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Pastures, Conservation and Climate Action (PCCA), Mongolia

Executive Summary

This programme is a community-led initiative which is taking place at three different
sites in Mongolia’s mountain, steppe and desert steppe environments. For the initial
commitment period (Phase I: 2015-2019), herders in participating community groups
undertook activities designed to sequester carbon in grasslands through improved
grazing management practices. In addition, and in line with the latest Plan Vivo
standard, herders’ activities in Phase | (2015-2019) and ongoing/planned activities for
Phase Il (2019-2029) have and will continue to make important contributions to
livelihoods and wellbeing, the conservation of a globally important biodiversity heritage
and to a range of ecosystem services, as well as to carbon sequestration. This
Pastures, Conservation and Climate Action (PCCA) Plan Vivo project is based on an
earlier Darwin Initiative funded project (‘Values & Valuation: New Approaches to
Conservation in Mongolia’, 2012-2015), managed by University of Leicester (UK) and
the Mongolian Society for Range Management (MSRM), which focused on training,
capacity building, establishment of baselines and planning for PV activities with these
same herder groups. MSRM, a nationally recognised NGO with a substantial track
record in community/ herder group support and engagement, are the in-country
managers for the PCCA project, with direct responsibility for overall project
coordination and administration.

Specifically, the PCCA Plan Vivo project (Phases | and II) involves:

i) Carbon sequestration through improved land management and reduced grazing
pressure, achieved through restoration of traditional seasonal mobility between
pastures and/or reduction in livestock numbers at each project site;

ii) Biodiversity conservation through herders’ cooperation to protect key wildlife
species and habitats, for example Mongolian gazelle, ibex, red deer, marmot, saxaul
forests, and through protection of key grassland habitats and vegetation.

iii) Improvements in livelihoods/ well-being, for example through herders’
collaborative processing and marketing of livestock products, livelihood diversification
and protection of locally important cultural landscapes and resources.

The programme has collaborated and continues to collaborate with some 120-140
herder households, these being the members of Hongor Ovoo herder group, (located
in Ikh Tamir soum (district), Arkhangai aimag (region)); lkh Am herder group, (located
in Undurshireet soum, Tov aimag); and Dulaan Khairkhan herder group, (located in
Bogd soum, Bayankhongor aimag). In total the territories of these groups cover an area
of approximately 78,500 ha.

Prior to Phase | PCCA, these rangelands were typically experiencing significant
degradation, which recent trends at the time indicated may reasonably be expected to
worsen under a baseline (‘without project’) scenario. Degradation was widely linked to



another trend; that of increasing livestock numbers year-on-year at project sites. Many
participating households had poor or below average income levels prior to the initiation
of Phase | PCCA, according to various established and participatory criteria.

PCCA project activities and associated payments therefore offer the prospect of real
transformations in livelihoods, in conjunction with protection and conservation of a
valuable and internationally recognised biodiversity heritage. Results from Phase I, as
summarised in subsequent sections of this report and presented in full in the Year 4
Annual Report (available at Pastures, Conservation, Climate Action — Documents |
Plan Vivo Foundation; Annual Reports, 2018-2019), show that the PCCA project has
already made some valuable contributions to livelihood, conservation and carbon
sequestration goals. As the first such project in Mongolia, PCCA also offers an
important precedent for rangeland and conservation policy into the future.

At the start of Phase |, conservative estimates, based on site-specific field data and on
carbon modelling, indicated that up to some 109,000 tCO2 could be sequestered
across these sites through improved grazing management practices over the initial 4
year project commitment period (2015-2019). Reported results in the Year 4 AR, and
as independently verified as part of the PV process, indicated that some 107,000 tCO2
sequestration were achieved. Financial benefits from sale of certificates were invested
back into these herder groups throughout Phase | through their existing, well-
established group management structures, with intra-group allocation and use of funds
determined by the herders themselves. This same system has continued to operate in
Phase II, with models indicating an estimated maximum of 166,204 tCO2 over this
period (see Section F, Table F1B, Phase Il). Ongoing project coordination and
administration by MSRM has and will also continue throughout Phase Il, to be
supported by certificate sales.

Phase Il Annual Reports (Year 5:2019-2020; Year 6: 2020-2021; Year 7: 2021-2022)
(to be made available on Plan Vivo website) indicate the successful continuation of
core activities, including carbon sequestration linked to enhanced livestock mobility
and/or reduced numbers, and livelihood and conservation-oriented activities amongst
participating herder groups. These are consistent with the overall modelling of 166,204
tCO2 additional carbon (see Table F1B, Phase Il), as well as other benefits. Full details
are included in the relevant Annual Reports.



https://www.planvivo.org/pastures-conservation-climate-action-documents
https://www.planvivo.org/pastures-conservation-climate-action-documents

Part A: Aims and objectives

The overall aim of the PCCA project (Phases | and Il) is to enhance carbon
sequestration, biodiversity conservation and herders’ livelihoods at sites in rural
Mongolia, thus contributing to national efforts to combat degradation of ecosystem
services (ES) and growing rural poverty, whilst protecting a globally important
biodiversity heritage. The project continues to be shaped by the wider context of
climate change, the proliferation of mining in the Mongolian countryside, with attendant
impacts of pollution, loss of water sources, failure to meet (inter)national biodiversity
targets and struggles over resource access.

The specific project objectives are as follows:

e For Phase | in particular, through participatory analysis and valuation of ES, to
facilitate the implementation and continuing operation of a sustainable, locally
relevant PES scheme (the first rangeland PES scheme in Mongolia).

e To promote wider awareness of Plan Vivo and voluntary carbon markets,
amongst local herding communities and government policy makers, thus
supporting the wider uptake of this approach in the future.

e To facilitate the wider spread of methodological innovations in the participatory
valuation of ES, as developed during preparatory work for PCCA. The intention
ahead of Phase | in 2015 was to embed a ‘carbon plus’ approach into the Plan
Vivo Standard, and in Phase Il is to help mainstream such approaches that treat
non-carbon benefits as equally important in the project monitoring and
outcomes.

e To make measurable, positive impacts on participating herder groups’
livelihoods, through facilitating access to carbon finance and through support of
locally developed strategies for livelihood diversification, economies of scale,
restoration of seasonal mobility and collaborative practices in herding.

e To facilitate recognition of customary knowledge, values and practices in
conservation planning, including through links to national strategies for the
development of Local Protected Areas (LPAs) and with positive measurable
impacts on local biodiversity.

The PCCA project is timely and innovative in a number of ways. As indicated above,
in 2015 it was, to the best of our knowledge, the first pilot rangeland PES scheme in
Mongolia, linked to the voluntary carbon market, and continues to be so. It came at a
time of growing national policy interest in, and attempts to deploy, ES thinking and
planning in natural resource governance in Mongolia, including through development



of a national REDD-iness strategy, and in line with wider government commitments to
the ‘Green Economy’. For Plan Vivo (PV) it was also one of the first projects to deploy
the Plan Vivo Standard v.4.0, published in December 2013 and applied from 2014-
2022, with its express commitment to a ‘carbon plus’ type approach, encapsulating
landscape scale and ES - based concerns, with attention to biodiversity and cultural
ES. It was also the first application of PV to rangeland contexts.

Part B: Site Information

The PCCA project covers three herder communities, located in three different areas of
Mongolia:

)] Arkhangai aimag, Ikh Tamir soum (forest steppe). Hongor Ovoo
heseg.!
i) Tov aimag, Undurshireet soum (steppe). Ikh Am heseg.

iii) Bayanhongor aimag, Bogd soum (steppe/desert steppe). Dulaan Khairkhan
herder group.

i. Ikh Tamir soum, Arkhangai aimag ii) Undurshireet soum,Tov aimag iii) Bogd soum, Bayanhongor aimag

A fourth site, Dundgov aimag, Ulziit soum, Dert heseg, was originally included in Phase
| planning and featured in the first PDD. However, Dert heseg members were not able
to take their involvement forward at the time and are not at present part of Phase Il. If
they, or other herder groups, are added at a later stage during Phase Il, then the PDD
would be duly updated at that juncture.

Sites are located across Mongolia, as shown overleaf:

1 Aimag denotes region; soum is a district; heseg is a herder group.



Figure 1. Location of Plan Vivo sites, Mongolia
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1.Hongor Ovoo heseg, Ikh Tamir soum, Arkhangai aimag; 2. Ikh am heseg, Undurshireet soum, Tuv aimag
3.Dulaan Khairkhan herder group, Bogd soum Bayanhongor aimag, (4. Dert heseg, Ulziit soum, Dundgov aimag)

All sites share the following commonalities:

» Predominance of extensive grassland areas, providing the main livelihood
sources for herding communities.

» Evidence of degradation of grasslands, as shown by changing species
composition, desertification etc. These trends are widely attributed to overgrazing
though increased livestock numbers and growing sedentarisation, in conjunction
with climate change/ variability.

* |ncreasing climate variability, especially in rainfall patterns; increasing incidence
of harsh winters.

The initial rationale for selecting multiple sites for this project was that for the Plan Vivo
and ES-based conservation approaches to gain traction in Mongolia and to have lasting
impact they needed to be adaptable across a range of environmental, biodiversity and
socio-economic conditions. Thus, within the framework of key commonalities, as set



out above, and which together form the framework for a coherent PV project, we remain
committed to the realization of project objectives across these carefully selected sites
and participating herder groups. Specifics of these sites are set out below. It should be
noted that the Mongolian Society for Range Management (MSRM), the project
managers and coordinators, have been instrumental in the development and support
of herder heseg at two of the three participating sites over the last decade. For the
third, Bogd soum, University of Leicester (UOL) developed links with local herder
groups prior to the implementation of Phase |, with MSRM working with these groups
throughout Phase | and into Phase Il. For all sites, these existing relations of trust were
considered integral to the successful co-development of this innovative PV approach.

B1l. Project location and boundaries

1) Hongor Ovoo Heseg

The territory of Hongor Ovoo heseg, Arkhangai aimag is shown in Figure 2. This map
also shows the heseg’s initial pasture use plan, which they planned to implement from
2015 under Phase | PCCA (actual pasture use is set out in the Annual Reports and
approximates to the plan below). This, and the subsequent Phase Il plan, are described
more fully as part of planned activities in Part D, the summary of activities and
monitoring protocols (Part K) and the site specific Management Plan (Annex 5).

Figure 2. Hongor Ovoo heseg, Ikh Tamir soum, Arkhangai aimag
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(16,908 ha) was covered by forest, with the remainder constituting seasonal pasture
and haymaking areas.

ii) Ikh Am Heseg

The territory of Ikh Am heseg, Tov aimag is shown in Figure 3. This map also shows
the heseg’s Phase | pasture use plan, which they planned to implement from 2015-
2019 under PCCA (actual pasture use is set out in the Annual Reports and
approximates to the plan below). This, and the subsequent Phase Il plan, are described
more fully as part of planned activities in Part D, the summary of activities and
monitoring protocols (Part K) and the site specific Management Plan (Annex 5).

The total heseg territory covers some 18,241 ha and is predominantly pastureland,
used for seasonal grazing.

Figure 3. Ikh-Am heseg, Undurshireet soum, Tuv

10



iii) Dulaan Khairkhan

The territory of Dulaan Khairkhan herder group, Bayanhongor aimag is shown in Figure
4, below. The territory covers some 22,485 ha, of which for the pre 2015 baseline,
15.5% or 3,485 ha was covered by saxaul forest. The map also shows the heseg’s
pasture use plan, which they planned to implement from 2015-2019 under Phase |
PCCA (actual pasture use for Phase | is documented in the Annual Reports and
approximates to the plan below). This, and the subsequent Phase Il plan, are described
in Part D, the summary of activities and monitoring protocols (Part K) and the site

specific Management Plan (Annex 5).

Figure 4. Dulaan Khairkhan herder group, Bogd soum, Bayanhongor aimaqg
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B2. Description of the project area (from Phase | PDD, 2015)?
i) Hongor Ovoo Heseg, Ikh Tamir soum

Climate: Ikh Tamir soum has a continental climate, with marked seasonal and monthly
fluctuations. Temperatures range from +20°C in the summer to -14 to -19°C in winter.
The average annual temperature is -2 to -4°C. The first snow occurs in beginning of
September. The first rains now typically occur from June onwards. Annual average
precipitation is 300-400mm.

Topography and Soils: The soum and heseg area are characterised by undulating
topography, some 1600-2525m above sea level (asl). The western part of the soum
comprises mountain and forest areas, with forest steppe zones in the central and
eastern areas. Common soil types are mountain kastanozem, meadow chernozem and
clay kastanozem soils, with typically thin humus layers.

Vegetation: The southern part of rangelands in the Hongor Ovoo heseg area are
covered by mountain forest and mountain steppe vegetation, the central part by steppe
vegetation and the northern and south-eastern part by interzonal or low land vegetation.
A total of 6 types of rangeland are present within the heseg area, constituting diverse
forms of mountain, plain and meadow rangelands.

Conservation activities/ Endangered species and habitats: The soum has 104,000
ha of protected area belonging to Khangai Nuruu National Park within its boundary. The
land under this protection does not fall within Hongor Ovoo heseg. The park boundary
is approximately 10 km away at its closest point. One endangered species and 2 near
threatened species, Siberian marmot (Marmota sibirica), Altai weasel (Mustela altaica),
and Pallas’s cat (Otocolobus manul) respectively have been noted within the soum
following a review of IUCN Red List species distributions and interviews with local
herders.

Mining activities: Natural resources such as coal, spar, iron ore and chalk are present
in the soum. A private company is conducting mining operations on a 2 million tonne
resource of Anthracite coal in Bayantsagaan located to the east of the soum centre.
Mining is not occurring within the heseg territory, which is dominated by extensive
livestock production.

ii) Ikh Am Heseg, Undurshireet soum

Climate: Undurshireet soum and lkh Am heseg have a continental climate, which
results in fluctuating day and night temperatures and significant variation between
seasons. The annual average temperate is +1.7°C, July being the warmest month with
average temperature of +20.3°C, and January the coldest with an average temperature
of -17.1°C. The area gets an average of some 200-250mm of precipitation annually, of
which 70-75% falls from April to October.

Topography and soils: The area is characterised by flat to undulating topography of

2 Descriptions in this section are from the pre 2015 project baseline.
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grassland plains and small hills. The soum'’s soil consists of mainly dry-steppe chestnut
(kastanozem) soils which lack nutrition and have a thin humus layer. The soil has a light
mechanical component and granular texture, is weak alkaline and neutral, containing
about 1.8-2.4% humus.

Vegetation: The Ikh Am heseg area consists of 4 types of steppe and meadow
rangelands; 63% of the total land area is covered with steppe vegetation, 29.7% with
mountain steppe and 7.3% with meadow. The meadow and steppe rangeland,
particularly sedge-grass-forb alluvial meadow and Cleistogenes-Elymus steppe are
used primarily as summer and autumn rangeland. Mountain steppe and steppe located
in the valley of the mountain are used during winter and spring. There are no forests
except some strips of cotton birch forests that occur on mountain slopes and in narrow
ravines. Glycyrrhiza is a notable rare plant species that grows in the soum.
Conservation activities/ Endangered species and habitats: One IUCN Endangered
species has been recorded in the soum, Siberian marmot (M. Sibirica) and Near
Threatened Pallas’s cat (O. manul). Conservation responsibilities are taken on by local
community groups such as Tumen Mal, a local NGO situated in Ikh Am within the
species’ distribution areas. Members of Ikh Am heseg, in common with other herder
groups/ heseg in the soum, are included within this NGO. The State Professional
Inspection Agency also inspects marmot burrows after hibernation season ends to
monitor losses, as part of their remit to monitor marmot populations.

Industry: Mining activities have not been developed intensively in Undurshireet soum.
There are a number of small scale artisanal production units providing livestock food,
boots, dairy products and building materials locally, with plans to build an additional dairy
factory, food production and wool processing factories and small local meat storage units
in the aimag development plan.

Other issues: At the time of the pre 2015 baseline, herders had become increasingly
semi-sedentary and urbanised. Many do not typically graze their livestock on a seasonal/
rotational basis, as in the past. Due to the proximity of the soum to Ulaanbaatar and a
major east-west road, large migrations of people and livestock towards Ulaanbaatar have
resulted in some increases in soil degradation and overgrazing in the soum territory, and
adverse impacts on wildlife populations. This occurrence is most prevalent in the Tuul
river valley and around the soum centre. Hence, the government has an important role
to ensure that wildlife and migratory species in the province territory are protected and
only utilised in accordance with best practice under law. There is also scope for
community involvement in such activities, as indicated by the recent formation of Tumen
Mal. Undurshireet soum has populations of Argali, ibex, white-tailed gazelles, red deer,
roe deer, grey wolf, red fox and Mongolian marmot. Each year a quota of hunting licenses
is available to the public. These are due to be reviewed under forthcoming legal changes.

iii) Dulaan Khairkhan Herder Group, Bogd soum

Climate: Average air temperatures are 20 to 25°C in the summer and -18 to -20°C in
the winter. Annual average precipitation is 72mm. The hottest month is July and the
average is 35.7°C. The coldest month is January with average temperatures of - 29.3°C
and average wind speeds of 4.1 m/s. Bogd is susceptible to sudden air temperature
changes and it is common to have sudden cold weather, snow and dust storms.

13



Topography and soils: Bogd soum has a highly variable topography, including high
mountains, valleys, flat steppe, hills and river valleys. The highest point is Ikh Bogd
Mountain, the highest peak of the Gobi-Altai mountain range at 3957m asl, with the
lowest point being Orog lake shore at 1221m asl. The Tuin River feeds into Orog Lake
in Bogd soum. Also over 130 small rivers, streams and springs have been recorded in
the soum, although with reported drying of some of these in recent years. Orog lake
itself dried up in recent hot summers, although water levels have recovered more
recently. Desert steppe brown soil is dominant in steppe areas. From Orog lake shore
to the peak of lkh Bogd Mountain there are clear altitudinal differences in soll
characteristics. Within only 20 to 30km there are substrates associated with desert
steppe, arid steppe, mountain steppe, high mountain meadow and aiguilles. These
latter soils have a humus component of around 5 to 15 percent, making them the most
fertile soils in the soum.

Vegetation: The southern part of the rangelands in Dulaan Khairkhan group area is
covered by mountain desert steppe vegetation and the northern part by desert steppe
vegetation. Overall, there are 145 species of vascular plants recorded in Bogd soum.
Bogd has unique desert steppe vegetation in its lake depressions and a variety of
examples of Gobi-Altai mountain species occur with variations on community structure
depending on substrate and surface features. Around the southeastern part of the lake
there is a small saxaul (Haloxylon ammodendron) forest. Ikh Bogd and its bordering
mountains have distinct altitudinal vegetation zones.

Conservation activities/ Endangered species and habitats:

Fauna: Following interviews with local herders and reviews of the national Red Lists,
argali sheep (O. Amon), ibex (C. Sibirica), snowleopard (U. Uncia) and Pallas’s cat (O.
manul) can be found in the rocky areas leading onto the mountain steppe. At lower,
flatter habitats goitered gazelle (G. Subgutturosa), Siberian marmot (M. Sibirica) and
corsac fox (Vulpes corsac), are present and play important roles in nutrient cycles and
soil conditioning. The marmot in particular is notable as a habitat engineer, providing
key benefits to the grasslands directly and providing dens for many other species.
White-tailed eagle (Haliaeetus albicilla), Altai snowcock (Tetraogallus altaicus), mute
swan (Cygnus olor) and Dalmatian pelican (Pelecanus crispus) are notable bird species
for their listing in the IUCN Red Lists. From the late 1990s, early 2000s a number of
sustainable pasture management projects were implemented in the soum, for example
by the German Technical Cooperation Agency (GTZ, now GIZ) with the aim of improving
pasture management. Also in 2014 the Green Gold project funded by the Swiss
Development Cooperation came to its planned end. In 2009 a soum Conservation
Action Plan for the following 4 years was approved. In 2013 the outputs and results of
this plan and donor initiatives were reported to the public and assessed by a meeting of
citizen’s representatives. 98% of planned activities under the soum Conservation Action
Plan were completed by the end of 2013. Following from this success a ‘Clean Soum’
programme was approved by the Citizens Representative Khural? in 2013, to run till
2017. This programme entails activities such as rubbish collection and tree planting.

