belgium, Flanders, Uk, Canada and France
	The United Republic of Tanzania began to engage in the Biodiversity Finance Initiative (BIOFIN) program in 2017 with a pilot phase in Zanzibar from 2018 and a subsequent scale up to Tanzania Mainland incorporated in BIOFIN Phase II for the period of 2018-2030. BIOFIN will develop Finance Solutions to support implementation of the NBSAP (2025-2030).

Relevance, Collaboration and Synergies
There are opportunities for collaboration with BIOFIN in the identification of sustainable financing mechanisms for wildlife management and human-wildlife coexistence in the GRKL

	BEVAC project – beekeeping value chain
	The BEVAC was implemented to strengthen beekeeping value chain by improving production, processing and value addition, market access of bee products, review policy and regulatory frameworks to provide a better business environment to improve beekeeping value chains. It supported beekeepers through training, extension services and provision of modern beekeeping equipment.
Relevance, Collaboration and Synergies:
There are potential synergies between the two projects in promoting beekeeping as an incentive to conserve forests and reduce the need for deforestation for income (e.g., charcoal) while generating sustainable income to local communities, and in building community awareness on conservation.


[bookmark: _Toc220023565]Co-financing summary
For more details on the co-financing sources, refer to the Financial Planning and Management section. For the letters of co-financing, refer to Annex 12. The overview of the breakdown of GEF and co-financing per component is presented in Table 5, the same table that is included in the GEF’s CEO Endorsement Request. 

	Project Components
	GEF Project Financing (USD)
	Co-financing (USD)

	Component 1) Strengthening capacities and partnerships for human-wildlife coexistence and biodiversity conservation in the GRKL
	 
	 

	Outcome 1.1. Effective and inclusive landscape partnerships established in the GRKL, strengthening a thriving human-nature relationship
	526,521
	2,688,750

	Outcome 1.2. Integrated landscape management practices implemented in the 9 villages, resulting in reduced HWC, decreased habitat loss and improved livelihood
	979,098
	4,080,400

	
	
	

	Component 2) Wildlife Economy: Enhancing socio-economic benefits for sustainable natural resources management in the GRKL
	 
	 

	Outcome 2.1 Equitable and inclusive sharing of economic benefits, particularly for women and youth, realized through sustainable utilization of wildlife and other natural resources
	230,000
	1,517,750

	
	
	

	Outcome 2.2 Increased household income from wildlife compatible livelihood strategies
	759,756
	1,457,254

	Component 3) Knowledge management and gender mainstreaming
	 
	 

	Outcome 3.1 Lessons learned, and gender mainstreaming are documented and shared to promote community-based management of wildlife corridors nationally and internationally
	310,421
	717,750

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	 
	 

	Outcome 4.1. Results and impact of interventions tracked, analyzed and documented through robust M&E tools and systems.
	147,673
	519,048

	Subtotal
	2,953,469
	10,980,952

	Project Management Cost (PMC)
	147,673
	1,049,048

	Total Project Cost
	3,101,142
	12,030,000



[bookmark: _heading=h.9fx48lutmji]Risks and Assumptions

[bookmark: _heading=h.nmkdpemenj8m]Table 4. Risks to Project Implementation

	RISK CATEGORIES
	RATINGS
	ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION MEASURES

	
	
	

	CONTEXT

	Climate
Risk Owner: PMU and MNRT
	Moderate
	Project activities like demonstration of fodder production, sustainable grazing and sustainable agricultural practices (Output 2.2.1) may be vulnerable to erratic rainfall and droughts due to climate change. The project has integrated climate adaptation into livelihood development initiatives, such as the use of drought tolerant crop varieties and the opening of boreholes to supply water for livestock during critical periods of the dry season

	Environmental and social 
Risk Owner: PMU and MNRT
	High
	The SESP identified a total of 7 potential social and environmental risks, ranging from ‘low’ to ‘substantial’ with two ‘TBD’ during sub-project screening. Based on the significance of these individual risks, the project has been allocated an overall risk categorization rating of” High”, the overall risk category being taken from the highest rating allocated. 
Risk 1: Risk of exclusion of stakeholders, particularly marginalized groups, from project participation, decision-making processes, and benefits
Assessment
· [bookmark: _Int_fjw33IV4]Context analysis, which includes an identification of the key stakeholders in each of the villages visited during the SES field consultation (ESMF Annex 1).
· Scoped assessments of sub-projects (ESMF Annex 4)
Management
· Social inclusion planning framework (ESMF Annex 2)
· Grievance Redress Mechanism GRM 
Risk 2: Risk of exacerbating conflicts within the target villages
Assessment
· Context analysis, which includes an identification of the key stakeholders in each of the villages visited during the SES field consultation (See Annex 1).
· Scoped assessments of sub-projects Landscape (See ESMF Annex 4)
Management
· Social inclusion planning framework (ESMF Annex 2)
· Grievance Redress Mechanism GRM 
· Law Enforcement nest practices (ESMF Annex 3)
Risk 3: Risk of involuntary resettlement and economic displacement
Assessment
· Context analysis, which includes an identification of the key stakeholders in each of the villages visited during the SES field consultation (ESMF Annex 1).
· Scoped assessments of sub-projects (ESMF Annex 4)
Management
· Exclusion list (no forced evictions)
· Social inclusion planning framework serving as a Process Framework (ESMF Annex 2)
· Grievance Redress Mechanism GRM)
Risk 4: Occupational health and safety
Assessment
· Context analysis, which includes an identification of the key stakeholders in each of the villages visited during the SES field consultation (ESMF Annex 1).
Management
· Social inclusion planning framework (ESMF Annex 2)
· Grievance Redress Mechanism GRM 
· Law Enforcement nest practices (ESMF Annex 3)
Risk 5: Risk of reproducing existing gender-based discrimination leading to local women not effectively participating and benefiting from project activities as well as Gender-based violence (GBV)
Assessment
Gender Analysis (done)
Management
· Gender Action Plan
· provision of training on prevention and response to GBV for all engaged in LE activities 
· effective reporting and response protocols; 
· referrals for safe and confidential survivor assistance; and 
· prompt investigation of allegations of GBV related to project activities
Risk 6: Generic sustainability and resilience risks associated with activities with unknown design parameters
Assessment
· Scoped assessments of sub-projects (ESMF Annex 4)
Management
· Development of activity specific Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP) based on the scoped assessment results (See ESMF Annex 5)
Risk 7: Physical access restriction to sites and natural resources of cultural significance
Assessment
Identification of areas and resources of cultural significance within VLUP and JVLFR areas (done for all 9 villages)
Management
· Village by-laws already authorize access to reserve forest areas for traditional activities such as rituals, collection of medicinal plants and for beekeeping (subject to permit)
· Permits can be obtained at no cost from village authorities subject to a request

	INNOVATION

	Institutional and Policy
Risk Owner: MNRT and VPO
	Moderate
	Inadequate institutional capacity for planning, enforcement, and implementation of wildlife corridor protection measures
The project includes a strong component of institutional assessments, and capacity building and partnerships to leverage on the capacity of different stakeholders and build synergies for the protection of wildlife corridors (Output 1.1.1 and Output 1.1.2)

	Technological
Risk Owner: MNRT
	Moderate
	Limited access to monitoring and patrolling equipment and technology; is some of the challenges faced by CBOs and district governments in planning and implementing operations to protected wildlife corridors.
The project will procure necessary equipment (e.g., camera traps, handheld GPS units, binoculars, digital cameras) for use during patrolling, monitoring and ecological surveillance (Output 1.2.2)

	Financial and Business Model
Risk Owner: MNRT and National Treasury
	Moderate
	Inadequate funding has hindered CBOs to protected wildlife corridors from degradation. The pressures to wildlife habitats stem from limited investments in sustainable natural resource use and in wildlife-based value chains.
The project will leverage co-financing from GEF, UNDP, Government, CSOs and private sector; support access to microfinance; explore carbon financing, biodiversity offsets, support community-private partnerships, catalyze investment in wildlife compatible income generating activities, support the improvement of transparency and fairness of revenue sharing mechanisms (Output 2.1.1 and Output 2.1.2).

	EXECUTION

	Capacity for Implementation
Risk Owner: MNRT
	Substantial
	CBOs and district governments face several capacity gaps for patrolling and enforcing by-laws, monitoring biodiversity and developing wildlife compatible livelihoods.  
The project will build capacity of CBOs through training and provision of modern equipment for patrolling, biodiversity monitoring (Output 1.2.2) and development of livelihoods (Output 2.2.1 and Output 2.2.2). The establishment and strengthening of partnerships between CBOs, TAWA, district councils, CSO and other stakeholders will enable the leveraging of existing capacities for improved management of wildlife corridors (Output 1.1.1 and Output 1.1.2)

	Fiduciary
Risk Owner: MNRT and National Treasury
	Moderate
	Potential inefficiencies in financial reporting or mismanagement of funds during procurement 
The project should apply UNDP financial management and procurement procedures; conduct regular audits; build fiduciary capacity of implementing partners; implement risk-based monitoring and establish third-party financial audits and community-level financial literacy sessions


	Stakeholder
Risk Owner: MNRT and PMU
	Substantial
	Risk of weak stakeholder engagement, resistance to change, and marginalization of vulnerable groups, particularly women.
Risk of elite capture or exclusion of vulnerable groups (e.g., women, youth, indigenous groups) in VLUPs, livelihood support and decision-making.
The project should implement Stakeholder Engagement Plan, Gender Action Plan, conduct inclusive and culturally sensitive consultations; support women's participation and leadership; integrate feedback mechanisms; apply Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) as needed.

	Overall Risk Rating
	HIGH
	




Stakeholder engagement

The successful implementation of the project will depend on the active engagement and collaboration of a broad range of stakeholders across GRKL. The project will support participatory and inclusive governance frameworks involving local communities, village governments, women, youth groups and marginalized groups especially pastoralists, civil society organizations (CSOs), regional and district authorities, conservation agencies, and private sector actors, each playing a critical role in the implementation of project activities and in sharing the resulting benefits. By strengthening decentralized and gender-responsive governance, promoting coordinated landscape-level management, and fostering partnerships among conservation and development actors, the project aims to enhance stakeholder ownership, improve coexistence between people and wildlife, and support the sustainable management of wildlife corridors and natural resources across the landscape.

The roles and responsibilities of different stakeholders in the project are as follows (detailed in Annex 8-SEP):

	Partner category
	Key actors
	Role in the livestock–rangeland–wildlife system
	Contribution to project delivery

	National sector institutions
	Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries; Ministry of Agriculture; MNRT-WD
	Establish livestock, agriculture, rangeland and wildlife policies, standards and technical guidance.
	Provide technical protocols for holistic rangeland management, livestock productivity, animal health and wildlife-compatible production.

	Conservation agencies
	TAWA, TFS, TANAPA
	Manage wildlife, forests and protected areas connected through the GRKL corridors.
	Guide management of livestock–wildlife interfaces, reduce encroachment, support monitoring and strengthen human–wildlife coexistence.

	Regional and district authorities
	Mbeya, Tabora and Singida Regional Secretariats; Chunya, Sikonge and Itigi District Councils
	Coordinate land use, livestock services and movements across administrative boundaries.
	Facilitate cross-district coordination, extension services, grazing planning, animal health and management of seasonal livestock mobility.

	Village Governments
	Nine target Village Councils and Village Land Use Committees
	Govern village land and mediate competing demands for cultivation, grazing, settlement and conservation.
	Approve and enforce grazing plans, land-use zones, by-laws and locally agreed resource-access arrangements.

	CBOs and JVLFR institutions
	Kululu East, Kululu West and Mdabulo CBOs; Village Natural Resource Committees
	Community custodians of wildlife corridors and JVLFRs.
	Monitor grazing pressures, support restoration, community patrols and coordination between livestock keepers and conservation authorities.

	Pastoralist/livestock keeper associations
	Local and seasonal agro-pastoralists, including livestock keeper groups
	Primary users and managers of grazing and water resources; holders of traditional knowledge on seasonal mobility.
	Co-develop grazing plans, rotational/deferred grazing schedules, mobility arrangements and pasture monitoring systems.

	Agro-pastoral households and rangeland champions
	Farmers, livestock keepers and 18 trained champions
	Manage livestock, cropland and grazing resources at household level.
	Demonstrate fodder production, reseeding, improved husbandry and climate-smart livestock practices and facilitate peer-to-peer scaling.

	Women and youth groups
	Women's groups, youth groups and producer associations
	Important livestock keepers, processors and participants in household production systems.
	Participate in governance and develop fodder, livestock service and value-chain enterprises, ensuring inclusive livelihood benefits.

	Private sector and value-chain actors
	Veterinary and input suppliers, breeders, livestock traders, processors, financial institutions and agribusinesses
	Supply inputs, services, technology, finance and markets.
	Improve access to animal health, breeding services, fodder inputs, finance and markets, increasing returns per animal and reducing pressure for herd expansion.

	NGOs and technical partners
	WCS, ADAP, AGCOT and other partners
	Provide technical innovation, community facilitation and landscape knowledge.
	Support participatory planning, capacity building, monitoring, knowledge capture and replication of successful approaches.

	Research and knowledge institutions
	Universities and livestock/rangeland research institutions
	Generate evidence on rangeland ecology, carrying capacity, livestock productivity and climate risks.
	Support baseline assessments, pasture monitoring, adaptive management and documentation of scalable livestock–wildlife coexistence models.



1) Central Government Ministries and Conservation Agencies: VPO plays a key role in developing environmental policies, legislation and regulations of relevance to wildlife management. The President’s Office – Regional Administration and Local Government (PO-RALG) coordinates local governance systems for sustainable land use, natural resource management, and community participation through regional and local government authorities. The MNRT-Wildlife Division (MNRT-WD) is responsible for developing policies and strategies to guide conservation and sustainable wildlife use, protection of wildlife corridors, among other responsibilities. Three agencies under MNRT will play specific roles: (i) Tanzania Wildlife Management Authority (TAWA), which oversees wildlife management outside of national parks, and Ngorongoro Conservation Areas including game reserves, Game Controlled Areas, wildlife management areas, and Wildlife Open Areas, which are currently used as hunting block. In the GRKL, TAWA manages the Rungwa, Kizigo, Muhesi, Lukwati, Piti–Msima and Ugalla River Game Reserves, together with surrounding Game Controlled Areas ( GCAs) and open areas and supports the establishment and management of WMAs (Wildlife Management Areas); but has no mandate to enforce laws in village lands; (ii) Tanzania Forest Services (TFS) Agency is responsible for the sustainable management and utilization of forest and bee resources, including forest financing through forest products and innovative mechanisms such as carbon trade. In the GRKL, TFS manages key forest reserves, including Itulu hills, Rungwa and Swangala which are ecologically linked to the Lukwati–Piti–Rungwa–Kizigo–Muhesi game reserves. TFS will play a key role in co-managing forest reserves within wildlife corridors and supporting community-based forest management with partner village councils and CBOs; and (iii) Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA) oversees the management of national parks such as the Ruaha NP and Katavi NP connected with other protected areas through the southern and northern corridors. Sector ministries (Agriculture; Livestock and Fisheries; Water; and Land, housing, & human settlements development) have a role in developing sector-specific legislations and regulations, providing technical assistance and in disseminating sustainable land and water use, sustainable production practices in agriculture, livestock and fisheries, contributing to the prevention of land degradation and loss of biodiversity, as well as in generating socio-economic co-benefits.
2) Mbeya, Tabora and Singida Regional Governments coordinate and oversee all developmental projects and programmes in the region and have responsibilities in environmental protection and land use management. Chunya, Sikonge and Itigi District Council Governments or Local Government Authorities (LGAs) are responsible for land use planning, environmental management, livelihood and community development within their boundaries. Wards and Village Government Councils are responsible for village development, including sustainable access to land and other resources for the development of livelihoods. However, communication and coordination gaps among regional, district government institutions, conservation agencies and CBOs undermine landscape wide conservation measures, for example, there is no control of livestock movements across regions and districts.
3) Non-Government Organisations (NGOs) and Civil Society Organisations (CSO) operating in the GRKL, including WCS, ADAP and Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (AGCOT) have played an important role in strengthening CBOs for effective patrolling, biodiversity monitoring, and community engagement in conservation. The project will build on these partnerships to enhance technical support, capacity building, knowledge sharing, and the promotion of nature-based livelihoods and conservation-compatible enterprises across the landscape. 
4) Community-Based Organizations (CBO). Three CBOs: Kululu East and Kululu West (northern wildlife corridor) and Mdabulo (southern wildlife corridor) integrating nine villages, have been registered and are committed to protect wildlife corridors through community-based conservation of wildlife and forest resources and development of nature-based sustainable livelihoods, in collaboration with TAWA, TFS, District Councils, NGOs and CSOs. CBOs in the northern corridor remain relatively more active in implementing their mandate due to financial support from WCS and District Government, whereas the Mdabulo CBO in the southern corridor face more severe resource shortages to continue implementing its activities. 
5) Private sector actors, are important investors, resource users and market actors in the Greater Ruaha–Katavi Landscape (GRKL) and are critical to aligning economic incentives with wildlife corridor conservation. Key stakeholders include hunting and tourism operators, honey processors such as Upendo Honey, agribusiness and livestock value-chain actors, financial institutions, business service providers, and carbon and conservation finance developers. Their investment and sourcing decisions can either increase pressure on natural resources or create sustained incentives for biodiversity stewardship.
Hunting and tourism operators depend on viable wildlife populations, intact habitats and ecological connectivity and will contribute through conservation partnerships, biodiversity monitoring, human–wildlife coexistence, benefit-sharing and nature-based tourism investments. Honey processors, agribusinesses and other value-chain actors will provide markets, technology, quality standards and value addition for conservation-compatible enterprises, including beekeeping, mushrooms, climate-smart agriculture and sustainable livestock production. These opportunities will diversify livelihoods and reduce dependence on forest conversion and unsustainable resource extraction.

Financial institutions, impact investors and conservation finance developers will support investment-ready enterprises and explore carbon finance, Payment for Ecosystem Services and other sustainable financing mechanisms. Public-private-community partnerships will connect CBOs, Village Governments and producer groups with markets and investors through transparent benefit-sharing arrangements.
6) Local Communities - The GRKL is inhabited by diverse communities that depend on agriculture, pastoralism, fisheries, forest products, and small-scale trade for their livelihoods. Traditional resource management practices have historically supported biodiversity conservation and wildlife coexistence. Within the Greater Ruaha–Katavi Landscape (GRKL), vulnerable and marginalized groups include women, youth, persons with disabilities, community-based natural resource user groups, and seasonal pastoralists, particularly the Wasukuma, who migrate with livestock from Singida and Tabora Regions into wildlife corridors during periods of drought. These groups were actively consulted through participatory village-level consultations during project preparation, and their priorities, concerns and recommendations informed the Stakeholder Engagement Plan and the design of key interventions under Outputs 1.2.1, 1.2.2, 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. Throughout implementation, the project will strengthen their meaningful and inclusive participation in landscape governance, human–wildlife coexistence, equitable benefit-sharing, nature-positive livelihoods, biodiversity monitoring, community patrols, and implementation of Village Land Use Plans and local by-laws, in partnership with conservation authorities and local government institutions.
The consultation process involved more than 300 participants (42% women) representing national and local government institutions, conservation agencies, community-based organizations, village institutions, women and youth groups, pastoralists, farmers, private sector operators, civil society organizations and development partners across the Greater Ruaha–Katavi Landscape. Stakeholders  consulted during the PPG identified several key concerns that informed project design (details presented in the SESP-Annex J). The consultations highlighted five priority areas that shaped project design:
a) Strengthening inclusive landscape governance and community-based natural resource management. 
b) Improving human–wildlife coexistence through integrated land-use planning and conflict mitigation. 
c) Expanding equitable benefit-sharing and wildlife-compatible livelihood opportunities, particularly for women and youth. 
d) Building institutional capacity for biodiversity monitoring, community patrols and enforcement of Village Land Use Plans and local by-laws. 
e) Establishing long-term partnerships and sustainable financing mechanisms to maintain wildlife corridor connectivity and community stewardship beyond the life of the project.
Local communities are concerned about crop and livestock losses caused by wildlife, unequal distribution of conservation benefits, and limited participation in decision-making processes. Local government authorities highlighted limited financial and technical capacity, overlapping institutional mandates, and concerns regarding long-term sustainability after project closure. Wasukuma Pastoralists common in transition zones between wetlands, village lands, and forests; mobility across districts and villages expressed concerns over grazing restrictions, land conflicts, drought impacts, and potential displacement from traditional grazing areas. Women and youth emphasized exclusion from economic opportunities and governance spaces, heavy household workloads, and limited access to finance and training. Community-based organizations also raised concerns regarding limited operational resources, inadequate equipment and safety support, and the sustainability of conservation initiatives beyond external project funding. These stakeholders will be engaged throughout project implementation, monitoring and evaluation through direct involvement in the implementation of activities, regular information sharing to timely update stakeholders on project progress; multi-level consultation forums, including meetings of projects technical committee, project steering committee, reports of monitoring visits; community engagement platforms; traditional and modern communication channels (e.g. community radios, distribution of printed materials in appropriate languages). The project will adopt a gender-responsive and inclusive stakeholder engagement by eliminating barriers to participation and ensure that women, youth, persons with disability and ethnic minorities are not excluded from decision-making processes.

