UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Template (v. July 2022)
The completed template, which constitutes the Social and Environmental Screening Report, must be included as an annex to the Project Document at the design stage. Note: this template will be converted into an online tool. The online version will guide users through the process and will embed relevant guidance.
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Part A. Integrating Programming Principles to Strengthen Social and Environmental Sustainability
	QUESTION 1: How Does the Project Integrate the Programming Principles in Order to Strengthen Social and Environmental Sustainability?

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

	The Philippines Biodiversity Financing Program (PBFP) Project integrates UNDP’s programming principles by strengthening institutional capacity, integrating environmental sustainability, ensuring gender equality, and mobilizing innovative financing mechanisms for biodiversity conservation in the Philippines. It institutionalizes a Biodiversity Finance Unit (BFU) within the Department of Environment and Natural Resources - Biodiversity Management Bureau (DENR-BMB), mainstreaming biodiversity financing in government programs and national policies for efficient mobilization and proper funding of biodiversity linked development strategies. Sustainable finance mechanisms, such as nature bonds, biodiversity credits, and coral reef insurance, ensure long-term conservation funding by incorporating the needs and priorities of the financial, private, NGO and other relevant sectors. The project promotes gender-responsive financing, with 50% of target stakeholder beneficiaries being women, and supports community-led biodiversity-friendly enterprises (BDFEs) through MSME incubator hubs. The project aims to protect the rights of indigenous peoples, farmers, fisherfolks and other marginalized sectors, by recognizing their rights enshrined in laws, engaging them in project design for inclusivity, and securing their necessary consent in project implementation. Specifically for indigenous peoples (IP), the project activities will all be in compliance with their rights which are well enshrined in the Philippine Republic Act 8371 Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act (IPRA),supporting active participation in the development of their plans in their Ancestral Domain Sustainable Development and Protection Plans (ADSDPP), and ensuring Free, Prior, Informed Consent (FPIC) requirements are met for full project engagement. 
The development and updating of Local Biodiversity Strategic Action Plans (LBSAP), will strengthen the recognition of IP’s tenurial rights and ensure no involuntary physical displacement over conservation activities will happen, and that any economic displacement is avoided (wherever possible), and otherwise minimized, managed and mitigated carefully. It will be inclusive of IP’s conservation plans and resources and will consider alignment with their existing ADSDPP or IPBSAPs. Furthermore, identification of Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures (OECM) will rely on their indigenous knowledge, systems and practices (IKSP), which will further improve the value of IP conservation efforts. I IPs will be considered priority participants in accelerator and innovation hubs to strengthen their IKSP and formally guide them to become BDFEs. BDRAP and Innovative BD Finance solutions will be sensitive to IPs participation and priorities, to ensure their rights and IKSP are well understood and that they are not exploited nor disadvantaged by technical terms and mechanisms unfamiliar to them. 
In terms of the human-rights based approaches that are central to UNDP’s work, the following points provide an overview of how the overarching issues have been approached in this project design and risk analysis and management options for the project.
Accountability: This Project promotes accountability in mobilization, decision-making, management, use, monitoring, and reporting of biodiversity conservation financing. It supports national frameworks for transparency and governance, such as those guiding the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) and the Biodiversity Management Bureau (BMB), as well as national planning and budgeting systems. Specific institutional strengthening measures are integrated through the establishment and operationalization of the Biodiversity Resource Mobilization and Development Units (BRMDUs) within BMB, which will lead the coordination of the National Biodiversity Finance Plan (NBFP). Tools like the Biodiversity Expenditure Reporting System (BERS) and the Impact Monitoring and Management (IMM) platform are being institutionalized to track biodiversity-related spending and outcomes, linked with the PBSAP Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system. There are specific project strengthening measures and safeguards built into institutional structures and governance arrangements for biodiversity financing mechanisms in each project component, including to build capacity for financial accountability.
Public Participation: This Project promotes inclusive participation in biodiversity planning as well as biodiversity finance governance. This support is operationalized through a comprehensive Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) that supports the meaningful involvement of diverse actors - especially Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (IPLCs), local government units (LGUs), NGOs, Academia, Financial Institutions and the private sector. Participatory processes are emphasized in the development and implementation of LBSAPs and the NBFP. These participatory approaches align with national frameworks encouraging decentralized environmental governance and are reinforced through dedicated mechanisms such as FPIC processes, consultation platforms, and co-financing arrangements at the local level. The project also promotes partnerships through Output 4 on advocacy and knowledge sharing, strengthening multi-stakeholder ownership and transparency in biodiversity finance implementation.
Equality / Non-Discrimination: This Project promotes principles of equality, non-discrimination, and inclusion, ensuring that no group is left behind - particularly IPLCs, who are identified as key rights holders and frontline biodiversity stewards. The project aligns with the IPRA and supports the implementation of the Indigenous Peoples Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (IPBSAP). It directly addresses persistent barriers such as limited access to biodiversity investments, capacity gaps, and marginalization from policy and financial processes. These are addressed through  FPIC-based engagement, capacity-building, and tailored technical support. Proactive measures include support for IPLC-led biodiversity-positive enterprises, with prioritization for their inclusion in Micro, Small and Medium Enterprise (MSME) accelerator hubs and conservation investment programs. The project also ensures IPLCs have direct roles in the planning and stewardship of conservation areas under OECMs.
Gender: This Project is designed as gender-responsive, with dedicated actions to promote gender equality and women’s empowerment (GEWE), and safeguards to prevent harm. It is guided by the Magna Carta of Women and government-mandated Gender and Development (GAD) planning frameworks. The project includes a Gender Action Plan that mainstreams gender considerations across all components—from policy development and planning to fund management and capacity building. Specific gender actions include the integration of GAD modules in institutional strengthening efforts, the designation of gender focal points in mechanisms to be established, integration of provisions in policies to GEWE, and the incorporation of gender in monitoring systems such as the IMM and BERS. The project also supports women's participation in local biodiversity planning (e.g., LBSAPs), leadership roles, and access to biodiversity-based livelihood opportunities. Gender-fair language and inclusive procedures are required in all manuals, policy proposals, and implementation tools, ensuring equitable access and benefit-sharing throughout the project lifecycle.

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

	The project is designed to be gender-responsive as it proactively seeks to address gender-based inequalities in the financing and implementation of biodiversity conservation in the Philippines. The gender analysis was informed by document review and stakeholder consultation workshops, where issues such as gender stereotyping that limits women’s access to economic opportunities, lack of representation in decision-making processes, and safety concerns were identified. The Gender Action Plan (GAP) addresses these issues and ensures that the Project does no harm - i.e., it does not exacerbate existing gender inequalities - and actively contributes to gender equality and women’s empowerment (GEWE) outcomes.

The gender analysis identified persistent inequalities that limit women’s access to biodiversity finance and decision-making roles, particularly among IPLCs and in rural, remote, and poverty-affected areas such as the project sites in Eastern Mindanao, Zamboanga Peninsula, and Negros Island. Women in these areas face compounded marginalization due to poverty, remoteness, cultural norms, and environmental vulnerability - especially in the face of climate change. Gender disparities also exist in leadership roles within biodiversity institutions, participation in planning and access to green financing, and in the recognition of women’s traditional ecological knowledge.

The project adopts a strategic and targeted approach to address these gender inequalities through the implementation of a comprehensive GAP. Key strategies and measures include:
ICCA
· Gender mainstreaming across biodiversity financing mechanisms, including the NBFP, with gender-responsive procedures and investment programs.

· Promotion of women’s leadership in conservation governance, particularly in ICCAs and LCAs

· Participation of women in biodiversity action planning, including the development of gender-responsive LBSAPs that incorporate women’s knowledge, priorities, and livelihood needs.

· Support for women-led MSMEs and gender-equitable access to conservation finance, including through the MSME Accelerator/Innovation Hubs, and inclusion of GEWE criteria in project-supported enterprise selection.

· Capacity-building and institutional strengthening at all levels—from DENR/BMB to LGUs and community organizations—on gender equality, GAD mainstreaming, and monitoring. This includes GAD modules for BRMDU staff and gender-fair language in project policies and outputs.