Ikh Bogd Mountain National Park was established by the decision of Parliament in
January 2008 and currently has one ranger. Another state ranger operates across the
whole soum. Activities carried out by the rangers typically include monitoring of potential
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illegal activities and law enforcement as necessary. They have no specific patrols, but
rather visit areas based on what they hear from local herders/other citizens and their
own observations. This strategy in part reflects lack of capacity/ resources. In addition
and by the decision of leaders of the Citizens’ Representative Khural®, 15 new Local
Protected Areas have recently been established. The Soum governor signed contracts
with Bag governors and local communities around the LPAs to protect these places. Of
the 15 LPAs in the soum 3 lie at least partially within the boundaries of Dulaan Khairkhan
herder group area. These are:

1) the saxaul forest area

2) petroglyphs at Dulaan Bogd Mountain
3) a rock formation known locally as “twin fish”.

Of these only 1), the saxaul forest area, has direct application for nature conservation,
although the others are important cultural sites. These LPAs are volunteer-based. Any
local herders who want to volunteer contact the bag administration and sign a volunteer
contract. There are no formal terms of reference or budget available at present, which
has prevented any significant activity under the auspices of these new LPAs. These
thus create a good basis for, but do not duplicate, planned activities under Plan Vivo,
for which the herder groups currently lack support and capacity.

Industry: There are no registered mining activities by companies or local people, and
no mining developments in the soum. However, ore and non-ore minerals such as gold,
copper, iron ore, coal, asbestos, gypsum, salt and soda are common. Resources for
building materials are also present such as sand, pebbles and volcanic rocks, which are
used in small quantities by local communities. A midterm development plan for soum
industry was approved at a Citizens’ Representative Khural meeting in 2013. Livestock
herding remains the primary activity and source of income.

Other issues: In 2013, the soum prepared 804 tonnes of hay and was awarded the 1%
place in the hay preparation competition among the soums of Bayanhongor aimag. It
was also noted as the most effective soum at pasture management. However, recent
increases in livestock numbers are leading to overgrazing, breakdown in pasture
management and a decrease in the number of pastureland species. There is a lack of
funds, techniques and equipment to protect and use pasture properly, conduct
restoration and plant livestock fodder, including in the area of the Dulaan Khairkhan
Bogd herder group.

3 Khural literally translates as ‘meeting’, and is widely used to denote statutory bodies and organisations
— e.g. State Parliament is the Great Khural. Citizens’ Representative Khurals are comparable to local
councils.
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B3. Baseline Context: Changes in land use and environmental
conditions (from Phase | PDD, 2015)*

Pasture degradation/ desertification, linked to increasing livestock numbers and
reductions in seasonal livestock mobility, is an issue at all project sites. The impacts of
overgrazing are further exacerbated by changes in climate, especially in Ulziit soum.
Seasonal droughts and dzud have necessitated movement of herders out of the soum
on long distance migration (otor) in search of grazing. For sites which receive large
numbers of migrant herders (e.g. Hongor Ovoo, Ikh Tamir soum), this further exacerbates
overstocking and grassland degradation. Loss of water points (wells) has also resulted
in concentration of grazing around natural sources (rivers, lakes and streams) at other
sites, for example along the Olont and Tamir rivers in Ikh Tamir soum and the Tuul river
in Ikh Am heseg area, Undurshireet soum. Periodic pollution of water sources, especially
the Tuul river, is also a factor.

Significant increases in rodents such as Brandt’s vole (Lasiopodomys brandtii) have also
resulted in further deterioration of pasture in lkh Am and Dulaan Khairkhan Bogd heseg
areas. Adverse impacts on saxaul forests have also been noted at the latter site.

B4 Drivers of degradation (from Phase | PDD, 2015)°

i) Hongor Ovoo Heseg, Ikh Tamir soum

Most of the herders have only 2 seasonal camps: spring-summer and autumn-winter
camps. In warmer seasons the livestock concentrate close to the Olont and Tamir rivers,
which are the main water resources in this area. In winter time livestock rely on snow for
drinking water. When snowfall is late or insufficient livestock remain close to these two
rivers, resulting in localized overgrazing. The pasture of this project site is also very
overgrazed because of significant increases in livestock numbers, due both to existing
herder households and migrants from western aimags. The latest (pre project) soum level
estimates suggest that soum livestock numbers exceed the overall pasture carrying
capacity by some 2.8 times. Prior to inception of Phase | of the project in 2015, Previous
years had shown a trend for a year-on-year increase in livestock numbers for the soum
as a whole, reflected in livestock numbers within the heseg area (Table B4, below).

ii) Ikh Am Heseg, Undurshireet soum

The Ikh Am heseg site is located only some 100km from the capital city, Ulaanbaatar.
Since the change to the market economy system in the early 1990s, livestock numbers
have increased significantly as many herder families have moved here from western
areas to be close to urban facilities and markets. Prior to Phase | of the project in 2015,
statistics for the soum showed a steady trend of increasing livestock numbers year-on-
year, which are reflected in livestock trends within the heseg area (Table B4, below). The
pasture in this soum is locally heavily degraded/ overgrazed. Drought and increasing
numbers of rodents, especially Brandt's vole, have further contributed to pasture

4 Descriptions in this section are from the pre 2015 project baseline.
5 Descriptions in this section are from the pre 2015 project baseline.
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degradation. Lack of water points is also an issue. There are only two main sites in the
heseg area: one is the Tuul River and the second is a deep well. Some of the Ikh Am
herder families stay at the same camp for the whole year or move only very small
distances around these water sources. Others regularly move out of the heseg area in
the spring and summer seasons due to grazing pressure within the heseg area.
Interviews with local herders reveal this as an established pattern over a number of years.
Pollution of the Tuul River by factories in Ulaanbaatar has also been an issue. Prior to
Phase | of the project in 2015, soum level estimates indicated that pasture is overgrazed
by 1.4 times over its carrying capacity.

iii) Dulaan Khairkhan Herder Group, Bogd soum

Local environmental/ climatic conditions make the soum suitable for camel and goat
herding in particular. Prior to Phase | of the project in 2015, there was a trend of
increasing numbers of goats as a proportion of livestock herds, driven by cashmere
price and market demands, as well as in total livestock numbers. This trend has
adversely impacted on pasture quality. The second biggest driver of pasture
degradation is significant increases in Brandt's vole in the pasture and in the saxaul
forest area. Increased soum livestock numbers, currently estimated at some 3.7 times
carrying capacity, are also a significant factor in pasture degradation.

Table B4: Baseline Livestock Trends in Study Soums (total livestock numbers by soum & heseg/ herder group,
pre Phase | of project).

2010 2011 2012 2013
Ikh Tamir soum, Arkhangai aimag 186463 200631 229131 256511
Hongor Ovoo heseg 13249 10827 12013 13160
Undurshireet soum, Tov aimag: 144039 153065 175541 181935
Ikh Tamir heseg 15360 16986 18510 18023
Bogd soum, Bayanhongor aimag 122939 139836 151217 174278
Dulaan Khairkhan herder group 2523 3076 3621 4511

Note: these figures post-date 2009/2010 dzud (natural disasters) across Mongolia, which resulted in the loss of some 8.5
million livestock- or 20% of the national herd. Study soums were classified by UNICEF in January 2010 as ‘extremely

affected’ in the case of Ikh Tamir and ‘affected’ for the other three soums. The trend from 2010 (or 2011 for Hongor Ovoo)
shows rapid recovery of livestock numbers in the post-dzud period.

Part C.: Community and Livelihoods Information

C1 Participating communities/groups

The target populations at the three participating sites are livestock herders, for whom
herding and associated livestock products provide for the majority of their livelihoods at
present. Cultural and ethnic diversity is low, with participating groups belonging to the
majority Khalkh Mongol population, as do more than 80% of the country’s population.
Religious affiliations where present are primarily to Buddhism, resurgent in Mongolia
since the end of the Soviet-inspired collective (negdel) period in the early 1990s.
Shamanic practices are also remerging in some areas. The groups all include both male
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and female-headed households. Further details on population demographics by age
and gender, from the pre 2015 project baseline, are provided in Table C2 below.

As of 2015, the participating community groups had recognized land tenure rights, as
specified in Section 13 and in accordance with traditional land use rights and practices
and the 2002 Land Law. The participating heseg/ herder groups, as nhamed above,
arose from a series of donor projects across Mongolia, particularly from 2000, albeit
based on traditional kinship/ geographical groups. The two heseg groups-lkh Am and
Hongor Ovoo, were formalized through the activities of MSRM, the key in-country
project partner for the PV activities. MSRM have been active in the creation, training
and capacity building of heseg in Mongolia since 2007. Ikh Am and Hongor Ovoo have
both been active from this date. The Dulaan Khairkhan Herder Group in Bogd soum
was established in 2003 as part of the GTZ (now GIZ) project ‘Nature Conservation
and Bufferzone Development/ Conservation and Sustainable Management of Natural
Resources’ projects (1995-2006), since which time the group has operated
independently, with periodic support from other organizations such as World Vision,
although this support has now ceased. Again, the formal group is based on traditional
kinship affiliations and geographical proximity in seasonal pastures.

C2 Socio-economic context

As highlighted in C1 above, participating herder groups/heseg have access to land and
associated resources (grazing, water, haymaking areas) through kinship-based,
traditional rights and as enshrined and supported through the 2002 Land Law. Land
areas allocated to specific heseg/ herder groups through local agreements with soum
authorities and grounded in the provisions of the Land Law are as specified in Section
B1l. A sample baseline heseg contract for pasture use and rights with local soum
authorities is included at Annex 6. Final Phase 2 contracts for all Plan Vivo sites,
including explicit recognition of carbon rights, have been signed in conjunction with the
Producer Group Agreement (Annex 3).

Land areas were and continue to be used primarily for extensive, seasonal grazing of
livestock, as specified in Section B1, with recent changes and key issues as summarized
in B3 and B4 above, for the PCCA project baseline (pre 2015). Access to natural
resources is therefore a key dimension of livelihoods, with most participating households
deriving the majority of their income/ livelihood from their livestock pre PCCA. This
encompasses both subsistence use of livestock products and varying degrees of
engagement with local markets/ middlemen for sale of products. In the latter case, for the
pre-project baseline, this comprised primarily raw materials (milk products, cashmere for
example), with little added value through processing. As part of attempts at livelihood
diversification pre PCCA, a proportion of participating households also engaged in non-
herding activities, from which they derived some supplementary products and/ or income,
for example vegetable production. However, as indicated in Table C2, the majority of
households at all sites did not have additional, non-herding sources of income pre PCCA
(other than in some instances the pensions of elderly household members), but were
reliant solely on herding and livestock products. Where present, for example in Bogd
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soum, vegetable plots were very small fenced areas near to households’ key seasonal
camps. Reservation of small areas for production of fodder plants has also become more
prevalent across sites in the years immediately prior to the PCCA project, but again in
support of the primary activity of herding. Extensive cultivation of pasture or agricultural
(crop) production did and still does not feature in any of the participating heseg/ herder
group areas. Key pre PCCA baseline socio economic indicators are summarized for each
site in Table C2 overleaf. These are subsequently linked to livelihood benefits indicators
and baselines (see Section F, below). Changes in these indicators in 2019, and the end
of PCCA Phase 1, are also summarised below and evaluated more fully in the Year 4
(2019) Annual report (available online at Pastures, Conservation, Climate Action —
Documents | Plan __ Vivo _ Foundation;  Annual Reports, 2018-2019;
https://www.planvivo.org/pastures-conservation-climate-action-documents).

These indicators reflect a range of poverty/ well-being measures in Mongolia, both
official/ state indicators and local, participatory indicators. For the pre project baseline,
mean monthly monetary income for rural households according to latest government
statistics (2013) was 625,859 tg, or 7.5m tg pa. As Table C2 (below) indicates, for all
three areas, the majority of participating households were below this average, pre
PCCA. One official state poverty line at the time of $2/ day translates into some 1.5m
Mongolian togrog (tg) per capita pa at prevailing exchange rates (although this does
include self-provisioned foodstuffs as well as cash income). A minimum subsistence
level of 146,700 tg per capita per month (National Statistics 2014) translates into a
comparable 1.7m tg pa. Taking the lower of these as the most conservative estimate,
and with a minimum household size of 2 persons, over 80% of Hongor Ovoo and Dulaan
Khairkhan households failed to meet this level, with over 40% of households at other
sites, prior to project implementation.
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Table C2: Socio Economic Contexts & Indicators pre PCCA Phase 1 (2015)

H. Ovoo Ikh Am D. Khairkhan
% female headed hh 3% 10% 0%
Annual hh income (% by income category):
i) <1 million tg 50% 13.8% -
ii) 1.1-3 million tg 36.4% 27.6% 33.3%
iii) 3.1-6 million tg 13.6% 27.6% 50%
iv) 6.1>10 million tg - 6.9% 16.7%
v) >10 million tg - 24.1% -
% hh with non-herding income sources* 9.1% 0% 22.2%
Monthly non-food expenditure
i) >561% income 27.3% 65.5% 33.3%
ii) 31-50% income 30.3% 24.1% 66.7%
iii) 30% or less income 42.2% 10.3% -
% hh with savings 18.2% 44.8% 40%
Participatory poverty/ livelihood evaluation
i) Below average(Poor/ very poor) 6.1% 10.3% 30.8%
ii) Average 83.3% 69% 53.8%
iii) Above average/ good 10.6% 20.6% 15.4%
Total livestock nos per hh-mean 136 388 385
(min —max) (0-750) (14-1127) (98-821)
Total annual movement by hh (km) —mean 82 156 89
(min —max) (20-220) (36-400) (25-150)

*non herding incomes do not include pensions and other forms of state support or subsidy as these are out with herders’
control. They also exclude income from informal (ninja) mining, mentioned by only 2 households, as this form of
diversification is not supported as a Plan Vivo activity and thus should not form part of the project baseline where
monitoring indicators are based on increased diversification (see Table F2.2).

Participatory evaluations showed that most households considered themselves to have
at best average or below average livelihoods. The lack of livelihood diversification also
indicated a lack of pre PCCA resilience in the face of change, as did the relatively small
proportions of households at each site with savings, especially for Hongor Ovoo.
Livestock numbers are a traditional indicator of wealth. Research and guidance at the
time suggested that households with less than 100 animals may be considered poor;
households with 101-200, or by some estimates up to 500 animals were average, while
those with more than 500 animals were wealthy. However, this offers only a rough rule
of thumb and depends also on many other factors such as type of livestock, ecological
zone, existence of other sources of household income etc. Government and donor
policies are also trying to reduce livestock numbers and therefore to move away from
high livestock numbers as an indicator of wealth/ well-being. Other indicators which are
becoming widely used as a measure of poverty/ well-being and vulnerability include:
proportion of non-food expenditure; existence of savings and non-herding income/
diversity. Overall, across a range of indicators pre PCCA, Hongor Ovoo heseg appeared
to have the poorest/ most vulnerable households, with greater variations in socio-
economic status of populations at Ikh Am and Dulaan Khairkhan, both of which hesegs
included a significant proportion of poor/ vulnerable households. End of Phase 1 PCCA
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results show marked progress against a range of socio-economic/ livelihood these
indicators, as highlighted in Table F2.2 below, and discussed more fully in the Year 4
Annual Report (Pastures, Conservation, Climate Action — Documents | Plan Vivo
Foundation; Annual Reports, 2018-2019; https://www.planvivo.org/pastures-
conservation-climate-action-documents).

Energy for heating and cooking was and continues to be derived primarily from wood
and/ or dried dung, with households relying on a traditional central stove in the ger for
both. Low cost solar panels and small wind turbines are also becoming more prevalent
on gers for the provision of electricity for TV and radio. Even households who have
solar/ wind power continue to rely on traditional wood/ dung fuelled stoves for heating
and cooking.

C3 Land tenure & ownership of carbon rights

The situation with regards to land tenure is as specified in C1/2 above and I3. A sample
Phase | contract is included at Annex 6. For the Phase | PDD, there was no specific
legislation relating to ownership of carbon in Mongolia.

Since the initiation of Phase | of the project, the Paris Agreement (2015), to which
Mongolia is a signatory, came into force (November 2016). At COP 26 in Glasgow in
2021, rules surrounding carbon trading and international carbon markets (under Article
6) were largely agreed and a rule book published. This has implications for Mongolia,
which like other signatories, is moving to operationalise Article 6, for example through its
evolving NDCs (Nationally Determined Contributions), national level planning around
land use projects and carbon rights. The Government of Mongolia has now defined its
Nationally Determined Contributions, with its submission and associated commentary
included at Annex 9. LULUCF is at present excluded from mitigation targets, although
agriculture is included, and sustainable management of pastureland features as an
adaptation target (see Annex 9).

A special department responsible for climate change, related policy and regulatory issues
e.g. around NDCs and the implementation of Article 6 and the Paris Agreement, has now
been established In the Ministry of Environment and Tourism, Mongolia. As documented
in letters of support in Annex 6 and in Section 12, key government staff and departments
were familiar with and supported the PCCA project from its inception. These relationships
have been maintained by MSRM throughout the project, e.g. through government
participation in workshops in Ulaanbaatar in 2019 (see Section 12). More recently,
meetings between MSRM and the Director of this Climate Change Department were held
e.g. in August 2022 to discuss the PCCA Plan Vivo project in the light of this evolving
regulatory and policy framework. The Director confirmed that there are at present no final
regulations or instructions issued regarding the voluntary carbon market in Mongolia. She
also stated that discussions are ongoing within the Government re support for the further
development of this market and associated projects, in conjunction with the development
of regulatory frameworks related to Article 6. As stated by MSRM, there are currently no
benefit sharing requirements with the Mongolian Government for projects such as PCCA,
or indication that these are likely to emerge in the future. MSRM are aware and keeping
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abreast of Mongolia’s evolving NDCs and the development of regulatory frameworks
around these. They will continue to keep key Government personnel informed of PCCA
activities and progress, MSRM have extended an invitation to the Director to visit our
project sites at any time. A letter of support from the Ministry for Phase 1l of the project is
included in Annex 6, along with those previously received for Phase I.

National level planning around land use continues to be regulated under the provisions
of the Land Law of Mongolia (2002), as in Phase | of the PCCA project. These are
discussed further in sections 12 and 3, below.

At a local level, under the type of sample agreement included at Annex 6 and signed for
each heseg/ herder group for Phase 2 as part of the site specific Plan Vivo agreement
(Annex 3), soum authorities have recognized the rights of local herder groups/ heseg to
any carbon related benefits accruing through Plan Vivo activities. This applies to all land
included in the project areas.

Part D: Project Interventions & Activities

D1 Summary of project interventions

The project interventions focus on improved land use management, as defined by Plan
Vivo guidance. However, in line with Version 4 of the Plan Vivo standard (2013), the
project interventions pay specific attention to livelihood, socio-economic and
biodiversity benefits, which may derive directly from or in parallel with the planned
changes in land use/ management practices at the study sites. Project activities and
interventions for livelihoods and biodiversity, as well as climate/ carbon benefits are
summarized below for Phases | and Il. Where protection of key species forms part of
planned activities (Phase IlI) or completed activities (Phase 1), these may also be
deemed as contributing towards further prevention of ecosystem degradation or
ecosystem conversion.

Increasing soil carbon stocks

Project activities that aim to prevent further degradation of rangeland areas and allow
soil carbon stocks to increase include:

¢ Grazing management - Reducing the numbers of livestock grazing for extended
periods within project intervention areas within the broader project area, for
example by introducing seasonal pasture rotations and/or by reductions in
livestock numbers over the duration of the project.

o Fodder or forage cultivation - Planting fodder or forage crops, and changes to
the management of existing cultivation practices, for example by planting green
fodder, or improving water supply to pasture areas.