Table: Summary of Stakeholder Consultations and Influence on Project Design
	
Stakeholder Category
	
Key Issues Raised
	
How Reflected in Project Design

	National Government (MNRT, TAWA, TANAPA, TFS, TAWIRI, VPO-DoE, PO-RALG)
	Landscape governance, inter-agency coordination, wildlife corridor management, biodiversity monitoring
	Outputs 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.3 and 1.2.3 strengthened to establish governance platforms, financing strategy and joint monitoring.

	Regional & District Local Government Authorities
	Capacity gaps, implementation of Village Land Use Plans, enforcement, coordination
	Capacity building and joint implementation are integrated under Outputs 1.1.1 and 1.2.2.

	Village Governments, VNRCs & JVLFR Committees
	Community governance, by-law enforcement, benefit sharing, community patrols
	Strengthened community governance and implementation of Joint Landscape Action Plans (Outputs 1.1.1, 1.2.1 and 1.2.2).

	Community-Based Organizations (3 CBOs)
	Institutional sustainability, operational financing, technical support
	Functional gender-inclusive CBOs and landscape partnerships integrated under Outcome 1.1.

	Women and Female-headed Households
	Access to finance, decision-making, livelihoods, benefit sharing
	Gender-responsive livelihoods and leadership incorporated under Outputs 2.2.1 and 3.1.1.

	Youth Groups
	Employment, entrepreneurship, conservation skills
	Nature-positive enterprises and youth participation integrated under Outputs 2.2.1 and 3.1.2.

	Pastoralists (including seasonal Wasukuma)
	Grazing access, water, livestock predation, land-use conflicts
	Holistic rangeland management and HWC mitigation incorporated under Outputs 1.2.1 and 2.2.2.

	Agro-pastoralists & Smallholder Farmers
	Human–wildlife conflict, climate-smart agriculture, land tenure
	Climate-smart livelihoods and integrated land-use planning under Outputs 1.2.1 and 2.2.1.

	Forest-dependent Groups (Beekeepers, Mushroom Collectors, Traditional Healers)
	Sustainable harvesting, market access, value addition
	Sustainable value chains and biodiversity-friendly enterprises under Output 2.2.1.

	Private Sector (Tourism, Hunting Concessionaires, Honey Enterprise)
	Investment opportunities, benefit sharing, partnerships
	Community-private sector partnerships incorporated under Output 2.1.2.

	NGOs and Conservation Partners (WCS, ADAP, Lion Landscapes)
	Sustainability of previous investments, monitoring, technical support
	Partnerships and knowledge management strengthened under Outputs 1.1.3 and 3.1.3.

	Development Partners (UNDP, GEF OFP)
	Sustainability, safeguards, monitoring and learning
	Safeguards, M&E, knowledge management and adaptive management strengthened across all components.



A detailed overview of project stakeholders and their roles is presented in the Stakeholder Engagement Plan (Annex 8). In summary the stakeholder engagement plan entails:

1. An elaborated strategic approach to stakeholder engagement and participation during project implementation includes:
a) Regular information sharing. Stakeholders will receive timely updates on project activities, progress, and results through community meetings, workshops, phone calls, emails, and other communication channels. These mechanisms will also provide opportunities for feedback and discussion of implementation plans.
b) Multilevel coordination platforms. Regional and district-level multi-stakeholder platforms will be established to facilitate dialogue, information exchange, and coordinated action among government agencies, conservation authorities, NGOs, CBOs, CSOs, private sector actors, and local communities involved in wildlife corridor conservation.
c) Inclusive participation and consultation. The project will promote participatory decision-making through regular community meetings, awareness campaigns, consultations on livelihoods and conservation interventions, and joint planning activities. Special measures, including targeted consultations, local-language communication, and gender-balanced representation, will ensure the effective participation of women, youth, pastoralists, persons with disabilities, and other vulnerable groups.
d) Information disclosure and communication. Project information, including objectives, activities, progress, and monitoring results, will be disseminated through village assemblies, workshops, reports, noticeboards, community radio, mobile phone messaging, religious institutions, public address systems, and printed materials in appropriate languages.
e) Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM). A transparent and accessible GRM will enable stakeholders to raise concerns and complaints throughout the project cycle. Multiple entry points for grievance submission will be provided, with clear procedures for registration, resolution, escalation, and feedback, while ensuring confidentiality and protection from retaliation.
f) Participatory monitoring, evaluation and learning. Stakeholders will actively participate in monitoring and evaluating project performance through community-based monitoring, field visits, feedback forums, annual review workshops, and joint learning events. Stakeholder feedback and monitoring findings will inform adaptive management and continuous improvement of project interventions.
g) Field-based feedback and community engagement. Regular site visits, focus group discussions, individual consultations, village assemblies, and committee meetings will provide opportunities for ongoing dialogue and feedback. Community leaders and CBO representatives will help communicate local priorities and concerns to project management.
h) Engagement of political leadership and external stakeholders. Regional and local political leaders will be engaged through project launches, field visits, and review meetings. Project representatives will also participate in relevant national and international forums to share lessons, gather external perspectives, and strengthen partnerships.
i) Documentation and reporting. All stakeholder engagement activities, feedback received, grievances raised, and actions taken will be systematically documented and reported. Stakeholders will be regularly informed of how their inputs have influenced project decisions and implementation.

2. Gender-Responsive and Inclusive Stakeholder Engagement. To ensure that engagement processes are inclusive and equitable, particularly for women and youth, the project will adopt the following measures:
a) Ensure Gender Representation. All consultations will be gender-responsive, with proactive inclusion of women’s groups, national women’s machineries, youth organizations, and indigenous women leaders. The UNDP Checklist for Gender-Responsive and Socially Inclusive Consultations will guide implementation and monitoring.
b) Partner with Women’s and Community-Based Organizations. Local women’s organizations and community groups will be directly involved in shaping culturally appropriate consultation strategies. Their leadership will support inclusive facilitation, increase participation of underrepresented voices, and improve ownership of outcomes.


c) To support effective and inclusive engagement, communication will be adapted to fit the local context and foster trust and confidence. All meetings will be conducted in Swahili, and where needed, translation into local tribal languages will be provided by members of the respective communities. Discussions at the community level will be facilitated by community representatives and district government officials, ensuring cultural sensitivity and promoting local ownership.
d) Adequate time and flexibility will be provided to accommodate the participation of all targeted groups, including individuals with disabilities and those from remote areas. Attention will be paid to eliminating barriers to participation that may arise due to disability, gender identity, economic activity, religion, or ethnicity. This inclusive approach is intended to prevent the exclusion of key community members from the planning and decision-making processes.
e) In all meetings which will be conducted, sex disaggregated registration of participants will be undertaken, and a community engagement register will be maintained and updated regularly to track participation and ensure accountability. Additionally, feedback mechanisms will be developed to guarantee that women and other relevant groups such as minorities, the elderly, youth, and other marginalized populations are not only included in consultations but also benefit from the project and remain informed about its progress.
Stakeholder engagement is guided by the Stakeholder Engagement Plan (Annex 8), Social and Environmental Standards (SES) and the Gender Action Plan (PRODOC Annex 10), ensuring both cross-cutting and targeted interventions that promote equity and meaningful participation. The approach is informed by UNDP’s commitment to ‘leave no one behind’, which recognizes and addresses the intersectionality of vulnerabilities considering the overlapping effects of geography, discrimination, shocks and fragility, governance gaps, and socio-economic deprivation. This ensures that stakeholder engagement is inclusive, responsive, and prioritizes those most at risk of being marginalized or excluded.
South-South and Triangular Cooperation (SSC/TrC): The project will leverage South-South and Triangular Cooperation (SSC/TrC) to strengthen knowledge exchange, capacity development, and innovation for the protection of wildlife corridors, development of wildlife economy, equitable sharing of revenue from the sustainable use of wildlife, strengthening stakeholder partnerships for conservation and development of sustainable nature-based livelihoods, and sustainable use and restoration of rangelands. SSC/TrC will provide opportunities for Tanzania to both learn from and share experiences with other countries facing similar ecosystem management challenges, thereby promoting replication and scaling up of good practices. 

South-South Cooperation: In addition, to bring the voice of Tanzania to global and regional fora, the project will explore opportunities for meaningful participation in specific events where UNDP could support engagement with the global development discourse on wildlife management (e.g. Global Wildlife Programme), natural resource governance and nature-based livelihoods. The project will facilitate exchange of knowledge, technologies, and practices with countries in Africa and beyond that are managing wildlife, while also taking into account the needs of people and livestock. This includes:
· Herding for Health (H4H). Tanzania, in particular the GR-KL, could benefit by the experience of several protected areas in southern Africa implementing the H4H model to accommodate the needs of wildlife conservation, people and livestock. Positive results in protecting natural habitats from degradation due to overgrazing, restoring rangelands, protecting livestock from predation by wild carnivores and improving household income have been documented in the Greater Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area (Mozambique, South Africa and Zimbabwe), Botswana and Namibia.
· Wildlife-based economy and other nature-based livelihoods: Exchanging experiences with Mozambique, Zambia, Zimbabwe and Malawi, on community-private sector in sustainable hunting and revenue sharing, community-based natural resource management (CBNRM), mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts, beekeeping and mushroom value chains.



Triangular Cooperation: The project will draw on partnerships with UNDP, GEF agencies, and technical partners to channel expertise and resources. This includes:
· Knowledge platforms: Using GEF IW: LEARN, GBFF knowledge portals, and UNDP’s Nature Pledge platforms such as Africa Solutions Platform, the UN South-South Galaxy knowledge sharing platform and PANORAMA[footnoteRef:15] to document and disseminate project lessons. [15:  https://panorama.solutions/en   ] 

· Technology transfer: Engaging with international research institutions and conservation institutions (e.g. World Research Institute) and conservation institution (e.g. Peace Park Foundation and Conservation International) to introduce innovations and good practices in wildlife management, sustainable use and restoration of rangelands and engagement of community members in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts and development of nature-based livelihoods.
· Capacity building: Collaborating with regional centers of excellence (e.g., SADC Centre for Biodiversity, African Union’s Great Green Wall Initiative; CBD Technical and Scientific Cooperation Centers in EAC and SADC) for training, policy alignment, and technical support.
Tanzania is already known globally for its success in wildlife management and nature-based tourism. The investments in south-south and triangular cooperation will strengthen institutional capacities, enhance policy alignment, and cement Tanzania as a leader in wildlife management, including the its sustainable use to benefit people, contributing to the Kunming–Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework vision of living in harmony with nature.

Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment: Women and men play distinct and complementary roles in the GR-KL. Women are primarily responsible for collecting water, firewood, and non-timber products (e.g. mushroom picking, processing and trade) and small-scale farming. Men dominate higher income activities such as timber and charcoal production.
Despite their high dependence on natural resources for household and income security, women face barriers to land tenure, credit, decision-making, and leadership roles in community governance structures. Gender analysis conducted during the project preparation revealed unequal access to and control over natural resources, land tenure, and decision-making structures. 
Enhancing women’s land tenure security, improving access to safe and reliable water sources, and supporting women-led economic activities are critical pathways to empowerment. Such measures strengthen women but also contribute to broader community development, fostering improved health, education, and economic outcomes across generations. A Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) and Gender Action Plan (GAP) has been prepared to provide for a structured engagement with all the project stakeholders and particularly women. Stakeholder engagement should be sustained throughout the project cycle. The PMU will include two part-time Community Liaison Officers who work in coordination with the Social and Environmental Safeguards Officer to oversee (and update as needed) the implementation of the SEP and GAP, ensure accessibility and functionality of the Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) and provide ongoing technical and capacity development support to community members in the nine villages.
The project will address these gender gaps and empower women and youth by:
a) Strengthening leadership and decision-making. The project proposes to increase the participation of women and youth in natural resource governance by introducing a minimum target of 40% women in landscape governance bodies and VNRCs. It will also provide leadership and governance training for women, youth, and pastoralist representatives, while supporting the establishment and strengthening of women’s and youth groups to ensure their voices are represented in decision-making processes.
b) Targeted capacity building. The project includes a range of capacity-development activities designed to strengthen the skills and influence of women and youth. These include training in leadership, conservation, monitoring, and data collection, as well as opportunities to serve as community monitors, conservation champions, and participants in national and international knowledge-sharing platforms.
c) Economic empowerment and livelihoods. The project will promote economic empowerment through business incubation programmes for women and youth, support for women-led enterprises, and improved access to finance. It will also provide start-up grants for activities such as beekeeping, chili production, mushrooms, and other nature-based enterprises, complemented by market linkages and climate-resilient livelihood training to enhance income generation and economic resilience.
d) Inclusive participation and consultation. To ensure meaningful engagement, the project will adopt gender-responsive and culturally appropriate consultation approaches, including separate focus group discussions for women and youth. It will also establish safe and confidential grievance mechanisms and ensure that women and youth are actively involved in project consultations, monitoring activities, and stakeholder review processes.
e) Address structural barriers: the project seeks to address underlying barriers that limit the participation and benefits received by women and youth. Measures include promoting equitable benefit-sharing from conservation initiatives, supporting women’s participation in community patrols, CBO leadership, grazing committees, and rangeland planning, and introducing labour-saving solutions for water and pasture management. Additional support will be provided through awareness-raising on land rights, financial literacy training, and the strengthening of savings groups.
f) Gender mainstreaming and institutional strengthening. The project will support government institutions and partners to adopt gender-responsive policies and practices, apply sex-disaggregated indicators, and integrate gender considerations across project implementation, monitoring, and reporting.
Gender-Balanced Stakeholder Engagement: The project promotes gender-balanced stakeholder engagement to enhance inclusivity and equity in decision-making processes. Given the diversity of stakeholders involved, including MNRT, TAWA, TFS, LGAs, and local communities, gender considerations will be integrated across relevant project activities and outputs to improve effectiveness and sustainability. Training, consultations, and participatory processes will be designed to address gender dynamics and ensure that women and men can contribute meaningfully to planning, implementation, and decision-making.

Gender-responsive training: Components 1 and 2 will deliver targeted capacity-building activities to strengthen stakeholders’ ability to integrate gender-responsive approaches into project implementation. Training will be tailored for staff from partner institutions and local communities, focusing on identifying and addressing gender-specific challenges and barriers. The training will recognize that women and men, including female members of VFGs, VGSs, and rangers from TAWA and TFS, may experience different operational constraints and opportunities. These perspectives will be incorporated into training and decision-making processes to ensure equitable representation of community needs. In addition, the project will apply culturally appropriate measures to promote the inclusion of vulnerable and marginalized groups and reduce the risk of exclusion and elite capture identified during the PPG process.

Participatory activities: Components 1 and 2 include meetings, consultations, and community engagement processes designed to ensure the active and equitable participation of women and men. Activities will be organized at accessible times, locations, and formats, with facilitators addressing power imbalances and providing additional support where needed, particularly for women at the community level. Where cultural or practical barriers limit participation, separate consultations for women and men will be conducted. The formation of committees and groups will follow representation guidelines to ensure women have equitable opportunities to participate in leadership and decision-making.

Monitoring Gender Results: The Gender Action Plan (Annex 10) provides concrete measures, indicators, and responsibilities to operationalize gender equality and women’s empowerment across all components. Monitoring will include:
· Sex- and age-disaggregated data on project beneficiaries.
· Indicators on women’s leadership in governance structures.
· Tracking women’s access to and benefits from alternative livelihoods.
· Assessment of changes in women’s participation, and decision-making power.

By mainstreaming gender across all components and tracking sex-disaggregated results, the project will reduce inequalities, increase women’s leadership in wildlife corridor governance, and enhance the resilience of women-headed households and vulnerable groups. In doing so, it directly contributes to SDG 5 and UNDP’s Gender Equality Strategy.

Knowledge Management 
The project will establish a comprehensive knowledge management system to support wildlife corridor conservation through systematic generation, analysis, and dissemination of ecological and socioeconomic information. Data collected through surveys, monitoring systems, and assessments will be analyzed using spatial and statistical tools to develop integrated databases and produce reports, maps, policy briefs, and other knowledge products. These outputs will be shared through stakeholder workshops, learning events, and digital platforms to inform evidence-based decision-making, strengthen adaptive management, and promote the uptake and replication of successful approaches.
To facilitate learning, policy influence, and scaling up, the project will develop a range of knowledge products documenting lessons learned, best practices, and innovative solutions. These products will be gender-responsive, culturally appropriate, and accessible to diverse stakeholder groups at local, national, regional, and global levels. Key knowledge products will include:
1. Integrated Landscape Management Strategy and Action Plan – developed through participatory processes, serving as a practical model for the governance, conservation and restoration of wildlife corridors across Tanzania and Africa.
2. A long-term landscape financing strategy and investment plan – outlining investment priorities, implementation arrangements, financing pipelines, partnership approaches, and measurable indicators for tracking financial mobilization in support to the conservation and restoration of wildlife corridors
3. Case Studies and Good Practice Notes – documenting successful community-based conservation and livelihood interventions (e.g., beekeeping, mushroom, climate smart agriculture, sustainable livestock production, hunting tourism), with attention to gender-differentiated outcomes.
4. Policy Briefs – synthesizing project results and recommendations for integration into national development plans, the NBSAP, and global biodiversity frameworks.
5. Multimedia Products – short videos, photo essays, and participatory storytelling capturing community voices and project impacts for awareness-raising and advocacy.