· Integration of GEWE indicators in the project’s IMM system and the PBSAP M&E platform, allowing for tracking of gender-related results and accountability at all implementation levels.

These measures are anchored in the Magna Carta of Women (RA 9710) and align with national GAD policy frameworks. The project also supports the continued efforts of the DENR-BMB in institutionalizing GAD functions, such as through its GAD Focal Point System and gender database.


	Briefly describe in the space below how the project mainstreams sustainability and resilience 

	The project supports the mainstreaming of sustainability and resilience by integrating biodiversity finance solutions into national policies, local governance plans, programs and services, private sector investments and civil sector engagements. The proposed nature-based financial instruments such as biodiversity credits, coral reef insurance, and biodiversity friendly enterprises, and others enhance the linkage of inclusive economic growth with intergenerational equity. The project delivers multiple benefits through NbS, primarily by increasing financing for biodiversity conservation in alignment with global and national priorities. It supports the Philippines’ commitments under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and contributes directly to achieving the goals of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF) and the Philippine Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (PBSAP 2024–2040). By closing the estimated USD 1.24 billion annual financing gap, the project will enhance the management of over 198,000 hectares of terrestrial and marine ecosystems. Beyond biodiversity outcomes, the project also contributes to climate adaptation and disaster risk reduction (DRR), aligning with the National Adaptation Plan (NAP 2023–2050). The project strengthens community resilience to climate risks such as sea-level rise, flooding, and coral bleaching through the promotion of ridge-to-reef ecosystem restoration, protection of forests and mangroves, and mainstreaming of ecosystem-based adaptation. At the local level, planning tools like LBSAPs integrate biodiversity and climate considerations, supporting inclusive and risk-informed development aligned with the Philippine Development Plan (2023–2028) and the PENCAS law (RA 11995).
At the component level, the project ensures that Nature-based Solutions yield both environmental and socio-economic benefits. Component 1 focus on building institutional capacity and establishing Local Conservation Areas (LCAs)—financing mechanisms that directly support biodiversity protection and the resilience of vulnerable communities, including Indigenous Peoples. Component 3 enables direct financing of local adaptation and resilience building by supporting investment-ready LBSAPs that prioritize sustainable land management and ecosystem restoration. Meanwhile, Component 4 addresses the root causes of environmental degradation by targeting agricultural subsidies with negative environmental impact. It promotes the adoption of Biodiversity-Responsive Agricultural Practices (BDRAPs) and redirects public spending from environmentally damaging activities (e.g., excessive fertilizer and pesticide use) to practices that safeguard biodiversity, reduce disaster risk, and enhance food security and climate resilience.
The project aims to strengthen regional and local adaptive capacity by supporting LGUs, indigenous peoples, forest and coastal communities in developing biodiversity strategic action plans (BSAP), and the piloting of BDFEs and responsive agricultural practices (BDRAP) appropriate for their areas while linking with national conservation strategies. An IMM framework will be developed to track sustainability outcomes, ensuring that biodiversity finance interventions lead to measurable social, economic, and ecological benefits for all participating stakeholders.


	Briefly describe in the space below how the project strengthens accountability to stakeholders 

	The project enhances accountability to stakeholders by ensuring transparency in biodiversity financing and integrating biodiversity expenditure reporting into the Climate Change Expenditure Tagging (CCET) system, managed by the Climate Change Commission (CCC). Through the National Integrated Climate Change Database and Information Exchange System (NICCDIES), the public can access climate-related expenditure data across government agencies.
To safeguard stakeholder interests, the project institutionalizes an IMM framework to track biodiversity-linked investments, ensuring efficient resource allocation and clear impact assessment. It also incorporates FPIC for IPLCs and a culturally appropriate Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM), with access to the UNDP Accountability Mechanism.
By engaging local governments, indigenous groups, farmers, fisherfolk, and MSMEs in participatory decision-making, the project ensures stakeholder input in funding priorities and conservation strategies. It further strengthens governance through public-private partnerships, policy alignment, and performance-based financing, ensuring biodiversity projects deliver measurable, equitable benefits while maintaining financial integrity.
At the institutional level, the project reinforces national transparency and governance frameworks, including those of the DENR and the BMB. It establishes BRMDUs within BMB to coordinate the NBFP. Key financial tracking tools, such as the BERS and the IMM platform, are institutionalized to monitor biodiversity investments and align with the PBSAP M&E system.
Additionally, governance structures for ICCA and LCA are to include social and environmental safeguards, with an emphasis on inclusion of IP as primary rights holders, along with gender-responsive procedures. These measures collectively strengthen accountability in mobilizing, managing, and monitoring biodiversity conservation financing, embedding transparency and stakeholder engagement at every level.




Part B. Identifying and Managing Social and Environmental Risks
	QUESTION 2: What are the Potential Social and Environmental Risks? 
Note: Complete SESP Attachment 1 before responding to Question 2.

	QUESTION 3: What is the level of significance of the potential social and environmental risks?
Note: Respond to Questions 4 and 5 below before proceeding to Question 6.
	QUESTION 6: Describe the assessment and management measures for each risk rated Moderate, Substantial or High. 

	Risk Description
(broken down by event, cause, impact)
	Impact and Likelihood  (1-5)
	Significance 
(Low, Moderate Substantial, High)
	Comments (optional)
	Description of assessment and management measures for risks rated as Moderate, Substantial or High 

	Risk 1
Overarching Principle: Leave No One Behind (Human Rights): (P.3, P.5) 

Risk Event: The project supports and strengthens participation of IPLCs, however as activities will take place with IPs and in ancestral domains, the risk exists that if not implemented well, some groups may be excluded. They may not have the possibility or capacity to claim their rights or have meaningful participation. 

Causes: Inadequacy of governance measures and safeguards in the system to protect IPLCs and capacities to implement them, as well as failure to conduct a thorough stakeholder analysis and social assessments, leading to inadequate consideration of interests and knowledge of marginalized groups in participating in biodiversity plans and investment opportunities (Outputs: 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3).

Impact: Potential losses of land tenure rights (access, ownership, use), lack of participation, voice, accountability and thus further socio-economic marginalization of IPLCs if the identified risks outlined in this SESP are not appropriately managed and mitigated. 


Owner: DENR-BMB, NCIP, LGUs
	I =3, 
L = 3
	Moderate
	
IP communities are protected with special rights under Philippine laws and the stewardship of the NCIP, who is the primary national government agency tasked in protecting their rights.

The primary marginalized groups under the project are IPLC near or within KBAs and those in ancestral domains, CBFMA, upland and coastal communities, and Geographic Isolated and Disadvantaged Areas (GIDA). The project aims to consolidate biodiversity practices for investment matching and demonstrate the environmental and social benefits of improved forest and coastal management practices, repurpose agricultural subsidies, BDFE and BDRAP in KBAs, and capture these in BSAPs and AIPs. 

Part of this is to ensure that stakeholders have access to meaningful participation as well as the possibility to bring forth grievances, however there is a risk that if the project activities are not implemented as planned then marginalised groups are excluded or their priorities and needs are not adequately reflected in the processes.    
	Assessment:
[bookmark: _sukj2jxnujra]The project strengthens the position of IPLC in their role as rights holders and supports increased engagement in the planning and decision-making processes affecting natural resources, ancestral domains and cultural rights and property. It provides resources to support FPIC which is enshrined in national legislation. The risk to IPLC rights is not inherent in the project activities but may arise from poor implementation, especially if participation of IPLC at the landscape level is minimized or dominated, for example by the interests of other groups with stronger capacity. 

For Indigenous Peoples (IP) communities, initial consultations were conducted to introduce the project and proposed activities within Ancestral Domains (ADs) near Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs). However, these consultations were not part of the mandatory FPIC process, which will be formally initiated during project implementation as per the Environment. No project activities will be conducted within ADs until the FPIC process is carried out more comprehensively. Concerns about capacity of partners to fully implement FPIC and engage IPLC in project activities has been identified.