Biodiversity conservation

A key aim of nature protection activities is to prevent and reverse reductions in wild

species such as gazelle, ibex and deer populations. This can be achieved by activities
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that directly reduce pressures on these animal species, and those that prevent
degradation of or enhance the habitat they require, as well as protecting other key flora,
for example by:

e Establishing herder partnerships to protect the local environment and encourage
increased participation in decision-making on environmental issues, for example
issuing licences for wood cutting, and controlling illegal hunting activities;

e Protecting forest areas from degradation or deforestation for example by
preventing illegal timber harvesting, and including protection of saxaul forests;

e Reforestation of degraded forest areas by producing and planting seedlings

e Reducing grazing pressure & grazing-induced pasture/ habitat degradation,
through enhanced seasonal mobility between pastures & reduced livestock nos.

Livelihood improvement

The aim of livelihood improvement activities is to increase herders’ income by
maximising value from livestock products and developing new sources of income, for
example by:

e Increased marketing of milk products — e.g. by forming groups to deliver milk
products to local and urban markets;

e Production and sale of wool products — for example felt;

e Gathering and sale of natural resources — for example wild fruit and nuts;

e Production and sale of vegetables.

Sale of PV certificates have to date, and will also continue to, enhance herders’ income
in the future. Such activities, in conjunction with the biodiversity conservation/ ES
service protection activities, are also designed to contribute to wider well-being,
resilience and perceptions of security amongst participating herding communities.
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D2 Summary of project activities for each intervention (Phases | & I1)

Table D2 — Description of activities

Intervention Project Description Target ES
type Activity group contracted
(yes/no)

Improved land Seasonal Develop and implement schedule for Herders Yes
management pasture use/ enhanced mobility through seasonal pasture (through

grazing use, linked to reduced grazing pressure and heseg/HG)

management enhanced soil C stocks.
Improved land Fodder/ forage Planting fodder or forage crops Herders Yes
management cultivation
Improved land Improving water Repairing/constructing hand wells Herders Yes
management supply to pasture

areas
Improved land Biodiversity Establishing herder partnerships to protect Herders Yes
management conservation local environment & encourage increased
(prevention of participation in decision-making
ecosystem
conversion/
degradation)
Improved land Biodiversity Protection of forest areas from degradation Herders Yes
management conservation or deforestation for example by preventing

illegal timber harvesting, and including
protection of saxaul forests; production of
seedlings for reforestation.

(prevention of
ecosystem
conversion/
degradation;
ecosystem
restoration &
sustainable
resource use)

Improved land Biodiversity Reducing grazing pressure and grazing- Herders Yes
management conservation induced pasture/ habitat degradation, through
enhanced seasonal mobility between pastures

(prevention of and reduction in livestock numbers.

ecosystem
conversion/
degradation;
ecosystem
restoration and
sustainable use)

Improved land Biodiversity Protecting/conserving key named wild Herders Yes
management conservation animal populations.
(prevention of
ecosystem
conversion/
degradation;
ecosystem
restoration)

Improved land Livelihood e.g. Increased marketing of milk products — Herders Yes
management improvement forming groups to deliver milk products to
local and urban markets;

Production and sale of wool products —

for example felt;

Gathering and sale of natural resources —

for example wild fruit and nuts;

Production and sale of vegetables;
Collaborative repair of key infrastructure such
as winter/ spring shelters.
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D3 Effects of activities on biodiversity and the environment

For all three sites, project activities are designed to make a positive contribution to
biodiversity conservation through a) establishment/ consolidation of partnerships
between herders for monitoring and protection of key resources, in conjunction with
local administration, thus enhancing local participation in biodiversity conservation (a
key goal under national CBD commitments); b) monitoring and protection of key named
species (e.g. saxaul forest, key fauna); c) prevention of ecosystem degradation/
ecosystem restoration through protection of forest areas, production of seedlings; d)
enhancement of rangelands at wider landscape scale, through reduction of grazing
pressure and habitat degradation. As part of improved pasture management and
livelihood improvement activities, small areas of pasture may be fenced for vegetable
production or fodder crops. Such planned activities are very small in scale and have
been reviewed in relation to possible impacts on biodiversity. These are not considered
to pose a threat to biodiversity at the locations and scales proposed for such activities.
Full details of proposed activities, monitoring and indicators are included in Section K
and in site specific Management Plans at Annex 5 (Phases | and I1).

The activities are also designed to make a positive contribution to local soil and water
issues, primarily through enhancing seasonal mobility of livestock and thus reducing
seasonal grazing pressures and localized soil erosion, even where there are no
significant reductions in overall livestock numbers. Measures to repair wells and
enhance water access also help to spread grazing pressure.

Part E: Community participation

E1 Participatory project design

All activities within the project were developed by project participants with the support
of the project coordinator, MSRM. During the preparatory phase of the PV PCCA project
(Phase 1), and as part of the Darwin Initiative ‘Values and Valuation’ project (2012-
2015)%, MSRM worked with heseg/ herder groups to facilitate the participatory
development of each group’s own activity plan. These groups self-identified as wishing
to take part in the Plan Vivo process, from a wider range of groups involved with the
Darwin project. All were in existence and functioning prior to the initiation of the Darwin
or PV projects and had worked with the project coordinators (MSRM) or Professor Upton
previously. The process of participatory planning with self-identified PV groups is also
detailed under Section J1. Similarly, a series of participatory review and planning
meetings were undertaken between MSRM and Phase | herder groups on completion
of Phase | to review key benefits and lessons learned; establish herder groups’

6 The Darwin Initiative funded ‘Values and Valuation: New Approaches to Conservation in Mongolia’
project was instituted by University of Leicester (C. Upton) and MSRM (Professor Dorligsuren and D.
Dulmaa) from 2012-2015. Preparation and initiation of Plan Vivo activities formed a key part of the
activities under this project.
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willingness to continue into Phase Il, and to plan activities and indicators for Phase II,
given that all herder groups opted to continue. Through a series of meetings with MSRM
all members of herder groups have undertaken participatory planning in relation to the
following main issues for Phases | and/or II:

I. Pasture use planning: herders have discussed and developed new plans for
seasonal movement schedules, use of previously under-used pasture area,
resting of certain pasture areas, development of hayfields, as appropriate to
specific locations and pasture conditions.

il. Maintenance/ repair of winter and other shelters and hand wells, through
cooperation within the group.

iii. Cooperation in livestock/ raw material marketing, felt processing and dairy
product manufacturing. Prior to Phase |, most herders processed products only
at the household level, and in some cases only for their own domestic use. More
effective manufacturing and marketing, taking account of economies of scale,
has the potential to play a big role in income generation and livelihood
improvement in the future.

iv. Environmental protection/ conservation: for example in relation to forest
protection and deforestation; protection of key fauna, as specified for each
participating heseg in Section D, above and in more detail in Section K and the
site specific Management Plans at Annex 5.

The planning process for both Phases | and Il was driven by the requirement to address
local needs and priorities, with herders identifying their own lists of planned activities.
For Phase |, subsequent discussions with MSRM and, for biodiversity related activities
in particular, with Zoological Society of London (ZSL), were then used to filter out
activities that may not be admissible under the Plan Vivo process or were unacceptable
to Darwin (for example extensive fencing of pasture; planting of non-native species), to
arrive at a final agreed list. Herder groups then participated in the development of
monitoring plans and indicators for these activities, through repeated field visits by
MSRM from 2013 and, specifically for biodiversity, by visits and training events with ZSL
over the same period, and culminating in an Ulaanbaatar-based workshop in June
2015. MSRM ensured that agreed indicators were clearly set out in site specific
Management plans and linked to the Technical Specification. Herder group leaders also
compiled and mapped information on planned activities and secured approval for any
planned changes in resource use from local government officials (e.g. soum and bag
governors). The same basic process was followed for Phase Il planning and
development of heseg-specific management plans. Prior to PCCA, the heseg/ herder
groups were already set up to include poorer, marginalized households, and typically
included all households who shared key seasonal pasture areas. Thus, households
# were not excluded on the basis of age, gender, income, and ethnicity
% etc. The target groups participating in the project are as identified in
Section C, namely Hongor Ovoo heseg, Ikh Tamir soum, Arkhangai
. aimag; Ikh Am heseg, Undurshireet soum, Tuv aimag; Dulaan
Khairkhan herder group, Bogd soum, Bayanhongor aimag.

Heseg members working with ZSL, Ulaanbaatar workshop, June 2015
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A fourth group, Dert heseg, Ulziit soum, Dundgov aimag, also showed commitment to
participating in the PV process and took part in a series of initial planning exercises for
Phase |. However, due to adverse climatic and pasture conditions, they were all away
from their heseg territory on long distance migration (otor) in summer/ autumn 2014, the
critical period for finalization of Phase | plans. Therefore, they are not included here.
Members of Dert heseg attended the project training workshop in Ulaanbaatar in June
2015, when they reaffirmed their commitment to participate in the Plan Vivo process at
some point in the future.

Prior to the start of Phase | in 2015, participating groups all had their own established
structures, with elected leaders, accountants and committees, accountable to all
members. These structures and procedures required meetings of all members at least
twice per year, with additional meetings of all members to be called as required. Leaders
were and are elected by a democratic process involving all members, with elections
typically taking place every four years. These structures have enabled the participatory
development of Plan Vivos, including all heseg members. The final signing of the PES
agreements is by members nominated through existing structures and processes, and
with the free, prior and informed consent of all heseg/ herder group members.

As outlined above, groups typically include all households within shared seasonal pasture
areas, and as such do not exclude marginalized or vulnerable groups. Where any local
households are not heseg members, for example due to financial or labour implications
of group membership, they are encouraged to join, for example by waiving any
membership fees, to be repaid out of initial PV income.

E2 Community-led implementation

The Plan Vivos & Management Plans (as summarized in Section K and included in
full for each sites at Annex 5, for both Phases | and Il), were prepared through the
processes set out above. For Phase I, these were finalized and GIS versions prepared
during an intensive round of meetings and community planning activities in
September/ October 2014. These were then approved by the project coordinator,
MSRM, for submission as part of this PDD. They were cross-checked and are
consistent with the project’s Technical Specifications, submitted as part of this PDD,
within Section G. A comparable process was undertaken in preparation for Phase II.
These Phase | and Il Plan Vivos, as submitted, are designed to enhance livelihoods
and will not undermine food security. The project coordinator has made this evaluation
on the basis of a lengthy track record of working with these communities and through
the participatory planning process with the communities themselves. An Ulaanbaatar-
based workshop in June 2015 was used to address any revisions required in the first
submission of the PDD through detailed discussion with herder groups/ heseg. This
also provided an opportunity for further training by MSRM on Plan Vivo monitoring and
implementation and for mutual learning between all parties. Further training was also
provided to government officials through this workshop. These plans were signed off
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by local soum officials as part of the official inception of Plan Vivo activities.

During the September/ October 2014 planning round a GIS technician from MSRM
worked with the heseg to record boundary coordinates of all planned Project
Intervention Areas and to produce maps, irrespective of whether these exceeded 5 ha.
These are appended at Annex 5. Mongolian language versions were made available
to participating heseg. These were discussed extensively with participating heseg
during their production in autumn 2014, and again at the June 2015 workshop, as a
final check prior to submission of this updated PDD. These maps were further checked
and any adjustments made as part of the Phase Il preparations.

E3 Community-level project governance

Heseg have been central to development of PVs so far, through the participatory
planning process outlined above. During the initial Phase | 4 year commitment period
regular heseg/ community meetings provided the forum for discussions of the design
and running of the PV project. Such discussions were noted/ minuted and shared with
MSRM, for their feedback and comment if desired. Heseg periodically invited MSRM
staff to attend such meetings, where required, for example to discuss and problems or
grievances. This same process is being replicated under Phase II.

Any non-participating households are able to raise any problems and grievances
through soum and bag khural (meetings) and the local Citizens’ Representative Khural
(CRK), the usual local channels for discussion and decision-making. Where required
the project coordinator can be called to attend these meetings. Otherwise, discussions
can be reported back by soum or bag governors or CRK members. In the planning
stage at the start of Phase | it was agreed that any and all grievances received, by
whatever channel, would be recorded by MSRM in writing. MSRM would also be
required to respond in writing or in person to the appropriate bag/ soum khural or
heseg. Grievances and details of their resolution would also be reported to Plan Vivo
by MSRM.

However, no such grievances were received during Phase I, or Phase Il to date. These
procedures will continue to apply throughout Phase II, should any grievances be
raised.

Part F: Ecosystem Services & Other Project Benefits

F1 Carbon benefits

For both Phases | and Il the climate benefits expected to result from project activities
were estimated using the approaches described in the Technical Specification (Part
G, and as set out in Annex 8).

In addition, existing sources of data, such as published analyses of biomass and
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biomass utilisation rates, in conjunction with site specific measurements of biomass
at project sites were assessed in order to determine and contextualise ‘with project’
benefits. Specifically:

i) Hongor Ovoo heseg, Ikh Tamir soum:

The CENTURY model was previously validated for this area of Mongolia prior to PCCA
Phase I, based on extensive soil and biomass sampling and analyses, by Values for
Development, who also undertook the modelling work in this instance. In accordance
with the Annex 8 methodology, the validated CENTURY model was parameterised for
this heseg area, drawing on site-specific baseline grazing management practices,
planned ‘with project’ grazing practices over the initial Phase | 4 year commitment period
(spring 2015-19) and subsequent Phase 2 period (2019-2029) and local climate, soll
and vegetation data. In Hongor Ovoo, as in all cases, the baseline grazing scenarios
were developed by MSRM through repeated discussions with heseg members,
observation, and cross-checking with soum officials and analysis of annual livestock
records for each soum and heseg. Participatory mapping with herder groups enabled
spatial analysis of baseline movement patterns and stocking rates for different types of
pasture. These data were combined with baseline biomass data, derived from project
specific sampling, soum pasture reports, other published sources and Values for
Development modelled data, to calculate baseline biomass utilisation rates and to
determine stocking rates and biomass utilisation rates under planned ‘with project’
scenarios for both Phases | and Il. For Hongor Ovoo heseg, in Phase | herders
undertook to reduce total livestock numbers (converted into sheep units)’ by 5% against
baseline rates the end of the first four year commitment period. They also undertook to
reduce grazing pressure through increased numbers of seasonal camps, in accordance
with the indicators summarised in Section K and specified in detail in the Phase |
Management Plans at Annex 5. Herders’ planned changes in grazing practices for
Phase | were then combined with modelled data to determine carbon sequestration
rates per ha for the planned changes in grazing practices. This is the key data here,
with reductions in biomass utilisation rates rather than biomass per se being the
important parameter and the positive ‘with project’ change. This same approach and
process was followed for Phase Il. Details of planned changes in Phase Il are presented
in the Phase Il Management Plan at Annex 5.

In accordance with modelled data, and to ensure a conservative approach, only grazing
practices and stocking rates equivalent to 50% biomass utilisation or less are
considered to make significant contributions to carbon sequestration. Table G5.3 in
Section G shows modelled changes in carbon sequestration associated with different
‘with project’ management scenarios (50%, 40% and 30% biomass utilisation rates) for
Hongor Ovoo. As for all sites, carbon sequestration calculations relate only to
grasslands and to improved grazing management practices. This is a conservative
approach, as certain planned activities such as production and planting of tree seedlings

7 Sheep units (SU) are based on the following conversions and in accordance with accepted best
practice in Mongolia: adult camel: 5 SU; young camel: 1 SU; adult cattle: 6 SU; young cattle: 1.2 SU;
adult horse: 7 SU; young horse: 1.4 SU; adult goats: 0.9 SU; young goats: 0.2 SU.
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at this site may also reasonably be expected to have positive benefits in relation to
carbon sequestration. Nonetheless the technical specification and modelling in relation
to carbon (see section G) and subsequent calculations of carbon benefits do not include
tree planting. The planned movement patterns, stocking rates and biomass usage are
incorporated into to the Management Plans and monitoring indicators at Annex 5 for
both Phases | and Il, and as summarised in Section K.

It should also be noted that this project operates an ex-post approach to actual
generation of PV certificates; in other words modelled sequestration rates are presented
here, drawing on CENTURY modelling and herders’ annual planned stocking rates and
movement patterns. However, for each Annual Report, actual stocking rates, movement
patterns and biomass figures for the previous year are substituted into the Grazing
Management sheets (Annex 5, Table A5 1C, for Hongor Ovoo), to derive actual
modelled outputs, reflecting herders’ practices on the ground.

ii) Ikh Am Heseg, Undurshireet soum:

Data on actual (Phase I) and planned (Phase Il) livestock numbers, stocking rates and
mobility for this site are summarised in Table Fla below (equivalent tables for other
sites are in Annex 5). The table also links the baseline and these planned ‘with project’
activities to biomass utilisation rates. Baseline and ‘with project’ biomass figures are
derived from site specific sampling and analysis conducted as part of this project, and
from secondary and published sources as highlighted above, which are also used to
predict changes in biomass year on year under ‘with project’ scenarios. For Ikh Am
heseg, in Phase | herders originally undertook to reduce total livestock numbers
(converted into sheep units) by 30% against baseline rates the end of the first four year
commitment period. They also undertook to reduce grazing pressure through increased
numbers of seasonal camps, in accordance with the indicators specified in the
Management Plans at Annex 5. Whilst planned reductions in livestock numbers were
not achieved in full, some reductions in numbers combined with enhanced movement
patterns and increased biomass, nonetheless resulted in positive benefits (see Year 4
(2019) Annual report, available online at Pastures, Conservation, Climate Action —
Documents | Plan  Vivo  Foundation; Annual Reports, 2018-2019;
https://lwww.planvivo.org/pastures-conservation-climate-action-documents).

As specified for Hongor Ovoo, above, these data were then mapped onto soil carbon
and C sequestration through parameters derived from the CENTURY model for
comparable landuse, soil and vegetation types and in accordance with published data.
The CENTURY model already includes adjustment for uncertainty (see Section G6).
For this site and for Dulaan Khairkhan (Bogd), further adjustments were applied, with
an increased risk factor of 20% for this site by comparison with Hongor Ovoo, for which
the model was originally calibrated. It is also notable that summer pastures are not
included in carbon calculations for the Ikh Am site. This reflects established grazing
practices over many years, by which usage of summer pastures is highly variable year
on year, with many incoming herders and irregular usage patterns of Ikh Am herders,
making planning for and calculation of grazing pressure into the future especially
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problematic. This is a conservative approach, but given the particularly variable nature
of usage of these summer pastures, incoming herders and leakage issues, as identified
by Ikh Am heseg members, these pastures are conservatively omitted from calculations.
Spring pastures are included, as usage by incoming herders is not such a significant
issue, even though movement of a proportion of Ikh Am herders to spring pastures
outside their heseg area is a well-established practice over many years. Monitoring of
‘with project’ activities is designed to ensure that additional leakage does not occur
under the project, especially given planned reductions in livestock numbers.