Innovativeness, Sustainability and Potential for Scaling Up
To ensure long-term impact, the project will implement a robust sustainability and exit strategy anchored in strong institutional ownership and multi-stakeholder collaboration. The MNRT has been designated as the Implementing Entity, reflecting its central role in managing over 80% of the GR-KL through its affiliated agencies, including TAWA, TANAPA, and TFS. The strategy will strengthen the institutional and technical capacities of conservation agencies, local government authorities, community-based organizations, and other key stakeholders, while establishing and operationalizing multi-stakeholder platforms for coordinated decision-making on wildlife corridor conservation. Particular emphasis will be placed on improving governance, promoting women’s participation and leadership, enhancing community stewardship of natural resources, and supporting sustainable nature-based livelihoods. By fostering local ownership, inclusive governance, and sustainable financing opportunities, the project will build the capacity and commitment needed to sustain and scale up wildlife corridor conservation efforts beyond the project’s lifetime.
Innovativeness: The project adopts an integrated landscape management approach supported by multi-stakeholder dialogue platforms, shifting wildlife corridor conservation from fragmented interventions to coordinated planning, implementation, monitoring, and adaptive management. Key innovations include: (i) assessing the economic benefits of wildlife and other natural resources to strengthen the evidence base and economic rationale for conservation; (ii) piloting transparent and equitable wildlife benefit-sharing mechanisms; (iii) introducing the Herding for Health model to improve rangeland management and reduce overgrazing in wildlife corridors; (iv) scaling up digitally enabled community-based monitoring systems, such as SMART, to support real-time tracking of biodiversity, threats, and gender-disaggregated socio-economic outcomes; and (v) promoting gender-responsive and youth-inclusive green livelihoods by linking women and youth groups to sustainable value chains, finance, and markets. In addition, by strengthening land tenure security, the project will create an enabling environment for future investments in innovative nature-based financing mechanisms, including carbon markets, generating sustainable incentives for long-term conservation.
Sustainability: The project is designed to deliver lasting benefits beyond its implementation period by: (i) strengthening partnerships among regional and local institutions for coordinated planning, implementation, and monitoring of wildlife corridor conservation interventions; (ii) enhancing community ownership through capacity building of community-based organizations to conduct patrols, biodiversity monitoring, and awareness-raising activities; (iii) promoting financial sustainability through diversified income streams from wildlife and other nature-based enterprises; (iv) institutionalizing the meaningful participation of women and youth in decision-making processes related to wildlife corridor management; and (v) engaging the private sector in biodiversity-friendly value chains that support conservation objectives while creating resilient and sustainable economic opportunities.
Potential for Scaling Up: The project’s integrated landscape management approach is highly replicable and can be adapted to other wildlife corridors in Tanzania and across Africa facing similar pressures from livestock encroachment, agricultural expansion, and settlement growth. Lessons and best practices generated in the GR-KL will inform the implementation of the Tanzania Wildlife Corridor Assessment, Prioritization, and Action Plan (2022–2026) and support improved management of other priority corridors. The project will also promote South–South and Triangular Cooperation, facilitating knowledge exchange with countries facing comparable conservation challenges. Experiences, lessons learned, case studies, and policy recommendations will be documented and shared through national, regional, and global knowledge platforms, contributing to broader biodiversity conservation efforts and implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity.
By fostering strong partnerships among national and local government institutions, village councils, CBOs, NGOs, the private sector, and resource user groups, including women and youth, the project will establish a durable foundation for the long-term conservation and restoration of the northern and southern wildlife corridors in the GR-KL, ensuring that ecological and socio-economic benefits are sustained well beyond the project’s lifetime.
Digital Solutions[footnoteRef:16]: The project will strategically apply digital technologies to enhance efficiency, inclusivity, and transparency in wildlife management, while improving the experiences of target beneficiaries and partners. Digital solutions will serve as enablers of both conservation outcomes and livelihood improvements. Key Applications include:  i) Community-based digital monitoring systems which include deployment of mobile applications and digital data collection tools to empower communities, including women and youth, to monitor biodiversity, land use, and ecosystem health in real time; use of geo-referenced tools (e.g., drones, GPS-enabled tablets) to capture spatial data to inform patrolling and adaptive management of wildlife corridors; ii) Digital knowledge platforms which include establishment of an online platform for stakeholders to exchange knowledge, share case studies, and access policy briefs, lessons learned, and best practices; iii) Livelihood and market access by supporting women’s cooperatives and youth groups to use digital tools for financial inclusion (mobile banking, e-wallets) and to access markets for green products (e.g., honey, mushroom, agriculture, livestock) including development of digital value chain linkages that connect producers to buyers, use digital storytelling (short videos, social media campaigns, participatory mapping) to amplify community voices, increase awareness of wildlife values, and promote behavioral change, and provide e-learning modules and blended training for community leaders, CBO leaders, and institutions on sustainable wildlife management, gender mainstreaming, and climate resilience. [16:  Please see the Guideline “Embedding Digital in Project Design”.] 

Benefits for Beneficiaries and Partners:  Easier access to real-time data, early warning information, financial services, and markets, enhancing resilience and reducing vulnerability; improved transparency, accountability, and enforcement through digital monitoring and reporting systems; enhanced evidence-based decision-making supported by reliable, gender-disaggregated data and ecosystem valuation tools; private sector opportunities for collaboration in technology solutions and sustainable supply chains.
By applying digital solutions, the project will directly address barriers such as weak monitoring, limited enforcement, poor knowledge management, and restricted market access. Digital innovations will empower beneficiaries, improve service delivery, strengthen governance, and ensure that conservation and livelihood benefits are inclusive, equitable, and scalable.
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Cost Efficiency and Effectiveness
The project has been designed to maximize impact and ensure value for money through an integrated and cost-effective approach. It addresses multiple drivers of wildlife corridor degradation simultaneously by strengthening partnerships and coordination, building the capacity of CBOs to improve natural resource governance, training and equipping VFGs for patrols and biodiversity monitoring, supporting wildlife-based enterprises to increase revenues from wildlife resources, promoting diversified wildlife-compatible livelihood opportunities, and establishing transparent and equitable benefit-sharing mechanisms. By generating synergies across biodiversity, climate change, and land degradation focal areas, the project delivers broader and more sustainable outcomes at a lower overall cost than isolated interventions.
The project design is informed by key lessons from previous investments. These include the importance of inclusive and participatory land-use planning for achieving long-term conservation outcomes, sustained investment in local governance and institutional capacity to enhance sustainability, and the provision of tangible livelihood benefits to maintain community support for conservation. The project also recognizes the critical role of social safeguards, transparency, and effective grievance mechanisms in reducing conflicts, strengthening stakeholder trust, and promoting equitable participation.
The project is grounded in a thorough understanding of the ecological and socioeconomic drivers of wildlife corridor degradation and the consequences of inaction. Its objectives are closely aligned with the environmental and socioeconomic challenges it seeks to address. The proposed interventions focus on strengthening stakeholder capacities, particularly those of CBOs, to actively participate in multi-stakeholder partnerships, foster local ownership of project activities and outcomes, and establish a strong foundation for long-term sustainability.

Key cost-efficient measures include: i) Leveraging co-financing: substantial cash and in-kind contributions from MNRT, local government authorities, communities, ONGs (e.g. WCS, ADAP, etc.) and private-sector partners (e.g. honey value chain actors and hunting tourism operators) will reduce dependence on GEF resources; ii) Community-based implementation: engaging local communities and utilizing existing governance structures (e.g. VNRC) will facilitate cost-effective delivery, strengthen long-term ownership, and reduce future enforcement costs; iii) Use of digital tools: digital monitoring systems (e.g. SMART systems), mobile applications, and e-learning platforms will improve data collection efficiency, and support timely decision-making; iv) Partnerships and synergies: alignment with national strategies and policies (NBSAP, FYDP-III, Wildlife Policy and Strategy, and Wildlife Corridor Prioritization and Action Plan), together with collaboration with NGOs, bilateral partners, and regional initiatives, will minimize duplication and promote resource sharing.
The project will be implemented in close coordination with ongoing projects (Table 5). Existing government structures and personnel will be utilized to support project delivery, while additional technical expertise and resources will be mobilized through collaboration with project stakeholders. Staff and equipment expenditures will be kept to a minimum to maximize investments in interventions that generate tangible environmental and socioeconomic benefits. The selection of service providers will be based on qualifications, technical expertise, and financial competitiveness to ensure high-quality services at the best value. Economy-class air travel and cost-effective road transport options will be used, and suitable accommodation will be provided to ensure both staff safety and prudent use of project resources.

	
Effectiveness measures: The project is designed to address key systemic barriers, including weak stakeholder coordination, limited community-level governance capacity, low economic returns from wildlife conservation, inadequate livelihood diversification, and insufficient financing, thereby maximizing results relative to investment. The Results Framework incorporates measurable GEF Core Indicators to ensure that project outputs contribute to sustained global environmental benefits. Gender equality, stakeholder engagement, and knowledge management are mainstreamed across all project components, enhancing effectiveness through inclusive participation, strengthened ownership, and wider adoption of project results. The project’s financial sustainability strategy will help ensure that benefits achieved during implementation are sustained and scaled up beyond the project period. Throughout implementation, the project will apply standard cost-effectiveness measures required for GEF-funded projects to optimize the use of available resources and maximize impact. The recruitment of third-party consultants will follow transparent, competitive, and merit-based procedures in accordance with UNDP standards.

Project Management
The project will be operationalized in the GR-KL in central and western Tanzania. Activities will be concentrated in the southern and northern wildlife corridors located in the Chunya district (Mbeya region), Itigi district (Singida region) and Sikonge district (Tabora region). These corridors face progressive degradation due to the encroachment of livestock grazing, settlements, farming and unsustainable use of forest resources, which might result in loss of connectivity among protected areas in the landscape.
The PMU will be housed at the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism in DODOMA. The PMU will handle strategic oversight, coordination with UNDP, liaison with national institutions and donors, provide operational support for field implementation, monitoring, and community engagement, in close collaboration with TAWA and TFS regional offices in Iringa, Mbeya, Tabora and Singida. Operations support will be shared with MNRT and local government authorities to maximize cost-efficiency and build institutional capacity. 
The project will closely coordinate with ongoing initiatives in Tanzania and the wider region to ensure complementarity, avoid duplication, and enhance synergies. Key collaborations will include complementary projects in biodiversity, land restoration, and climate resilience, including the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund portfolio and other GEF financed projects in the country including GEF-8 Integrated Programs. Oversight and assurance activities for the project will be integrated with other UNDP supported initiatives as part of country wide portfolio approach in delivery of the country programme to synergies and leverage on experience of other projects while reducing overlaps and duplication of effort. 
By combining efficient delivery mechanisms, leveraging co-financing, embedding sustainability measures, and aligning with national and global priorities, the project ensures that every dollar invested delivers maximum environmental and socio-economic returns.
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	Contribution to the Sustainable Development Goal (s): list relevant SDG(s) SDG 1 No Poverty; SDG 2 Zero Hunger; SDG 5 Gender Equity; SDG 8 Decent Work and Economic Growth; SDG 10 Reduced inequalities; SDG 13 Climate Action; SDG 15 Life on Land; SDG 17 Partnerships for the goals

	Intended Outcome as stated in the UNSDCF/Tanzania Program Results and Resource Framework: Annex I of the United Nations Framework for Cooperation on Sustainable Development in Tanzania (UNFCSD 2022-2027): Outcome 3: By 2027, people in the United Republic of Tanzania, especially the most vulnerable, contribute to and benefit from more inclusive and gender-responsive management of natural resources, climate change resilience, disaster risk reduction and increased use of efficient renewable energy.

	Applicable Output(s) from the UNDP Strategic Plan (2026 – 2029): UNDP strategic objectives on securing a healthy planet for sustainable development and UNDP Country Program Document (CPD 2022-2027) programme priority on planet: environmental sustainability, climate change and resilience

	[*] Gender responsive indicators and targets: Refer to Annex I-Gender Analysis and Action Plan



	Project title and Quantum Project Number: Sustainable Wildlife Management and Resilient Communities in the Greater Ruaha-Katavi Landscape of Tanzania, PIMS # 9788


 
	Objective and Outcome Indicators
	Data Source
	Baseline (2026)
	Mid-term Target (2028)
	End of Project Target (2030)
	Data Collection Methods
	Risks/Assumptions
 
	
	
	
	

	Project Objective:
	OBJECTIVE: To promote effective community-level natural resource management and human–wildlife coexistence to ensure long-term sustainability in the Greater Ruaha–Katavi Landscape
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 1 (Mandatory GEF Core Indicator 11): Number of direct project beneficiaries disaggregated by gender (individual people) with at least 50% women.
	Stakeholder consultations
 
PIR
LGA and CBO records
	
0


	39,298 beneficiaries reached, at least 50% are women


	99,246 direct beneficiaries reached, at least 50% are women

	Annual registration of beneficiaries
PIR and other M&E activities



	Low adoption of livelihood activities, limited private sector investment in wildlife-based enterprises
Assumptions:



	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 2 (Mandatory GEF Core Indicator 4): Area of landscapes under improved practices (excluding protected areas) (Hectares)
	PIR; CBO/JVLFR management records; LGA/TAWA/TFS verification; GIS boundary data.
	Three JVLFRs (277,666 ha) and village lands (277,981 ha) have management gaps and human-activity encroachment risks; baseline area confirmed by GIS.
	277,666 ha with updated management plans to guide improved management and community patrol/monitoring records.
	555,647 ha under improved management
	GIS overlay; management-plan development or review; field verification; CBO annual narrative and patrol reports.


	
 CBOs retain mandate/resources; enforcement partners cooperate; encroachment pressure does not exceed project response.
	
	
	
	
	

	Project component 
	Component 1) Strengthening capacities and partnerships for human-wildlife coexistence and biodiversity conservation in the GRKL
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 1.1. Effective and inclusive landscape partnerships established in the GRKL, strengthening a thriving human-nature relationship 
	Indicator 3: Number of gender-inclusive multi-stakeholder platforms functioning effectively, with members (disaggregated by sex) reporting meaningful participation in decision-making


	TAWA/LGA/CBO records; signed ToR/MoU; platform minutes; PIR.
	 0 formal landscape-level, gender-inclusive coordination platform operational
	1 landscape platform established, with agreed ToR and at least 50% participation of women, youth and at least 50% of members reporting effective participation 
	Platform functioning with at least two meetings annually, with at least 70% of members reporting effective participation 
	Review signed agreements, meeting minutes, attendance lists and annual workplan follow-up actions.
	Assumptions:
1)Key stakeholders, including women’s groups, local communities, LGAs, regional governments, protected areas, TAWA, TFS, TAWIRI, TANAPA, NGOs and CBOs and private sector are willing to collaborate in the conservation of wildlife corridors


Core stakeholders (women’s groups, local communities, LGAs, regional governments, protected areas, TAWA, TFS, TAWIRI, TANAPA, NGOs and CBOs and private sector) continue to participate and institutions recognize the platform as a legitimate coordination mechanism.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 4: Number of functional, gender-inclusive CBOs demonstrating meaningful participation of women and youth (at least 50%) in natural resource governance




	PIR; CBO constitutions; membership/leadership records; annual workplans and budgets.














	Two CBOs active in northern corridor, but operations constrained by limited financing and technical capacity, 20-25% women representation.









	Two CBOs resourced and implementing approved annual natural resource governance workplans, at least 40% of women and youth in composition and leadership and reporting meaningful participation in decision-making



	Three CBOs resourced and implementing approved annual natural resource governance workplans, at least 50% of women and youth in composition and leadership and reporting meaningful participation in decision-making






	Annual CBO capacity review; governance audit; minutes, budgets and membership verification.











	
 CBO leadership remains legitimate; women and youth participation is accepted; financing is available on time.













	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 5: Percentage of formal multi-stakeholder conservation and resilience partnerships that are operational and implementing agreed joint work plans across the GRKL.
	A formal agreement (MoU, Partnership Agreement or Terms of Reference) has been signed. 
A joint annual work plan has been approved. 
Project monitoring reports
	0
	50
	100
	Annual review of partnership agreements and work plans
• Document review of implementation reports and meeting minutes
• Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) with partner institutions
• Verification during joint field missions and supervision visits
	Participating institutions remain committed to collaborative landscape governance.
• Government policies continue to support inter-sectoral coordination and community-based conservation.
	
	
	
	
	

	Outputs to achieve Outcome 1.1
	Output 1.1.1. Formalized and functional multi-stakeholder partnerships for conservation and resilience established and operational in the GRKL landscape
Output 1.1.2.  A long-term landscape financing strategy and investment plan successfully developed and put into operation
	
	
	
	Output 1.1.1. Formalized and functional multi-stakeholder partnerships for conservation and resilience established and operational in the GRKL landscape
Output 1.1.2.  A long-term landscape financing strategy and investment plan successfully developed and put into operation

	Outcome 1.2) 
Integrated landscape management practices implemented in the 9 villages, resulting in reduced HWC, decreased habitat loss and improved livelihoods

	Indicator 6: Area (ha) of landscape under improved management to benefit biodiversity (Core indicator 4.1)



	 DC/LGA Natural Resources Office; TAWA/CBO field records; GIS/remote-sensing products.
	Limited adoption of sustainable agriculture, livestock and forestry practices in village lands (277,981 ha)
	138,991 ha of village land reached by improved management practices with evidence of implementation.
	277,981 ha of village land reached by sustainable practices and verified as contributing to biodiversity benefit.
	GIS area accounting; field spot checks; review of extension, patrol and community implementation records.
	Assumptions:
Farmers and livestock keepers adopt sustainable production practices; LGAs/CBOs enforce agreed land-use bylaws; climate shocks do not reverse restoration gains.
CBOs remain operational and provide records; capacity-building support and mentoring are delivered on time.




	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 7: Area (ha) of wildlife corridors under Other effective terrestrial area-based conservation measures (OECMs) supported by the project. (Core indicator 4.5)
	TAWA reports; LGA/DC Natural Resources Office; OECM/gazettement files; PIR.
	0% of wildlife corridors formally recognized as OECMs.
	OECM/gazettement request submitted with boundary, governance and management documentation.
	277,666 ha officially recognized or equivalently documented under OECM-compatible conservation governance.
	Document review; GIS boundary verification; authority confirmation; annual OECM progress tracking.
	
 Approval process proceeds on time; corridor governance and management arrangements meet recognition criteria.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 8: 
Capacity of Community Wildlife Corridor Management institutions as measured by the UNDP Capacity Score Card
	UNDP 
Capacity Score Card; CBO governance records; LGA/TAWA/TFS verification reports.




	Baseline to be determined in Year 1 using the same scorecard and domains.






.
	Baseline score improved by at least 20% and no critical domain remains below minimum functionality.






	Baseline score improved by at least 40% and CBOs demonstrate sustained functionality in governance, finance, patrol/monitoring and inclusion.



	Scorecard administered at baseline, MTR and EoP; evidence review; facilitated stakeholder validation.
	
 CBOs participate honestly; trained facilitators apply the tool consistently; capacity-building inputs are timely.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 9: % reduction of human-wildlife conflicts incidents reported annually
	Village HWC registers; LGA Natural Resources Office; TAWA problem-animal control reports.

	More than 100 elephant crop-damage incidents per village/year


	40% reduction, to fewer than 60 reported incidents per village/year.




	70% reduction, to fewer than 30 reported incidents per village/year.





	Standardized village HWC incident form; monthly aggregation by LGA; verification with TAWA/CBO reports.



	Community members consistently report incidents; response teams have capacity; drought/elephant movements do not cause exceptional spikes.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 10: Percentage reduction of illegal activities in target areas 
	TAWA/CBO patrol reports; standardized ground-survey records; enforcement incident logs.
	Baseline encounter rates: livestock 0.29 obs./km; traditional beehives 0.18 obs./km in JVFR surveys.
	40% reduction: livestock 0.17 obs./km; beehives 0.11 obs./km using comparable survey effort.
	70% reduction: livestock 0.08 obs./km; beehives 0.05 obs./km using comparable survey effort.
	Standardized patrol/ground survey transects; obs./km calculated using comparable effort annually.
.
	CBO/TAWA patrols continue; enforcement collaboration is maintained; access to survey routes remains possible.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 11: Green House Gas emissions mitigated in the AFOLU sector (Core Indicator 6) 
	GHG/AFOLU accounting model; remote-sensing land-cover data; IPCC/GEF emission factors; project carbon calculations.

	 0 MtCO2e mitigated at project start; ex-ante assumptions documented.
	At least 0.167MtCO₂e of cumulative direct GHG emissions reduced or sequestered the.
	0.42M tCo2eof cumulative direct GHG emissions reduced or sequestered
	Ex-ante and updated AFOLU GHG calculations; GIS land-cover change analysis; documentation of assumptions and emission factors.
	Land-cover change is attributable to project-supported practices; emission factors and carbon pools are agreed and auditable.
	