During the PPG consultation process, IPLC issues were assessed as part of the SES/safeguards assessments (e.g. types of issues in similar projects, likelihood and severity of risk). IPLCs, women’s groups and the NGO sector provided input into the SEP, which outlines engagement and grievance redress mechanisms, while the Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF) provides the overall framework for risk management.  A GAP was also developed to address gender-related issues among vulnerable groups through targeted interventions.


Management:
The project is designed to ensure meaningful stakeholder participation, incorporating risks identified during national and site-level consultations as consideration in the design process. A SEP and GAP will guide inclusive engagement to prevent unintended discrimination, while the ESMF will provide the overarching framework for risk management. Recognizing tenure security and community participation as critical, the project aims to match appropriate information and knowledge on biodiversity funding and investment opportunities to enhance local capacity and programs. Ensuring appropriate representation from diverse groups and adapting methods to ensure their meaningful engagement is central to the SEP. The participation of IPs in LBSAP planning and target setting (Activity 2.1.1), MSME accelerator hubs (Activity 2.5.6), and BDRAP (Activity 3.2.3) will align with their Indigenous Political Structure (IPS) and IKSP to ensure that design and interventions are appropriate and sought for by IPs.
The development or updating of LBSAP will align with their ADSDPP and IPBSAP in setting inclusive biodiversity targets, supported by capacity building activities on co-management for key stakeholders. The participation of designated Indigenous People Mandatory Representative (IPMR) in legislative bodies of LGUs and Protected Area Management Boards (PAMB) and Regional Development Councils (RDC) will be ensured to secure the perspective and priorities of IPs in planning processes.  Scoped SESA or other targeted assessments will be carried out as part of the LBSAP process, as part of the mitigation process to ensure IPLC rights, priorities and participation are as required.

As outlined in the ESMF, the project will formally initiate FPIC in the implementation of specific finance solutions (Activity 2.3.8)   to secure approvals from IP communities in targeted KBAs before implementation in Ancestral Domains. The FPIC process follows the 1997 Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act and 2012 revised rule, aligning with NCIP and Philippine Government guidelines. It will also adhere to the national protocol for preparing Ancestral Domain Memorandums of Agreement (MOA), defining the project activities that IP communities’ consent to participate in. 

The ESMF also outlines a Project-Level GGRM which will be established, ensuring stakeholders (e.g., farmer and fishing associations, IP communities, women’s groups, etc.) can report grievances. The project will actively communicate the GRM during the inception workshop and consultations to inform all relevant stakeholders.

Throughout implementation, the project will monitor and update key instruments —SESP, IPP, Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP), and Gender Action Plan (GAP) —including during the inception and mid-term evaluation, to reflect changes in the local context. Regular feedback will be gathered through field visits, local consultations, and social media monitoring to address concerns. 


	Risk 2: Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment (P.9, P.11)

Risk Event:  
1)Gender inequalities and injustices are exacerbated (the project can add to this burden); and 2) Women’s participation, inclusion, empowerment and benefits are limited;

Causes: Long held gender biases are pervasive and persist in IPs and GIDA areas. While the frequency is diminishing based on increased sectoral awareness and GAD integration in government programs and services, caution towards gender equality and the empowerment of women is still important to ensure equitable and inclusive participation. See Gender Analysis (Annex 10) for further details of national gender gaps. (Outputs, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 3.2, 3.3)

Impact: Limited access to essential natural resources for women, leading to livelihood disruptions and social consequences, including impacts on food security, family well-being, and community cohesion.

The exacerbation of gender inequalities such as the exclusion of women from key decision-making processes and benefits of development results in their needs and perspectives being overlooked in project outcomes and the overall effectiveness of OECMs being undermined. 

Owner: DENR
	I = 3, L = 2: 
	Moderate
	Despite having the highest gender parity score of 77.9% in Asia based on the World Economic Forum’s 2024 Global Gender Gap, 
gender discrepancy issues and long held gender biases, particularly in IPs and GIDA areas are still common. While the frequency is diminishing based on increased sectoral awareness and GAD integration in government programs and services, caution towards gender equality and the empowerment of women is still important to ensure equitable and inclusive participation. 



	Assessment: 
A Gender Analysis (GA) was carried out to identify key gender equality concerns and determine effective strategies for mainstreaming women's participation in project design and interventions. The government’s GAD program has laid the groundwork for addressing gender issues in BD Financing.  

Gender analysis show: 1) Legal inequalities (e.g. land tenure, pay, access to finance); 2) Socio-cultural bias (women's position as leaders, ability to voice ideas, participate in technical trainings); 3) Education, skills (girls completing higher education, literacy/numeracy); 4) Time burden; 5) Disproportionate impacts of CC on women/girls. 
Intersectionality issues (religion, IP belief systems). Such analysis inform the development of the Project Gender Action Plan.


Management:
A GAP has been developed, mainstreaming GEWE into project design, implementation, IMM and M&E.

To ensure a gender-responsive approach, project design has incorporated gender-responsive budgeting, institutional capacity development including gender awareness, women’s participation in planning activities, taking account of indigenous women’s knowledge, women’s participation in sub-projects, selection of women-led MSMEs and support to women’s leadership in MSME development, sex-disaggregated data collection for project indicators in the MEAL plan in Component 5. 

The project development phase also included consultations with women’s groups and community leaders and GAD focal points of participating LGUs and government agencies. These engagements strengthened the advocacy for mainstreaming BD financing in GAD planning and budgeting efforts and helped identify gender-responsive strategies in the project design. Annual GAD plans and budget utilization in LGUs and government agencies will be reviewed for alignment with planned project activities. This includes assessing opportunities to design biodiversity training programs for women, support the establishment of women-led BDFE and conservation initiatives, and refocusing women-specific programs (scholarships, research) to consider BD. 


	Risk 3: 
Overarching Principle: Accountability (P.14)
Event: Design and implementation  of public and private sector investment plans, and adoption of BDFE and BDRAP practices, are ineffective or are compromised. 

Causes: Limited institutional capacity for financial governance and management. Key entities may lack systems for accountability. Inadequate assessment of multi-stakeholder buy-in and capacity, market and investment risks, policy barriers, and the failure to properly integrate biodiversity into interrelated development plans.
Furthermore, misunderstood IPLCs’ capacity and aspirations along with the necessary technical support and enabling policies leaves them susceptible to under investments, market risks or unfair agreements. 
(Output 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3) 
 Impact: This may reduce stakeholder confidence and interest leading to reduced investments, missed economic opportunities, loss of jobs and livelihoods, and vulnerability from increased natural resource use.  IPLCs may become disenchanted, risk their livelihoods, and revert to destructive economic activities for daily subsistence.
Owner: PMU, DENR, LGUs, DA