This same approach and process was followed for Phase Il. Details of planned changes
in Phase Il are presented in the Phase Il Management Plan at Annex 5. The planned
movement patterns, stocking rates and biomass usage are incorporated into to the
Management Plans and monitoring indicators at Annex 5, and as summarised in Section
K.
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Table Fla Grazing Management, Stocking Rates and Biomass Utilisation, Ikh Am
heseg, Undurshireet soum.

i) Phase | (verified data) (2015-2019)

Riparian meadow Mountain steppe Steppe
Grazing location
Spring Spring Winter Spring Winter
11 description of baseline grazing practices
Baseline {2014-2013)
number of days grazing in this location 82 82 130 a2 130
average no. of moves (camps) in location 2 2 1 2 2
average no. sheep units (SU) grazing in lecation B04G 5168 12580 B154 arre
ares (ha) B51.Y 7023 TBOLE 1517.1 T441.3
yieid (kg DM ha) 450 35 50 258 256
tofal yieid (kg DM) 383256 246155 2731880 388378 1804073
12 estimation of biomass utilisation rate
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 1.4
no. days grazing for each plot in this jocation 41 41 130 41 120
total biomazs demand 451840 4 2066432 | 2201128 | 4830388 1597778
estimated biomass utiisation rafe (%) 1.2 12 0.3 i2 0.8
21 description of with-project grazing
211 Year 1 {2015-16)
start of grazing season (dd'mm) 1-Mar-15 i-Mar-13 | 20-Mov-15 | 1-Mar-15 | 20-Now-15
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-13 10-Jun-15 | 1-Mar-18 | 10-Jun-15 | 1-Mar-18
number of days grazing in this location 1M 1M 102 101 102
average no. of moves (camps) in location 5 5 1 kil i
average no. SU grazing in location 8501 6102 16641 9827 8578
area (ha) B51.Y 703.3 TBO4 B 16171 74413
yieid (kg DM ha) 510 402 402 295 285
tofal yieid (kg DM) 434387.0 2B2728.6 | J13TH20.6 | 4475445 | 21051835
212 estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilzation rate (%) 0.5 [1F3) 0.5 05 D5
kg DM per sheep wnit (3U) per day 14 14 14 14 1.4
no. days grazing for each plot in this location 20 20 102 20 102
total SU that can be grazed to sequester carbon TTEG.6 G4BT 108857 Ta91.9 7882
1.22 1.1 1.3 120 1.12
213 Year 2 {2016-1T)
start of grazing season (dd'mm) 1-Mar-18 i-Mar-18 | 20-Mov-16 | 1-Mar-16 | 20-Now-16
end of grazing season (ddimm) 10-Jun-18 10-Jun-18 | 1-Mar-17 | 10-Jun-18 | 1-Mar-17
no. days grazing in this location 10 10 101 101 101
average no. moves (camps) in this location g g 2 [} i
averapge no. SU grazing in location BET3 G341 17283 10005 B4
area (ha) B51.Y 703.3 TBO4 B 16171 74413
yieid (kg DM ha) 675 525 525 418 415
total yield (kg DM) 574307.5 3602325 | 40075200 | 9205065 | 30881385
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilzation rate (%) 0.5 [1F3) 0.5 04 D5
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 1.4
no. days grazing for each plot in this location i7 i7 81 17 101
total SU that can be grazed to sequester carbon 12187.3 B33 S8 288TE2 106B6.2 o188
0.81 0.81 060 084 0.82
Year 3 (2017-18)
start of grazing season {dd’'mm) 1-Mar-17 1-Mar-17 | 20-Mov-17 | 1-Mar-17 | 20-Now-17

32



end of grazing seasen (dd/mm) 10-Jun-17 10-Jun-17 | 1-Mar-18 | 10-Jun-17 | 1-Mar-18
no. days grazing in this location 101 1 101 101 101
average no. moves (camps) in this location a a 3 ] 2
awerage no. SU grazing in location TET3 4023 12440 7778 5028
area (ha) 8517 703.3 TBO4B 1517.1 74413
yield (kg DM ha) 405 5 35 230 230
tofal yield (kg DM) 2440335 221530.5 | 24585120 | 3485308 | 17144755
etimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass uilzation rate (%) 0.4 04 05 04 0.5
kg OM per sheep unit per day 14 14 A 4 1.4
no. days grazing for each plot in this jocation 13 13 4 13 Ll
total S that can be grazed to sequester carbon T80G.2 50138 26080 .4 7910.4 121250
0.98 0.98 052 038 0.57
Year 4 (2018-19)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 1-Mar-18 1-Mar-13 | 20-Mow-18 | 1-Mar-18 | 20-Now-1B
end of grazing seasen (dd/mm) 10-Jun-18 10-Jun-18 | 1-Mar-13 | 10-Jun-18 | 1-Mar-13
nurmber of days grazing in this location 101 1 101 101 101
average no. moves (camps) in this location g 8 3 ] 2
average no. 5L grazing in location GE47 4308 11883 8938 6182
area (ha) 8517 703.3 78048 1517.1 4413
yield (kg DM ha) 0 220 420 32 32
tofal yieid (kg D) 459918.0 2853880 | 327B016.0 | 5035772 | 2470511.8
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass uilzation rate (%) 0.4 04 05 04 0.5
kg OM per sheep unit per day 14 14 A 4 1.4
no. days grazing for each plot in this jocation 13 13 4 13 Ll
total no. SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 101081 G4820 3442329 11060.8 17300.5
0.68 0.68 0335 063 0.36
*0.3 denotes 30%; 0.4=40% etc.
i) Phase Il (future modelled data) (2019-2029)
Phase Il
Year 5 (2019-20)
start of grazing seasoen (dd/mm) 1-Mar-18 1-Mar-18 20-Mov-18 1-Mar-18 20-Nov-18
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-18 10-Jun-18 1-Mar-19 10-Jun-18 1-Mar-19
number of days grazing in this location 101 101 101 101 101
average no of moves (camps) in this location [ [ 3 6 2
average no SU grazing in this location 9427 6055 14749 9553 10286
area (ha) 851.7 703.3 7804.8 1517.1 7441.3
yield (kg DM ha) 750 533 333 533 333
total yield (kg DM) 638775.0 3748589 2598998 .4 508614.3 2477952.9
est. of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 04 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.5
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 1.4 1.4
no. of days grazing for each plot in this location 17 17 34 17 51
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 10842.0 63625 275707 137247 17524 4
0.87 0.95 0.53 0.70 0.59
Year 6 (2020-2021)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 1-Mar-18 1-Mar-18 20-Mov-18 1-Mar-18 20-Nov-18
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-18 10-Jun-18 1-Mar-19 10-Jun-18 1-Mar-18
number of days grazing in this location 101 101 101 101 101
average no of moves (camps) in this location [ [ 3 6 2
average no SU grazing in this location 7805 5013 12211 7909 8516
area (ha) 851.7 703.3 TE804.8 1517.1 T441.3
yield (kg DM ha) 600 450 360 450 350
total wield (kg DM) 5110200 3164850 26097280 6526950 2604455.0
est. of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 04 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.5
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 17 17 34 17 51
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon BE6736 53717 29806.2 11587 .5 18419.1
0.90 0.93 0.41 0.68 0.46
Year T (2021-2022)
start of grazing season (ddfmm) 1-Mar-18 1-Mar-18 20-Mov-18 1-Mar-18 20-Nov-18
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-18 10-Jun-18 1-Mar-19 10-Jun-18 1-Mar-18
number of days grazing in this location 101 101 101 101 101
average no of moves (camps) in this location [ [ 3 & 2
average no SU grazing in this location 4647 3759 8528 7602 7480
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area (ha) 851.7 703.3 TE04.8 1517 .1 74413

yield (kg DM ha) 676.2 662.4 6590 621 634.8

total yield (kg DM) 5759195 465865.9 5385312.0 9421191 47237372

est. of sustainable carrying capacity

recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0s 0.4 0.3 0.5 04

kg DM per shesp unit per day 14 1.4 14 14 1.4

no of days grazing for each plot in this location 17 17 34 17 51

total no. SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 12218.9 7907.2 34277 1 199858 .4 267255
0.38 0.48 0.25 0.38 0.28

Year B (2022-23)

start of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Mar-22 20-Mar-22 10-Mov-22 20-Mar-22 10-Mow-22

end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-22 10-Jun-22 20-Mar-23 10-Jun-22 20-Mar-23

number of days grazing in this location a2 g2 130 a2 130

average no of moves (camps) in this location B B 2 6 2

average no. SU grazing in this location 4554 3684 8357 7450 733

area (ha) 851.7 703.3 TE04.8 1517 .1 74413

yield (kg DM ha) 608 454 441 430 383

total yield (kg DM) 517578.1 340561.3 3438014.4 652707.0 25465453

est. of sustainable carrying capacity

recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 04 0s 0.5 0.5 0.5

kg DM per shesp unit per day 14 14 14 14 14

no of days grazing for each plot in this location 14 14 B85 14 65

total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 108204 BEO9TF 18890.2 17056.8 15640.4
0.42 0.41 0.44 0.44 0.47

Year 9 (2023-24)

start of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Mar-23 20-Mar-23 10-Mov-23 20-Mar-23 10-Mow-23

end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-23 10-Jun-23 20-Mar-24 10-Jun-23 20-Mar-24

number of days grazing in this location 82 82 131 82 131

average no of moves {camps) in this location B B 2 6 2

average no SU grazing in this location 4463 3610 8190 T3i01 7184

area (ha) 851.7 703.3 TE04.8 1517.1 74413

yield (kg DM ha) 608 454 441 430 383

total yield (kg DM) 5175781 340561.3 34380144 652707.0 28465453

est. of sustainable carrying capacity

recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.4 0.s 05 0.4 0.5

kg DM per shesp unit per day 14 14 14 14 14

no of days grazing for each plot in this location 14 14 66 14 66

total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 1058204 BEOO.T 18746.0 136454 15521.0
0.41 041 0.44 0.54 0.46

Year 10 (2024-25)

start of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Mar-24 20-Mar-24 10-Mov-24 20-Mar-24 10-Mow-24

end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-24 10-Jun-24 20-Mar-25 10-Jun-24 20-Mar-25

number of days grazing in this location 82 82 130 82 130

average no of moves {camps) in this location B B 2 6 2

average no. SU grazing in this location 4374 3538 8028 7155 7040

area (ha) 851.7 703.3 TE04.8 1517.1 74413

yield (kg DM ha) 608 454 441 430 383

total yield (kg DM} 5175781 3405613 34380144 652707.0 28465453

est. of sustainable carrying capacity

recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5

kg DM per shesp unit per day 14 14 14 14 14

no of days grazing for each plot in this location 14 14 65 14 65

total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 108204 B8B99.7 188902 13645 4 15640.4
0.40 0.40 0.42 0.52 0.45
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Year 11 (2025-26)

start of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Mar-25 20-Mar-25 10-Nov-25 20-Mar-25 10-Nov-25
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-25 10-Jun-25 20-Mar-28 10-Jun-25 20-Mar-26
number of days grazing in this location 82 g2 130 g2 130
average no of moves (camps) in this location [ [ 2 6 2
average no SU grazing in this location 4286 MET7 7866 7012 6899
area (ha) 851.7 703.3 TE804.8 1517.1 74413
yield (kg OM ha) 608 484 441 430 383
total yield (kg DM) 517578.1 340561.3 3438014 4 652707.0 28465453
est. of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass ufilization rate (%) 04 0.5 0.5 04 0.5
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 1.4 1.4 14 14
no of days grazing for each plof in this location 14 14 65 14 65
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 10820.4 85097 158890.2 13645 4 15640 4
0.40 0.39 0.42 0.51 0.44
Year 12 (2026-27)
start of grazing season (ddimm) 20-Mar-26 20-Mar-26 10-Nov-26 20-Mar-26 10-Nov-26
end of grazing season {dd/mm) 10-Jun-26 10-Jun-26 20-Mar-27 10-Jun-28 20-Mar-27
number of days grazing in this location 82 g2 130 &2 130
average no of moves (camps) in this location ] ] 2 6 2
average no SU grazing in this locaticn 4201 3308 7708 6872 3633
area (ha) 851.7 703.3 7804.8 1517.1 T441.3
yield (kg DM ha) 608 484 441 430 383
total yield (kg DM) 517578.1 340561.3 3438014 .4 652707.0 25465453
est. of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass ufilization rate (%) 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 14 14 65 14 65
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 108204 BBO9.7 18890.2 136454 156840.4
0.39 0.38 0.41 0.50 0.23
Year 13 (2027-28)
start of grazing season (ddimm) 20-Mar-27 20-Mar-27 10-Nov-27 20-Mar-27 10-Mov-27
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-27 10-Jun-27 20-Mar-28 10-Jun-27 20-Mar-28
number of days grazing in this location 82 82 131 &2 131
average no of moves (camps) in this location [ [ 2 6 2
average no SU grazing in this location 4117 3330 7554 B734 3580
area (ha) 851.7 703.3 TE804.8 1517.1 74413
yield (kg DM ha) 608 484 441 430 283
total yield (kg DM) 517578.1 340561.3 3438014.4 652707.0 28465453
est. of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 04 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 1.4 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 14 14 66 14 66
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 10820.4 BEO9.7 18746.0 13645 4 15521.0
0.38 0.37 0.40 0.49 0.23
Year 14 (2028-29)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Mar-28 20-Mar-28 10-Mov-28 20-Mar-28 10-Nov-28
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Jun-28 10-Jun-28 20-Mar-29 10-Jun-28 20-Mar-29
number of days grazing in this location 82 B2 130 a2 130
average no of moves (camps) in this location B B 2 6 2
average no SU grazing in this location 4075 3297 7479 BEET 3524
area (ha) 851.7 703.3 7804.8 1517.1 T7441.3
yield (kg DM ha) 608 454 441 430 383
total yield (kg DM) 5175781 340561.3 34380144 652707.0 28465453
est. of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 04 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 1.4
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 14 14 65 14 65
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 10820.4 B899.7 168902 136454 156404
0.38 0.37 0.40 0.49 0.23

*0.3 denotes 30%; 0.4=40% etc.

iii) Dulaan Khairkhan herder group, Bogd soum:

Detailed data on livestock numbers, stocking rates and
to the example Table Fla for Ikh Am above, are presented in Annex 5, in conjunction
with the site specific management plans for Phases | and II. As for Ikh Am and Hongor
Ovoo, the table also links the baseline and the planned ‘with project’ activities for Dulaan
Khairkhan to biomass utilisation rates. Baseline and with project biomass figures are
derived from site specific sampling and analysis conducted as part of this project, and
from secondary and published sources as highlighted above, which are also used to
predict changes in biomass year on year under ‘with project’ scenarios.

mobility for this site, equivalent
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herders undertook to reduce total livestock numbers (converted into sheep units) by 5%
against baseline rates by the end of the first four year commitment period. They also
undertook to reduce grazing pressure through increased numbers of seasonal camps,
in accordance with the indicators specified in the Management Plans at Annex 5. As
specified for Hongor Ovoo, above, these data were then mapped onto soil carbon and
C sequestration through parameters derived from the CENTURY model for comparable
land use, soil and vegetation types and in accordance with published data. Further
adjustments were applied, with an increased risk factor of 20% for this site by
comparison with Hongor Ovoo (risk factor of 10%), for which the model was originally
calibrated. The planned movement patterns, stocking rates and biomass usage are
incorporated into to the Management Plans and monitoring indicators at Annex 5, and
as summarised in Section K. Results for Phase | are presented in full in the Year 4
(2019) Annual report, available online at Pastures, Conservation, Climate Action —
Documents | Plan  Vivo  Foundation; Annual Reports, 2018-2019;
https://www.planvivo.org/pastures-conservation-climate-action-documents). As for lkh
Am, tables in Annex 5 present actual stocking rates, movement patterns and biomass
utilisation for Phase | and modelled rates for Phase 1.

The actual (Phase 1) and expected (Phase II) climate benefits for the three project sites
are summarized in Table F1b.

Table F1b — Summary of Climate benefits: Phase |

Maximum Total ER's
Total ER's achieved (Yr
(Yrs 1-4) 1-4) Saleable Ers ER's available Allocated to Saleable ER's ER's

acc. to Maximum Estimated % acc. to available for for buffer ER's Issued Buffer available for available for
CENTURY Saleable ER's achieved (Yr monitoring issuance contribution  as PVCs (Yr account future future buffer
Total Area Mmodel (Yr1-4) 1-4) results. (Yr1-4) (Yr1-4) 1-3) (Yr1) issuances allocation
ArealD (ha) a ] c=a*100% d e=d*80or90% f=d* 10 or 20% 4 h i=e-g j=f-h

Hongor Ovoo 36756 51135 46025| 51139 (100%) 49208 44287 4921 11011 1688 33276 3233
Ikh Am 18241 20055 16044 | 20055 (100%) 15884 12707 3177 2327 802 10380 2375
Dert (N/A for this
commitment period) nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nfa nfa n/al
Dulaan Khairkhan 22485 38375 30700| 38375 (100%) 42100 33680 3420 6677 2303 27003 6117
Totals 77482 109569 92769 109569 107192 90674 16518 20015 4793 70659 11725

NB: Risk buffer allocations are different across the three sites (H.O. 10%, L.A. 20%, D.K. 20%)
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Summary of Modelled Climate Benefits Phase I

1 2 3 4 5 2-(1+3+4+5)
Project site Baseline | Additional Expected Deduction Uncertainty Net carbon
carbon modelled losses of risk adjustment benefit
uptake carbon from buffer (t COze) (t COzeha)
i.e. uptake/ leakage (t COze)
without emissions (t COze)
project reductions
(t COze) with project
(t COze)
i) Hongor Ovoo (see 76133 (see 7613 (10%) (included 68519
Table below) in column
G5.3) 2
figures)
ii) Ikh Am (see 56592 (see 11318 (20%) As above 45274
Table below)
G5.3)
iv) Dulaan (see 54048 (see 10810 (20%) As above 43238
Khairkhan Table below)
G5.3)
1 2 3 4 5 2-(1+3+4+5)
Project site Baseline Additional Expected Deduction Uncertainty Net carbon
carbon modelled losses of risk adjustment benefit
uptake carbon from buffer (t COze) (t COzeha)
i.e. uptake/ leakage (t COze)
without emissions (t COze)
project reductions
(t CO2e) with project
(t COze)
i) Hongor Ovoo (see 78893 (see 7889 (10%) (included 71004
Table below) in column
G5.3) 2
figures)
ii) Ikh Am (see 56777 (see 11355 (20%) As above 45422
Table below)
G5.3)
iv) Dulaan (see 62247 (see 12449 (20%) As above 49798
Khairkhan Table below)
G5.3)

A worked example for Ikh Am is included below to show how figures in column 2 are derived
from the grazing management plans summarised in Table Fla and the CENTURY modelling
of changes in carbon sequestration under different pasture type and grazing pressure
scenarios. Equivalent data for the other two sites is included for information at Annex 5.

Table G.5.3, Section G, provides further details of the modelled changes in carbon uptake
by pasture type and grazing practices from which the figures in columns 2, 5 and 8, in the
following tables are derived. Further information on leakage, risk and uncertainty is included
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in Section G.
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Phase |

Table F1c — Worked Example of Carbon Uptake Calculations, lkh Am heseg.