	
	
	
	

	Outputs to achieve Outcome 1.2
	Outputs 1.2.1. Joint landscape strategy and action plan for addressing key NR management challenges and ensuring equitable utilisation of natural resources and ecosystems in the GRKL developed
Output 1.2.2. CBOs in the 9 villages supported an2capacitated to jointly implement landscape action plan interventions that reduce HWC, poaching, and unsustainable harvesting and use of forest resources.
Output 1.2.3 A joint monitoring and reporting system established and operational to track, verify, and report progress against Joint Landscape Action Plan results ((including METT, capacity scorecards, etc.)  
	
	
	
	
	

	Project component 2
	Component 2: Wildlife Economy-Enhancing socio-economic benefits for sustainable natural resources management in the GRKL. 
 
 
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 2.1 Equitable and inclusive sharing of economic benefits, particularly for women and youth, realized through sustainable utilization of wildlife and other natural resources

	Indicator 12: Amount of revenue from wildlife-based activities shared with communities, disaggregate by source

 
	Project progress reports; audited community accounts; TAWA/operator payment records.
	Average USD 10,000 per village/year from TAWA and hunting blocks
	Average of at least USD 15,000 per village/year, with records disaggregated by source 
	Average of at least USD 25,000 per village/year, with transparent allocation to community priorities.
	Annual financial-record review; reconciliation with TAWA/operator records; community validation.
	
Revenue-generating activities continue and agreed benefit-sharing channels remain active.
	
	
	
	
	

	Outputs to achieve Outcome 2.1
	Output 2.1.1. Assessment of wildlife‑derived economic benefits in the GR–KL landscape completed and applied to inform the design and operationalization of a fair, equitable, and inclusive benefit‑sharing mechanisms for local communities
Output 2.1.2. Effective community-private sector partnerships to build sustainable wildlife economy such as concessions, Joint ventures, nature-positive agro-ecological production value chain investments established/supported.
established
Output 2.1.3 Transparent wildlife utilisation revenue sharing mechanisms operationalized in the landscapes.  
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 2.2 Increased household income from wildlife compatible livelihood strategies
	Indicator 13: Increase in household income from sustainable livelihood activities 


	LGA reports; household/livelihood survey; savings/enterprise records; PIR.
	Average household income from target livelihood activities TZS 200,000-300,000
	Average household income from target livelihood activities reaches TZS 400,000.
	Average household income from target livelihood activities reaches TZS 500,000.
	Baseline, MTR and EoP household survey; enterprise/savings records; sex/youth-disaggregated analysis.
	Markets for livelihood products remain accessible; households adopt wildlife-compatible enterprises; inflation does not erode income gains
	
	
	
	
	

	Outputs to achieve Outcome 2.2
	Output 2.2.1 Gender-sensitive alternative and diversified income-generating activities established, strengthened, and scaled up. 
Output 2.2.2 Holistic livestock and rangeland management practices that support agro-pastoral livelihoods and rangeland restoration implemented.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Component 3) Knowledge management, gender mainstreaming and safeguards compliance.

	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 3.1 Lessons learned, and gender mainstreaming are documented and shared to promote community-based management of wildlife corridors nationally and internationally
	Indicator 14: 
Percentage of institutions adopting documented best practices
	Project M&E reports


Project M&E reports; knowledge products; meeting/forum records; online platform analytics.
	To be determined in year 1
	At least 50% of institutions adopt best practices of natural resource governance, benefit sharing, gender inclusion and E&S safeguards
	 At least 70% of institutions adopt best practices of natural resource governance, benefit sharing, gender inclusion and E&S safeguards
	Review knowledge products, presentations, attendance records and platform submissions.
	Stakeholders are willing to share lessons and project teams allocate time for documentation.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Indicator 15: Percentage of project interventions implementing E&S in accordance with approved management plans, GRM, and monitoring requirements.
	

Project M&E reports

	
0%
	
70% of project interventions implementing E&S
	
100% of project interventions implementing E&S
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outputs to achieve Outcome
	Output 3.1.1. Gender-inclusive multi-stakeholder knowledge management platform/forum established and operational. 
Output 3.1.2 A gender-sensitive outreach and training program to promote human-wildlife co-existence and improved ecosystem management approaches implemented
Output 3.1.3 Effective participation and contribution to wildlife conservation knowledge platforms at national and global levels such as PANORAMA and the Global Wildlife Program.
Output 3.1.4 Project-level safeguards & risk management measures developed, implemented and monitored
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outputs to achieve Outcome
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E)
	
	
	
	

	Results and impact of interventions tracked, analyzed and documented through robust M&E tools and systems.

	Indicator 16: Satisfactory rating for Development Objective and Implementation Progress at PIR, MTR and TE in line with UNDP/GEF criteria.
	PIR; independent MTR and TE reports; annual workplan and risk-management records.
	 0 rating at project start; first formal rating established through PIR/MTR process.
	Implementation Progress and Development Objective rated at least Moderately Satisfactory at MTR.
	Implementation Progress and Development Objective rated Satisfactory at TE.
	Annual PIR review; MTR/TE assessment; management-response and adaptive-management tracking.
	Start-up delays are managed and adaptive management actions are implemented on time.
	
	
	
	
	

	Outputs 
	Output: High quality annual PIRs, MTR and TE reports produced timely to inform adaptive management decisions.
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VII. [bookmark: _Toc220023568]Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plan
Project-level monitoring and evaluation will be undertaken in compliance with UNDP requirements as outlined in the UNDP POPP (including guidance on GEF project revisions) and UNDP Evaluation Policy. The UNDP Country Office is responsible for ensuring full compliance with all UNDP project M&E requirements including project monitoring, UNDP quality assurance requirements, quarterly risk management, and evaluation requirements.
Additional mandatory GEF-specific M&E requirements will be undertaken in accordance with the GEF Monitoring Policy and the GEF Evaluation Policy and other relevant GEF policies[1]. The M&E plan and budget included below will guide the GEF-specific M&E activities to be undertaken by this project.
In addition to these mandatory UNDP and GEF M&E requirements, other M&E activities deemed necessary to support project-level adaptive management will be agreed – including during the Project Inception Workshop - and will be detailed in the Inception Report.
Minimum project monitoring and reporting requirements as required by the GEF:
Inception Workshop and Report: A project inception workshop will be held within 2 months from the First disbursement date, with the aim to:
1. Familiarize key stakeholders with the detailed project strategy and discuss any changes that may have taken place in the overall context since the project idea was initially conceptualized that may influence its strategy and implementation.
2. Discuss the roles and responsibilities of the project team, including reporting lines, stakeholder engagement strategies and conflict resolution mechanisms.
3. Review the results framework and monitoring plan.
4. Discuss reporting, monitoring and evaluation roles and responsibilities and finalize the M&E budget; identify national/regional institutes to be involved in project-level M&E; discuss the role of the GEF OFP and other stakeholders in project-level M&E.
5. Update and review responsibilities for monitoring project strategies, including the risk log; SESP report, Social and Environmental Management Framework (where relevant) and other safeguard requirements; project grievance mechanisms; gender strategy; knowledge management strategy, and other relevant management strategies.
6. Review financial reporting procedures and budget monitoring and other mandatory requirements and agree on the arrangements for the annual audit.
7. Plan and schedule Project Board meetings and finalize the first-year annual work plan. Finalize the TOR of the Project Board.
8. Formally launch the Project.
GEF Project Implementation Report (PIR):
The annual GEF PIR covering the reporting period July (previous year) to June (current year) will be completed for each year of project implementation. UNDP will undertake quality assurance of the PIR before submission to the GEF. The PIR submitted to the GEF will be shared with the Project Board. UNDP will conduct a quality review of the PIR, and this quality review and feedback will be used to inform the preparation of the subsequent annual PIR.


GEF Core Indicators:
The GEF Core indicators included as Annex 17 will be used to monitor global environmental benefits and will be updated for reporting to the GEF prior to MTR and TE. Note that the project team is responsible for updating the core indicators status. The updated monitoring data must be shared with MTR/TE consultants prior to required evaluation missions, so these can be used for subsequent ground truthing. The methodologies to be used in data collection have been defined by the GEF and are available on the GEF. If relevant to the project: The required Protected Area Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METTs) must be prepared and the scores included in the GEF Core Indicators.
Independent Mid-term Review (MTR):
An independent mid-term review (MTR) will be completed by the mid-point of the project, in the 4th quarter of 2028. The terms of reference, the MTR process and the final MTR report will follow the standard templates and MTR guidance for UNDP-supported GEF-financed projects available on the UNDP Evaluation Resource Center. The MTR must be submitted to the GEF by the mid-point of the project but no later than 48 months after CEO Endorsement.
To meet the submission deadline, final MTR reports must be completed and submitted to BPPS NCE team no later than 2 months in advance of the submission deadline to allow sufficient time for internal review/clearance that is required prior to submission.
Provisions must be taken to complete and submit the MTR within the submission deadline. Therefore, the MTR process must start no later than 8 months before the expected date of submission of the MTR.
The MTR will be ‘independent, impartial and rigorous’. The evaluator(s) that UNDP will hire to undertake the assignment will be independent from organizations that were involved in designing, executing or advising on the project to be reviewed. Equally, the evaluators should not be in a position where there may be the possibility of future contracts regarding the project under review.
The GEF Operational Focal Point and other stakeholders will be actively involved and consulted during the MTR process. Additional quality assurance support is available from BPPS/NCE.
The final MTR report will be publicly available in English and will be posted on the UNDP ERC by the MTR submission date included on cover page of this project document. A management response to MTR recommendations will be posted in the ERC within six weeks of the MTR report’s submission to the GEF.
Terminal Evaluation (TE):
An independent terminal evaluation (TE) will take place upon completion of all major project outputs and activities. The terms of reference, the evaluation process and the final TE report will follow the standard templates and TE guidance for UNDP-supported GEF-financed projects available on the UNDP Evaluation Resource Center. TE must be submitted to the GEF no later than 6 months after the Completion Date. This is a hard deadline that, if not met, can only be extended through a formal extension request.
To meet the submission deadline, final TE reports must be completed and submitted to BPPS NCE team no later than 2 months in advance of the deadline to allow sufficient time for internal review/clearance that is required prior to submission.
Provisions must be taken to complete and submit the TE within the submission deadline. Therefore, TE must start no later than 8 months before the expected date of submission of the TE (or 11 months prior to the estimated operational closure date).
The evaluation will be ‘independent, impartial and rigorous’. The evaluator(s) that UNDP will hire to undertake the assignment will be independent from organizations that were involved in designing, executing or advising on the project to be evaluated. Equally, the evaluators should not be in a position where there may be the possibility of future contracts regarding the project being evaluated.
The GEF Operational Focal Point and other stakeholders will be actively involved and consulted during the terminal evaluation process. Additional quality assurance support is available from BPPS NCE.
The final TE report will be publicly available in English and posted on the UNDPHY ERC by the TE submission date included on cover page of this project document. A management response to the TE recommendations will be posted to the ERC within six weeks of the TE report submission to the GEF.
Per the GEF Terminal Evaluation requirements, for cancelled full-sized projects, Terminal Evaluations are required if the GEF grant expenditure exceeds more than US$ 2 million.
Final Report:
The project’s final GEF PIR along with the terminal evaluation (TE) report and corresponding management response will serve as the final project report package. The final project report package shall be discussed with the Project Board during an end-of-project review meeting to discuss lessons learned and opportunities for scaling up.
In accordance with UNDP’s programming policies and procedures, the project will be monitored through the following monitoring and evaluation plans.
Monitoring Plan: The project results, corresponding indicators and mid-term and end-of-project targets in the project results framework will be monitored by the Project Management Unit annually, and will be reported in the GEF PIR every year, and will be evaluated periodically during project implementation. If baseline data for some of the results indicators is not yet available, it will be collected during the first year of project implementation. Project risks, as outlined in the risk register, will be monitored quarterly.

[1] See https://www.thegef.org/projects-operations/policies-guidelines
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	Results Monitoring 
	Indicators 
	 Targets 
	Description of indicators and targets 
	Frequency 
	Responsible for data collection 
	Means of verification 

	Track results progress 
	Project objective from the results framework 
	Indicator 1: Mandatory GEF Core Indicator 11: Number of direct project beneficiaries disaggregated /by gender (individual people)
	Mid-term target: 54,586 beneficiaries reached, at least 50 are women

End of project: 99,246 direct beneficiaries reached, at least 50 are women
	This indicator measures the total number of individuals who directly benefit from project interventions. Beneficiaries include community members and institutional actors receiving tangible project support.
Direct beneficiaries representing approximately 70% of the target population will benefit from training, mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts, development of wildlife-based enterprises and other income generating activities
	Per activity, Quarterly, Annually, Mid-term, End of project
	PMU, independent consultant
	Beneficiary database maintained by the PMU, with sex- and age-disaggregated data.
Activity and training records, attendance lists, and enterprise membership rosters.
Household surveys and M&E system data.
Mid-Term Review (MTR) and Terminal Evaluation (TE).

	
	
	Indicator 2 (Mandatory GEF Core Indicator 4): Area of landscapes under improved practices (excluding protected areas) (Hectares)
	Mid-term target: 277,666 ha with updated management plans to guide improved management and community patrol/monitoring records.

End of project target: 555,647 ha under improved management
	This indicator measures the total terrestrial area (in hectares) the project will contribute to the improvement of its management both within Joint Village Land Forest Reserves and village lands

	 Baseline
Quarterly, Annually, Mid-term, End of Project
	 PMU, Independent consultants
	GIS/remote sensing data showing enforcement and biodiversity monitoring coverage


	 
	Project Outcome 1.1. Effective and inclusive landscape partnerships established in the GRKL, strengthening a thriving human-nature relationship
	Indicator 3: Number of functional, gender-inclusive CBOs demonstrating meaningful participation of women and youth (at least 50%) in natural resource governance 
	Mid-term target: 1 landscape platform established, with agreed ToR and at least 50% participation of women, youth and at least 50% of members reporting effective participation 
End of project target: Platform functioning with at least two meetings annually, with at least 70% of members reporting effective participation 
	 This indicator measures the number of multi-stakeholder platforms that will be established and operationalized to strengthen partnerships at landscape level
	 [as above]
	 [as above]
	Multi-stakeholder platform formalization documents
Workplans and reports

	
	
	Indicator 4: Number of functional, gender-inclusive CBOs demonstrating meaningful participation of women and youth (at least 50%) in natural resource governance

	Mid-term target: Two CBOs resourced and implementing approved annual natural resource governance workplans, at least 40% of women and youth in composition and leadership and reporting meaningful participation in decision-making
End of project target: Three CBOs resourced and implementing approved annual natural resource governance workplans, at least 50% of women and youth in composition and leadership and reporting meaningful participation in decision-making
	This indicator measures the number of CBOs that will be supported by the project to effectively manage forest reserves and protect wildlife corridors
	Quarterly
	PMU
	Officially approved village land-use plans and maps.
Records of training and provision of patrolling and biodiversity monitoring equipment

	
	
	Indicator 5: Percentage of formal multi-stakeholder conservation and resilience partnerships that are operational and implementing agreed joint work plans across the GRKL.
	Mid-term target: 50
End of project target 100:
	This indicator measures the functionality of multi-stakeholder platforms
	
	
	

	
	Project Outcome 1.2) 
Integrated landscape management practices implemented in the 9 villages, resulting in reduced HWC, decreased habitat loss and improved livelihood
	Indicator 6: Area (ha) of landscape under improved management to benefit biodiversity (Core indicator 4.1)
	Mid-term target: 138,991 ha of village land reached by improved management practices with evidence of implementation.
 
End of project target: 277,981 ha of village land reached by sustainable practices and verified as contributing to biodiversity benefit
 
	 This indicator measures the extent of villages lands that will be under improved management to benefit biodiversity. This will include sustainable forestry, farming and grazing land management, 
	 Per training activity
	 PMU
	 Village land use plans

	
	
	Indicator 7: Area (ha) of wildlife corridors under Other effective terrestrial area-based conservation measures (OECMs) supported by the project. (Core indicator 4.5)
	Mid-term target: OECM/gazettement request submitted with boundary, governance and management documentation 
End of project target: 277,666 ha officially recognized or equivalently documented under OECM-compatible conservation governance
	This indicator measures the area of the wildlife corridor that will be officially recognized as OECM
	[as above]
	[as above]
	Formal establishment documents

	 
	
	Indicator 8: Capacity of Community Wildlife Corridor Management institutions as measured by the UNDP Capacity Score Card
	Mid-term target: Baseline score improved by at least 20% and no critical domain remains below minimum functionality.

End of project target: Baseline score improved by at least 40% and CBOs demonstrate sustained functionality in governance, finance, patrol/monitoring and inclusion.
	This indicator measures the capacity of CBOs to plan and implement measures to protect wildlife corridors and promote sustainable use of natural resources in the villages
	Annually
	 PMU
	UNDP Capacity development score card at baseline, mid-term and end of project

	 
	
	Indicator 9: % reduction of human-wildlife conflicts incidents reported annually
	Mid-term target: 40% reduction, to fewer than 60 reported incidents per village/year.

End of project target: 70% reduction, to fewer than 30 reported incidents per village/year.

	 This indicator measures the proportion (%) reduction of incidents of human-wildlife conflicts that will result from mitigation measures
	Quarterly, annually
	 PMU/MNRT
	Household/farmer surveys (baseline, mid-term, endline) capturing human-wildlife conflict events
Reports from the HWC response teams

	 
	 
	Indicator 10: Percentage reduction of illegal activities in target areas
	Mid-term target: 40% reduction: livestock 0.17 obs./km; beehives 0.11 obs./km using comparable survey effort.
 End of project target: 70% reduction: livestock 0.08 obs./km; beehives 0.05 obs./km using comparable survey effort.
	 This indicator tracks the reduction of illegal activities in wildlife corridors that will result from project implementation
	 Annually
	 PMU/MNRT
	Biodiversity monitoring reports, ground reconnaissance survey reports

	 
	
	Indicator 11: Green House Gas emissions mitigated in the AFOLU sector (Core Indicator 6)
	Mid-term target: 0.168 MtCO2e mitigated or avoided, verified through updated AFOLU calculations
 End of project target: 0.42 MtCO2e mitigated or avoided, aligned with GEF core-indicator reporting requirements.
	This indicator measures the amount of carbon that will not be emitted to the atmosphere as a result of the project
	Annually
	PMU/MNRT
	 National GHG inventory, AFOLU sectors


	
	Outcome 2.1 Equitable and inclusive sharing of economic benefits, particularly for women and youth, realized through sustainable utilization of wildlife and other natural resources

	Indicator 12: Amount of revenue from wildlife-based activities shared with communities, disaggregate by source
	Mid-term target: Average of at least USD 15,000 per village/year, with records disaggregated by source
Project End: Average of at least USD 25,000 per village/year, with transparent allocation to community priorities.
	This indicator will capture the amount that will be generated from wildlife-based enterprises and shared with local communities
	Annually
	PMU
	Project monitoring reports and independent MTR/TE evaluations.


	
	Outcome 2.2 Increased household income from wildlife compatible livelihood strategies
	Indicator 13: Increase in household income from sustainable livelihood activities
	Mid-term target: Average household income from target livelihood activities reaches TZS 400,000

End of project target: Average household income from target livelihood activities reaches TZS 500,000
	This indicator measures the increase in household income that will result from the development of wildlife compatible income generating activities
	Annually
	 PMU/MNRT
	 Baseline, mid-term, and terminal socioeconomic surveys conducted by MNRT, research institutions and district government institutions

	
	Outcome 3.1 Lessons learned, and gender mainstreaming are documented and shared to promote community-based management of wildlife corridors nationally and internationally
	Indicator 14: Percentage of institutions adopting documented best practices
	Mid-term target: At least 50% of institutions adopt best practices of natural resource governance, benefit sharing, gender inclusion and E&S safeguards
End of project target: At least 70% of institutions adopt best practices of natural resource governance, benefit sharing, gender inclusion and E&S safeguards
	This indicator measures the number of lessons learned, case studies, good practices, and knowledge products that are systematically documented, validated, and disseminated by the project.
	Annually
	 PMU
	Published case studies, policy briefs, and knowledge products.
Proceedings of knowledge fairs, exchange visits, and stakeholder workshops.
Records of uploads/contributions to UNDP platforms.
Project M&E and knowledge management reports.