	I = 3, 
L= 3: 
	Moderate
	With greater awareness towards the impact of biodiversity loss and climate change, the public and private sector emphasize the importance of allocating appropriate funding for conservation activities and supporting communities at the forefront of biodiversity challenges. However, various issues in biodiversity valuation, financial management capabilities, economic conditions, and market development for ecosystem services and biodiversity friendly practices, mean that there is a risk of over-expectation as well as the risk of not delivering the fair amount nor in a timely manner the appropriate resources needed to sustain BD programs and community practices.
Specifically, for transitioning from agricultural subsidies with unintended environmental impact, converting to BDRAP may result in lower incomes or threatening local food security.
In turn, IPLCs and marginalized communities may be greatly affected as they rely on local natural resources for their livelihood and daily subsistence. Changes to these would require incentives and safety nets to support their adoption of BDRAP, BDFE and conservation principles in their daily activities.
Delayed or inadequate financial and technical support from government agencies, LGUs, NGOs and the private sector, may lead to the abandonment of sustainable livelihood interventions (e.g., BDFE, BDRAP, community and social development fund from mining royalty agreements) and revert to destructive livelihood activities (e.g., kaingin, small scale mining, IUU fishing)
During project preparation consultations, some concerns were raised in region 11 and 13, where agreed and anticipated benefits from private sector partnerships and other social and environmental programs are not consistent and do not arrive on time. Uncertain implementation of local programs and less than optimal benefits may also be due to factors such as seasonal production, global commodity prices, and the capacity of IPLCs to implement aspects of activities, including those related to financial systems.  
	Assessment: The project reviewed enabling and complementary policies supporting improved BD investments such as the prescribed allocation of BD funding under the annual General Appropriations Act (GAA), the inclusion of BD targets under the Seal of Good Local Governance (SGLG), voluntary sustainability reporting guidelines for IPLCs and MSMEs, and the improved inclusion of BD-related reporting of financial institutions  due to Sustainable Finance Roadmap framework.  The capacity of project stakeholders has also been assessed, with some having limited experience in managing NBS and therefore requiring targeted support and strong governance measures. 
An evaluation of existing and prospective livelihoods and the potential or selected BDFEs and related programs for funding and investment support are also needed to ascertain realistic income projections. These must also be periodically assessed in terms of their fair valuation and market viability. The requirements or obligations of participating IPLCs is to be clarified along with the planned benefits from such investments and will be supported by livelihood development programs such as DA’s Kabuhayan at Kaunlaran ng Kababayang Katutubo (4K) program and DTI’s Livelihood Seeding Program.   
Management: 
Project ESMF provides guidance for the rigorous screening and assessments needed to assess the site-specific models and techniques to be refined by the project for NBS, BDFE, and compatible conservation initiatives.  The ESMF will promote accountability in the following ways: 
-Transparency around financing for biodiversity conservation in BER (Output 1.3) and IMM reporting (1.4) as well as TNFD (2.4);
- Inclusive/participatory planning and decision-making – both directly through project-supported plans and also more widely through efforts to strengthen institutional capacity within BMB, DENR and other agencies;
- Stakeholder engagement, FPIC processes;
- GRM procedures for affected stakeholders;
- M&E through disclosure of recommendations for changes to project design such as the Mid-term review.

Management measures for the specific interventions—including regulations, plans, and training—will be embedded in local policies and financial systems.  Training is also a key project activity. to address these risks and build capacity for BD investments, and their impact management. SEP is in place to ensure effective communication of risks and opportunities.



	Risk 4: 
Standard 1: Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management (S 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.6, 1.8, 1.10, 8.2)
Event: Introduction of biodiversity livelihood and enterprise activities (e.g., agriculture, manufacturing, tourism) and repurposed agricultural subsidies may result in environmental risks such as habitat loss or fragmentation or the introduction of invasive alien species.
Cause: Inappropriate design or misaligned implementation of parallel BDRAP, BDFE, PPP and NBS, due to ineffective value chain analysis, market acceptance, non-viability in target sites, or reliance on external use cases may disregard local landscape and seascape ecosystems. (Output 2.3, 2.5, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3)
Impact: This may cause habitat loss and fragmentation, while genetic pollution or biological invasion could lead to collapse of local species. These failures could also impact related livelihoods and employment. 
Owner: DENR, local NGOs and academes
	I = 3, L = 3: 
	Moderate
	Forest and mangrove reforestation activities which are central to restoration activities and carbon credit programs may be induced by readily available and cost-effective species for expediency but may have negative consequences to the local biodiversity.
Similarly, BDRAP or BDFE models from other settings may promote non-native species due to established markets  (e.g., fast-growing and commodity species) inadvertently affecting local ecosystems.
PPPs for BDRAPs and ecotourism may also fragment ecosystems in terms of access, permissible activities and exceed local carrying capacities leading to habitat degradation.  
	Assessment:
A scoped Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) will evaluate the potential environmental and social impacts of introducing BDRAPs, PPPs, and NBS. It will guide the project’s strategic planning to ensure these interventions are ecologically appropriate, economically viable, and socially inclusive. 

An environmental and social impact assessment (ESIA) will also screen the site-specific activities or investments that may lead to habitat loss, invasive species, and livelihood disruptions, ensuring interventions align with local ecosystems. 

Furthermore, the design and management of BD activities will be reviewed by DENR and supported by research and guidance from local NGOs and academic institutions for compatibility with local biodiversity and social needs.

Management:

The project ESMF provides guidance for the development of more specific assessments and management plans.

BD development strategies will be reviewed and managed by their complementation and risks through the conduct of site-specific ESIA including IAS risk screening and apply context-specific value chain and market analyses.
Project will stipulate Biosecurity protocols and guidelines in the ESMF will prevent and manage IAS introduction, while project guidelines will also stipulate preferences for native species, or non-invasive species with strong market rationale and acceptable bio-features compatible with the respective ecosystems, if appropriate. BDRAP and BDFE technical support and market incentives will be performance-based and linked to ecological and social outcomes, with clear exit strategies.
Frameworks and local plans, such as LBSAPs, will provide guidance on eligible species, applicable BDRAP practices, and BDFE models and alignment with ADSDPP.  Lastly, the M&E system will include monitoring of grants to Peoples Organizations (PO) or IPLCs that its usage follows guidelines on appropriate species and practices.

	Risk 5: 
Standard 2: Climate Change and Disaster Risks (S 2.1, 2.2)

Event: The effects of climate change such as flooding and droughts could impact project areas and activities. 

Cause: Unpredictable weather patterns and overdevelopment leads to varying landscape and seascape conditions. 

Impact: Calamities may lead to loss of lives, disruptions to livelihoods, or reduce access for project stakeholders. Further diminishing the effectiveness of biodiversity investments in demonstrating improvements in KBAs. (Outputs 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 3.1, 3.2)

Owner: PMU, DENR, LGUs
  
	I = 2, 
L = 3: 
	Low
	Although initial assessment of targeted KBAs is not as susceptible to climate induced calamities such as typhoons, floods and droughts, certain areas with mining, logging and increased human settlements carry a higher risk of vulnerability. Also, the communities in these areas may be likely to experience reduced access or prioritization in resource access such as water during drought and utility repairs during calamities. 


	Assessment: 
Stakeholder consultations during the PPG with potential project sites considered varied climate and disaster risks. An initial Climate and Disaster Screening Tool was developed to scope or screen appropriate areas for project implementation (see Prodoc Annex 25).

The project sites—located across Eastern Mindanao, Zamboanga Peninsula, Central Panay Mountain Range, and the Negros Island Region—are exposed to a wide range of climate and disaster risks, which vary in intensity across provinces:
· Region XIII (CARAGA): Provinces such as Agusan del Norte, Agusan del Sur, Surigao del Norte, and Surigao del Sur face high risks of extreme precipitation, pluvial and fluvial flooding, landslides, and intense tropical cyclones. Surigao del Norte, in particular, is threatened by sea level rise. Sectoral vulnerabilities include flood-related impacts on rice and corn farming, fishponds, water infrastructure, post-flood disease outbreaks (e.g., leptospirosis, dengue), and damage to mangrove and forest ecosystems.
· Region XI (Davao Region): In provinces such as Davao Oriental, Davao de Oro, Davao del Norte, and Davao del Sur, risks include intensifying typhoons, strong coastal winds, landslides, flash floods, and prolonged dry spells. Key vulnerabilities affect banana, coconut, and upland crops, road and bridge infrastructure, water supply systems, and rural health services. Coastal municipalities in Davao Oriental are especially exposed to storm surges and sea level rise.
· Region VI (Western Visayas): The provinces of Antique, Aklan, Capiz, and Iloilo are highly vulnerable to storm surges, typhoons, and extreme precipitation, resulting in both urban and rural flooding. Sea level rise and saltwater intrusion threaten coastal barangays, while heat stress impacts urban centers like Iloilo City. Vulnerabilities span flood-prone agricultural zones, tourism hubs like Boracay, water system contamination, and flood-related health risks.
· Region IX (Zamboanga Peninsula): Provinces including Zamboanga del Sur, Zamboanga Sibugay, and Zamboanga del Norte experience frequent river and urban flooding, tropical cyclones, landslides, and coastal erosion. Vulnerable sectors include coconut and fisheries-based livelihoods, informal settlements, and mangrove and coral reef ecosystems. Infrastructure limitations in remote areas exacerbate post-disaster recovery challenges.
· Negros Island Region: Comprising Negros Occidental, Negros Oriental, and Siquijor, this region is exposed to flash floods, landslides, sea level rise, coastal erosion, and prolonged droughts. Vulnerabilities include tourism-related infrastructure in coastal and island municipalities, sugarcane and coconut farming, inadequate rural water systems, heat-related health impacts, and coral bleaching that threatens fisheries and reef-based livelihoods.