Undurshireet Ikh 1. Area 2. Additional J.Maximum | 4. Actual 5. Additional E.Maximum | 7. Actual 8. Additional | 9.Maximum | 10. Actual
Am {ha) carbomn additional additional | carbon uptake | additional additional | carbon additional additional
uptake per ha | carbon carbon per ha pa at carbon carbon uptake per carbon carbon
pa at 30% uptake pa uptake at 40% grazing uptake pa uptake at | ha pa at 50% uptake pa uptake at
grazing for 30% 30% over pressure (with for 40% 40% over grazing for 40% 50% owver 4
pressure grazing 4 year project) grazing 4 year pressure grazing year
(with project) | pressure project® (PE{SOCm,t}) pressure project® (with project) | pressure projectt
(PE(S0C.m,1)) {column (column (PE{SOCm.t)) [columin
1x2) 1x5) 1x8)
Riparian Meadow [CENTURY {CENTURY {CENTURY
model) model) maded]
Mar- June B51.7 1.1800 BEs 2084 0.5458 466 486 0.0156 13 4]
Mountain Steppe
Mar- June 703.3 08523 628 1883 0.323 227 227 0.0656 45 4]
MNaow-March T804.8 0.5512 4302 0 0.4528 3534 3534 0.2836 2213 4437
Steppe
Mar- June 1,517.0 08523 1354 1354 0.323 480 280 0.0656 100 4]
MNaow-March 74413 0.5512 4102 0 0.4528 3369 0 0.2836 2110 4221
Total carbon uptake 6200 5207 8648
for 30%, 40% and 50
% grazing pressure
Total carbon uptake 20055 | "these 'actual” figures are calculated from the grazing management spreadsheet Fla, by adding up the number of years at a particular
(For 4 year pericd grazing pressure for each pasture type from Year 1-Year 4 (i.e. under ‘with project’ scenanos), and hence the total area and change in
without risk carbon uptake for that pasture type at 30%, 40% and 50% grazing pressure. Where siocking rates exceed 50% grazing pressure, addiional
deduction) carbon uptake against the baseline is consenvatively assumed to be zere. The CEMTURY modelled figures are those for changes against
20% risk deduction 4011 | baseline levels (PE[S0C m t]}- see Table G5.3 for baselines for various pasture types.
Total carbon uptake 16044

|4 year period with
risk deduction}
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The same procedures were followed in calculating planned uptake for Phase II:

3.Maximum 6.Maximum 9.Maximum
additional additional additional
2. Additional carbon 4. Actual 5. Additional carbon 7. Actual 8. Additional carbon 10. Actual
carbon uptake | uptake pa additional | carbon uptake | uptake pa additional | carbon uptake | uptake pa additional
per ha pa at for 30% carbon per ha pa at for 40% carbon per ha pa at for 40% carbon
30% grazing grazing uptake at | 40% grazing grazing uptake at | 50% grazing grazing uptake at
pressure (with | pressure 30% over | pressure (with | pressure 40% over | pressure (with | pressure 50% over
1. Area project) (column 10 year project) (column 4 year project) (column 4 year
Undurshireet Ikh Am (ha) (PE(SOC,m,t)) 1x2) Rate | project* (PE(SOC,m,t)) 1x5) Rate | project* (PE(SOC,m,t)) 1x8) Rate | project*
(CENTURY (CENTURY (CENTURY
Riparian Meadow model) model) model)
Mar- June 851.7 1.16 988.0 0 0 0.5468 466 6 2794 0.0156 13 2 27
Mountain Steppe
Mar- June 703.3 0.8923 627.6 0 0 0.323 227 5 1136 0.0656 46 3 138
Nov-March 7804.8 0.5512 4302.0 1 4302 0.4528 3534 2 7068 0.2836 2213 6 13281
Steppe 0
Mar- June 1,517.00 0.8923 1353.6 0 0.323 490 1 490 0.0656 100 4 398
Nov-March 7,441.30 0.5512 4101.6 16407 0.4528 3369 0 0 0.2836 2110 5 10552
Total carbon uptake for 30%, 40% and 50 % grazing
pressure 20709 11488 24395
Total carbon uptake (For 4 year period without risk
deduction) 56592 *these ‘actual’ figures are calculated from the grazing management spreadsheet Fla, by adding up the number of years at a particular grazing pressure for each
20% risk deduction 11318 | pasture type from Year 1-Year 4 (i.e. under ‘with project’ scenarios), and hence the total area and change in carbon uptake for that pasture type at 30%, 40% and
Total carbon uptake (4 year period with risk 50% grazing pressure. Where stocking rates exceed 50% grazing pressure, additional carbon uptake against the baseline is conservatively assumed to be zero.
deduction) 45274 The CENTURY modelled figures are those for changes against baseline levels (PE(SOC,m,t))- see Table G5.3 for baselines for various pasture types.

40




Undurshireet 1. 2. Additional 3.Max. 4. Actual 5. Additional 6.Max 7. Actual 8. Additional 9.Max 10.Actual
Ikh- Am Area carbon additional additional carbon additional additional carbon additional additional
(ha) uptake per ha carbon carbon uptake per carbon carbon uptake per carbon carbon
pa at 30% uptake pa uptake at ha pa at uptake pa uptake ha pa at 50% uptake pa uptake at
grazing for 30% 30% over 40% grazing for 40% at 40% grazing for 50% 50% over 10
pressure grazing 10 year pressure grazing over 10 pressure grazing year
(with project) pressure project* (Wlt‘h pressure year (with project) pressure project*
(PE(SOC,m,t)) (column project) (column project* (PE(SOC,m,t)) (column
1x2) (PE(SOCm,D) [ 1x5) 1x8)
Riparian Meadow (CENTURY (CENTURY (CENTURY
model) model) model)
Mar- June 851.7 1.1600 988 0 0.5468 466 4194 0.0156 13 13
Mountain Steppe
Mar- June 703.3 0.8923 628 0 0.323 227 681 0.0656 46 322
Nov-March 7804.8 0.5512 4302 4302 0.4528 3534 0 0.2836 2213 19917
Steppe
Mar- June 1,517.0 0.8923 1354 0 0.323 490 3430 0.0656 100 300
Nov-March 7,441.3 0.5512 4102 0 0.4528 3369 6738 0.2836 2110 16880
Total carbon 4302 15043 37432
uptake for 30%,
40% and 50 %
grazing pressure
Total carbon 56777 *these ‘actual’ figures are calculated from the grazing management spreadsheet Fla, by adding up the number of years at a particular grazing pressure for each
uptake (For 10 pasture type from Year 5-Year 14 (i.e. under ‘with project’ scenarios), and hence the total area and change in carbon uptake for that pasture type at 30%, 40% and
year period 50% grazing pressure. Where stocking rates exceed 50% grazing pressure, additional carbon uptake against the baseline is conservatively assumed to be zero. The
without risk CENTURY modelled figures are those for changes against baseline levels (PE(SOC,m,t))- see Table G5.3 for baselines for various pasture types.
deduction)
20% risk deduction | 11355
Total carbon 45422

uptake (10 year
period with risk
deduction)
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F2 Livelihoods benefits

The project activities are have (Phase |) and are expected to (Phase II) benefit the
livelihoods of project participants in a number of ways. Table F2.1 (overleaf) relates to
the main social group for all three sites (Khalkh Mongol, herders).

In addition to these general benefits, the expected impacts of project activities on key
livelihood indicators were also assessed for each project site (see Table F2.2, overleaf,
for Phase 1). This provides a clear indication to those purchasing Plan Vivo certificates
from the project of how the project affects local livelihoods. Assessing whether
expected changes have been achieved at the end of the Phase | (again included in
Table F2.2) has provided valuable information for refining project activities and
assessing expected livelihood benefits ahead of subsequent project periods — in line
with the approaches used for the assessment of climate benefits.
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Table F2.1 - Livelihoods Impacts

Food and Financial assets Environmental Energy Timber & Land & tenure security Use-rights to natural | Social and cultural assets
agricultural and incomes services (water non-timber resources

production soil etc.) forest

products

Benefits: Enhanced Benefits: Enhanced Benefits: Enhanced | Benefits: The planned | Benefits: Benefits: Tenure rights and Benefits: Use rights to Benefits: The development of
livelihood and food income through: access to good interventions do not Managed offtake | security are explicitly key natural resources, PWs has taken place in parallel
security through: i) added value through quality environmental | specifically target and sale of wild recognized for all particularly grasslands with examination of ES values
i) better seasonal use processing and services — through energy provision. fruits through PV | participating herder groups/ and water resources are | and well-being amongst
of pasture, thus marketing of livestock better pasture use However, enhanced project. heseq through agreement already established participating groups. This
enhancing long term products; and reduction of soil financial assets and Negative with local soum authorities through customary process has highlighted the
sustainability of i} livelihood erosion/ degradation | incomes will enable a livelihood (see Annex 6). The PV noms, supported by importance of cultural norms
livelihoods and diversification e.g. into through overgrazing; | higher proportion of impacts: None project thus serves to specific legal provision and cultural ES (aesthetic and
managing risk; small scale vegetable repair of hand wells. participating expected. strengthen and make more such as the 2002 Land spiritual values, linked to

ii) added value through | production. Also protection of household to purchase | Existing heseg/ legible existing tenure rights. | Law. Through the landscape and biodiversity, for
processing and Risk management and cultural ES through low cost solar panels herder group Negative livelihood specific PV example) as well as more
marketing of livestock financial security will proposed landscape/ | and wind turbines, in govemance impacts: None expected. management plans and tangible provisioning services.
products — especially also be enhanced species conservation | tumn reducing pressure | mechanism and | Risks related to leakage/ agreement developed by | These have shaped herders’
milk and wool products | through contributions to | measures- which link | on local forest d agreed displacement and the need the participating herder identification of key PV

iii) diversification e.g. heseg/ herder groups’ to wider notions of resources. procedures for to maintain traditional groups/ heseg, activities. Similarly well-being
into small scale revolving funds from PV | well-being Negative livelihood benefit sharing practices of long distance requirements for fairand | reflects a range of factors,
vegetable production; income, thus enabling Negative livelihood | impacts: None (se e Section 15 | migration outwith project equitable access, including financial security,

iv) collaborative more low cost loans to impacts: None expected. New and Annex 3 areas are considered further | including for the poorest | environmental quality etc. as
haymaking and be made to low income | expected. See sources of low cost agreements) in Section H. This sets out and most vulnerable well as income. These have
production of fodder families/ female headed | comments under wind and solar should ensure how balance will be struck have been further shaped the participatory
Crops. households, at critical ‘Food and technology are coming | inclusion and between these two issues, emphasised and indicators, as well as the PV
Negative livelihood times in the seasonal Agricultural on stream all the time equitable given that any attempt to enshrined. activities (see Section K and
impacts: None cycle. Production’. and are providing allocation of impose rigid boundaries Negative livelihood Annex 5).

expected. Activities Negative livelihood herders with important | benefits from which herders cannot cross impacts: None Negative livelihood impacts:

have all been developed
by the heseg/ herder
groups on the clear
understanding that
these should in any
case, be designed to
have positive impacts
on livelihoods,
irrespective of any Plan
Vivo funding. (See
further comment below)

impacts: None
expected. See
comments under ‘Food
and Agricultural
Production’.

access to electricity for
light, refrigeration and
an ever- expanding
range of applications.
Benefits from this
project will help to
bring such innovations
within the reach of a
wider range of
households.

such activities.

in times of need would, in all
probability, lead to negative
livelinood impacts for
participating and neighboring
herding households. Thus
under PV herders will enjoy
more secure and legible
rights, whilst maintaining
traditional norms of flexibility
and reciprocity (see Section
H).

expected. See also
comments under ‘Land
and tenure security’.

None expected.
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For ‘Food and Agricultural Production’, as for other benefits across Phases | and II, PV
activities have been designed by participating herders to build on traditional/
established notions of best practices, for example in relation to seasonal mobility and
seek to facilitate and support these. Added value for livestock products will offer the
prospect of better livelihoods without the need to increase livestock numbers ad
infinitum. The whole package of measures which together form this Plan Vivo ensure
that the adverse ecological and carbon related impacts of increasing stocking rates are
also factored into herders’ decision making and act as an additional disincentive for
increasing livestock numbers. Markets for ‘added value’ livestock products are already
well established in Mongolia — but much of this added value at present goes to people
other than the producers (herders). Government policy for the livestock sector is
supportive of attempts to enhance local processing and market access. Diversification
is designed to support livelihoods and spread risk, while not undermining livestock
production as the core source of livelihoods.

Livelihood benefit assessment
Expected livelihood benefits for Phase | were assessed using six key indicators (Table

F2.2) that were selected to align with indicators used in national assessment criteria
and poverty reports and in discussion with herder groups at project sites. Livelihood
indicators were designed to capture important components of herders’ livelihoods, as
derived both from participatory development of indicators with HG/ heseg and drawing
on national criteria and poverty/ well-being assessments. The ‘own life evaluation’
indicator (6) was an important component of the participatory evaluation, with herders
explaining that they based this on a balance of factors including income, livestock
numbers, judgment of livelihood security, options for diversification, opportunities for
children and good environmental quality. Elsewhere, livestock numbers does not
feature as a standalone indicator, as increasing grazing pressure is often detrimental
to pasture and biodiversity, with government and donor efforts typically focused on
improved well-being through, for example, added value of livestock products, fewer
high quality animals and diversification opportunities. Disposable income/ savings are
an important aspect of well-being/ good livelihoods, as is the interlinked ability to spend
on non-food items.

Potential negative livelihood impacts were (Phase I) and have (Phase II) also been
considered as part of this assessment. These are explained more fully in relation to
diverse aspects of livelihoods in Table F2.1 above. Overall, it is not expected that
negative livelihood impacts will arise from project activities and there is no evidence of
this from Phase | Annual Reports and herders’ feedback. Nonetheless, the interim
monitoring indicators and procedures, as set out in Annex 5 and summarized in Section
K, were designed to provide an ongoing assessment of livelihood impacts, which will
not only trigger disbursement of PV payments (assuming targets are met), but have
and will serve to flag up any unexpected/ adverse impacts amongst participating
households. For non-participating households, they have been made aware of PV
activities and provisions through soum/ bag and citizen’s representative khural
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(meetings) (see Section J). These meetings took place on a regular basis throughout
the first PV commitment period (Phase I) and are expected to do so throughout Phase
II, and will thus continue to offer a forum for non-participants to highlight any concerns
as the project proceeds. Elected leaders of citizen’s representative khural participated
in the Phase | June 2015 Ulaanbaatar-based training workshop, together with heseg
leaders and members and local government officials.

Table F2.2 Initial indicator values (baseline, 2015), expected indicator values (end 15'commitment
period, Phase |1 2019) and actual end of Phase | results

HONGOR OVOO IKH AM DULAAN KHAIRKHAN

Baseline 201 201 Baseline 201 201 Baseline 201
data 5 9 data 9 S data 9 2019

e target actual (2025) target actual (2015) target

1) Livelihood
diversification

herding income
sources

% hh with non- g9.1% 30% 11.1% 0.0% 25% 0.1% 22.2% 65% 25.5%

2) Financial capital

savings

% hh with 18.2% 60% 51.3% 54,.8% 75% 74.1% 40.0% 70% 78.6%

3) Howusehold
income

annual income >
3 million tg

% of hh with 13.6% 40% 94.9% 58.6% 8o% 100% 66.7% 85% 92.9%

) Mobility
Mean heseg

mobility (km/pa) 82 92 102 156 165 167 8g 95 209

5) lIncome
availability
% hh spending
>50% income on
non-food
expenditure

27.3% 5o% 66.7% 65.5% Bo% 78% 33.3% 65% 64.3%

6) Own life
evaluation
% of hh with

good’ own life
evaluation
score.

‘good’ or 'very 10.6% 5o% 49% 20.6% 6o% 52% 15.4% 55% 57-1%

The baseline values in Table F2.2 were determined for all sites through household
surveys conducted during the preparatory Darwin Initiative funded project, and in the
summers of 2013/14. A realistic assessment of the expected impact of Phase | project
activities on the indicator values was then made, based on repeated socio-economic
surveys to confirm trends, multiple meetings and discussions with participating heseg/
herder groups and review of wider soum/ aimag trends.

As shown above, these indicators were monitored at the end of the first four year
commitment period (Phase 1), to check progress and adjust as necessary before any
second commitment period. In the event, good progress was made in Phase | against
the majority of indicators, and exceeded expectations in many cases. It is expected
that progress will continue in Phase Il and again will be monitored at the end of that
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commitment period. Annual reports available this far for Phase Il (Years 5, 6 and 7),
as available on the PV website, provide detailed evaluations of activities in the first few
years of Phase Il. Forthcoming ARs will continue to do so. Other specific Phase Il
livelihood indicators for various sites, which will be monitored on an annual or biannual
basis, are included in management plans at Annex 5. These various indicators operate
in parallel with but do not replace the activity-based, participatory monitoring indicators
set out in Section K, which together with the Annex 5 management plan indicators, will
be the triggers for disbursement of payments from sale of PV certificates.

As explained in Section C2 and F2 (above), the indicators in Table F2.2 were designed
to capture diverse components of herders’ livelihoods/ well-being, as derived from
herder groups/ heseg themselves during preparatory meetings and evaluations prior
to Phase I, and also to align with aspects of national and common donor assessment
criteria. The predicted improvements or gains in relation to these indicators over Phase
I, as set out in Table F2.2 reflected a) current site specific issues and contexts at the
time and b) planned activities under Phase | Plan Vivo, as detailed in Management
Plans. These may be summarised for the three participating sites as follows.
Comments here relate to the pre project (pre Phase 1) situation in 2014/15:

1) Hongor Ovoo heseg

Levels of livelihood diversification at this site are currently low. Proposed activities
under Plan Vivo focus more on improved income from herding, particularly through
collaborative marketing and processing of livestock products, rather than on
diversification per se. Hence the expected improvement against this indicator over the
four year period is deliberately modest, but will nonetheless prove significant to local
families. The large number of households in this heseg (71 households in 2015) also
make improvement of percentages for various indicators more challenging than for
some smaller heseg, as it requires a greater number of families to experience
significant change for overall improvements to be seen. However, enhanced income
will, of course, provide opportunities for further livelihood diversification in the future,
while activities such as sale of wild nuts and fruits will provide one source of non-
herding income. Following from the above the expected gains in relation to financial
capital (savings) and increased income (indicators 2 and 3 in Table F2.2) are more
ambitious, constituting up to half of the maximum potential improvement for each of
these indicators. The proposed livelihood improvement activities under Plan Vivo (see
Annex 5) can reasonably be expected to generate additional livestock-based income
through better marketing and economies of scale in processing and selling products.
Such activities also fit well with emergent government policy initiatives and support for
the livestock sector, for example through the National Livestock Programme, and linked
to better and more stable prices for livestock products. The PV activities proposed will
not duplicate such initiatives, but will enable the herders of Hongor Ovoo (and other
participating heseg/ herder groups) to engage with and derive maximum benefit from
them. Increased income over the four year period will also enable increased
expenditure on non-food income (Indicator 5: income availability). Expected gains in
annual mobility, as evaluated both at household and heseg level, are based on the
currently relatively low levels of annual mobility, and taking account of a) the need to
avoid leakage; b) the size of and distribution of pastures in the heseg territory and c)
plans for increased numbers of camps within seasonal pasture areas under ‘with
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project’ scenarios (Figure 2, Section B and Annex 5). This improved pasture rotation is
designed to enhance mobility both through better use of currently undergrazed pasture
areas and through more frequent movements within currently grazed areas. Stocking
rates and numbers of seasonal camps are summarised for with and without project
scenarios in Annex 5. It may also reasonably be expected that support and cooperation
between heseg members, and their shared commitment to the new schedules for
pasture use, as developed in the Plan Vivo, will translate into assistance for poorer and
weaker heseg members to move and to comply with these schedules, hence the
significant expected improvement in individual HH mobilities, against indicator 4b,
above. The significant expected improvements in the own life evaluation indicator
reflect the fact that the majority of Hongor Ovoo HH (83.3%) had an own life evaluation
score of “moderate”, thus necessitating relatively modest improvements to move them
up to categories “good” and “very good”. On the basis of the diverse, locally specific
nature of this indicator, as previously explained (Section F2, above), not only socio
economic/ risk management activities, but biodiversity conservation, ES values and
pasture management also feed into this indicator. Given the suite of proposed activities
and benefits under PV, it is reasonable to expect a significant proportion of heseg
households to move from “moderate” to “good” or “very good” over the first commitment
period.

ii) Ikh Am heseg.

Existing levels of livelihood diversification for this heseg, currently with 50 member
households signed up to the PV process, are low to negligible. This is despite the good
transport/communication links of Undurshireet soum and its proximity to Ulaanbaatar,
which should facilitate access to markets and other livelihood opportunities, by
comparison with other sites®®. Predicted improvements need to be balanced against
the fact that specific non-herding livelihood activities do not feature as a priority in the
heseg’s Plan Vivo management plan (Annex 5). Nonetheless, it may reasonably be
expected that, given the nature and location of the site, improved income and income
availability, as derived from other PV activities, will facilitate livelihood diversification
over the PV commitment period. Livestock-based income generating activities feature
quite prominently in Ikh Am heseg’s Plan Vivo. Again, good market links and access
will facilitate realisation of livelihood gains through planned activities and, as in the
case of Hongor Ovoo, in the context of emergent government policy initiatives and
support for the livestock sector, through the National Livestock Programme, and linked
to better and more stable prices for livestock products. Expected improvements across
indicators 2, 3 and 5 thus reflect the above conditions and contexts, whilst also taking
account of the starting point (baseline) of heseg households in relation to these
indicators: for example non-food expenditure is currently already quite high for a
significant proportion of households, thus relatively modest changes will be needed to
move households above the 50% threshold. This is reflected in the expected gains
against this indicator in Table F2.2.