	
	
	Indicator 15: Percentage of project interventions implementing E&S in accordance with approved management plans, GRM, and monitoring requirements.
	Mid-term target: 70% of project interventions implementing  E&S

End of project target: 100% of project interventions implementing  E&S
	This indicators measures the percentage of project interventions implemented with compliance of environmental and social safeguards
	Annually
	 PMU
	

	
	Monitoring and Evaluation
	Indicator 16: Satisfactory rating for Development Objective and Implementation Progress at PIR, MTR and TE in line with UNDP/GEF criteria.
	Mid-term target: Implementation Progress and Development Objective rated at least Moderately Satisfactory at MTR
Project End: 6 lessons documented and shared including case studies, policy briefs
	
	Annually
	PMU
	


 


	Monitoring Activity
	
	
	

	
	Frequency/Timeframe
	Expected Action
	Partners 
(if joint)

	Inception Workshop and Report
	Inception Workshop within 2 months of the First Disbursement
	As per above description
	

	Track results progress (see above table for details) 
	Annually and at mid-point and closure
	Slower than expected progress will be addressed by project management.
	

	Monitor and Manage Risk
	Quarterly
	Risks are identified by project management and actions are taken to manage risk. The risk log is actively maintained to keep track of identified risks and actions taken.
	

	Monitor SES, Stakeholder Engagement Plan and gender Action Plan 
	Ongoing
	Conduct environmental and social assessment of all project interventions, implement GRM, implement multi-stakeholder forums 
	

	Supervision Missions 
	Annually
	
	

	Learning and Learning Missions 
	As needed
	Relevant lessons are captured by the project team and used to inform management decisions.
	

	Annual Project Quality Assurance
	Annually
	Areas of strength and weakness will be reviewed by project management and used to inform decisions to improve project performance.
	

	Review and Make Course Corrections
	At least annually
	Performance data, risks, lessons and quality will be discussed by the project board and used to make course corrections.
	

	Annual GEF Project Implementation Report (PIR)
	Annually typically between June-September
	Mandatory contribution by Project Team, CO and RTA. Strengths and weaknesses will be reviewed by project management and used to inform decisions to improve project performance
	

	Project Review (Project Board)
	Annually

	Any quality concerns or slower than expected progress should be discussed by the project board and management actions agreed to address the issues identified. 
	



Evaluation Plan
	Evaluation Title
	Partners (if joint)
	Related Strategic Plan Output
	UNSDCF/CPD Outcome
	Planned Completion Date
	Key Evaluation Stakeholders

	Independent Mid-Term Review (MTR)

	N/A
	UNDP SP (2026-2029): A.4.2 Financing for climate and
nature-based solutions
expanded to promote prosperity
while protecting the planet.
	By 2027, people in the United Republic of Tanzania, especially the most vulnerable, contribute to and benefit from more inclusive and gender-responsive management of natural resources, climate change resilience, disaster risk reduction and increased use of efficient renewable energy
	By the MTR submission date included on cover page of Project Document
	MNRT, VPO, LGAs, Resource User Groups, CSO and private sector

	Independent Terminal Evaluation (TE)
	N/A
	UNDP SP (2026-2029): A.4.2 Financing for climate and
nature-based solutions
expanded to promote prosperity
while protecting the planet.
	By 2027, people in the United Republic of Tanzania, especially the most vulnerable, contribute to and benefit from more inclusive and gender-responsive management of natural resources, climate change resilience, disaster risk reduction and increased use of efficient renewable energy
	By the TE submission date included on cover page of Project Document
	MNRT, VPO, LGAs, Resource User Groups, CSO and private sector



	Monitoring and Evaluation Budget for project execution: 

	
	

	GEF M&E requirements to be undertaken by Project Management Unit (PMU)
	Indicative costs (US$)
	

	
	
	

	Inception Workshop and Report
	15,000 
	

	M&E required to report on progress made in reaching GEF core indicators and project results included in the project results framework 
	17,500.00
	

	Preparation of the annual GEF Project Implementation Report (PIR) 
	10,000 
	

	Monitoring of SES, Stakeholder Engagement Plan and Gender Action Plan
	20,000
	

	Project Review (Project Board)
	15,173 
	

	Independent Terminal Evaluation (TE): 
	70,000
	

	TOTAL indicative COST 
	147,673 
	

	
	
	



VIII. [bookmark: _Toc220023569]
IX. Governance and Management Arrangements 
Section 1: General roles and responsibilities in the project’s governance mechanism
Implementing Partner: The Implementing Partner (IP) or GEF Executing Agency for this project is the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (MNRT), which carries the government mandate on overseeing the management of all natural, cultural and tourism resources in the country. Therefore, Implementing Partner is the entity to which the UNDP Administrator has entrusted the implementation of UNDP assistance specified in the project document along with the assumption of full responsibility and accountability for the effective use of UNDP resources and the delivery of outputs, as set forth in this project document.  MNRT-WD will engage with the regional and district governments, conservation agencies (TAWA, TFS and TANAPA), private sector, national and international NGOs, CBOs in the JVLFRs, local communities and other relevant stakeholders in the implementation of the project.  The IP specific tasks include:
· Project planning, coordination, management, monitoring, evaluation, and reporting.  This includes providing all required information and data necessary for timely, comprehensive, and evidence-based project reporting, including results and financial data, as necessary. The Implementing Partner will strive to ensure project-level M&E is undertaken by national institutes and is aligned with national systems so that the data used and generated by the project supports national systems.
· Overseeing the management of project risks as included in this project document and new risks that may emerge during project implementation.
· Procurement of goods and services, including human resources.
· Financial management, including overseeing financial expenditures against project budgets.
· Approving and signing the multiyear workplan.
· Approving and signing the combined delivery report at the end of the year.
· Signing the financial report or the funding authorization and certificate of expenditure.

VPO will be a key partner in this project given its government mandate on all issues related to environment and climate change. VPO will serve as a Deputy-chair for the Project Steering Committee and Technical Committee, both chaired by the MNRT-WD.
DW will also coordinate all activities at the local level with the President’s Office, Regional and Local Government (PO-RALG) through direct engagement with the relevant regional government and district offices. 
The day-to-day administration and management of the project will be carried out by a full-time Project Manager (PM), with the support of a full-time Project Financial and Administrative Officer (PFAO). The project will also retain the technical services of a part-time Social and Environmental Safeguards Officer (SESO) to update, implement and report on the performance of the project’s Social and Environmental Safeguards and M&E Expert to support monitoring and reporting as well as coordination any specialized studies and research activities. Collectively the PM, PFAO, SESO and M&E expert will form the core of a Project Management Unit (PMU). The terms of reference for the PM, PFAO, SESO and M&E are included in Annexes 8. The PMU will be allocated office space in the premises of the WD. The PMU will closely coordinate the implementation of project activities with regional TAWA offices.
The PMU will also be technically supported by contracted national experts, national institutions, NGO’s, CBO’s, international consultants and companies. The recruitment of specialist support services and the procurement of any equipment and materials for the project will be done by the PMU in accordance with relevant Government recruitment and procurement rules and procedures. The terms of reference of the key individual national and international experts and consultants to be contracted by the project will be detailed in Annexes).
The Project Management Unit (PMU) The PMU is responsible for:
1) Coordination and Management: The PMU oversees the day-to-day operations of the project, ensuring that all activities are coordinated and implemented as planned. This includes managing the project schedule, resources, and staff to achieve the project's objectives.
2) Integration with National Systems: The PMU works closely with existing government systems and procedures to ensure alignment is achieved with UNDP/GEF financial and procurement procedures. This includes financial management, procurement, and monitoring systems, to strengthen government capacities therein and ensure sustainability beyond the project's lifespan.
3) Monitoring and Reporting: Monitor the progress of the project against its goals and timelines. It collects and analyzes data to support the MNRT-WD prepare reports
4) Stakeholder Communication: The PMU acts as the main point of contact between the project, and local stakeholders.
5) Capacity Building: Strengthen the capabilities of MNRT-WD, local partners and beneficiaries through training and development activities.
[bookmark: _heading=h.dchxvib14oe7][bookmark: _heading=h.b7g9iq5zfkb2]6) Risk Management: The PMU identifies potential risks to the project and develops strategies to mitigate these risks.
7) Safeguards measures and procedures: The Safeguards and Stakeholder Engagement Officer in the PMU will lead and provide first layer oversight for the implementation of the safeguards measures and procedures described in this ESMF, in collaboration with the Local Community Liaison Officers.

[bookmark: _heading=h.qiy5s2k68bzl][bookmark: _heading=h.r0rz33jzudly][bookmark: _heading=h.5t41era6f0hm]UNDP
UNDP is accountable to the GEF for the implementation of this project. This includes overseeing project execution undertaken by the Implementing Partner to ensure that the project is being carried out in accordance with UNDP and GEF policies and procedures and the standards and provisions outlined in the Delegation of Authority (DOA) letter for this project. The UNDP GEF Executive Coordinator, in consultation with UNDP Bureaus and the Implementing Partner, retains the right to revoke the project DOA, suspend or cancel this GEF project. UNDP is responsible for the Project Assurance function in the project governance structure and presents to the Project Board and attends Project Board meetings as a non-voting member. UNDP will ensure that the objectives and requirements of the SES are considered throughout UNDP’s Programme and Project Management Cycle. UNDP will ensure that potential social and environmental risks and impacts as well as opportunities are systematically identified and addressed in all UNDP Programmes and Projects. UNDP will ensure adherence to the SES for Project activities implemented using funds channeled through UNDP’s accounts regardless of Implementation Modality.
[bookmark: _heading=h.bzkw9g4utrfx] Section 2: Project governance structure
The sustainable wildlife management and resilience of local communities in the GRKL will require an integrated approach involving a wide range of stakeholders, each with its responsibilities in the implementation of project activities. The governance arrangements of the project are summarized in the diagram below.



	


Responsible Partner
3 Districts (Chunya, Sikonge and Itigi)

Project Board/Steering Committee
Development Partner  
UNDP (Resident Representative)
Project Executive
Permanent Secretary (PS) Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (MNRT)
Beneficiary Representative: 
PS-MoF, PS-PM-RALG, PS-VPO, TAWA, TFS, TANAPA,
Co-financers, CBOs, Private Sector representative

Project Assurance
UNDP CO – N&E Portfolio; RSC - Regional Technical Advisor; HQ - Principal Technical Advisor

Project Support (PMU) 
· Project Manager
· Financial and Administrative Officer
· Monitoring and Evaluation Officer
· Social & Environmental Safeguards Officer
Project Governance Arrangements
Implementing Partner (MNRT-WD)

Second line of defence
· Regional Bureau oversees RR and CO Compliance at portfolio level
· BPPS RTA oversees technical quality assurance and GEF compliance. BPPS NCE PTA oversees RTA function.
· UNDP GEF Executive Coordinator and Regional Bureau Deputy Director can revoke DoA/cancel/suspend project or provide enhanced oversight

Figure 2: Project Governance Arrangements
The UNDP Resident Representative assumes full responsibility and accountability for oversight and quality assurance of this Project and ensures its timely implementation in compliance with the GEF-specific requirements and UNDP’s Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures (POPP), its Financial Regulations and Rules and Internal Control Framework. A representative of the UNDP Country Office will assume the assurance role and will present assurance findings to the Project Board and therefore attends Project Board meetings as a non-voting member. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.u3f5gvqw0plw]
Section 3: Segregation of duties and firewalls vis-à-vis UNDP representation on the project board
As noted in the Minimum Fiduciary Standards for GEF Partner Agencies, in cases where a GEF Partner Agency (i.e. UNDP) carries out both implementation oversight and execution of a project, the GEF Partner Agency (i.e. UNDP) must separate its project implementation oversight and execution duties, and describe in the relevant project document a: 1) Satisfactory institutional arrangement for the separation of implementation oversight and executing functions in different departments of the GEF Partner Agency; and 2) Clear lines of responsibility, reporting and accountability within the GEF Partner Agency between the project implementation oversight and execution functions.
In this case, UNDP is only performing an implementation oversight role in the project vis-à-vis our role in the project board and in the project assurance function and therefore a full separation of project implementation oversight and execution duties has been assured.
[bookmark: _heading=h.fful1w7ane69]

Section 4: Roles and Responsibilities of the Project Organization Structure
Project Board: All UNDP projects must be governed by a multi-stakeholder board or committee established to review performance based on monitoring and evaluation, and implementation issues to ensure quality delivery of results. The Project Board (also called the Project Steering Committee) is the most senior, dedicated oversight body for a project.
The two main (mandatory) roles of the project board are as follows:
1) High-level oversight of the execution of the project by the Implementing Partner (as explained in the “Provide Oversight” section of the POPP). This is the primary function of the project board and includes annual (and as-needed) assessments of any major risks to the project, and decisions/agreements on any management actions or remedial measures to address them effectively. The Project Board reviews evidence of project performance based on monitoring, evaluation and reporting, including progress reports, evaluations, risk logs and the combined delivery report. The Project Board is responsible for taking corrective action as needed to ensure the project achieves the desired results.
2) Approval of strategic project execution decisions of the Implementing Partner with a view to assess and manage risks, monitor and ensure the overall achievement of projected results and impacts and ensure long term sustainability of project execution decisions of the Implementing Partner (as explained in the “Manage Change” section of the POPP).
Requirements to serve on the Project Board: 
· Agree to the Terms of Reference of the Board and the rules on protocols, quorum and minuting.
· Meet annually; at least once.
· Disclose any conflict of interest in performing the functions of a Project Board member and take all measures to avoid any real or perceived conflicts of interest. This disclosure must be documented and kept on record by UNDP.
· Discharge the functions of the Project Board in accordance with UNDP policies and procedures.
· Ensure highest levels of transparency and ensure Project Board meeting minutes are recorded and shared with project stakeholders.
Responsibilities of the Project Board: 
· Consensus decision making:
· The project board provides overall guidance and direction to the project, ensuring it remains within any specified constraints, and providing overall oversight of the project implementation.
· Review project performance based on monitoring, evaluation and reporting, including progress reports, risk logs and the combined delivery report.
· The project board is responsible for making management decisions by consensus.
· In order to ensure UNDP’s ultimate accountability, Project Board decisions should be made in accordance with standards that shall ensure management for development results, best value money, fairness, integrity, transparency and effective international competition.
· In case consensus cannot be reached within the Board, the UNDP representative on the board will mediate to find consensus and, if this cannot be found, will take the final decision to ensure project implementation is not unduly delayed.
 
· Oversee project execution:
· Agree on project manager’s tolerances as required, within the parameters outlined in the project document, and provide direction and advice for exceptional situations when the project manager’s tolerances are exceeded.
· Appraise annual work plans prepared by the Implementing Partner for the Project; review combined delivery reports prior to certification by the implementing partner.

· Risk Management:
· Provide guidance on evolving or materialized project risks and agree on possible mitigation and management actions to address specific risks.
· Review and update the project risk register and associated management plans based on the information prepared by the Implementing Partner. This includes risks related that can be directly managed by this project, as well as contextual risks that may affect project delivery or continued UNDP compliance and reputation but are outside of the control of the project. For example, social and environmental risks associated with co-financed activities or activities taking place in the project’s area of influence that have implications for the project.
· Address project-level grievances.
Composition of the Project Board: The composition of the Project Board must include individuals assigned to the following three roles:
 1. Project Executive: This is an individual who represents ownership of the project and chairs (or co-chairs) the Project Board. The Executive usually is the senior national counterpart for nationally implemented projects (typically from the same entity as the Implementing Partner) (and it must be UNDP for projects that are direct implementation (DIM). The Project Executive is the Permanent Secretary Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism.
2. Beneficiary Representative(s): Individuals or groups representing the interests of those groups of stakeholders who will ultimately benefit from the project. Their primary function within the board is to ensure the realization of project results from the perspective of project beneficiaries. Often representatives from civil society, industry associations, or other government entities benefiting from the project can fulfil this role. There can be multiple beneficiary representatives on the Project Board. The Beneficiary representatives are Ministries (agriculture, livestock and fisheries), Conservation Agencies (TAWA, TFS, TANAPA), LGAs, NGOs, CSOs, women groups, youth, agropastoralists and other local community members and private sector.
3. Development Partner(s): Individuals or groups representing the interests of the parties concerned provide funding, strategic guidance and/or technical expertise to the project. The Development Partner is UNDP Resident Representative (RR)
b). Project Assurance: Project assurance is the responsibility of each project board member. However, UNDP has a distinct assurance role for all UNDP projects in carrying out objective and independent project oversight and monitoring functions. UNDP performs quality assurance and supports the Project Board (and Project Management Unit) by carrying out objective and independent project oversight and monitoring functions, including compliance with the risk management and social and environmental standards of UNDP. The Project Board cannot delegate any of its quality assurance responsibilities to the Project Manager. Project assurance is totally independent of project execution.
A designated representative of UNDP playing the project assurance role is expected to attend all board meetings and support board processes as a non-voting representative. It should be noted that while in certain cases UNDP’s project assurance role across the project may encompass activities happening at several levels (e.g. global, regional), at least one UNDP representative playing that function must, as part of their duties, specifically attend board meetings and provide board members with the required documentation required to perform their duties. The UNDP representative playing the main project assurance function is The Environmental Focal Point.
c). Project Management – Execution of the Project: The Project Manager (PM) (also called project coordinator) is the senior most representative of the Project Management Unit (PMU) and is responsible for the overall day-to-day management of the project on behalf of the Implementing Partner, including the mobilization of all project inputs, supervision over project staff, responsible parties, consultants and sub-contractors. The project manager typically presents key deliverables and documents to the board for their review and approval, including progress reports, annual work plans, adjustments to tolerance levels and risk registers. A designated representative of the PMU is expected to attend all board meetings and support board processes as a non-voting representative. The primary PMU representative attending board meetings is the Project Manager. The specific duties and responsibilities of the Project Manager are as follows:
· Lead the PMU and be responsible for the overall day-to-day management of the project on behalf of the GEF Executing Agency
· Manage project schedule, resources, and staff to achieve the project’s objectives
· Supervise and coordinate the production of project outputs, as per the project document. 
· Mobilize all project inputs in accordance with procedures for nationally implemented projects. 
· Supervise and coordinate the work of all project staff, consultants and sub-contractors; 
· Coordinate the recruitment and selection of project personnel; 
· Prepare and revise project work and financial plans; 
· Liaise with UNDP, relevant government agencies, and all project partners, including donor organizations and NGOs for effective coordination of all project activities; 
· Facilitate administrative backstopping to subcontractors and training activities supported by the Project; 
· Oversee and ensure timely submission of the Inception Report, Combined Project Implementation Review/Annual Project Report (PIR/APR), Technical reports, quarterly financial reports, and other reports as may be required by UNDP, GEF and other oversight agencies; 
· Disseminate project reports and respond to queries from concerned stakeholders; 
· Report progress of project to the PSC, and ensure the fulfilment of PSC directives. 
· Oversee the exchange and sharing of experiences and lessons learned with similar projects at national, regional and international levels 
· Ensure the timely and effective implementation of all components of the project; 
· Assist relevant government agencies and project partners - including initiatives financed by donor organizations and executed by NGOs - with development of essential skills through training workshops and on the job training thereby upgrading their institutional capabilities; 
· Coordinate and assists scientific institutions with the initiation and implementation of any field studies and monitoring components of the project
· Identify and implement suitable knowledge management practices
X. [bookmark: _Toc220023570]Financial Planning and Management 
The total cost of the project is USD 15,131,142. This is financed through a GEF grant 3,101,142.00 administered by UNDP, as the GEF Implementing Agency, plus USD 12,030,000, which is partner-managed co-financing. UNDP is responsible for the oversight of the GEF resources, and the cash co-financing transferred to UNDP bank account only.