Management:
The Climate and Screening Tool will be updated during project implementation when project sites are confirmed. 

BD finance should be strategically utilized to deliver multiple benefits, including climate change adaptation (CCA) and disaster risk reduction (DRR). Strategic environmental and social assessments (SESA), or similar strategic-level assessments conducted  to integrate these co-benefits into  plans supported by the project (e.g. LBSAPs). Furthermore, sub-projects under Component 3 should be designed to directly incorporate activities that contribute to CCA and DRR objectives—even in cases where formal safeguards instruments like ESMPs or IPPs may not be required—ensuring that resilience-building measures are mainstreamed throughout implementation.

The project ESMF provides guidance for the development of more specific assessments and management plans.
Appropriate climate and disaster mitigating interventions may be included in ESMP, SEP, GAP, IPP, and LAP. 


	Risk 6
Standard 3: Community Health, Safety and Security (S 3.7, 3.8)

Event: Community or others working in patrols or guard roles are involved in incidents; outside workers cause changes in local settings leading to disharmony.  

Cause: Employment for activities supported under BSFP, BDRAP, BDFE or NBS in KBAs. (Output 1.2, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3)

Impact: Potential decline in social order; personal injury.
	I = 3, 
L= 3
	Moderate
	Program risks indirectly impacting on community health, safety and security through the potential involvement of community members or others such as private or state security forces for purposes of forest/marine patrol or enforcement of related legislation. The potential for influx of workers to project-supported areas, for example in the context of ecotourism investments may also pose risks to community health, safety and security.
	Assessment:
Site-specific or investment-level screening to assess community health, safety and security risks and develop management and mitigation plans through the targeted assessment of site or landscape specific assessments (refer to ESMF); for investments or activities requiring labor, the prioritization of local people for employment and compliance with labor laws and codes of practices for worker management will be critical to ensure local ownership, economic benefits and avoid conflict. These labor related needs are to be assessed on a case by case basis. 

Management:
The project ESMF provides guidance for the development of more specific assessments and management plans, including for labor and worker management issues. Depending on site/intervention or landscape level activities identified during implementation, an assessment will be conducted, to identify specific impacts/risk and detail the management measures. For example, development and provision of workforce safety training and suitable equipment and a Labor Management Plan, are outlined in the ESMF. 

The SEP also provides guidance on type of consultations to inform management measures, including with security parties, when appropriate, including.  Inclusion of the UN’s Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, including the Voluntary Principles on Security and Human Rights (VPSHR), a set of guidelines designed to help companies in the extractive industries ensure their security operations respect human rights while maintaining safety and security on their sites. If required, develop a Labor Management Plan (LMP).

	Risk 7
Standard 4: Cultural Heritage (S 4.1, 4.5)

Event: Biodiversity programs and the supporting investments misuse or lead to exploitation of IKSP and / or cultural heritage sites in or around KBAs, PAs and ADs.


Cause: Strengthening of KBAs, PAs and ADs, or support for private sector / enterprise-based solutions overlap with cultural heritage areas or draw on cultural sites, knowledge or values as part of the business proposition. (Output 1.2, 1.3, 3.2)


Impact: Unanticipated changes in cultural identity associated with sites and knowledge; potential for peace or conflict/order issues; potential marginalization of IPLC.

Owners: NCIP, DENR, PMU, DA
	I =3, L=3
	Moderate
	BSAPs and other nature-based solutions have the potential to affect areas adjacent to cultural heritage sites and may involve or impact on tangible or intangible forms of cultural heritage, including IKSP. IKSP may be positively used, and cultural elements may be revitalized or have renewed value. Conversely, cultures may be misappropriated or negatively exploited in commercial activities related to financial solutions for biodiversity protection or conservation.  Examples include small scale ecotourism activities within or near Ancestral Domains, Cultural Heritage Tourism such as those supported by Department of Tourism and National Commission on Indigenous Peoples; Access and Benefit Sharing of Genetic Resources such Department of Health’s Tuklas Lunas program.
	Assessment:
Site-specific or investment-level screening to assess cultural heritage risks and develop management and mitigation plans through the targeted assessment of site or landscape specific assessments (refer to ESMF); for investments or activities impacting cultural heritage, including IKSP and sacred or historical sites. This will involve stakeholder consultations, and development of a Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) to prevent marginalization and ensure FPIC is obtained. The ESIA ensures that biodiversity finance interventions respect and protect the cultural values of IPLCs.

Stakeholder consultations will be conducted in proposed project intervention areas to identify specific concerns and impacts, and to assess the viability of any activities as part of BSAP, BDRAP, BDFE, NBS in KBAs, or new areas where there is known or possible cultural heritage values, to be mapped or documented. 

Management: 
The project ESMF provides guidance for the development of more specific assessments and management plans, including cultural heritage risks. Emphasis will be on maximizing benefits of cultural revitalization or strengthening through the use and recognition of IKSP, however description and discussion of cultural misappropriation will be specifically included in training and guidelines for project stakeholders. The ESMF, SEP and FPIC protocol provide for targeted engagement of potentially affected IPLC, with screening tools to support assessment of cultural heritage impacts as part of targeted assessment (local ESIA, scoped SESA or similar, in the context of any significant activities which may impact on cultural heritage); a Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) to be developed when appropriate (as outlined in ESMF). 

Incorporate perspectives and prioritization of affected IPLCs in SEP, ESMP, IPP and LAP; develop CHMP for sites if needed, or incorporate in ESMP and IPP. Ensure FPIC is implemented. 

IPLCs should be among the primary stakeholders in these interventions and FPIC requirements will apply to any activities that may affect cultural heritage, including but not limited to changes in access and use of natural resources in AD or claimed IP areas.


	Risk 8: 
Standard 5 Displacement and Resettlement (S 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 6.6)

Event: Biodiversity programs and the supporting investments have the potential to lead to access and resource restrictions for IPLCs and other sectors who have traditionally benefited from KBAs, PAs, and ADs.  Enforcement of national laws may limit illegal activities that people derive livelihoods from. 

Cause: Alignment of development plans with biodiversity targets, introduction of BDRAP as well as potential external investments may all restrict land and resource access to traditional users. (Output 2.3, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3). Strengthened enforcement of laws and regulations applied in KBAs, PAs and ADs.

Impact: Loss of livelihood and economic displacement due to access restriction which may lead to economic marginalization, and peace and order issues. There will be no physical resettlement as a direct result of this project.

Owners: PMU, DENR, NCIP, LGUs, DA
	I = 3, 
L = 2
	Moderate
	Examples can be changes to the management of areas where IPs practice traditional farming practices, or where there are small-scale mining communities, illegal logging, or the non-renewal of CBFM tenure. 
	Assessment: 

The Project will not promote or seek the creation of new protected areas, however the potential for displacement and resettlement impacts have been considered in the context of proposed activities, upstream and downstream.  Programs for BDFE, BDRAP and other NBS with government and private sector investments may delineate access areas or permissible activities that could lead to economic displacement and peace & order conflicts with IPs, CBFMA, and other human settlements that have traditionally experienced unhampered access. There will be no physical resettlement as a direct result of this project, and key stakeholders’ capacity for future activity and investment safeguarding will be strengthened, including in relation to displacement impacts.


Management: 

The project ESMF provides guidance for the development of more specific assessments and management plans, including displacement risks. A scoped Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) will evaluate the potential environmental and social impacts of introducing policy changes, BDRAPs, PPPs, and NBS, including displacement risks. It will guide the project’s strategic planning to ensure these interventions are ecologically appropriate, economically viable, and socially inclusive, and risk of economic displacement is clearly analyzed for upstream interventions. 