The expected improvements in the mobility and own life evaluation indicators are
derived from the same analyses and judgements as explained for Hongor Ovoo,

8 lkh Am heseg members reported pensions, loans and various forms of state subsidies as non-
herding income sources. As stated previously (Table C2) these are not included for the purposes of
this assessment as they are outwith herders’ control.
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above, and set out in Annex 5 (see also Figure 3, Section B).

iii) Dulaan Khairkhan herder group

For this herder group, levels of livelihood diversification are quite high by comparison
with other sites. Further diversification activities are proposed explicitly in the Plan Vivo,
in this case through vegetable production. This is reflected in the expected
improvement, in conjunction with possible future opportunities arising from increased
herding-related income from Plan Vivo activities. As the smallest participating herder
group (21 households), changes for a modest number of households will bring
significant improvements for the profile of the herder group as a whole. In addition,
opportunities for alternative income exist through tourism — a tourist camp was
previously located in the area (although now defunct) and the area also attracts tourists
through the birdlife at Orog Nuur (lake) and the recently designated Ikh Bogd protected
area. The recently revived ovoo ceremonies (traditional Buddhist spiritual ceremonies)
at Ikh Bogd also attract visitors to the area. A number of herder group members have
expressed interest in engaging with these opportunities in the future, although it was
considered too ambitious to include specific tourism related activities and indicators in
the first phase of Plan Vivo commitments. As for the other sites, expected
improvements in relation to income-based indicators reflect wider contexts (such as
the National Livestock Programme), and existing baselines. For example, for both
indicators 3 and 5, a large percentage of Dulaan Khairkhan herders are currently just
below the desired improvement threshold (see Tables C2 and F2.2, above). Hence
movement above this threshold over the four year initial Plan Vivo commitment period
appears feasible for a large majority of households. As for other sites, mobility changes
reflect both local contexts and pasture use plans, and the increased support for poor/
less mobile households under these collaborative arrangements.

F3 Ecosystem & biodiversity benefits

The ecosystem and biodiversity benefits are specified below, where intervention types
are taken to denote specific planned activities, rather than the three generic categories
of intervention types specified under PV requirements 2.1.1 — 2.1.4.
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Table F3.1 — Ecosystem impacts

Intervention type

Biodiversity impacts

Water/
watershed impacts

Soil productivity/
conservation impacts

Other impacts

Biodiversity Conservation:
Protection of key fauna e.g.
Argali, ibex, Mongolian and
goitered gazelle, red deer,
marmot.

Benefits: Argali, ibex, gazelle, marmot and red deer populations
increase.

Potential negative impacts: none foreseen. Planned conservation
activities have been developed in conjunction with Zoological Society of
London (ZSL) and their local partners at National University of Mongolia
(NUM), who are recognised experts in conservation planning and
practice in Mongolia. Planned livelihood activities (Table F2.1) have
been checked by ZSL/NUM for any adverse biodiversity impacts. No
such impacts have been identified. Indicators set out in Annex 5
Management Plans are designed to track biodiversity improvements
through the project commitment period. These will also pick up any
unexpected negative impacts, should these arise, enabling corrective
measures to be undertaken.

(see Table
F2.1)

Improved soil structure
and nutrient cycling
reduction in grassland
degradation.

Seed dispersal and grassland
grazing will improve the health
of grasslands. Potential to
reduce wolf predation of
livestock as natural wild prey
increases

Biodiversity Conservation/
Livelihood Improvement:
Plant Sea Buckthorn.

Benefits: Small scale Sea buckthorn plantation established, with
appropriate permissions and to complement existing areas. Habitat for
numerous insect, bird, small mammal and raptor species. Potential
biodiversity increase

Potential negative impacts: The sea buckthom plantation (Dulaan
Khairkhan herder group, Bogd only) will be <2ha in total at the end of the
4 year commitment peniod. This area will no longer available for use by
livestock or wildlife but is small relative to the area of the herder group. A
condition of planting is that there is a signed and stamped letter of
authorisation by local administration head —to indicate previous uses of
sites and confirm no loss of significant areas for biodiversity
conservation. The location of the planted area will also be approved by
ZSL.

(as above)

Greater soil moisture
retention, reduction in
loss of nutrients, and
desertification.

(Existing wild habitat will not be
altered to generate farmed
agricultural land in its place).

Biodiversity Conservation:
Protection of saxaul forest.

Benefits: Improved status of important native saxaul forest which is
declining throughout Asia. Saxaul is a keystone species in the Gobi
Desen, so its conservation has impacts well beyond the species; itis an
obligate host for one parasitic plant species and is an important forage
species for several desert wildlife species. The species is also important
in soil conservation, such that increases in sand-storms in recent years
have been attributed to the loss of saxaul and its associated vegetation
Potential negative impacts: None foreseen- see above.

(as above)

Improved soil structure,
nutrient cycling.
Reduction in loss of
nutrients and reduction in
impacts of desertification.

Regeneration of habitat for
numerous wildlife species.
Regeneration of regionally
threatened habitat type; saxual
forest.
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(Table F3.1 — Ecosystem impacts continued)

Intervention type Biodiversity impacts Water/ Soil productivity/ Other impacts
watershed impacts conservation impacts

Biodiversity Conservation Benefits: Reduced poaching at mountain passes leading to healthier (as above) The wider impact on ES/
(governance): local wildlife populations biodiversity of this intervention
i) Establish herder Potential negative impacts: None foreseen- see above is also likely to be through
partnerships to protect local increased participation and
environment at mountain capacity building of local
passes in herder group area herders, linked to more
ii) Increased herders’ effective implementation of
participation in decision enhanced management/
making on environmental conservation measures across
Issues - e.g. licences for all other interventions.
wood cutting.
Biodiversity Conservation: Benefits: Reduced loss of habitat and therefore directly contnbute to (as above) Improved forest soil Reduced risk of forest fire
Cooperate in groups to reducing threats to native species. structure, water and through forest management
implement forest clean-up Potential negative impacts: Excessive clearing of the undergrowth may nutrient content in the activities.
and protection activities. result in the loss of undergrowth species such as invertebrates, small soil.

mammals and birds. This will be prevented through careful development

of plans between hesegs and ZSL and regular monitoring (see Annex 5).
Biodiversity Conservation: Benefits: Preventing the loss of forest habitat, reducing the threat of (as above) Soil structure
Develop tree seedlings for desertification and erosion. maintenance, moisture
community reforestation. Potential negative impacts: None foreseen- see above. Nursery areas retention and nutrient

for production of tree seedlings (planned in Hongor Cvoo site only) will cycling. Improved habitat

require fencing, of a small area ; benefits of reforestation will outweigh for numerous species.

the enclosure of this very small area, and will be located in the forest

steppe zone, not in open pasture areas.
Biodiversity Conservation: Benefits: Provide nesting habitat for a number of small mammals, (as above) Maintaining soil structure, | Maintaining key habitat for rich

Take under protection
bushes at Ovootiin Aral, Ikh
Am.

passerines and raptors.

Potential negative impacts: None foreseen- see above. The area will
not be fenced, but instead it is planned that trees will be collared, to
ensure no impacts on mobility for grazing livestock or wild animals on the
steppe, whilst protecting the trees.

moisture, and nutrients.

biodiversity.
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Biodiversity benefit assessment

Biodiversity benefits are assessed in part using the presence or absence and
estimated population size of the flagship species listed in Table F3.2 (prior to Phase I).
These species were selected as they are all keystone species and/or indicators of
broader habitat quality, as well as being national conservation priorities. They are also
species whose presence or absence, and population size can be estimated with
relatively simple survey approaches.
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Table F3.2. Flagship species to be assessed for presence/ absence, or population size in each
project intervention area (Phase I)

Species and conservation status

Black tailed (goitered) gazelle (VU) Gazella subgutturosa numbers were estimated at 120,000-140,000 in Mallon
and Kingswood (2001) and the taxon has a very wide distribution across the Middle East and Asia. However,
populations throughout the range are subject to illegal hunting and habitat loss. Declines are widely reported and
continuing. In Mongolia, a substantial proportion of the known global population remained until recently, but heavy
poaching has wiped out almost all the large herds and cut the numbers by well over 50%. Overall the rate of decline
is now estimated to have exceeded the figure of 30% over 10 years that qualifies for Vulnerable under criterion A2
of the IUCN Red List

Mongolian Gazelle Procapra gutturosa listed on the regional Red Lists as Endangered in Mongolia, with a
population of up to 4.75 million in Mongolia in the early 1900s. Exploitation in the mid-1990s reduced the population
to less than 500,000, while drought and disease in 1980 drove the population as low as 150,000. The current
population size is not clear, with estimates of 8-900,000 from a ground-based survey in 2002 and more recent aerial
survey estimates of >2.5 million. However, the range of the species in 2000 was less than one quarter of the area
known to be occupied in the mid-1990s. There is heavy illegal hunting of the species for meat, on top of the legal
annual hunting quota: the total estimated harvest in 2004 was in excess of 250,000 gazelles. The species is also
threatened by habitat loss, degradation and fragmentation, competition for resources and human disturbance, the
latter particularly related to disruption of migratory patterns by extensive fences along borders and along the
Ulaanbaatar-Beijing railway,

Red deer Cervus elaphus listed on the regional Red Lists as Critically Endangered in Mongolia. The Mongolian
population in 1986 was estimated at 130,000, which declined to 8-10,000 by 2004 (92% over 18 years). The
species is primarily targeted for its antler velvet (highly valued in regional traditional medicine), but has also
suffered habitat loss and fragmentation, and human disturbance resulting from mining activity and infrastructure
development.

Siberian ibex (LC/NT) Capra sibirica. The species inhabits rocky habitats in several countries in Central Asia.
Globally it is listed as Least Concern but the species is considered Near Threatened in Mongolia. The population is
probably less than 100,000 individuals and is thought to be declining, primarily due to exploitation for meat, skins
and trophies. There is an annual permitted hunting quota but some additional illegal hunting occurs (scale
unknown).

Argali sheep O. ammon. The species inhabits mountain habitats in several countries in Central Asia. Globally it is
listed as Vulnerable but the species is considered Endangered in Mongolia. The population in Mongolia was
estimated at 50,000 in 1975, 60,000 in 1985 and at 13-15,000 in 2001, representing a 72% decline over 26 years.
The principle threat to the species is illegal/unsustainable hunting, but increased competition for resources and
degradation of habitat due to increased livestock numbers, and high mortality during recent periods of drought have
also contributed to declines.

Siberian Marmot Marmota siberica listed on the regional Red Lists as Endangered in Mongolia. Widely distributed
the population of marmots in Mongolia was estimated at 20 million in 1990 and had declined by 75%, to 5 million,
when last estimated in 2001. There is (now illegal) trade in marmot fur, meat and medicine, both national and
international, with as many as 3 million marmots removed from the population in 2004, alone.

Marmots live in communal burrow systems and, as bioengineers, can have important positive impacts on local
soils provide shelter for a variety of small-medium sized animals.

Saxaul Haloxylon ammodendron is widely distributed across arid and semi-arid Central Asia. Over the past several
decades, saxaul forests have shrunk dramatically in many areas across its range, including Mongolia, both in terms
of coverage and growth rate. Forests of saxaul -- the most important native plant in the Gobi region — have
contracted by some 50 percent over 25 years. This decline is believed to have contributed to the increasing
frequency of harmful sandstorms in recent years in Mongolia. Saxaul is used for fuel and in some areas is an
important livestock fodder. The species is declining because of exploitation by growing human populations and
their livestock and it may also be declining as a result of climate change. White and Black Saxaul are the obligate
hosts for the parasitic plant Cistanche deserticola, which is highly prized for medicinal uses, and saxaul is an
important food-plant for many Gobi wildlife species.

Phase | of the project aimed to contribute to the conservation of these wildlife species
in several ways. Some specific actions were designed to directly benefit species, such
as saxaul and forest tree species, through protection and propagation. Conservation
of the Flagship animal species was designed to be enhanced through i) direct
protection of wildlife by herders from illegal hunting, ii) enhanced herders’ collaboration
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for conservation of key sites and habitat protection, and iii) perhaps most importantly,
agreement among herders to better manage the pasture through enhanced seasonal
mobility, some reduction in livestock numbers and, therefore, reduction in grazing
pressure on pasturelands also used by these wildlife species. Positive results across
these issues were achieved in Phase | (see Pastures, Conservation, Climate Action —
Documents | Plan Vivo Foundation; Annual Reports, 2018-2019 for details).

Biodiversity conservation actions for Phase | and going forward into Phase Il include
those related to governance and herders’ participation in decision-making (see Table
F3.1 above, Section G and Section K, plus site specific management plans in Annex
5). Enhanced herders’ participation in governance and decision-making are key goals
in National conservation planning and CBD commitments. These are addressed
through enhanced herders’ collaboration for conservation of key sites and species, in
conjunction with the local administration (LA). Furthermore, as highlighted above,
measures to restore seasonal mobility and reduce grazing pressure will contribute to
wider conservation of rangeland vegetation associations. Monitoring details for ES and
biodiversity benefits are provided as part of management plans at Annex 5.

Part G: Technical Specifications

G1 Project intervention and activities

This Technical Specification was developed for Phase | PCCA. Following the
successful project verification by an independent third party in 2021/2 it is unchanged
for Phase Il. It is applicable to Mongolian rangeland areas that:

Meet the applicability conditions for quantification of climate benefits of grazing
and forage management described in Section 1.1.1 of the Plan Vivo Climate
Benefit Quantification Methodology - Carbon sequestration through improved
grassland and natural resources management in extensively managed
grasslands Version 1.0 (CBAA, included at Annex 8); and

Are managed by individuals or entities that lack capacity to improve pasture
management, and carry out nature protection and livelihood improvement
activities.

It is not applicable to areas where introduction of regulations on livestock numbers or
seasonal pasture rotation would result in displacement of grazing to non-grassland
areas, or negatively affect the livelihoods or wellbeing of local communities.

The climate benefits are expected to accrue through the grazing management fodder
or forage cultivation, nature protection, and livelihood improvement activities described
in Section D. Management plans that describe the specific activities to be carried out
and the resources required are developed for each project site (Annex 5).
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Increasing soil carbon stocks
Project activities that aim to prevent further degradation of rangeland areas and allow
soil carbon stocks to increase include:

e Grazing management - Reducing the numbers of livestock grazing for extended
periods within project intervention areas within the broader project area, for
example by introducing or enhancing seasonal pasture rotations and/or
reducing overall livestock numbers.

e Fodder or forage cultivation - Planting fodder or forage crops, and changes to
the management of existing cultivation practices, for example by planting green
fodder, or improving water supply to pasture areas.

Biodiversity conservation

A key aim of nature protection activities is to prevent and reverse reductions in wild
species such as gazelle, ibex, deer, marmot and Argali sheep populations. This can
be achieved by activities that directly reduce pressures on these animal species, and
those that prevent degradation or enhance the habitat they require, as well as
protecting other key flora, for example by:

e Establishing/ consolidating herder partnerships to protect the local environment
and encourage increased participation in decision-making on environmental
issues, for example issuing licences for wood cutting, and controlling illegal
hunting activities;

e Protecting forest areas from degradation or deforestation for example by
preventing illegal timber harvesting, and including protection of saxaul forests;

o Reforestation of degraded forest areas by producing and planting seedlings;

e Reducing grazing pressure and grazing-induced pasture/ habitat degradation

Livelihood improvement
The aim of livelihood improvement activities is to increase herders’ income by
maximising value from livestock products and developing new sources of income, for
example by:

e Increased marketing of milk products — forming/consolidating groups to deliver

milk products to local and urban markets;

¢ Production and sale of wool products — for example felt;

e Gathering and sale of natural resources — for example wild fruit and nuts;

e Production and sale of vegetables.

Such activities, in conjunction with the biodiversity conservation/ ES service protection
activities, are also designed to contribute to wider well-being and perceptions of
security amongst participating herding communities and as evidenced through
participatory well-being indicators.

G2 Additionality and Environmental Integrity

Regulatory surplus

In Mongolia the principal legislation guiding rangeland management remains the Land
Law (2002). This does not specify particular regulations on herders themselves in
respect of grazing management, although giving rights to local governors in relation to
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timing of seasonal movements and allocation of spring and winter campsites. In
practice, decisions over localised seasonal movements in specific bags (sub district
areas) are typically (partially) devolved to herder groups, who may negotiate and agree
specific movement schedules for their group with local governors, within the wider
framework of soum (district) pasture use planning. This is the case for the heseg
(herder groups) who are part of this Plan Vivo project. The Land Law does not require
herders to engage in fodder or forage cultivation, biodiversity conservation, wildlife
species protection or livelihood improvement activities. The activities described in this
Technical Specification are therefore additional to legal requirements on herders
throughout Mongolia.

Barrier analysis

This Technical Specification is only applicable in project areas where, prior to the start
of the project, the local communities lacked capacity to improve pasture management,
and carry out nature protection and livelihood improvement activities (see Applicability
Conditions, above). Mongolian herder groups that meet the applicability criteria face
financial, technical and institutional barriers to the implementation of improved land use
management practices. A summary of these barriers and the actions the project
has/will take to overcome these is included in Table G2.

Table G2: Barriers to sustainable land management in potential target communities

Barrier

Actions to overcome barrier

Financial

Short term opportunity costs of improved pasture
management, and nature protection mean these
activities are unlikely to be financially viable in their
own right; and target communities lack financial
resources to support them on an ongoing basis.

The costs of establishing and maintaining livelihood
improvement activities are also prohibitive to most
Mongolian herder groups.

Financial incentives currently tend to drive herders to
increase livestock numbers, with adverse effects on
local environments and little benefit for livelihoods.

Through the sale of Plan Vivo certificates, the project
will aim to provide the finance necessary to incentivise
and sustain improved pasture management and
nature protection activities; and to establish and
maintain livelihood improvement activities.

Technical

Herders in the target communities lack some technical
expertise to develop, implement and sustain improved
pasture management, nature protection and livelihood
improvement activities, and grazing and pasture
management practices.

MSRM will work with herder groups to raise
awareness of linkages between livelihoods and
conservation activities, and develop capacity to
implement, sustain and monitor improved pasture
management, nature protection and livelihood
improvement activities.

Institutional

Herders in the target communities are members of
heseg/ herder groups, derived from previous donor
projects. These provide a good basis for initiation and
continuation of Plan Vivo activities. Nonetheless, pre
Phase | they lacked robust and representative
management institutions designed to deal specifically
with the environmental protection activities proposed
under this Plan Vivo project.

MSRM will support the establishment and subsequent
activities of herder partnerships from amongst the
existing heseg and through development of links to the
soum administration, in order to protect the local
environment and encourage increased participation in
decision making on environmental issues, for example
issuing licences for wood cutting, and preventing
illegal hunting activities.
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Avoidance of double counting
Mongolia is a focal country of the UN-REDD programme, but pre PCCA there were no

initiatives affecting the participating herder groups/heseg and Plan Vivo project areas
that generated credits specifically for climate benefits or other ecosystem services
included herein. The project coordinator will continue to monitor the local and national
situation, and review this at the end of the project period so that any necessary
agreements can be put in place prior to the commencement of subsequent project
periods.

Environmental integrity

This technical specification is not applicable to areas of grassland that have been
deliberately degraded for the purpose of meeting the applicability conditions stated
above, or to areas covered by other projects or initiatives providing financial support
for Improved Land Use Management or Ecosystem Restoration/Rehabilitation.