Co-financing: The actual realization of project co-financing amounts will be monitored by the UNDP Country Office and the PMU on an annual basis in the GEF PIF and will be reported to the GEF during the mid-term review and terminal evaluation process as follows (Table 5): table 5 has the actuals.

Table 5. Summary of GEF funds and co-financing per component

	Co-financing source
	Co-financing type
	Co-financing amount (USD)
	Included in project results?
	If yes, list the relevant outputs

	Government (Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism)
	In-Kind
	7,700,000
	No
	YES

	
	Grant
	3,300,000
	No
	YES

	CSO – Association of the Development of Protected Areas (ADAP)
	Grant
	430,000
	No
	N/A

	CSO – Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS)
	In-Kind
	100,000
	No
	N/A

	UNDP
	In-Kind
	500,000
	 No 
	 N/A

	Total Co-financing
	12,030,000
	 




Budget Revision and Tolerance: As per UNDP POPP, the project board may agree with the project manager on a tolerance level for each detailed plan under the overall multi-year workplan. The agreed tolerance should be written in the project document or approved project board meeting minutes. It should normally not exceed 10 percent of the agreed annual budget at the activity level, but within the overall approved multi-year workplan at the activity level. Within the agreed tolerances, the project manager can operate without intervention from the project board. Restrictions apply as follows: 

Should the following deviations occur, the Project Manager/IP through UNDP Country Office will seek the approval of the BPPS/NCE-VF team to ensure accurate reporting to the GEF. It is strongly encouraged to maintain the expenditure within the approved budget at the budgetary account and at the component level:

a) Budget reallocations must prove that the suggested changes in the budget will not lead to material changes in the results to be achieved by the project. A strong justification is required and will be approved on an exceptional basis. Budget re-allocations among the components (including PMC) of the approved Total Budget and Work Plans (TBWP) that represent a value greater than 10% of the total GEF grant.
b) Introduction of new outputs/activities (i.e. budget items) that were not part of the agreed project document and TBWP that represent a value greater than 5% of the total GEF grant. The new budget items must be eligible as per the GEF and UNDP policies. 
c) Project management cost (PMC): budget under PMC component is capped and cannot be increased.

UNDP is not in a position to increase the total budget above the amount approved by the donor; therefore, any over-expenditure would have to be absorbed from non-GEF resources by the Implementing Partner (GEF Executing Entity)

Project extensions: The UNDP-BPPS-NCE team Executive Coordinator must approve all requests for extension of the Project Completion Date and for other milestone extensions with hard deadlines. All extensions impose additional time and cost burdens at all levels and the GEF project budget cannot be increased beyond its originally approved amount. A single extension may be granted on an exceptional basis and subject to the conditions and maximum durations set out in UNDP POPP. The project management costs during the extension period must remain within the originally approved amount, and any increase in PMC costs shall be covered by non-GEF resources; the additional UNDP oversight costs during the extension period must be covered by non-GEF resources, in accordance with UNDP’s policy as set out in UNDP POPP.

For any extension request, UNDP CO and IP will consult and jointly present a clear plan indicating how and from which specific sources the additional oversight costs that will be incurred by UNDP will be covered during the extended period. The BPPS-NCE Executive Coordinator will consult the Regional Bureaux (RBX) and may reject the extension request if no (external co-financing by the IP or internal UNDP CO resources) can be identified.

All extension requests, along with all supporting documentation, shall be submitted by the IP to the UNDP CO in line with the requirements and within the deadlines set out in the UNDP SOPs and policies in UNDP POPP.

Audit: The project will be audited as per UNDP Financial Regulations and Rules and applicable audit policies. Audit cycle and process must be discussed during the Inception workshop. If the Implementing Partner is an UN Agency, the project will be audited according to that Agencies applicable audit policies. 

Transfer or disposal of assets: In consultation with the Implementing Partner and other parties of the project, UNDP is responsible for deciding on the transfer or other disposal of assets. Transfer or disposal of assets is recommended to be reviewed and endorsed by the project board following UNDP rules and regulations. Assets may be transferred to the government for project activities managed by a national institution at any time during the life of a project, however, must be done before the operational closure date. In all cases of transfer, a transfer document must be prepared and kept on file. The transfer should be done before Project Management Unit completes their assignments.

Completion Date: The project completion date is the date of Project Document Signature plus project duration. This date can only be extended through a formal extension request. Prior to completion date, all UNDP-financed input must be provided and related activities for the Project completed. No activities, except for the final clearance of the Terminal Evaluation Report and the corresponding management response and the end-of-project review Project Board Meeting should take place after the Completion Date. 

Project Closure: Project closure will be conducted as per UNDP requirements outlined in the UNDP POPP. All costs incurred to close the project must be included in the project closure budget and reported as final project commitments presented to the Project Board during the final project review. The only costs a project may incur following the final project review are those included in the project closure budget. 

· Operational Closure: Operational closure must happen within 9 months from project completion date. Prior to operational closure, the Terminal Evaluation must have been submitted, and the corresponding TE management response and the end-of-project review Project Board meeting must have been completed. The Implementing Partner through a Project Board decision will notify the UNDP Country Office when operational closure has been completed. Before Operational Closure, the project must have been completed with the transfer or disposal of any equipment that is still the property of UNDP. 
· Financial Closure: Financial closure must happen within 6 months of operational closure or after the date of cancellation. The project will be financially closed when the following conditions have been met: a) the project is operationally completed or has been cancelled; b) the Implementing Partner has reported all financial transactions to UNDP; c) UNDP has closed the accounts for the project; d) UNDP and the Implementing Partner have certified a final Combined Delivery Report (which serves as final budget revision). 
Between operational and financial closure, the implementing partner will identify and settle all financial obligations and prepare a final expenditure report. The UNDP Country Office will send the final signed closure documents including confirmation of final cumulative expenditure and unspent balance to BPPS/NCE for confirmation before the project will be financially closed in Quantum by the UNDP Country Office. 

Cancellation and Suspension: All projects considering going through cancellation or suspension must follow UNDP and GEF requirements. Guidance can be found in the UNDP POPP (SOPs for management actions of Vertical Fund projects escalated to the Executive Coordinator and Guidance for GEF project revisions). 

Refund to GEF: Should a refund of unspent funds to the GEF be necessary, this will be managed directly by the BPPS/NCE team Directorate in New York. No action is required by the UNDP Country Office on the actual refund from the UNDP project to the GEF. Unspent project balance is not permitted to be transferred to any other projects. 
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	Quantum Business Unit
	TZA10
	

	Quantum Project ID
	1006211
	Quantum Project Title
	Sustainable Wildlife Management and Resilient Communities in the Greater Ruaha-Katavi Landscape of Tanzania
	

	Quantum Award ID
	1550463
	Quantum Award Title
	PIMS 9788 UNDP GEF Ruaha-Katavi Landscape Management Project
	

	UNDP-GEF PIMS No.
	PIMS 9788
	UNDP GEF PIMS Title
	 
	

	Implementing Partner
	010462
	Implementing Title
	  Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (MNRT) – Wildlife Division (WD)
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quantum Outcome (GEF Component
	Quantum Output (GEF Output )
	Quantum Responsible Part  (UNDP, IP or RP)
	Qunatum Fund ID
	Quantum Donor ID
	Quantum Budgetary Account Code
	Quantum Budget Account Description
	Account Year 1
	Account Year 2
	Account Year 3
	Account Year 4
	Total
	Budget Note 

	Component 1: Strengthening capacities and partnerships for human-wildlife coexistence and biodiversity conservation in the Great-Ruaha - Katavi  Land-Scape
	Outcome 1.1 Effective and inclusive landscape partnerships established in the GRKL, strengthening a thriving human-nature relationship
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71300
	Local Consultants
	10,000
	54,000
	-
	-
	64,000
	1

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71400
	Contractual Services - Individ
	48,000
	48,000
	48,000
	24,000
	168,000
	2

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71600
	Travel
	20,941
	20,941
	20,941
	3,517
	66,340
	3

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72400
	Communic & Audio Visual Equip
	4,200
	4,200
	4,200
	-
	12,600
	4

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72500
	Supplies
	1,800
	1,800
	1,800
	1,800
	7,200
	5

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	74200
	Audio Visual&Print Prod Costs
	6,000
	10,000
	4,000
	-
	20,000
	6

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	75700
	 
	47,293
	70,544
	70,544
	-
	188,381
	7

	
	
	 
	TOTAL - ACTIVITY 1.1
	138,234
	209,485
	149,485
	29,317
	526,521
	

	
	Outcome 1.2. Integrated landscape management practices implemented in the 9 villages, resulting in reduced HWC, decreased habitat loss and improved livelihood
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71300
	Local Consultants
	12,000
	20,000
	-
	-
	32,000
	8

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71400
	Contractual Services - Individ
	25,200
	25,200
	25,200
	12,600
	88,200
	9

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71600
	Travel
	158,076
	158,076
	156,076
	1,742
	473,970
	10

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72100
	Contractual Services-Companies
	40,000
	140,000
	30,000
	-
	210,000
	11

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72300
	Materials & Goods
	-
	61,185
	1,748
	-
	62,933
	12

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72400
	Communic & Audio Visual Equip
	-
	28,815
	-
	-
	28,815
	13

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	75700
	Training, Workshops and Confer
	18,181
	62,272
	2,727
	-
	83,180
	14

	
	 
	 
	TOTAL - ACTIVITY 1.2
	253,457
	495,548
	215,751
	14,342
	979,098
	

	 
	TOTAL - OUTCOME 1
	391,691
	705,033
	365,236
	43,659
	1,505,619
	-

	Component 2) Wildlife Economy: Enhancing socio-economic benefits for sustainable natural resources management in the  Great-Ruaha - Katavi  Land-Scape
	Outcome 2.1 Equitable and inclusive sharing of economic benefits, particularly for women and youth, realized through sustainable utilization of wildlife and other natural resources
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71300
	Local Consultants
	18,000
	28,000
	-
	-
	46,000
	15

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71600
	Travel
	10,000
	30,000
	24,000
	10,000
	74,000
	16

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72100
	Contractual Services-Companies
	-
	20,000
	20,000
	
	40,000
	17

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	75700
	Training, Workshops and Confer
	-
	55,000
	15,000
	-
	70,000
	18

	
	 
	 
	TOTAL - Activity 2.1
	28,000
	133,000
	59,000
	10,000
	230,000
	

	
	Outcome 2.2 Increased household income from wildlife compatible livelihood strategies
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72100
	Contractual Services-Companies
	2,500
	200,000
	-
	-
	202,500
	19

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72300
	Materials & Goods
	46,000
	165,000
	78,000
	-
	289,000
	20

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	74200
	Audio Visual&Print Prod Costs
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	40,000
	21

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	75700
	Training, Workshops and Confer
	102,855
	87,631
	35,043
	2,727
	228,256
	22

	
	 
	 
	TOTAL - Activity 2.2
	161,355
	462,631
	123,043
	12,727
	759,756
	

	 
	TOTAL - OUTCOME 2
	189,355
	595,631
	182,043
	22,727
	989,756
	

	Component 3) Knowledge management and gender mainstreaming
	Outcome 3.1 Lessons learned, and gender mainstreaming are documented and shared to promote community-based management of wildlife corridors nationally and internationally
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71300
	Local Consultants
	-
	10,000
	10,000
	-
	20,000
	23

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71400
	Contractual Services - Individ
	24,000
	24,000
	24,000
	12,000
	84,000
	24

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71600
	Travel
	-
	61,625
	-
	-
	61,625
	25

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	74200
	Audio Visual&Print Prod Costs
	4,327
	24,000
	14,421
	13,992
	56,740
	26

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	75700
	Training, Workshops and Confer
	22,500
	43,056
	22,500
	-
	88,056
	27

	 
	TOTAL - OUTCOME 3
	50,827
	162,681
	70,921
	25,992
	310,421
	

	 
	Outcome 4.1. Results and impact of interventions tracked, analyzed and documented through robust M&E tools and systems.
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71200
	International Consultants
	
	
	40,000
	-
	40,000
	28

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71300
	Local Consultants
	-
	-
	30,000
	-
	30,000
	29

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71600
	Travel
	8,000
	13,000
	5,673
	1,000
	27,673
	30

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	75700
	Training, Workshops and Confer
	15,000
	10,000
	10,000
	15,000
	50,000
	31

	 
	TOTAL - OUTCOME 4
	23,000
	23,000
	85,673
	16,000
	147,673
	

	Project Monitoring Cost
	PMC
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71400
	Contractual Services - Individ
	24,000
	24,000
	24,000
	-
	72,000
	32

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	71600
	Travel
	6,673
	8,000
	8,000
	4,000
	26,673
	33

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72500
	Supplies
	2,000
	2,000
	2,000
	2,000
	8,000
	34

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	72800
	Information Technology Equipmt
	9,000
	
	
	
	9,000
	35

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	74100
	Professional Services
	2,000
	8,000
	8,000
	8,000
	26,000
	36

	
	
	MNRT 
	62000
	10003
	74200
	Audio Visual&Print Prod Costs
	2,000
	2,000
	1,000
	1,000
	6,000
	37

	 
	TOTAL - OUTCOME 5
	45,673
	44,000
	43,000
	15,000
	147,673
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GRAND TOTAL
	700,546
	1,530,345
	746,873
	123,378
	3,101,142
	



	BN
	BUDGET NOTE Description 

	1
	 (C1)One Local Consultant to facilitate Stakeholders Meetings , design terms of reference of Multistakeholder platform  @USD 400/day for 50  days from Year 1 -2  Total USD 20,000. (b)  (C2) Consultant to develop the landscape financing strategy and action plan. @USD 400/day for 60 days from Year 2,  Total i USD 24,000; (C) Local Consultant to conduct capacity needs assessment of Community based Organizations and District Authorities and Develop Capacity Building Plan. @USD 400/day for 50 days in year 2.  Total USD 20,000.  { Three Consultants - Output  1.1.1, Account code 71300 }  GRAND TOTAL USD 60 ,000+4000 = 64,000

	2
	The budget is allocated for the Project Manager's cost who will be assigned to manage the project's  implementation  and Results for 42 months @ USD4,000 x42- TOTAL USD 168,000

	3
	This budget is allocated to cover (i) The travel cost by PMU while monitoring project activities under Output 1.1.1  (Account code 71600) (i) (a) Estimated to take 30 days per annum @ USD 13,000 per annum. Thus     for a 3.5 years period  =USD 13,000 X 3.5 yrs Total is  USD 45,500  (b)  Transport estimated at 2500 km per trip x Fuel cost USD 2 at 5 km per litre, 2500/5x2 x4 (4 trips per annum) = USD 4,000.  For 3.5 Years Total USD 14,000.  Total - USD 59,500.  (ii) (a) Consultants   Transport costs for consultants plus two officials ( 1000km @ 5km per liter - 3 consultants, fuel @ USD 2 per 5 kms  = 1000/5x2x3= USD 1,200 per annum.  For 3 consultants ;.  Total Cost USD  3,600.(b) Driver and two officials DSA - 3 staff X60 DSA rateX 6days - USD 1,080.   For 3 consultants Total USD  3,240.  (Summary:  PMU Monitoring cost - USD  59,500; Consultants transport cost USD 3,600 and DSA for driver and 2 officials supervising consultants USD 3,240) Account Code 71600.  Total USD 66,340.

	4
	This budget is allocated to cover communication/internet connection  cost for  PMU for all activities related to Output 1.1.1  $50/person for 7 staff, US$ 4,200 per year .{ Output 1.1 - Account code 72400} Total: for 3 years.  USD 12,600.

	5
	The budget is allocated to cover stationery, photocopying, and cost of other Supplies (USD 1,800 Lumpsum p.a) under Output 1.1.1 - Support to CBOs  operations for 4 years - Account code 72500 - Output 1.1.1   . Total USD 7,200. 

	6
	This budget is allocated for Production, editing, publishing and/or printing costs for learning and dissemination materials for CBOs training (USD 20,000, output 1.1.1.). Accoount code 74200 Total USD 20,000

	7
	This budget is allocated for  Workshops and Meetings with (i) Government staff - Regional, District and Village governments, CBOs and private sector to strengthen partnerships for the whole period of project implementation - Output 1.1.1 - Account Code 75700 )  Lmpdum per annual - USD 33,340  for three years total USD  100,020.(ii) Transport Kms 1500, 20 trips at USD 2 per 5kms @ USD 12,000.   (iii) Three CBOs to be trained  in year two.  Each CBO  with 25 Participants to be trained for 10 working days @ USD 5,000 covering transport , meals and incidentals for participants.  For 3 CBOs it will be USD 15,000.  Trainer to cost USD 350 per day including transport and other costs for 30 days in each CBO - USD 31,500 for three CBOs.  (iv) Monitoring of training by TAWA, Regional and District Authorities - Lumpsum USD 29,861  {Account code 75700 -Output 1.1.1 ).  Total USD 188,381

	8
	(C1) Consultant to develop forest management plan for three forest reserves - 30 days @ USD 400 per day - Total USD 12,000.  (C2) Consultant to develop integrated joint Landscape  plan - 20 days @ 400 each  USD = 8,000.  Account Code 71300 (C3) Consultant to do an Assessment of Land-use status in 9 villages 30 days @ 400 , Total USD 12,000 Account Code 71300 in year 1. Output 1.2.1. TOTAL USD 32,000

	9
	The budget is allocated to cover the cost of Project  and   assistant and M&E who will assist the Project Manager in the Implementation of f the Project and Monitoring and Evaluation   for the whole period of the project implementation including closure (Output 1.2.1) Account code 71400 - @ USD 2,100 per month or 42 monts = 2100x42 - TOTAL USD 88,200.

	10
	The budget covers (i) Joint monitoring and patrolling cost of village forest guards (VFGs) and TAWA and TFS rangers - Six rangers from TAWA or TFS and four drivers @ 12 Days per month, 432 days  @ USD 32 per day (12x12x36x32)- = USD 165,888  (71600). (ii) For 19  VFGs @ USD 15 per day.  19x12X36x15 is total USD 123,120.  (Output 1.2.2), (iii) One Representative from each district Sikonge,Itigi and Chunya. USD 32 per day = 12 days a month for3x32x12x36 total USD 41,472.  (iv) Mothly rations for rangers USD  5.00 X29X48 =   USD 6,960  - Account code 71600  (v) Fuel  6000 kms @ USD 2 at 5 km per litre = 6000/5x2x20 trips = USD 48,000. (v) Support annual corridor ground reconnaissance survey by the CBOs, TAWA, TFS and District Authorities. 15 days x 6 village forest guards (VFG) @ USD 15 per day- (6X15X15) per annum- USD 1,350 For three years Total USD 4,050; (ii) 15 days Six  officers and four drivers from TAWA and District Council and TFS @ USD 32 per day.(19X15X32)  Total is USD 9,120 For Four years USD 36,480  (Output 1.2.3) Account Code 71600 - (vi)  Fuel  6000 kms @ USD 2 at 5 km per litre = 6000/5x2x20 trips = USD 48,000. TOTAL  USD 473,970  

	11
	( 1.  (ii) Land-use planning four villages, Bitimanyanga, Sipa, Kintanula and Mwamagembe to reach Stage 6.  each Village to cost USD 40,000   and Total be USD 160,000 Account Code 72100 ) (ii)  Budget is to support construction of two ranger posts in Kapumpa and Kambikatoto villages (Account 72100) at USD 25, 000 each = USD 50,000 in year 2. Output 1.2.1.  TOTAL USD 210,000.