For site specific interventions, thorough stakeholder consultations will be conducted in the proposed areas, to identify actionable priorities in LBSAPs and applicable finance solutions. Specific concerns and impacts, as well as viability of establishing access rules to support BDRAP, BDFE, NBS in KBAs will also be clarified. IPLCs should be the primary participants or beneficiaries to be considered in these interventions and FPIC requirements will apply to any changes in access and use of natural resources in AD or claimed IP areas.

Appropriate information, education and communication (IEC) campaigns should be conducted to duly inform and reinforce among stakeholders the biodiversity and landscape/seascape benefits targeted by the project (Activities 3.3.2, 4.2.3, 4.2.6, 4.2.7). 

For site/intervention or landscape level activities identified during implementation, an ESIA will be carried out to assess site-specific impacts of project activities that may lead to economic displacement or restricted access to resources for IPLCs. It will evaluate potential conflicts, changes in land use, and livelihood disruptions, ensuring these are addressed through consultations, FPIC procedures, and mitigation plans. The ESIA will guide the development of safeguards, such as Livelihood Action Plans (LAP), to protect affected communities and uphold their rights.

Project will incorporate perspectives and prioritization of affected IPLCs in the management plans currently outlined in the ESMF, including an ESMP, IPP and LAP. Project is to ensure FPIC is implemented.


	Risk 9: 
Standard 6 Indigenous Peoples (S 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.5, 6.7,6.9)

Event: The project prioritizes and strengthens indigenous peoples’ participation however if not properly managed, the IPs especially at landscape level may have limited influence on project interventions and outcomes, their resource rights, access and development opportunities may be negatively affected by the presence and entry of other project stakeholders. .

Causes: Inadequate consideration of Ancestral Domain Sustainable Development Protection Plans (ADSDPP), erroneous FPIC process, ineffective Indigenous Peoples Plan (IPP) and the failure to incorporate the IPs perspective in various development plans. (Outputs 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.) 

Impact: IPs may be socially, economically or culturally disadvantaged or impoverished, and marginalized and, alienated from their natural resources. 

Owner: PMU, DENR, NCIP

	I = 3, L = 2: 
	Moderate
	Depending on the status of IP claims, CADTs, the IPS and ADSDPP of IPs in KBAs, some may not be ready nor capacitated to participate in planning or implementing key project activities to meet the requirements and obligations of BD funding mechanisms.  

Some activities are complex and will require facilitation to enable meaningful participation of groups including IPLC who may have limited experience with ADSDPP, with BSAPs and local development plans, , or negotiating for resource royalty agreements.  IP may experience barriers to employment in emerging biodiversity related jobs. 
	Assessment: 

As per Risk 1, the project strengthens the position of IPLC in their role as rights holders and supports increased engagement in the planning and decision-making processes affecting natural resources, ancestral domains and cultural rights and property. It provides resources to support FPIC which is enshrined in national legislation. The risk to IPLC rights is not inherent in the project activities but may arise from poor implementation, especially if participation of IPLC at the landscape level is minimized or dominated, for example by the interests of other groups with stronger capacity. 

The project will ensure Indigenous Peoples' concerns and engagement are well integrated and addressed through the SEP, IPPF and subsequent IPPs. FPIC will be obtained where required, particularly for Output 2.3, which involve possible application of NBS in ADs. During project development, targeted consultations will be conducted with IP representatives through the project team and local government consultation mechanisms established.  This will include working with indigenous communities to identify and develop new economic and livelihood opportunities aligned with BDFE, BDRAP, NBS, and other conservation interventions, ensuring increased IP participation in both economic and environmental activities. During project development, targeted consultations will be conducted with IP representatives through the project team and local government consultation mechanisms established.

Management:
The project ESMF provides guidance for the development of more specific assessments and management plans, including indigenous peoples plan (IPP) as well as the FPIC protocol applicable for this project. A scoped Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) will evaluate the potential environmental and social impacts of introducing policy changes, BDRAPs, PPPs, and NBS, including risks to indigenous peoples. It will guide the project’s strategic planning to ensure these interventions are ecologically appropriate, economically viable, and socially inclusive, and risks of marginalization are analyzed and avoided. 

The project Indigenous Peoples Planning Framework (IPPF) has been developed to provide more specific focus and outline steps to be undertaken, including how the Project will comply with IPRA requirements and the revised 2012 rule on FPIC, consultations and planning to be documented in locality/group specific IPPs as needed, and the aspects to be monitored to ensure no adverse impacts on IPs as a result of this project or any downstream investments arising from the project. 

To this end, strengthening capacity for safeguards including IP risks and particular needs, is built in as a management activity and design/staffing and resource aspect.  Resourcing the project with specialists for IP support, implement the SEP and FPIC, and develop IPPs as needed, are key management measures.


	Risk 10
Standard 7: Labour and Working Conditions (S 7.6)

Event: Community or others working in activities supported under project activities face occupational health or safety (OHS) risks due to hazards or security /harassment issues.  

Cause: Employment for activities supported under BSAP, BDRAP, BDFE or NBS in KBAs. (1.2, 2.5, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3)

Impact: Potential personal injury; decline in social order or harmony.
	I=2, L=2
	Low
	Possible employment scenarios under project support carry occupational health and safety risks due to physical, chemical, biological and psychosocial hazards (including violence and harassment) throughout the project life-cycle.  This may affect local people and have secondary effects on social cohesion or harmony.
	Assessment:
Site-specific or investment-level screening to assess risks and develop management and mitigation plans through the targeted assessment of site or landscape specific assessments (refer to ESMF) may require OHS provisions; need to ensure workplace health and safety protocols are established and monitored, including provision of training and personal protective equipment (PPE) where appropriate, as part of OHS plans, ESMPs or Labour Management Plans (LMP), as appropriate. 

Management:
The project ESMF provides guidance for the development of more specific assessments and management plans, including those relevant to labour and working conditions (as/where required). This includes the development and provision of Labour Managment Plan (LMP) if applicable, OHS plans with workforce safety training and suitable PPE, based on the ESMF guidance.


	Risk 11
Standard 8: Pollution Prevention and Resource Efficiency (S 8.2) 

Event: Construction or operation of enterprises or activities supported directly or indirectly by project funds may generate pollutants or waste streams locally, such as construction solid waste or effluent.  

Cause: Construction or operation of enterprises or activities supported under BSAP, BDRAP, BDFE. (Output 2.3, 2.5)

Impact: Pollution of natural surroundings including waterways, public or private land areas.

Owners: DENR, LGUs
	I=2, L=2
	Low
	Secondary activities arising from BSAP, BDRAP or BDFE in particular may entail construction such as ecotourism facilities or agriculture or manufacturing (e.g., coffee processing, aquaculture, bamboo boards, etc.) operations with associated waste streams and potential to cause localized pollution.
	Assessment:
Site-specific or investment level screening to assess risks of environmental impacts and develop management and mitigation plans through the ESMP, with environmental code of practice to apply to construction or contractors (ECOPS).

Management:
The project ESMF provides guidance for the development of more specific assessments and management plans, including related to risks of pollution, and resource efficiency. Management efforts include the development and provision of ECOP requirements in tender and contract agreements for any activities involving construction or ongoing commercial/industrial operations, as  included in ESMF.


	
	
	
	
	

	
	QUESTION 4: What is the overall project risk categorization? 
Note: Project categorization is determined by the highest level of significance of identified risks across all potential risk areas (as rated in Question 3).
	
	
	8.2	the generation of waste (both hazardous and non-hazardous)?

	
	

	
	Low Risk
	☐
	3 identified risks

	
	Moderate Risk
	☐
	8 identified risks

	
	Substantial Risk
	☐
	

	
	High Risk
	☐
	

	 
	QUESTION 5: Based on the identified risks and risk categorization, what requirements of the SES are triggered? (check all that apply)

	
	Question only required for Moderate, Substantial and High Risk projects. 