G3 Project Period

The climate benefits from grazing and forage management activities are expected to
accrue from reduced grazing pressure and increased vegetation in degraded grassland
areas that will result in increases in soil carbon stocks. The expected climate benefits
will be estimated at the start of each project period using the Plan Vivo Climate Benefit
Quantification Methodology - Carbon sequestration through improved grassland and
natural resources management in extensively managed grasslands Version 1.0 (Annex
8). This approach estimates average annual climate benefits over a 20 year period.
The climate benefits over the years immediately after the change in management
practices are greatest however, and these diminish over time as soil carbon stocks
approach an equilibrium level. The approach therefore provides a conservative
estimate of climate benefits, particularly over the initial four year project period. It is
these conservative figures that are used in calculations of carbon benefits for 2015-19
(Phase 1) and 2019-2029 (Phase IlI) in Tables F1b-d and the linked Table Fla for Ikh
Am and in equivalent tables for other sites at Annex 5.

The length of the initial Phase | project commitment period was 4 years, from 1t April
2015 to 31%t March 2019. This was agreed with participating herder groups to be an
appropriate length of time for the initial commitment period. On completion of this four
year period, the project evaluated whether expected climate benefits were achieved,
and used this information to inform estimations of climate benefits for the subsequent
Phase Il project period. Management plans and expected climate benefits were
therefore revised prior to the start of Phase Il and will be for each subsequent project
period, following the approaches described in Section K.

G4 Baseline Scenario

Carbon pools and emission sources
The carbon pools and emission sources, and climate benefit methodology used to

guantify expected climate benefits are described in Annex 8 Modules 1.2 and 2.2
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Baseline emissions
A baseline scenario (i.e. — the most likely land use scenario in the absence of the

project intervention) must be described for each project intervention area. In some
cases, the most likely baseline scenario may be that pre-project land use will not
change, but in other cases the baseline scenario may involve a change in pre-project
land use.

The applicability conditions in Annex 8 Section 1.1.1 require that project intervention
areas are grasslands that are degraded and will continue to degrade in the absence
of project intervention; but Annex 8 conservatively assumes that there will be no
change in grassland soil carbon stocks in the baseline scenario (Annex 8 Module 1.3
and 2.3). The baseline scenario should therefore demonstrate that the drivers of
degradation (e.g. grazing management practices) will be present throughout the project
period under the most likely future land use scenario.

Information that characterises the land use practices under the baseline scenario is
recorded in the Management Plan for the project intervention area for each of the three
sites in Annex 5. The management practices in the baseline are specific to the project
intervention area and are characterised with an appropriate set of parameters.

These land use parameters, as used to characterise the baseline scenario, typically
include:

e The number and type of livestock that would graze within the project
intervention area during each season;
e The area that would be cultivated with nitrogen fixing species each year, if any.

Information on baseline scenario land use practices (pre Phase |) has been obtained
from surveys carried out at the project sites and from existing secondary data. Full
details are provided in the site specific management plans at Annex 5 and summary
tables such as Fla for Ikh Am and equivalent tables in Annex 5 for other sites. Table
G5.3 shows the baseline carbon stocks by various pasture types, as derived from the
Annex 8 methodology and explained in the Annex 9 pilot study report.

Socio-economic baselines, including for key indicators are set out in Tables C2 & F2.2.

Data sources
Baseline scenario emissions for grasslands are calculated using Equation 2 in Annex

8 Module 1. The parameters used in this equation are summarised in Table G4.
Table G4. Parameters for estimation of baseline scenario emissions

Parameter Symbol Value/Source Use
and
units
Baseline scenario emissions within the project EES o 0 (CBAA M1 Eq.2) CBAA Eq.5
intervention area during quantification period (tCOe)
Baseline scenario emissions from cultivation of BEyz foz 0 (CBAA M1.3) CBAA Eq.2
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nitrogen fixing plants in the project intervention (tCO2e)

area during the quantification period

Baseline emission from soil organic carbon in the BE;sc 2| 0 (CBAA M1 Eq.3) CBAA Eq.2
project intervention area during the quantification (tCO2

period e)

G5 Ecosystem service benefits

Climate benefits methodology

The climate benefits from grazing management and forage or fodder cultivation
activities etc. are estimated for each project intervention area using the approved
approach “Plan Vivo Climate Benefit Quantification Methodology - Carbon
Sequestration Through Improved Grassland and Natural Resources Management in
Extensively Managed Grasslands Version 1.0” (Annex 8). Annex 8 provides a set of
methodologies and quantification tools to be applied for ex-ante estimation of climate
benefits from individual project intervention areas, based on defined changes to
management activities. These tools include a tool to quantify leakage emissions due
to displacement of grazing activities from within the project boundary. The main steps
involved are summarized in Table G5.1, with more detailed information on specific
project sites, management plans and project intervention areas in Annex 5.

Table G5.1. Main steps in estimating climate benefits from improved grazing management and forage
cultivation in a project intervention area

Step

Description

Key outcome

1. Check the project
intervention area meets the
relevant applicability
conditions

The applicability conditions for quantification
of climate benefits of grazing and forage
management activities can be found in
Annex 8 Section 1.1.1.

Checklist comparing conditions in
the project intervention area
against the applicability
conditions.

2. Map the project intervention
area and describe its
environmental conditions, initial
land use and land cover and the
management interventions that
will be made

This technical specification estimates
climate benefits under specific site
conditions and management interventions.
Each project intervention area should
therefore have similar a soil type and initial
land use and land cover throughout its
whole area; and the same management
intervention must be applied to the entire
project intervention area.

Map of the project intervention
area; and a description of
environmental conditions, initial
land use and land cover, and the
management interventions that
will be made.

3. Define the baseline scenario
for the project intervention area

Climate benefits of management
interventions are estimated by comparing
the greenhouse gas emissions with the
management intervention to those expected
if the intervention was not made. A
description of the most likely land use
scenario in the absence of the management
intervention is therefore required.

A description of the baseline
scenario for the project
intervention area — describing the
most likely land use scenario in the
absence of the project intervention.

4. Estimate the greenhouse
gas emissions under the
baseline scenario

Using the approaches in Annex 8 Module
1.3 will give a conservative estimate of
greenhouse gas emissions under the
baseline scenario, for project intervention
areas that meet the applicability conditions.

A conservative estimate of
the greenhouse gas
emissions expected during
the project period under the
baseline scenario.
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5. Estimate the greenhouse gas
emissions and removals under
the project scenario

The greenhouse gas emissions and
removals that are expected to result from
the management interventions described in
the Management Plan are estimated using
default values derived using the
approaches described in Annex 8 Module
1.4.

A conservative estimate of
the greenhouse gas
emissions and removals
expected during the project
period, if the specified
management interventions
are carried out.

6. Estimate leakage emissions
that are likely to result from
displacement of livestock grazing

If the management interventions will displace
livestock to areas that are not heavily
grazed, the emissions expected to result
from this displacement are estimated using
the approach in Annex 8 Module 3. These
are then subtracted from the climate benefit
for the project intervention area.

A conservative estimate of
emissions expected from
displacement of livestock grazing
as a result of the project
intervention.

7. Estimate expected
climate benefits

The climate benefits from the management
activities in the project intervention area
described in the Management Plan are
estimated by subtracting the project
scenario emissions and leakage emissions
from the baseline scenario emissions as
described in Annex 8 Section 3.

A conservative estimate of the
climate benefits expected during
the project period, as a result of
the project intervention.

Data sources
The climate benefits from the management activities in the project intervention area as

described in the various Management Plans (Annex 5) are estimated by subtracting
the project scenario emissions and leakage emissions from the baseline scenario
emissions.

The greenhouse gas emissions from management activities in the project intervention
area are calculated using Equation 4 in Annex 8 Module 1, and approaches described
in Appendixes | and Il to Annex 8. The parameters used in these equations are
summarised in Table G5.2.
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Table G5.2. Parameters for estimation of project scenario emissions

Parameter Symbol and Value/Source Use
units
Project scenario emissions within the project PE. . CBAAM1 Eq4 CCBA Eq.5
intervention area during the quantification period (tCO2e)
Project scenario emissions from cultivation of PEyg fo.c CBAA Eq.l4 CCBA M1
nitrogen fixing plants in the project intervention area (tCO2e) Eq4
during the guantification period
Project scenario removals by soil organic carbon in | PE:x- = 4 CBAA Eq.ll.10 CCBA M1
the project intervention area during the (tCO2e) Eg4
quantification period
Project scenario N20 emissions from nitrogen-fixing | PEyz ¢, -, CBAAEql1 CBAAEq.14
species in the project intervention area during yeart | (tCO2e)
Amount of N in additional nitrogen-fixing species PEyr foic CBAAEql2 CBAA Eq.11
(above and below ground) returned to soils in (t N)
project year t
Emission factor for N20O emissions from N inputs of | EF, - 0.01 (IPCC 2006a CBAA Eq.11
N-fixing species to soil (kg N20O-N/kg N Table 11.1) or other
input) appropriate default
Global warming potential for N20O GWPyap 310 (IPCC 2006a) CBAA Eqg.l1
(ICO-e/tN20)
Total annual area of N-fixing species g in year t Areag it Management plan CBAAEq.l2
(ha)
Annual dry matter, including aboveground and C rOPg ¢ Locally relevant yield | CBAA Eg.l.2
below ground, retumed to solls by N-fixing species g | (t dm/ha) data
in project year t
Fraction of N in dry matter in N-fixing species g N, 0.027 (IPCC 2006a CBAAEq.l.2
(tN/ t dm) Table 11.2)
Annual change in SOC stocks per hectare in the ASO0C i, Table G5.3 or site CBAA
project intervention area during project year t (tC/halyear) specific modelling Eq.ll.8
A calculated deduction to the estimate of the ASOCpoquct mit CBAAEqll2to 117, | CBAA
change in soil organic removals carbon for the (%) or 50% if using a Eq.ll.8
specified land use stratum and management default value from
praciice in year t Table 5
Estimate of annual change in SOC stocks per ASOCcrm e CBAA Eqll8 CBAA
hectare in the project intervention area during year t | (tC/halyear) Eq.ll.9
Project emissions due to changes in SOC in project | PEspe ;e CBAA EqIl9 CBAA
year t (tCO2e) Eq.ll.10
Duration of the quantification penod TQ; 3 (Section G3) CBAA
(years) Eq.ll.10
Project scenario emissions per hectare due to PE; soc igp CBAAEqll10 CBAA
change SOC stocks in the project intervention areas | (tCO2e/halyear) Eq.ll.11
during the whole guantification period
Area of the project intervention area in year t A; Management plan CBAA
(ha) Eqg.ll.11
Project scenario emissions due to change in SOC PE; soc ¢ CBAA Eq.IL11 CCBA M1
stocks in the project intervention area during the (tCO2e/halyear) Eq4

whole quantification period

Expected climate benefits

The expected climate benefits estimated for each project intervention area are

calculated with Equation 1.

CSG_.!. - BEﬁﬂ - PEG.E. - E’EE.F
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(Equation 1)
Where:
oz = The expected climate benefits from grazing and forage management in the
project intervention area during the project period (tCOze);
Bfe='= Baseline scenario emissions within the project intervention area during

the quantification period (tCOze);

Phea’= Project scenario emissions within the project intervention area during the
project period (tCO2¢); and

Loz = Potential leakage emissions due to displacement of grazing activity during
the project period (tCOze).

Default values for parameters used in the estimation of climate benefits are provided
in Table G5.3.
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Table G5.3.
CENTURY modelled data for changes in carbon sequestration (PE (SOC,m,t) by grassland type and
according to diverse grazing practices ASOC

ASOC
ASOC [, t) C.m,lt
Grassland Baseline SOC (s base)] With-project SOC{m,2035) (tCJ/hal ASOC deduct g (B (tC ha
type grazing time {tC ha) management options (tC ha) ¥rl Uncertainty{%) ha yr1) ¥T) PE[(SOC m,t)
Fiparian
mieadow Apr-fug; B0% 307000 Apr-Aug; 0% 37.6000 0.3450 0.Z330 0.02B0 03164 -1 1600
Apr-Aug; 40% 33.9000 0. 1800 02180 00108 01491 -0.5468
Apr-fug; 50% 302000 0.0050 0.2a70 00007 0.0043 -0.0158
Jun-Aug; 0% 327000 Jun-Jul; 30% 38.7000 0.2000 0.3180 o.0188 02802 -1.0274
Jurn-Jul; 0% 38.8000 0.2050 02650 00238 D.1814 -0.6652
Jurn-Jul; 503% 34 89000 o.1100 0L3330 o.Doen 01008 -0.3699
Meountain
mieadow Oct-Mar, 70% 825000 Oct-Mar; 30% 638000 00850 0.2550 0.Do58 00582 02133
Oct-Mar; 40% 631000 0.0300 03370 00024 0.0274 -0.1004
Det-Mar; 50% 629000 0.0200 02580 o001 D.0178 -0.0ESE
Jun-DOct; 809 4565000 Jun-Oct 30% 555000 04500 oDLZZyo 00347 04154 -1.5230
Jun-Cht; 4059 50.7000 0.2100 03250 00158 0. 1843 07123
Jurn-Ot; 50% 481000 -0.0200 02440 -0.0018 -0.0181 0.0664
Cict-May, 50% 528000 Mowv-Apr; 30% 591000 0.3150 02820 00318 02734 -1.0025
Mowv-Apr; 40% 58.7000 0.2850 03420 00271 02578 -0.9822
Mowv-Apr; 50% 534000 0.2800 03250 o.o210 02520 -0.9497
Mountain
steppe Aug-Oct; BO% 267000  Aug-Sep: 30% 31.1000 0.2200 o.z180 00145 02055 -0.7534
Aug-Sep: 40% 282000 0.1250 0L347D oo 01128 -0.4139
Aug-Sep; 50% 27 4000 0.0350 o.zDao o.Do20 00330 -0.1209
Jun-Oct; 80% 237000 Jun-Oct; 30% 28.9000 0.2600 02140 00168 02434 -0.8923
Jun-Cht; 40% 25.7000 0. 1000 02650 00118 0.0BE1 -0.3230
Jun-Cht; 50% 23,3000 -0.0200 02810 00022 -0.0178 0.0652
Oict-May, 50% 283000  Oct-May; 30% 32.8000 0. 1750 o0.Ze10 00247 0. 1503 -0.5512
Det-MMay; 40% 31.2000 0. 1300 0.2000 00065 0.1235 -0.4528

Oci-May; 50% 31.0000 0.0B50 02400 0.Do7F 00774 -0.2B36



Expected biodiversity benefits

As wildlife populations are allowed to increase ecosystem services associated with
bioengineering, such as soil aeration, nutrient cycling, soil water retention, and seed
dispersal will increase accordingly. Wildlife population sizes at the study sites are
predicted to increase against baselines as specified on a site/ species specific basis in
Annex 5 Management plans. Further benefits will accrue through enhancement of
rangeland vegetation and habitats, associated with enhanced grazing management,
and through enhanced participation of herders in governance (as summarised in
Tables F3.1 and 3.2 above, and set out in Annex 5 management plans).

G6 Leakage & Uncertainty

Leakage

Potential leakage from displacement of livestock grazing is accounted for using Annex
8 Module 3. The parameters used for the assessment of leakage are summarised in

Table G6.

Table G6. Parameters for estimation of potential leakage emissions

Parameter Symbol and Value/Source Use

units
Dry matter intake requirement of the reference DMl gty ref Locally relevant CBAA Eq.15
type and class of animal (kg) o intake data
Baseline scenario livestock grazing activities in LGApseiine b CBAA Eq.10 CBAA
project intervention area in year b (AUM) Egs. 11,14
Baseline scenario livestock grazing activities by PPlyasetine ab Management plan CBAA Eq.10
animals owned by project participants grazing in (AUM) '
project intervention area in year b
Baseline scenario livestock grazing activities by NPy eetine ab Management plan CBAA Eq.10
animals owned by project non-participants grazing (AUM)
in project boundary implementation area in year b
Project scenario livestock grazing activities in LGAproject oz CBAA Eq.12 CBAA
project intervention area in year t (AUM} Egs.13,14
Project scenario livestock grazing activities by PPlprsjectar Management plan CBAA Eq.12
animals owned by project participants grazing in (AUM)
project intervention area in year t
Project scenario livestock grazing activities by NPlyysiectat Management plan | CBAA Eq.12
animals owned by project non-participants grazing (AUM)
in project boundary implementation area in year t
Net displacement of livestock grazing attributed to | D, CBAA Eq.14 CBAA Eq.15
the project activities in year t (AUM)
Planned off-take of animals owned by project POpyroject t Management plan CBAA Eq.14
participants in the project scenario (AUM)
Area of grassland required to support the Areacp CBAA Eq.15 CBAA Eq.16
displaced livestock (ha)
Above ground net pnmary productivity of ANPP, ¢ 1800 (IPCC 2006b CBAA Eg.15
grasslands in the project region (kg/ha) Table 3.4.2)
Leakage emissions due to loss of soil carbon Lee CBAA Eq.16 CBAA Eqg17
caused by displacement of grazing activities (tCO2e)

outside the project boundary in project year t
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BMEF

Soil organic carbon stocks in grasslands in the S50C.-= Locally relevant CBAA Eq.16

project region (tC/ha) value

Carbon stock change factor for management Fic <p 0.7 (IPCC 2006a) CBAA Eq.16
regime for severely degraded grasslands

Leakage emissions due to displacement of Loz CBAA Eq 17 (or0if | Section44.3
grazing activity during the quantification period (tCO2e) negative)

* An animal unit month is calculated by multiplying the number of animal units by the number of

months of grazing
In the context of this project, leakage denotes grazing of heseg members’ livestock
outside the defined heseg grazing areas. As noted in Section H, Table H1, mobility
between seasonal grazing areas is a well-established, integral aspect of traditional
Mongolian pastoralism, and one which the project is seeking to support/ restore.
Although mobile, seasonal grazing will typically occur within each heseg’s designated
pasture areas, these lands are not privately owned and the practice of long distance
movements (otor) outside these areas in times of natural disaster (dzud) is well
established and an important aspect of traditional risk management. The project does
not and should not seek to curtail this. However, the pasture use plans included in the
Management Plans and for Ikh Am in Table Fla do not incorporate leakage as part of
normal, everyday grazing practices. The figures for biomass utilisation and carbon
sequestration presented in the tables above are based on heseg livestock grazing
within heseg boundaries. Pastures are excluded from calculations where incoming
herders and off site migrations preclude reasonable estimates of stocking rates and
carbon sequestration (e.g. summer pastures in Ikh Am). If any households move
outside the project area for significant periods of time, and where this was not
established practice under the baseline scenario, this will be negotiated with local
administrations in the appropriate areas. LA in receiving areas will be made aware of
the incomers’ Plan Vivo commitments and may wish to negotiate a proportion of PV
benefits as compensation for pasture use in non-project areas under such
circumstances. This issue was not raised by receiving administrations during Phase
l.

Uncertainty

There are three main sources of uncertainty in the climate benefits estimated with this
Technical Specification: i) The expected climate benefits are estimated based on a
description of planned management interventions, so there is a chance that these
interventions will not be carried out as planned; ii) Expected changes in soil organic
carbon stocks are determined using a biogeochemical model, the outcomes of which
are dependent on the quality of data used to parameterise the model; and iii) Default
values derived from other areas may not fully represent the site conditions in the
project intervention area. The approaches employed to account for these sources of
uncertainty are described below.

Project interventions

The most significant way in which the risk that project interventions are not carried out
as planned is managed is through the participatory design of project activities. Since
the herder groups decide the activities they wish to carry out based on a full
understanding of the inputs required and the expected benefits, there is a high
likelihood that management plans will be upheld. This is not taken as read however.
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To ensure that management interventions are carried out as planned, activity-based
monitoring is used that clearly links management plans to performance indicators with
thresholds for the receipt of payments or support financed by the sale of Plan Vivo
certificates. This mechanism provides an incentive to the project participants to carry
out the planned activities throughout the project period. The activity-based monitoring
approach is described in Part K.