	12
	(C To Install beacons to demarcate the boundaries of wildlife corridors in nine villages- i.e Beacons price and labour cost is estimated to be USD 25 each.  There will be 1,400 becons totalling USD 35,000 in year 3 - Output 1.2.1.  (v) 19 Uniforms kits @ USD 130 = total USD 2,470. This budget is allocated to cover the cost of:(i) Chilli (Pilipili) Fencing@ USD 100 per hector, 10 hectors per village, 9 villages total USD 9,000.; ; 300 Chilli bombs @ USD 10 total  USD  3,000.;       Transport cost - Lumpsum USD 13,463  (Output 1.2.2 ( Account Code 72300)  TOTAL USD 62,933

	13
	0 (v) Support these 3 CBO in modern equipments for monitoring and Patrolling (Output 1.2..2) - 30 Camera traps @ USD 500)=total is USD 15,000, Six hand-held GPS @ USD 500 - USD 3,000; six binoculars @ USD 250 = USD 1,500; Three  digital cameras @ 1,500 = USD 4,500; Six Powerbanks @ USD 300 = total USD 1,800;   Eighteen Flash-lights @ USD 100 = total  1,800    Field guides (9 books) @ USD 135 = total USD 1,215 (Account code 72400) Total USD 28,815.                                                   

	14
	(i) The budget to establish community HWC Response Teams in two villages - Kapumpa and Mwamagembe (output 1,2.2) - USD 15,000 each village - USD 30,000 in year 2 (Account 75700) to support. (ii) Training of 3 CBOs, Community Response Teams and Local Authorities on mitigation of human wildlife conflicts. Output 1.2.2 USD 15,000 @CBO - Total cost USD 45,000 (Account 75700). (iv) Supervision cost from MNRT on these trainings. Two officers and One Driver for 10 days -DSA is 3x8xUSD 32 = USD 7,680.  Fuel for vehicle - 1600km at USD 2 per litre - 1lt per 5kms = 1200/5x2 = USD 480 .  Total Supervision cost is USD 768+480 =USD 8,180 (Account code 75700)   Total USD 83,180.

	15
	(C1) - Consultant to assess wildlife derived economic benefits in the land-scape.  Output 2.1.1  - Account code 71300 :40 days @ USD 400 Total USD 16,000.  (C2) Consultant to train 3 CBOs on entrepreneurship, value chain development and Financial literacy.  Output 2.1.2 - 30 days @ USD 400 Total USD 12,000.  (C3) Consultant to develop guidelines and templates for community - private sector partnership agreements - (Output 2.1.2 - Account code 71300 ) =  15 days @ USD 400 Total USD 6,000.  (C4) Output 2.1.3  Consultant to assess revenue sharing mechanism and Review  Tourism hunting  regulations - Account 71300 - 30 days @400 - USD 12,000  TOTAL USD 46,000

	16
	This budget is allocated to cover costs related to three consultancies in budget note 15 mainly direct disbursements by consultants and monitoring and evaluation from TAWA, MNRT and District Council officials - DSA, Drivers and Fuel costs . Y1-Y4 - Lumpsum USD 74,000.

	17
	 (iv) Output 2.1.1 - Account code 72100 - Training  CBOs to establish COCOBA , VSLAs and Integration in AMCOs.  Lumpsum Total USD 40,000.

	18
	Community and Private Sector workshop to discuss business opportunities - Year 2 and yeer 3. (Output 2.1.2)  Lumpsum for workshop  - Account code 75700 - USD 20,000 per year  Total USD 40,000.  (ii) Develop and implement a system to monitor the impact of revenue sharing in year 3 - Output 2.1.3 (to be done by MNRT).(Account 75700)  Lumpsum USD 15,000. (iii) Workshop to guide CBOs on effective allocation of  revenue in year 2 - Output 2.1.3  Lumpsum USD 15,000.  (Account 75700)  TOTAL USD 70,000

	19
	Construction of livestock watering infrastructure (boreholes, water storage facility, watering points) for 9 villages @ 22,500 . Output 2.2.2 Total USD 202,500 Account code 72100.  

	20
	(i) Purchase of Bee-keeping gears - Beehives and accessories - 150 Units per village - total 450 beehives. 90 beehive packages, each beehive package costing about USD 500@ total is USD 45,000   - Use Account code 72300. Y1+Y2  (ii) Mushroom value chain production.  Starter kit for a producer is USD 250 each.  Fifteen (15) producers from each village in four villages (Mwamagembe, Kintanula, Bintimanyanga and Majojoro) for a total of 60 producers. 250x60 - USD 15,000. (iii) Mushroom drying equipment costs USD 30,000 per kit.  30,000x2 (North and South) total USD 60,000 including transport and installation costs - Output 2.2.1 (Y1 +Y2).(iv) Purchase of various seeds and other farming supplies for demonstration, Output 2.2.2 - Lumpsum USD 7,000. Account code 72300 (Y2). (v) Establishment of farming, for the production and range land restoration sites in nine villages. lLumpsum USD 10,000 per village- Total - USD 90,000.- Account code 72300. (vii).  Basic animal health kit - 9 kits @ USD 8,000 Total is USD 72,000 - (Y) Account code 72300.  TOTAL USD 289,000

	21
	The Budget is Allocated to cover cost of Production, editing, publishing and/or printing costs for learning  materials for various trainings and meetings that will be conducted by the project.   Output 2.1 and Output 2.2   (Account code 74200  ) Lumpsum USD 40,000.

	22
	(i) Workshop to discuss joint enterprises between CBOs and private sector in year two - Output 2.2.1  - Account code 75700 - Lumpsum USD 20.000 - Year 2 USD 20,000.    (ii) Facilitate development of bee-keeping  in three villages - Majojoro, Bintimanyamga and Kintanula  in year two.  Output 2.2.1 - Training  (USD 10,000@ village Total USD 30,000  - Account code 75700, (iii) Output 2.2.2 - Training and demonstration sites to Mwamagembe village on integration of Agriculture, Livestock and Settlement.  Account code 75700 - Lumpsum USD 24,500 .   (iv)  Facilitation to organize pastoralists to form pastoralist association in all nine villages - Workshops in 9 villages @ USD 5,000 per village Total USD 45,000 and Transport cost for 18 participants @ USD 7 Total USD 128.  Total for (iii) USD 45,128   (v) Local Consultant to facilitate this workshop who is versed with pastoralism practises 50 days @ USD 400 . Total USD 20,000.  Transport cost for 18 pastoralists @ USD 5 . Total of USD 90. Total for  (v)  is USD 20,090  (vi) (C2) Local consultant to train farmers and establish demonstration sites for sustainable farming.  50 days @ 400 Total 20,000.  Account code75700.  ) Transport cost for 45 participants @ USD 7 = 315. Total for (vi) is USD 20,315. (vii) Monitoring of activities by a team  from MNRT  and district authorities - Lumpsum USD 18,223 -  (viii) Livestock breeding demonstration sites - Lumpsum USD 50,000 for year 2. (Account Code 75700) .   TOTAL  is USD 228,256    

	23
	(C1)  Consultant to develop Communication and Knoweldge Strategy - Output 3.1.2 - 25 days @USD 400 per day Total USD  10,000 (Account code 71300 (ii) ; (C2) Consultant to provide training to women and youth and other marginalized groups in wildlife management - 25 days @ USD 400 - Total USD 10,000.  TOTAL USD 20,000

	24
	This budget is allocated for the cost of Social and Environmental Safeguards Officer for 42 months @ USD 2,000 - TOTAL USD 84,000

	25
	In-country CBOs exchange visits - Year 2 and year 3. (i)  15 CBOs members - USD 90 per day 10x90x20.  Total USD 18,000.   For two years it is USD 36,000.   Land transport - 2500 km by vehicle is USD 3,000 derived as follows: 2,500/5X5000X3 vehicles = USD 3,000 for two years it will be US 6,000 (.Account code 71600.)  TOTAL In-country visits USD 42,000. (ii) International CBOs exchange visits - (a) Four pastoralist and one officer from the Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries to visit Herding for Health initiatives in Botswana for 10 days using UNDP DSA rates.   DSA is USD 170 per day = 10x170x5 - total USD 8,500 .(b)  Air ticket DAR- GABORONE-DAR USD 1,600 per person.  5x1600 - Total is USD 8,000; (c) Land transport from villages to DAR ES SALAAM for trip to Botswana and return - USD 150 per person, for 5 people Total USD 750.(d)  Hire one vehicle in Botswana USD 200 per day for 10 days USD 2,000.; (e) VISA for 5 people @ USD 75 Total USD 375.  TOTAL - Botwana trip = USD 19,625 - Output 3.1.3) TOTAL - 61,625


	26
	(i) Preparation of communication materials (Newletters, Brochures, Leaflets, etc) Lumpsum USD 10,000 per year for 4 years - Output 3.1.2 - Total USD 40,000. (Account 74200) (ii) Printing of various reports and promptional materials -(Account Code 74200)  Lumpsum @ USD 4,185 per year for four years - USD 16,740. TOTAL USD 56,740

	27
	Conservation awareness campaigns conducted by CBOs - Output 3.1.2 Lumpsum of USD  22,500 for 3 years Total USD 67,500.  Account code 75700. (v) Training 12 participants from each village = 108 in total.-Transport and meals allowance = USD 15 per person for 3 days  = USD 15x108x3 = 4,860.  (Account code 75700) (vii) Representatives DSA from  MNRT and District Councils  and 2 drivers monitoring  these trainings  7x3x32x2= 6,048 (two trainings) USD 12,096 .  Fuel cost 4 vehicles =( 4500km/5) x2xUSD 2 per 1 litre of gas  = USD 3,600 (Account 75700) TOTAL USD 88,056

	28
	This budget is allocated to cover the cost of International Consultant for  Terminal Evaluation (USD 40,000, output 4). Total USD 40,000

	29
	This budget is allocated to cover the cost of Local   Consultant for Terminal Evaluation (USD 30,000, output 4). Total USD 30,000

	30
	(i) Monitoring of SES, SEP and GAP (Account Code 75700 - Lumpsum - USD 12,500 (ii) Monitoring of GEF Core Indicators (Account code 75700) - Lumpsum  - USD 10,000 (iii)This budget is allocated to cover travel cost related to Field visits by project staff.( Output 4.1 )(Account Code 71600).  USD 5,173 TOTAL - USD 27,673

	31
	This budget is reserved to cover the costs of convening and enabling participation in workshops, lesson-sharing exchanges and opportunities, and key meetings linked to project costs (logistics, venue, catering, translation, recording, materials etc.)  (ii) Inception and LPAC -USD 15,000, (iii) Project Steering Committees (PSCs) - five meetings during the project life - USD 30,000 (iv)  Lessons learned documentary  Total USD 5,000. GRAND TOTAL USD 50,000

	32
	 This budget is allocated to cover the cost of Finance and Admin Officer (Facilitation) for carrying out all general financial management and procurement functions- - (Account code 71400)  for 36 months @ USD 2,000 Total sum is $ 2,000X36 Total USD 72,000

	33
	This budget is allocated for travel by PMU members to supervise activities and participate in dissemination and outreach (Account code 71600) @ USD 6,668.25 per annum. For 4 years   TOTAL - USD 26,673

	34
	This budget is allocated for Office supplies to be used by PMU (USD USD 2,000/ year for years 4). - (Account 72500) Total USD 8,000.

	35
	This budget is allocated for the purchase of Computers, printer and projector to be used by PMU -(Account 72800)  2 Computers @ USD 2,500 = $ 5,000 ; One Printer @ $ 2,500; One Projector @ $ 1,500 Total USD 9,000.

	36
	This budget is reserved to cover the costs of Annual Audit and other HACT Assurance activities e.g Spot-checks. -(Account 74100) Audit Fees USD 8,000 per annum.  8,000X3 = usd 24,000 Spot check USD  2,000 (First year)  TOTAL USD 26,000.

	37
	Production, editing, publishing and/or printing costs for various communication reports by PMU (Account 74200)  (USD 1,500 per annum for 4 years) TOTAL USD 6,000. 



































XI. [bookmark: _Toc220023572]Legal Context
This project document shall be the instrument referred to as such in Article 1 of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement between the Government of Tanzania and UNDP, signed on SBAA of 15/01/1978. All references in the SBAA to “Executing Agency” shall be deemed to refer to “Implementing Partner.”
 This project will be implemented by Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (“Implementing Partner”) in accordance with its financial regulations, rules, practices and procedures only to the extent that they do not contravene the principles of the Financial Regulations and Rules of UNDP. Where the financial governance of an Implementing Partner does not provide the required guidance to ensure best value for money, fairness, integrity, transparency, and effective international competition, the financial governance of UNDP shall apply.

XII. [bookmark: _Toc220023573]Risk Management
Implementing Partner is a Government Entity (NIM)
1.       Consistent with Article III of the SBAA, the responsibility for the safety and security of the Implementing Partner and its personnel and property, and of UNDP’s property in the Implementing Partner’s custody, rests with the Implementing Partner. To this end, the Implementing Partner shall:
a)       put in place an appropriate security plan and maintain the security plan, taking into account the security situation in the country where the project is being carried.
b)       assume all risks and liabilities related to the Implementing Partner’s security, and the full implementation of the security plan.
2.       UNDP reserves the right to verify whether such a plan is in place, and to suggest modifications to the plan when necessary. Failure to maintain and implement an appropriate security plan as required hereunder shall be deemed a breach of the Implementing Partner’s obligations under this Project Document.
3.       The Implementing Partner agrees to undertake all reasonable efforts to ensure that no UNDP funds received pursuant to the Project Document are used to provide support to individuals or entities associated with terrorism and that the recipients of any amounts provided by UNDP hereunder do not appear on the United Nations Security Council Consolidated Sanctions List, and that no UNDP funds received pursuant to the Project Document are used for money laundering activities. The United Nations Security Council Consolidated Sanctions List can be accessed via https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/content/un-sc-consolidated-list.
4.       The Implementing Partner acknowledges and agrees that UNDP will not tolerate sexual harassment and sexual exploitation and abuse of anyone by the Implementing Partner, and each of its responsible parties, their respective sub-recipients and other entities involved in Project implementation, either as contractors or subcontractors and their personnel, and any individuals performing services for them under the Project Document.
 (a) In the implementation of the activities under this Project Document, the Implementing Partner, and each of its sub-parties referred to above, shall comply with the standards of conduct set forth in the Secretary General’s Bulletin ST/SGB/2003/13 of 9 October 2003, concerning “Special measures for protection from sexual exploitation and sexual abuse” (“SEA”).
(b) Moreover, and without limitation to the application of other regulations, rules, policies and procedures bearing upon the performance of the activities under this Project Document, in the implementation of activities, the Implementing Partner, and each of its sub-parties referred to above, shall not engage in any form of sexual harassment (“SH”). SH is defined as any unwelcome conduct of a sexual nature that might reasonably be expected or be perceived to cause offense or humiliation, when such conduct interferes with work, is made a condition of employment or creates an intimidating, hostile or offensive work environment. SH may occur in the workplace or in connection with work. While typically involving a pattern of conduct, SH may take the form of a single incident. In assessing the reasonableness of expectations or perceptions, the perspective of the person who is the target of the conduct shall be considered.
5. a) In the performance of the activities under this Project Document, the Implementing Partner shall (with respect to its own activities), and shall require from its sub-parties referred to in paragraph 4 (with respect to their activities) that they, have minimum standards and procedures in place, or a plan to develop and/or improve such standards and procedures in order to be able to take effective preventive and investigative action. These should include: policies on sexual harassment and sexual exploitation and abuse; policies on whistleblowing/protection against retaliation; and complaints, disciplinary and investigative mechanisms. In line with this, the Implementing Partner will and will require that such sub-parties will take all appropriate measures to:
1. Prevent its employees, agents or any other persons engaged to perform any services under this Project Document, from engaging in SH or SEA;
2. Offer employees and associated personnel training on prevention and response to SH and SEA, where the Implementing Partner and its sub-parties referred to in paragraph 4 have not put in place its own training regarding the prevention of SH and SEA, the Implementing Partner and its sub-parties may use the training material available at UNDP;
3. Report and monitor allegations of SH and SEA of which the Implementing Partner and its sub-parties referred to in paragraph 4 have been informed or have otherwise become aware, and status thereof;
4. Refer victims/survivors of SH and SEA to safe and confidential victim assistance; and
5. Promptly and confidentially, record and investigate any allegations credible enough to warrant an investigation of SH or SEA. The Implementing Partner shall advise UNDP of any such allegations received and investigations being conducted by itself or any of its sub-parties referred to in paragraph 4 with respect to their activities under the Project Document, and shall keep UNDP informed during the investigation by it or any of such sub-parties, to the extent that such notification (i) does not jeopardize the conduct of the investigation, including but not limited to the safety or security of persons, and/or (ii) is not in contravention of any laws applicable to it. Following the investigation, the Implementing Partner shall advise UNDP of any actions taken by it or any of the other entities further to the investigation.
b)       The Implementing Partner shall establish that it has complied with the foregoing, to the satisfaction of UNDP, when requested by UNDP or any party acting on its behalf to provide such confirmation. Failure of the Implementing Partner, and each of its sub-parties referred to in paragraph 4, to comply of the foregoing, as determined by UNDP, shall be considered grounds for suspension or termination of the Project.
6.          Social and environmental sustainability will be enhanced through application of the UNDP Social and Environmental Standards (http://www.undp.org/ses) and related Accountability Mechanism (http://www.undp.org/secu-srm).
7.       The Implementing Partner shall: (a) conduct project and programme-related activities in a manner consistent with the UNDP Social and Environmental Standards, (b) implement any management or mitigation plan prepared for the project or programme to comply with such standards, and (c) engage in a constructive and timely manner to address any concerns and complaints raised through the Accountability Mechanism. UNDP will seek to ensure that communities and other project stakeholders are informed of and have access to the Accountability Mechanism.
8.       All signatories to the Project Document shall cooperate in good faith with any exercise to evaluate any programme or project-related commitments or compliance with the UNDP Social and Environmental Standards. This includes providing access to project sites, relevant personnel, information, and documentation.
9.       The Implementing Partner will take appropriate steps to prevent misuse of funds, fraud or corruption, by its officials, consultants, responsible parties, subcontractors and sub-recipients in implementing the project or using UNDP funds.
10.    In the implementation of the activities under this Project Document, UNDP places reasonable reliance upon the Implementing Partner for it to apply its laws, regulations and processes, and applicable international laws regarding anti money laundering and countering the financing of terrorism, to ensure consistency with the principles of then in force the UNDP Anti-Money Laundering and Countering the Financing of Terrorism Policy.
11.    The Implementing Partner will ensure that its financial management, anti-corruption, anti-fraud and anti-money laundering and countering the financing of terrorism policies are in place and enforced for all funding received from or through UNDP.
 12.    The requirements of the following documents, then in force at the time of signature of the Project Document, apply to the Implementing Partner: (a) UNDP Policy on Fraud and other Corrupt Practices and (b) UNDP Office of Audit and Investigations Investigation Guidelines. The Implementing Partner agrees to the requirements of the above documents, which are an integral part of this Project Document and are available online at www.undp.org.
 13.    In the event that an investigation is required, UNDP has the obligation to conduct investigations relating to any aspect of UNDP projects and programmes in accordance with UNDP’s regulations, rules, policies and procedures. The Implementing Partner shall provide its full cooperation, including making available personnel, relevant documentation, and granting access to the Implementing Partner’s (and its consultants’, responsible parties’, subcontractors’ and sub-recipients’) premises, for such purposes at reasonable times and on reasonable conditions as may be required for the purpose of an investigation. Should there be a limitation in meeting this obligation, UNDP shall consult with the Implementing Partner to find a solution.
 14.    The signatories to this Project Document will promptly inform one another in case of any incidence of inappropriate use of funds, or credible allegation of fraud or corruption with due confidentiality.
 Where the Implementing Partner becomes aware that a UNDP project or activity, in whole or in part, is the focus of investigation for alleged fraud/corruption, the Implementing Partner will inform the UNDP Resident Representative/Head of Office, who will promptly inform UNDP’s Office of Audit and Investigations (OAI). The Implementing Partner shall provide regular updates to the head of UNDP in the country and OAI of the status of, and actions relating to, such investigation.
 15.    UNDP shall be entitled to a refund from the Implementing Partner of any funds provided that have been used inappropriately, including through fraud, corruption or other financial irregularity, or otherwise paid other than in accordance with the terms and conditions of the Project Document. Such amount may be deducted by UNDP from any payment due to the Implementing Partner under this or any other agreement. Recovery of such amount by UNDP shall not diminish or curtail the Implementing Partner’s obligations under this Project Document.
 Where such funds have not been refunded to UNDP, the Implementing Partner agrees that donors to UNDP (including the Government) whose funding is the source, in whole or in part, of the funds for the activities under this Project Document, may seek recourse to the Implementing Partner for the recovery of any funds determined by UNDP to have been used inappropriately, including through fraud, corruption or other financial irregularity, or otherwise paid other than in accordance with the terms and conditions of the Project Document.
 Note: The term “Project Document” as used in this clause shall be deemed to include any relevant subsidiary agreement further to the Project Document, including those with responsible parties, subcontractors and sub-recipients.
 16.    Each contract issued by the Implementing Partner in connection with this Project Document shall include a provision representing that no fees, gratuities, rebates, gifts, commissions or other payments, other than those shown in the proposal, have been given, received, or promised in connection with the selection process or in contract execution, and that the recipient of funds from the Implementing Partner shall cooperate with any and all investigations and post-payment audits.
 17.    Should UNDP refer to the relevant national authorities for appropriate legal action any alleged wrongdoing relating to the project, the Government will ensure that the relevant national authorities shall actively investigate the same and take appropriate legal action against all individuals found to have participated in the wrongdoing, recover and return any recovered funds to UNDP.
18. The Implementing Partner shall ensure that all of its obligations set forth under this section entitled “Risk Management” are passed on to each responsible party, subcontractor and sub-recipient and that all the clauses under this section entitled “Risk Management Standard Clauses” are included, mutatis mutandis, in all sub-contracts or sub-agreements entered into further to this Project Document. 
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[bookmark: _Toc220023575]Annex 1: GEF Budget Template 
[bookmark: _Toc211568694]Annex 1: GEF Budget Template 

	Expenditure Category
	Detailed Description
	 
Component 
	 
	

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	 M&E 
	 PMC 
	 Total (USDeq.) 
	