	
	Is assessment required? (check if “yes”)
	☐
	
	
	Status? (completed, planned)

	
	if yes, indicate overall type and status
	
	X☐
	Targeted assessment(s) 
	planned for PPG: 
Stakeholder Engagement Plan, Gender Action Plan, 

	
	
	
	☐
X
	ESIA (Environmental and Social Impact Assessment)
	Planned for Implementation stage

	
	
	
	☐
X
	SESA (Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment) 
	Planned for Implementation stage

	
	Are management plans required? (check if “yes)
	☐
	
	

	
	If yes, indicate overall type
	
	☐X
	Targeted management plans (e.g. Indigenous Peoples Plan, Resettlement Action Plan, others) 
	Planned at PPG: Stakeholder Engagement Plan, Gender Action Plan, IPPF

Planned for Implementation Stage:
IPPs, LAPs, 
CHMP



	
	
	
	X☐

	ESMP (Environmental and Social Management Plan)
	ESMP(s) to be developed at Implementation Stage

	
	
	
	X☐
	ESMF (Environmental and Social Management Framework)
	Initial draft prepared during PPG

	
	Based on identified risks, which Principles/Project-level Standards triggered?
	
	Comments (not required)

	
	Overarching Principle: Leave No One Behind 
	---
	

	
	Human Rights
	☐X
	4 flags

	
	Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment
	☐X
	2 flags

	
	Accountability
	☐X
	1 flag

	
	1.	Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management
	☐X
	6 flags

	
	2.	Climate Change and Disaster Risks
	☐X
	2 flags

	
	3.	Community Health, Safety and Security
	☐X
	2 flags

	
	4.	Cultural Heritage
	☐X
	2 flags

	
	5.	Displacement and Resettlement
	☐X
	4 flags

	
	6.	Indigenous Peoples
	☐X
	7 flags

	
	7.	Labour and Working Conditions
	☐X
	1 flag

	
	8.	Pollution Prevention and Resource Efficiency
	☐ x
	1 flag


Final Sign Off 
Final Screening at the design-stage is not complete until the following signatures are included.
	Signature
	Date
	Description

	QA Assessor
	
	UNDP staff member responsible for the project, typically a UNDP Programme Officer. Final signature confirms they have “checked” to ensure that the SESP is adequately conducted.

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

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




[bookmark: _5d2zrseozxz7]SESP Attachment 1. Social and Environmental Risk Screening Checklist
	Checklist Potential Social and Environmental Risks

	INSTRUCTIONS: The risk screening checklist will assist in answering Questions 2-6 of the Screening Template. Answers to the checklist questions help to (1) identify potential risks, (2) determine the overall risk categorization of the project, and (3) determine required level of assessment and management measures. Refer to the SES toolkit for further guidance on addressing screening questions.

	Overarching Principle: Leave No One Behind
	Answer 
(Yes/No)

	Human Rights
	

	P.1	Have local communities or individuals raised human rights concerns regarding the project (e.g. during the stakeholder engagement process, grievance processes, public statements)?
	NO

	P.2	Is there a risk that duty-bearers (e.g. government agencies) do not have the capacity to meet their obligations in the project?
	NO

	P.3	Is there a risk that rights-holders (e.g. project-affected persons) do not have the capacity to claim their rights?
	YES

	Would the project potentially involve or lead to:
	---

	P.4	adverse impacts on enjoyment of the human rights (civil, political, economic, social or cultural) of the affected population and particularly of marginalized groups?
	NO

	P.5 	inequitable or discriminatory impacts on affected populations, particularly people living in poverty or marginalized or excluded individuals or groups, including persons with disabilities? [footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Prohibited grounds of discrimination include race, ethnicity, sex, age, language, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, religion, political or other opinion, national or social or geographical origin, property, birth or other status including as an indigenous person or as a member of a minority. References to “women and men” or similar is understood to include women and men, boys and girls, and other groups discriminated against based on their gender identities, such as transgender and transsexual people.] 

	YES

	P.6	restrictions in availability, quality of and/or access to resources or basic services, in particular to marginalized individuals or groups, including persons with disabilities?
	YES

	P.7	exacerbation of conflicts among and/or the risk of violence to project-affected communities and individuals?
	YES

	Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment
	

	P.8	Have women’s groups/leaders raised gender equality concerns regarding the project (e.g. during the stakeholder engagement process, grievance processes, public statements)?
	NO

	Would the project potentially involve or lead to:
	---

	P.9	adverse impacts on gender equality and/or the situation of women and girls? 
	YES

	P.10	reproducing discriminations against women based on gender, especially regarding participation in design and implementation or access to opportunities and benefits?
	NO

	P.11	limitations on women’s ability to use, develop and protect natural resources, taking into account different roles and positions of women and men in accessing environmental goods and services?
	For example, activities that could lead to natural resources degradation or depletion in communities who depend on these resources for their livelihoods and well being
	YES

	P.12	exacerbation of risks of gender-based violence?
	For example, through the influx of workers to a community, changes in community and household power dynamics, increased exposure to unsafe public places and/or transport, etc.
	NO

	Sustainability and Resilience: Screening questions regarding risks associated with sustainability and resilience are encompassed by the Standard-specific questions below
	

	Accountability 
	

	Would the project potentially involve or lead to:
	---

	P.13	exclusion of any potentially affected stakeholders, in particular marginalized groups and excluded individuals (including persons with disabilities), from fully participating in decisions that may affect them?
	YES

	P.14 	grievances or objections from potentially affected stakeholders?
	YES

	P.15	risks of retaliation or reprisals against stakeholders who express concerns or grievances, or who seek to participate in or to obtain information on the project?
	NO

	Project-Level Standards
	

	Standard 1: Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management
	

	Would the project potentially involve or lead to:
	---

	1.1 	adverse impacts to habitats (e.g. modified, natural, and critical habitats) and/or ecosystems and ecosystem services?
	For example, through habitat loss, conversion or degradation, fragmentation, hydrological changes
	YES

	1.2	activities within or adjacent to critical habitats and/or environmentally sensitive areas, including (but not limited to) legally protected areas (e.g. nature reserve, national park), areas proposed for protection, or recognized as such by authoritative sources and/or indigenous peoples or local communities?
	YES

	1.3	changes to the use of lands and resources that may have adverse impacts on habitats, ecosystems, and/or livelihoods? (Note: if restrictions and/or limitations of access to lands would apply, refer to Standard 5)
	YES

	1.4	risks to endangered species (e.g. reduction, encroachment on habitat)?
	NO

	1.5	exacerbation of illegal wildlife trade?
	NO

	1.6 	introduction of invasive alien species? 
	YES

	1.7	adverse impacts on soils?
	NO

	1.8	harvesting of natural forests, plantation development, or reforestation?
	YES

	1. 9	significant agricultural production? 
	NO

	1. 10	animal husbandry or harvesting of fish populations or other aquatic species?
	YES

	1.11 	significant extraction, diversion or containment of surface or groundwater?
	For example, construction of dams, reservoirs, river basin developments, groundwater extraction
	NO

	1.12	handling or utilization of genetically modified organisms/living modified organisms?[footnoteRef:2] [2:  See the Convention on Biological Diversity and its Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.] 

	NO

	1.13	utilization of genetic resources? (e.g. collection and/or harvesting, commercial development)[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  See the Convention on Biological Diversity and its Nagoya Protocol on access and benefit sharing from use of genetic resources.] 

	NO

	1.14	adverse transboundary or global environmental concerns?
	NO

	Standard 2: Climate Change and Disaster Risks
	

	Would the potentially involve or lead to:
	---

	2.1	areas subject to hazards such as earthquakes, floods, landslides, severe winds, storm surges, tsunami or volcanic eruptions?
	YES

	2.2	outputs and outcomes sensitive or vulnerable to potential impacts of climate change? 
	For example, through increased precipitation, drought, temperature, salinity, extreme events
	YES

	2.3	increases in vulnerability to climate change impacts or disaster risks now or in the future (also known as maladaptive or negative coping practices)?
For example, changes to land use planning may encourage further development of floodplains, potentially increasing the population’s vulnerability to climate change, specifically flooding
	NO

	2.4 	increases of greenhouse gas emissions, black carbon emissions or other drivers of climate change?
	NO

	Standard 3: Community Health, Safety and Security
	

	Would the potentially involve or lead to:
	---

	3.1	construction and/or infrastructure development (e.g. roads, buildings, dams)? (Note: the GEF does not finance projects that would involve the construction or rehabilitation of large or complex dams)
	NO

	3.2	air pollution, noise, vibration, traffic, injuries, physical hazards, poor surface water quality due to runoff, erosion, sanitation?
	NO

	3.3	harm or losses due to failure of structural elements of the project (e.g. collapse of buildings or infrastructure)?
	NO

	3.4	risks of water-borne or other vector-borne diseases (e.g. temporary breeding habitats), communicable and noncommunicable diseases, nutritional disorders, mental health?
	NO

	3.5	transport, storage, and use and/or disposal of hazardous or dangerous materials (e.g. explosives, fuel and other chemicals during construction and operation)?
	NO

	3.6	adverse impacts on ecosystems and ecosystem services relevant to communities’ health (e.g. food, surface water purification, natural buffers from flooding)?
	NO

	3.7	influx of project workers to project areas?
	YES

	3.8	engagement of security personnel to protect facilities and property, or to support project activities?
	YES

	Standard 4: Cultural Heritage
	

	Would the project potentially involve or lead to:
	---

	4.1	activities adjacent to or within a Cultural Heritage site?
	YES

	4.2	significant excavations, demolitions, movement of earth, flooding or other environmental changes?
	NO

	4.3	adverse impacts to sites, structures, or objects with historical, cultural, artistic, traditional or religious values or intangible forms of culture (e.g. knowledge, innovations, practices)? (Note: projects intended to protect and conserve Cultural Heritage may also have inadvertent adverse impacts)
	NO

	4.4	alterations to landscapes and natural features with cultural significance?
	NO

	4.5	utilization of tangible and/or intangible forms (e.g. practices, traditional knowledge) of Cultural Heritage for commercial or other purposes?
	YES

	Standard 5: Displacement and Resettlement
	

	Would the project potentially involve or lead to:
	---

	5.1	temporary or permanent and full or partial physical displacement (including people without legally recognizable claims to land)?
	YES

	5.2	economic displacement (e.g. loss of assets or access to resources due to land acquisition or access restrictions – even in the absence of physical relocation)? 
	YES

	5.3	risk of forced evictions?[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Forced eviction is defined here as the permanent or temporary removal against their will of individuals, families or communities from the homes and/or land which they occupy, without the provision of, and access to, appropriate forms of legal or other protection. Forced evictions constitute gross violations of a range of internationally recognized human rights.] 

	
NO

	5.4	impacts on or changes to land tenure arrangements and/or community-based property rights/customary rights to land, territories and/or resources? 
	NO

	Standard 6: Indigenous Peoples
	

	Would the project potentially involve or lead to: 
	---

	6.1	areas where indigenous peoples are present (including project area of influence)?
	YES

	6.2	activities located on lands and territories claimed by indigenous peoples?
	YES

	6.3	impacts (positive or negative) to the human rights, lands, natural resources, territories, and traditional livelihoods of indigenous peoples (regardless of whether indigenous peoples possess the legal titles to such areas, whether the project is located within or outside of the lands and territories inhabited by the affected peoples, or whether the indigenous peoples are recognized as indigenous peoples by the country in question)? 
If the answer to screening question 6.3 is “yes”, then Standard 6 requirements apply, and the potential significance of risks related to impacts on indigenous peoples must be Moderate or above.
	YES

	6.4	the absence of culturally appropriate consultations carried out with the objective of achieving FPIC on matters that may affect the rights and interests, lands, resources, territories and traditional livelihoods of the indigenous peoples concerned?
	YES

	6.5	the utilization and/or commercial development of natural resources on lands and territories claimed by indigenous peoples?
	YES

	6.6	forced eviction or the whole or partial physical or economic displacement of indigenous peoples, including through access restrictions to lands, territories, and resources? 
Consider, and where appropriate ensure, consistency with the answers under Standard 5 above. 
	NO

	6.7	adverse impacts on the development priorities of indigenous peoples as defined by them?
	YES

	6.8	risks to the physical and cultural survival of indigenous peoples?
	NO

	6.9	impacts on the Cultural Heritage of indigenous peoples, including through the commercialization or use of their traditional knowledge and practices? 
Consider, and where appropriate ensure, consistency with the answers under Standard 4 above.
	YES

	Standard 7: Labour and Working Conditions 
	

	Would the project potentially involve or lead to: (note: applies to project and contractor workers)
	---

	7.1	working conditions that do not meet national labour laws and international commitments?
	YES

	7.2	working conditions that may deny freedom of association and collective bargaining?
	NO

	7.3	use of child labour?
	NO

	7.4	use of forced labour?
	NO

	7.5	discriminatory working conditions and/or lack of equal opportunity?
	NO

	7.6	occupational health and safety risks due to physical, chemical, biological and psychosocial hazards (including violence and harassment) throughout the project life-cycle?
	YES 

	Standard 8: Pollution Prevention and Resource Efficiency
	

	Would the project potentially involve or lead to:
	---

	8.1	the release of pollutants to the environment due to routine or non-routine circumstances with the potential for adverse local, regional, and/or transboundary impacts? 
	NO

	8.2	the generation of waste (both hazardous and non-hazardous)?
	YES

	8.3	the manufacture, trade, release, and/or use of hazardous materials and/or chemicals? 
	NO

	8.4	the use of chemicals or materials subject to international bans or phase-outs?
	For example, DDT, PCBs and other chemicals listed in international conventions such as the Montreal Protocol, Minamata Convention, Basel Convention, Rotterdam Convention, Stockholm Convention
	NO

	8.5 	the application of pesticides that may have a negative effect on the environment or human health?
	NO

	8.6	significant consumption of raw materials, energy, and/or water? 
	NO



Revised Definitions & Matrix for SESP Question 3
	Table 2. Rating the ‘Impact’ of a Risk

	Score
	Rating
	Social and environmental impacts

	5
	Extreme
	Significant adverse impacts on human populations and/or environment. Adverse impacts of large-scale magnitude and/or spatial extent (large geographic area, large number of people, transboundary impacts, cumulative impacts) and duration (long-term, permanent and/or irreversible); areas adversely impacted include areas of high value and sensitivity (e.g. valuable ecosystems, critical habitats); adverse impacts to rights, lands, resources and territories of indigenous peoples; involve significant levels of displacement or resettlement; generates significant quantities of greenhouse gas emissions; impacts may give rise to significant social conflict

	4
	Extensive
	Adverse impacts on people and/or environment of considerable magnitude, spatial extent and duration, but more limited than Extreme (e.g. more predictable, mostly temporary, reversible). Impacts of projects that may affect the human rights, lands, natural resources, territories, and traditional livelihoods of indigenous peoples are to be considered at a minimum potentially Extensive

	3
	Intermediate 

	Impacts of medium magnitude, limited in scale (site-specific) and duration (temporary), can be avoided, managed and/or mitigated with relatively uncomplicated accepted measures 

	2
	Minor 
	Very minor impacts in terms of severity and magnitude (e.g. small affected area, very low number of people affected) and duration (short), may be easily avoided, managed, mitigated 

	1
	Negligible 
	Negligible or no adverse impacts on communities, individuals, and/or environment



	
	Table 3. Rating the ‘Likelihood’ of a Risk

	Score
	Rating

	5
	Expected

	4
	Very likely

	3
	Moderately likely

	2
	Low likelihood

	1
	Not likely






	
	Table 4. Determining ‘Significance’ of Risk

	Impact
	5
	M
	S
	S
	H
	H

	
	4
	L
	M
	S
	S
	H

	
	3
	L
	M
	M
	M
	S

	
	2
	L
	L
	L
	M
	M

	
	1
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Likelihood

	Low, Moderate, Substantial, High