	
	
	 Outcome 1.1 
	 Outcome 1.2
	 Outcome 2.1
	 Outcome 2.2
	Outcome 3.1
	
	
	
	(Executing Entity receiving funds from the GEF Agency)[1]

	Local consultants
	Contractual Services –Local consultants to
facilitate Stakeholders Meetings, design terms of reference of Multi-stakeholder platform;  to develop the landscape financing strategy and action plan; to conduct capacity needs assessment of Community based Organizations and District Authorities and Develop Capacity Building Plan (Output  1.1.1) GRAND TOTAL USD = 64,000
	 64,000
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	     
	          64,000
	MNRT

	Contractual services-Individual
	Contractual Services – individual Contract for Project Manager (USD 168,000)


	       168,000 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	168,000
	MNRT

	Travel
	Travels: travel cost by PMU while monitoring project activities under Output 1.1.1  ( USD 66,340)
	66,340
	
	
	
	
	
	
	66,340
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Communication/internet connection cost for PMU for all activities related to Output 1.1.1 (USD 12,600).
	12,600
	
	
	
	
	
	
	12,600
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Stationery, photocopying, and cost of other office supplies under Output 1.1.1 (USD 7,200)
	7,200
	
	
	
	
	
	
	7,200
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Production, editing, publishing and/or printing costs for learning and dissemination materials for CBOs training under Output 1.1.1 (USD 20,000)
	20,000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	20,000
	MNRT

	Training, Workshops, Meetings
	Workshops and Meetings with Government staff - Regional, District and Village governments, CBOs and private sector to strengthen partnerships for the protection of wildlife corridors , under Output 1.1.1 (USD 188,381)
	188,381
	
	
	
	
	
	
	188,381)
	MNRT

	Local consultants
	Contractual Services - Local consultant to develop forest management plan for three forest reserves, local consultant to develop integrated joint Landscape plan and local consultant to do an Assessment of Land-use status in 9 village, under Output 1.2.1. (USD 32,000)
	 
	32,000 
	 
	
	
	
	
	32,000
	MNRT

	Contractual services-Individual
	Contractual Services - Recruit one Project Assistant and M&E officer, Output 1.2.1 (USD 88,200)
	
	 88,200
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	          88,200
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Cots of joint monitoring and patrolling cost of village forest guards, and corridor ground reconnaissance survey by the CBOs, TAWA, TFS and District Authorities, under Output 1.2.1 (USD 473,970)
	
	473,970
	
	
	
	
	
	473,970
	MNRT

	Contractual services-Company
	
Contractual Services-Companies: Contract the National Land Use Planning Commission to develop village land use plans, Output 1.2.1 (USD 200,000)
	
	200,000
	
	
	
	
	
	200,000
	MNRT

	Contractual services-Company
	Beacons to demarcate the boundaries of wildlife corridors in nine villages, VFG Uniforms kits, non-lethal human-wildlife conflict mitigation kits, Output 1.2.1 (USD 62,933)
	
	 62,933
	
	
	
	
	
	62,933
	MNRT

	Equipment
	Patrolling and biodiversity monitoring equipment, Output 1.2.2 (USD 28,815)  
	
	28,815
	
	
	
	
	
	28,815
	MNRT

	Training, Workshops, Meetings
	Establishment, training and supervision of community HWC Response Teams in two villages, Output 1,2.2 (USD 93,180)
	
	93,180
	
	
	
	
	
	93,180
	MNRT

	Local consultants
	Contractual Services – Local consultant to assess wildlife derived economic benefits in the land-scape, local consultant to train CBOs on entrepreneurship, value chain development and financial literacy, local consultant to develop guidelines and templates for community - private sector partnership agreements , and local consultant to assess revenue sharing mechanism and Review tourism hunting  regulations (Outputs 2.1.1, 2.1.2 and 2.1.3 (USD 46,000)
	 
	 
	      46,000)
	 
	
	 
	 
	        46,000)
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Cover costs related to three consultancies in budget note 15 mainly direct disbursements by consultants and monitoring and evaluation from TAWA, MNRT and District Council officials. (USD 74,160)
	
	
	74,160
	
	
	
	
	74,160
	MNRT

	Training, Workshops, Meetings
	Training of CBOs to establish COCOBA, VSLAs and Integration in AMCOs. (USD 40,000)
	
	
	40,000
	
	
	
	
	40,000
	MNRT

	Training, Workshops, Meetings
	Community and Private Sector workshop to discuss business opportunities, development and implement a system to monitor the impact of revenue sharing and effective allocation (USD 70,000)
	
	
	 70,000
	
	
	
	
	70,000
	MNRT

	Contractual services-Company
	Construction of livestock watering infrastructure (boreholes, water storage facility, watering points) for 9 villages, Output 2.2.2 (USD 202,500)
	
	
	
	202,500
	
	
	
	202,500
	MNRT

	Equipment
	Beekeeping and mushroom production and production equipment (USD 289,000)
	
	
	
	289,000
	
	
	
	289,000
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Cost of production, editing, publishing and/or printing of learning  materials for various trainings and meetings, Output 2.2.2 (
	
	
	
	40,000
	
	
	
	40,000
	MNRT

	Training, Workshops, Meetings
	Workshop and training on beekeeping, mushroom production and processing, sustainable farming, sustainable fodder production and demonstration of livestock improved breeding, Output 2.2.2 (USD 228,756)
	
	
	
	228,256
	
	
	
	228,756
	MNRT

	Local consultants
	Contractual Services – Local consultant to develop Communication and Knowledge Strategy; local consultant to provide training to women and youth and other marginalized groups in wildlife management, Output 3.1.2 (USD 20,000)
	
	
	
	
	20,000
	
	
	20,000
	MNRT

	Contractual services-Individual
	Contractual Services - Recruit one Social and Environmental Officer for 42 months (USD 84,000)
	
	
	
	
	84,000
	
	
	84,000
	MNRT

	Travel
	Travel costs associated with in-country and regional/international CBOs exchange visits (USD  61,625)
	
	
	
	
	61,625
	
	
	61,625
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Costs of communication materials (Newsletters, Brochures, Leaflets, etc.), printing and dissemination of project materials and lessons (USD 56,740)
	
	
	
	
	56,740
	
	
	56,740
	MNRT

	Training, Workshops, Meetings
	Conservation awareness training, meetings and workshops conducted by CBOs (USD 88,056)
	
	
	
	
	88,056
	
	
	88,056
	MNRT

	International Consultants
	International Consultants: Contract International Consultant to conduct Terminal Evaluation, Output 4.1 (USD 40,000)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	40,000
	 
	40,000
	MNRT

	Local consultants
	Contractual Services – Local   Consultant for Terminal Evaluation, Output 4.1. (USD 30,000)
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	30,000
	
	30,000
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Monitoring of Social and Environmental Safeguards, Stakeholder Engagement Plan, Gender Action Plan and GEF Core Indicators, Output 4.1. (USD 27,673)
	
	
	
	
	
	27,673
	
	27,673
	MNRT

	Training, Workshops, Meetings
	Costs project inception workshop, meetings of the Project Steering Committees, Preparation of Project Implementation Reviews – PIR, Output 4.1 (USD 50,000)
	
	
	
	
	
	90,000
	
	90,000
	MNRT

	Contractual services-Individual
	
Contractual Services – individual Contract for Finance and Admin Officer for carrying out all general financial management and procurement functions (USD 72,000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	72,000
	72,000
	MNRT

	Travel
	Travel by PMU members to supervise activities and participate in dissemination and outreach (USD 26,673)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	26,673
	26,673
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Office supplies to be used by PMU (USD 8,000)
	 
	 
	 
	     
	
	 
	 8,000
	      8,000 
	MNRT

	Equipment
	Purchase of Computers, printer and projector to be used by PMU (USD 9,000)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	9,000
	9,000
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Costs of Annual Audit and other HACT Assurance activities e.g Spot-checks. (USD 26,000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	26,000
	26,000
	MNRT

	Other Operating Costs
	Production, editing, publishing and/or printing costs for various communication reports by PMU (USD 6,000)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6,000
	6,000
	MNRT

	 
	Project Total 
	    526,521
	  979,098 
	  230,000
	759,756 
	310,421
	   147,673 
	 147,673
	    3,101,142
	









[bookmark: _Toc220023576]Annex 2: GEF execution support letter  (NA)
[bookmark: _Toc220023577]Annex 3: Project map and Geospatial Coordinates of project sites
Any maps included in this project document conform to maps accepted by the UN Geospatial Information Section (see https://www.un.org/geospatial/mapsgeo)
The project will focus on two priority wildlife corridors that are critical for maintaining landscape connectivity: the Lukwati–Rungwa southern corridor and the Ruaha Rungwa–Inyonga northern corridor. The southern corridor connects Ruaha National Park, Lukwati Game Reserve, and adjoining protected areas, supporting seasonal wildlife movements between the Ruaha–Rungwa ecosystem and the wider Katavi landscape. The corridor is increasingly threatened by agricultural expansion, livestock encroachment, shifting cultivation, charcoal production, and uncontrolled fires. The northern corridor links Rungwa, Muhesi, and Kizigo Game Reserves, together with associated forest reserves and village lands to the Inyonga, Rungwa River GCAs and Ipole WMA forming the northern part of the Katavi -Landscape. It plays a critical role in maintaining wildlife movements and ecological connectivity across the northern and western sections of the GRKL.  The area of the landscape that is not protected seems small to sustain the livelihood and income needs of the growing human population, currently settled in nine villages adjacent to wildlife corridors, with the consequences of competition and pressure on the ecosystem spilling into the wider landscape, including wildlife corridors. While project interventions will focus on these two corridors, the project is designed to generate conservation and socioeconomic outcomes across the wider GRKL by safeguarding ecological connectivity, sustaining wildlife movements and genetic exchange, and strengthening the long-term resilience of globally significant wildlife populations, which will support revenue generation from wildlife. 
 
	SN
	Geo Name
	Geo Name ID
	Location Name
Required field
	Latitude
Required field
	Longitude
Required field
	Location Description
Optional text field
	Activity Description
Optional text field

	1
	Chunya district
	
	Bitimanyanga village
	-7.35594
	33.27716
	
	

	2
	Chunya district
	
	Mafyeko village
	-7.5766
	33.42563
	
	

	3
	Chunya district
	
	Kambikatoto village
	-7.16638
	33.39828
	
	

	4
	Chunya district
	
	Sipa village
	-6.98168
	33.01698
	
	

	5
	Sikonge district
	
	Majororo village
	-6.81795
	33.47242
	
	

	6
	Sikonge district
	
	Mwitikio village
	-6.78548
	33.38682
	
	

	7
	Sikonge district
	
	Kapumpa village
	-6.64183
	33.24609
	
	

	8
	Itigi district
	
	Kintanula village
	-6.65304
	33.61254
	
	

	9
	Itigi district
	
	Mwamagembe village
	6.39946
	33.83295
	
	






[image: C:\Users\Valerio Macandza\Documents\PPG Tanzania 2026\Project site map.jpeg]
Figure 2. Project site: nine villages adjacent to the southern and northern corridors in the Greater Ruaha Katavi Landscape

[bookmark: _Toc220023578]Annex 4: Multi Year Work Plan 
	
	Y1Q1
	Y1Q2
	Y1Q3
	Y1Q4
	Y2Q1
	Y2Q2
	Y2Q3
	Y2Q4
	Y3Q1
	Y3Q2
	Y3Q3
	Y3Q4
	Y4Q1
	Y4Q2
	Y4Q3
	Y4Q4

	Component 1: Strengthening capacities and partnerships for human-wildlife coexistence and biodiversity conservation in the GR-KL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 1.1. Effective and inclusive landscape partnerships established in the GRKL, strengthening a thriving human-nature relationship
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.1.1. Formalized and functional multi-stakeholder partnerships for conservation and resilience established and operational in the GR-KL landscape
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Create and operationalize a multi-stakeholder coordination and dialogue platform at landscape level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conduct capacity need assessment and prepare capacity development plan for CBOs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support the implementation of the capacity development plan for the CBOs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Establish and operationalize village level co-management partnerships
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.1.2.  A long-term landscape financing strategy and investment plan developed and implemented
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Identify existing funding sources, financing gaps, investment opportunities, and sustainable financing mechanisms for biodiversity conservation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Analyze the feasibility, risks, governance requirements, and scalability of innovative financing instruments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare a comprehensive financing strategy and investment plan
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot carbon financing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 1.2. Integrated landscape management practices implemented in the 9 villages, resulting in reduced HWC, decreased habitat loss and improved livelihood
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outputs 1.2.1 Integrated landscape management strategy and action plan developed to address key natural resource management challenges and promote equitable utilization of these resources in the GR-KL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Undertake assessment of land-use plans to ascertain the status of the established land uses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support formalization of community land tenure in four villages
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support participatory corridor boundary identification and reinstallation of beacons in nine targeted villages
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Review of the Forest management plan in three Joint Village Land Forest Reserves
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop integrated joint landscape strategy and action plan for the management of the GR-KL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.2.2 CBOs in the 9 villages supported and capacitated to jointly implement landscape action plan interventions that reduce HWC, poaching, and unsustainable harvesting and use of forest resources.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Establish HWC community response teams (CRT)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Training of CBOs, CRT, local authorities and communities on non-lethal deterrents to mitigate HWC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support construction of two ranger posts in the northern and southern corridor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support CBOs with modern equipment and monitoring tools for biodiversity monitoring and patrolling
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	support CBOs to undertake ecological monitoring, and enforcement of by-laws
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.2.3 A joint monitoring and reporting system established and operational to track, verify, and report progress against Joint Landscape Action Plan results
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop and operationalize standardized protocols and systems to capture Joint Landscape Action Plan data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support joint annual corridor ground reconnaissance survey in three JVLFR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support the operationalization of the community-based monitoring network in the three JVLFR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Component 2: Wildlife Economy: Enhancing socio-economic benefits for sustainable natural resources management in the GR-KL. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 2.1 Equitable and inclusive sharing of economic benefits, particularly for women and youth, realized through sustainable utilization of wildlife and other natural resources
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.1.1. Assessment of wildlife‑derived economic benefits in the GR–KL landscape completed and applied to inform the design and operationalization benefit‑sharing mechanisms 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conduct a baseline assessment of wildlife-derived economic benefits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Identify economically viable and sustainable options, through cost-benefit analysis (CBA)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conduct participatory community assessment of benefits derived from conservation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support CBO to establish and operationalize COCOBA model based on TANAPA experience, Village Savings and Loan Associations (VSLAs) and facilitate the linkage with Agricultural Marketing Cooperative Society (AMCOs)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.1.2 Effective community-private sector partnerships to build sustainable wildlife economy established and strengthened 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate community – private sector dialogue forums to identify investment opportunities and partnership models and support negotiation of agreements 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop guidelines and templates for community–private sector partnership agreements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Deliver targeted training on entrepreneurship, value chain development and financial literacy to CBOs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.1.3 Transparent wildlife utilisation revenue sharing mechanisms operationalized in the landscapes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assess existing revenue-sharing mechanisms from hunting tourism across the GRKL landscape
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop and implement a monitoring system to track socio-economic impacts of revenue sharing 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support village/CBO to manage, allocate, and account for conservation revenues effectively
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 2.2 Increased household income from wildlife compatible livelihood strategies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.2.1 Gender-sensitive alternative and diversified income-generating opportunities established, strengthened, and scaled up
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support community-private sector partnership in the sustainable production and value addition techniques in beekeeping, trophy hunting and mushroom value chain
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate CBOs to access financial services and products to implement conservation friendly income generating projects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.2.2 Holistic livestock and rangeland management practices that sustain agro-pastoral livelihoods while restoring degraded rangeland implemented
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Establish demonstration site to integrate agriculture, livestock and settlement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Establish and operationalize pastoralist associations in the nine target villages and support the development and implementation of village grazing plans
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop strategic livestock watering infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Train agropastoralist champions and pilot fodder production and rangeland restoration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Establish demonstration sites of regenerative and wildlife-friendly agricultural practices
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Component 3: Knowledge management and gender mainstreaming
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 3.1 Lessons learned, and gender mainstreaming are documented and shared to promote community-based management of wildlife corridors nationally and internationally
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 3.1.1. Gender-inclusive multi-stakeholder knowledge management platform/forum established and operationaled
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate the three CBOs to participate in knowledge fairs and peer-to-peer exchange visits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Create accessible knowledge management platforms
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate the champion pastoralists to visits the Herding for Health model in Botswana
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 3.1.2 A gender-sensitive outreach and training program to promote human-wildlife co-existence and improved ecosystem management approaches implemented 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop project communication and knowledge management strategy 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare and deliver training programs tailored to the knowledge gap of women’s, youth and other marginalized groups knowledge gap assessment in wildlife management
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop gender-sensitive information education and communication materials
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support CBOs in conducting conservation awareness campaigns
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 3.1.3 Effective participation and contribution to wildlife conservation knowledge platforms at national and global levels 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Document lessons learned and success stories and share in National, Regional and international for a
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate gender-inclusive participation in webinars, workshops, and conferences
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 3.1.4 Project-level safeguards & risk management measures developed, implemented and monitored
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scoped E&S strategic assessment and development of a Social Inclusion and Livelihoods Action
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Implement safeguards monitoring mechanisms during project execution.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Establish an accessible and transparent grievance redress mechanism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Train local stakeholders in UNDP and GEF social and environmental standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conduct Mid-Term Review
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conduct Terminal Evaluation
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