Model predictions

The tool for estimation of soil organic carbon removals from improved grazing and
perennial forage management (Annex 8, Appendix Il) uses the CENTURY model to
estimate changes in soil organic carbon stocks under different management practices.
With any modelling approach there is the potential for errors in model predictions if the
model or input data are inaccurate. The tool therefore includes an approach for
estimating the uncertainty in model predictions and making an appropriate adjustment
to changes in carbon stocks to ensure that climate benefits are not over estimated. For
details of the approach see Annex 8, Appendix Il Equations 11.2 to 11.8.

Default values

The default values employed in the Technical Specification and the sources from which
they were obtained are described in the Tables in Part G. With the exception of Table
G5.3 all are widely used values that are not expected to vary greatly and are therefore
used without an adjustment for uncertainty, in line with common practice. The values
for expected changes in soil organic carbon stocks in Table G5.3 were derived from
modelling outcomes carried out at intensively studied pilot sites in Mongolia (see Annex
8 and 9).

The research effort required to obtain site specific estimates of changes in soil organic
carbon stocks with an acceptable level of uncertainty using the modelling approaches
in Annex 8, Appendix Il, means that this approach cannot feasibly be implemented in
all project intervention areas. The resource requirements would outweigh any potential
benefits from the sale of Plan Vivo certificates, or at least divert a significant proportion
of available finance away from supporting the management interventions. This
technical specification therefore provides projects with the opportunity to use default
values derived from pilot studies as an alternative to site specific modelling.

In acknowledgement of the fact that it is not possible to assess the uncertainty of
default values for changes in soil organic carbon stocks that are employed outside the
areas from which they were obtained, this Technical Specification requires an
additional adjustment equivalent to a 20% reduction in expected climate benefits from
changes in soil organic carbon stocks to all project intervention areas using the default
values in Table G5.3. This is incorporated into the risk buffer adopted by the project
(see Section H).
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Part H: Risk Management

Hla ldentification of risk areas

Risk Level Management/ mitigation measures
of risk
Drought/ Varies by A selection of PV activities are designed to help participating groups manage climatic risk. Climate variability is endemic in project areas.
dzud? project Activities such as hay cutting for winter, fodder preparation, maintenance and repair of winter shelters, livelihood diversification will help
area. herders maintain their own well-being and livestock herds under these conditions. Enhanced seasonal mobility and better use of pasture
areas is also an important adaptation, to be facilitated by PV activities. As indicators include the % of households who comply with new
Medium plans for seasonal pasture use and distances moved (see Section K), intra-group/ heseg cooperation to assist weaker or poorer members
to low in moving is expected, which will increase the resilience of these members in the face of adverse climatic conditions. Cooperation will also
across enhance groups’ ability to maintain ‘static’ interventions such as vegetable production, while other members may take livestock to better
project pasture areas, as necessary. Better market links and processing of livestock products will not only enhance income, but give herders the
sites opportunity to sell livestock in adverse climatic conditions, rather than lose them to drought etc. The efficacy of these risk mitigation
measures will be assessed biannually as part of standard monitoring practices (see Section K and Annex 5 Management Plans). The
Technical Specification for soil carbon is designed to take account of climatic variability.
Population Medium . o . . . . . . . L .
increase/ Spatial varlgblllty of human and espemal_ly Ilvgstc_)f:k populatlons is a feature of moplle herding pra_ctlc_e. Key prole-ct interventions hav_e
variability been specifically designed to enhance this variability in order to reduce/ spread grazing pressure, with impact on soil carbon stocks. This

(human and/
or livestock)

only becomes a risk where a) resident herders increase their livestock holdings significantly over time and/ or b) herders from other areas
come into the project area in response to drought/ dzud in their own home territories. In relation to a), PV project activities are designed to
support decrease reliance on livestock nos per se over time, through promoting livelihood diversification, and improved income from high
quality livestock products. A number of participating herder groups have expressed interest in reduction of livestock numbers over time to
protect pasture resources, but feel unable to commit to significant reductions at present, due to lack of income from livestock products and
other sources. Livestock numbers, as well as improved livelihoods/ income from other sources, will be monitored as part of standard
monitoring practices during each commitment period (see Annex 5). They were also reviewed at the end of the first project commitment
period (as reported in Year 4 (2019) Annual report (available online at Pastures, Conservation, Climate Action — Documents | Plan Vivo
Foundation; Annual Reports, 2018-2019; https://www.planvivo.org/pastures-conservation-climate-action-documents). They will also be
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reviewed at the end of Phase Il and any subsequent commitment periods. For b) this relates to issues of leakage and displacement (See
below and Section G6).

Leakage/
displacement

Mobility between seasonal grazing areas is an integral -and desirable- aspect of Mongolian pastoralism, and one which PV activities are
seeking to enhance/ restore. This does traditionally include long distance migration outside a households’/ herder groups’ own customary
areas when climatic conditions necessitate (e.g. in times of drought/ dzud). Thus there is the risk of participating herders moving to other
non-project areas and of herders from outside moving into project areas in particular circumstances. This cannot — and arguably should
not — be prevented, as it constitutes a core aspect of traditional reciprocity. However, such in/out migration is usually temporary and not
without control and management, from local administrations and herders themselves. PV agreements should strengthen the ability of
resident herders to negotiate with incomers and to minimize any adverse impacts on project activities. Indicators (see Section K and Annex
5 Management Plans), where related specifically to the participating herders, should not be affected by any temporary incomers. Others,
e.g. protection of medicinal plants etc. rely on the capacity of heseg/ herder groups to enforce agreements in conjunction with the local
administration. Cooperation and capacity building through PV can only enhance this. With regard to outmigration of resident herders, none
of the planned activities require or promote this.

Pests/ diseases | Low/ Degradation of pasture by pests; loss of forest cover due to pests and disease. Impact on pasture by species such as Brandt's Vole is an
Medium endemic issue in parts of Mongolia, including in some of the project areas, as previously specified. Evidence of impact of pests and diseases
will be reported annually, in conjunction with the monitoring of specific indicators (Section K; Annex 5).

Forest fire Low The majority of activities do not in any case relate to forests or to maintenance/ enhancement of forest cover. The development of herder
environmental protection partnerships will also include working with local administrations on fire alert and monitoring systems where
applicable. Activities such as forest cleaning and maintenance will work to reduce risk of forest fire.

(Mining Medium Prior to Phase | PCCA, was not an issue at the three participating sites. To the best of our knowledge, there are no existing plans for

related) land / Low significant mining developments, or widespread ninja (informal) mining at these sites. The recognition of herders’ rights under MSRM/ PV

loss/
alienation

activities will strengthen abilities to resist uncompensated land alienation in the future should this become an issue.
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External Medium Changes in wildlife population sizes are being used to monitor the impacts of changed pasture management and forest management

factors practices on biodiversity. However, wildlife populations also respond to many of the risk factors already mentioned above — drought, fire,

driving pests/diseases, human disturbance — both inside and outside of the project areas. These need to be taken into account in overall analysis

wildlife of project contributions, for example through attention to wider trends and contexts. ..

population

nos

Legislative/ Low Pastureland law in Mongolia has been in discussion by various incumbent governments, since the 2002 Land Law. This remains the

administrative situation at present. The tenure provisions under the planned PV activities reflect local administrations’ recognition and support for heseg/

changes herder groups’ land rights (Annex 6), in accordance with their interpretation of and devolved rights under the Land Law. It is always possible
that significant legislative changes may occur in the future which contradict these provisions, but this is unlikely. All discussions point
towards a strengthening of the type of provisions developed herein.

Inadequate Low The heseg/ herder groups involved in PV activities are already well established with well-developed working procedures and mechanisms.

management The heseg have also worked closely with MSRM over a number of years and have benefitted from training and capacity building over this
time. The participating heseg are amongst the most successful of those who originally formed with the assistance of MSRM. They have a
good track record of collaboration and management of group activities. All completed Phase | successfully and have chosen to continue
forward into Phase II. Further support and training will be available from MSRM as required during the ongoing PV activities.

Over reliance Low/ Capacity building activities and training to date have equipped heseg/ herder groups to discharge the planned activities effectively and

on external medium independently (albeit with further training from MSRM as requested). All PV activities have been developed with the clear awareness and

support proviso that any financial income through PV may be very limited or even absent, should it not be possible to sell the certificates. Hence

activities must be designed to be self-supporting where possible and to be beneficial to livelihoods, environment and biodiversity,
irrespective of any additional PV -derived income. The long term sustainability of project interventions will be reviewed annually throughout
the PV crediting period, with support to link to further initiatives and funding sources (e.g. through national conservation planning; donor
initiatives on local protected areas).

1 Dzud is the Mongolian term for natural disaster.
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Risks specifically to climate benefits are managed with the following approach:
e I|dentification of the risks that expected climate benefits will not be realized
within the project period, the risk that climate benefits will not be maintained
beyond the project period, and approaches that will be taken to mitigate these

risks;

e Assessment of the impact the risk would have if it is realized, and the likelihood
of the risk being realized; and
e Assigning a proportion of climate benefits that will be held in a risk buffer that is

proportional to the identified risks.

Table H1b Factors that put the delivery or maintenance of climate benefits at risk

Risk factor Potential impact Mitigation Likelihood
and risk

level

Social

Low Moderate The participating community Low

Land tenure
and/or rights to
climate
benefits are

If the rights of the
community groups to
manage their pasture
areas are not upheld land

groups have recognized land
tenure rights in accordance
with traditional land use rights
and practices and the 2002

Pastureland law in Mongolia
has been in discussion by
various incumbent
governments, since the 2002

disputed uses that lead to reversals Land Law. Land Law. It is always possible
of climate benefits could that significant legislative
be introduced. changes may occur in the
future which contradict these
provisions, but this is
considered unlikely.
Low Moderate Project activities include Low
Political or Disputes among different the formation of herder If representative and
social groups within the partnerships that functional herder
instability communities could lead to represent the interests of partnerships are maintained
management plans not all members of the these should be able to
being followed, and/or a community, and that have respond to and address
failure to coordinate project mechanisms for threats to management
activities. resolution of conflict or activities that arise from
disputes. political or social instability.
Low Moderate The participatory planning Low
Maintenance of The success of project process is designed to If management plans are
community activities requires members ensure that the interests of well designed, and
support of the community to uphold all members of the communities receive
controls on grazing within community are reflected in performance-based support
pasture areas, otherwise management plans, and throughout the project
climate benefits from soil that sufficient incentives period, the likelihood that
carbon sequestration will are in place to encourage community support will not
not be realised their implementation be maintained is low. The
continuation of all 3 sites to
Phase Il show demonstrate
continued community
support.
Economic
Low Moderate New pasture areas will only Low
Insufficient Without sufficient have Plan Vivo certificates By managing the expansion of
finance secured finance it may not be issued against them once project areas in line with
to support possible to support the sufficient finance is available available finance, and ensuring
project full range of activities to support activities management plans are
activities needed to bring about throughout the project achievable with the funding

long term changes in
pasture management.

period; low cost activities will
form an integral part of Plan
Vivos.

available, the risk that
insufficient funding will prevent
project activities being carried
out is low.
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Low
Alternative
land uses
become

more attractive
to the local
community

Moderate

It is possible that herder
groups will decide to
increase grazing intensity in
pasture areas, or that
herders from other areas
could graze their livestock
within project areas for
example during periods of
drought. Mining operations
could also threaten some
project areas where valuable
minerals are present.

Project activities are designed
to decrease reliance on
livestock numbers by
promoting livelihood
diversification, and improving
income from high quality
livestock products; Mobility
between seasonal grazing
areas is an integral, and
desirable, aspect of
Mongolian pastoralism.
However, such migration

is usually temporary and
controlled by local
administrations and
herders. Plan Vivo
management plans will
strengthen the ability of
resident herders to
negotiate with incomers
and to minimize any
adverse impacts
temporary migration on
project activities; and to
prevent mining activities
through the enforcement
existing legislation around
land restoration and land
rights

Low

Since project activities are
expected to decrease reliance
on livestock and strengthen
capacity to manage the in-
migration, and resist mining

operations, the risk that alternate

grazing arrangement will
become more attractive is
expected to be low.

Environmental

Low
Fire

Moderate

Fires that affect large areas
of pasture land could
undermine the benefits
from reduced grazing
pressure, if a large
proportion of above-ground
biomass is burned.

The project does not include
any fire management
activities.

Low
Wildfires that affect large areas
of pasture are infrequent.

Low/medium
Pest and
disease
attacks

Low

Species such as Brandt's
Vole can cause degradation
in Mongolian pastureland.
However impacts are
usually localised.

No project activities are
targeted at addressing this
risk

Moderate

There is a moderate risk that
some patches of pastureland
will be affected by pests such
as Brandt’s vole, but these are
unlikely to be significant in
relation to the entire project
area.

Low (variable) Moderate Climatic variation is Low

Extreme Prolonged drought could factored into expected An increase in drought

weather or prevent the realisation of soil carbon sequestration frequency may be expected

geological expected climate benefits under baseline and over the long term as a result

events if it prevents biomass project scenarios. of climate change, but during

growth in pasture areas. the project period significant

alterations to drought
frequency beyond usual levels
of variation are not expected.

Technical
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Low/Moderate Low/Moderate The modelling approach Low/Moderate
Project If modelling results are used to estimate climate The likelihood that estimated
activities fail inaccurate climate benefits benefits includes climate benefits are
to deliver may be overestimated, but adjustments to account for significantly overestimated is
expected significant bias is unlikely. uncertainty and is low if locally derived
climate The risk of bias is higher for inherently conservative. parameters are used for
benefits project areas where local Additional risk deductions modelling, however if local
parameters are not used for are applied where parameters are not then
modelling expected climate uncertainty is higher. uncertainty cannot be
benefits afsse_ssed so the likelihood of
' bias increased to a moderate
level.
Low Moderate Livelihood activities are Low
Project If new livelihood activities targeted at scaling up existing Since the planned livelihood
activities fail are not successfully activities, or gaining access to | activities make use of local
to deliver implemented the expected existing markets. skills and practices and are
expected livelihood benefits may not targeted at proven markets,
livelihood be fully realised. the risk that project activities
benefits will not result in expected
livelihood benefits is low.
Low Moderate Training of individuals in Low
Technical The project activities are herder partnerships will be Since projects are required to
capacity to not highly technical, but carried out as required demonstrate that individuals
implement do require some training throughout the project have received necessary

project activities
is not
maintained

to support their
implementation. If a
sufficient number of
trained individuals are not
maintained realization of
climate benefits could be
undermined.

period. Annual performance
indicators are used to assess
whether herder groups have
the capacity to implement
their management plans.

training and that there
likelihood that capacity to
implement project activities will
not be maintained is low.

Administration

Low

Capacity of the
project
coordinator to
support the
project is not
maintained

Moderate

Achieving climate benefits
will require the ongoing
support of the project
coordinator. If this is not
maintained throughout the
project period, the ability of
community groups to carry
out project activities could
be undermined, especially
if mechanisms for delivery
of PES are not maintained.

The project coordinator
MSRM is a well-established
organisation with a long
history of effective project
and programme
management.

Low

Given the proven track record
of the project coordinator the
likelihood that their capacity to
deliver the project will be
maintained is high.

H2 Risk buffer

The highest risk level for each type of risk factor in Table H1b, is summarised in Table
H2. A risk buffer, proportional to these risk levels was determined by assigning buffer
percentages of 20% for a high risk level, 10% for a moderate risk level, and 1% for a
low risk level in each category. A total risk buffer was then calculated by summing the

percentages under each risk category.
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Table H2 Risk buffer calculation

Risk type Sites with modelled with local Sites modelled with default
parameters parameters
Risk level Risk buffer Risk level Risk buffer
Social Low 2% Low 2%
Economic Low 2% Low 2%
Environmental Low 2% Low 2%
Technical Low 2% Moderate 10%
Administration Low 2% Low 2%
TOTAL 10% 18%

For sites modelled with default parameters the risk buffer was conservatively increased
to 20% to make additional allowance for uncertainties and hence risk associated with
modelling.

Part |: Project Coordination & Management

I1 Project Organisational Structure

The Mongolian Society for Range Management (MSRM) is the in-country project
coordinator and manager. It is a non-governmental and non-profit organization
established and registered in 2006 in accordance with Mongolian legislation on NGOs.
It has the stated mission to support and contribute to all endeavours promoting
sustainable use of Mongolian grasslands and to ensure sustainable livelihoods for
Mongolian herdsmen. It is engaged in grassland research and monitoring, community
development, project cycle management, marketing, information technology and public
relations. It has previously worked extensively with herder groups (heseg) throughout
Mongolia, and through acting as the lead in- country partner for a series of international
development projects, such as Peri-Urban Range Land Project of MCA, Market and
Pasture Management Development Project of IFAD, the Swiss Development
Corporation (SDC) Green Gold project and others. Prior to the PCCA project, MSRM
had worked with local herders in two of the three Plan Vivo project sites — Hongor Ovoo
and Ikh Am hesegs — in the original formation of these groups, and in their subsequent
development, capacity building and organisation. This latter work is ongoing. MSRM
are therefore uniquely placed to work with these groups in developing and delivering
the Plan Vivo project (Phases | and Il), not least through established relations of trust
and well developed working relationships.

Key MSRM staff with responsibility for the Plan Vivo project are:

i) D. Dorligsuren, Executive Director, MSRM. Will manage all funds received through
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Plan Vivo, and distribute to participating heseg in accordance with the agreed
procedures (see Part J). He is also be responsible for external coordination e.g. with
key Mongolian government ministries, local government and its agencies. Together
with the project manager, Uilst Dorligsuren, he is responsible for working with herder
groups/ heseg to develop and update planned activities, and providing necessary
support and training.

i) U. Dorligsuren, Project manager, MSRM. Reporting on and monitoring main project
activities at sites, supporting implementation of heseg plan with local leaders at project
sites, managing the Plan Vivo Markit account and liaising with purchasers of PV
certificates.

Other:

Caroline Upton, University of Leicester. Informal provision of external advice. Dr
Upton was the PI for the Darwin Initiative ‘Values and Valuation: New Approaches to
Conservation in Mongolia’ project (2012-2015), which worked extensively with the
participating heseg/ herder groups in collaborative design of the proposed Plan Vivo
projects and activities for Phase I. Darwin funding was used to support a series of
workshops and training events with the heseg, to develop and agree the detailed
Phase | Plan Vivo proposals provided in this document. She continues to provide
occasional support for MSRM in analysing project data and reporting to Plan Vivo.

Roles of key partners may be further summarised as follows:
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Table 11 PV Organisational Structure and Responsibilities

Project
Implementation

Project Team

implementation team
from MSRM

Key Organization Legal status Description of activities
function involved
Project Mongolian Independent Non- Overseeing project implementation and development
Coordination & Society of Governmental Negotiation and recording carbon sales with buyers
Administration Range Organization Managing Plan Vivo payments to heseg based on
Management engaged in pasture annual monitoring
management and Management of Plan Vivo certificates
herder livelihood Reporting to Plan Vivo Foundation (with C. Upton,
improvement Phase I)
Coordination of external reviews e.g. verification
Liaising with project team
Interacting with state and local Governments
Securing donor funds and/ or income from sale of PV
certificates to make PES payments.
. Overseeing development and initial implementation
Plan Vivo Plan Vivo project of project activity (with CU for Phase )

Improving local organizational capacity
Organising project meetings for participants
Conducting workshops/training with project
participants (with CU for Phase 1)
Monitoring

and herder livelihood
improvement

Participated in development of Plan Vivos with heseg

Mongolian Independent Non — (with C. Upton for Phase 1)
Project Society of Governmental Evaluation of Plan Vivos (with C. Upton for Phase 1)
Technical Range organization Review of internal annual monitoring
Operations Management engaged in pasture Overseeing project implementation on an ongoing

basis (with C. Upton for Phase I)

Organisation of ongoing training/ workshops with
project participants.

Ongoing provision of technical support

Key stakeholders comprise the participating heseg/ herder groups, as listed above,
and their constituent households. Since the inception of the Darwin Initiative project in
2012, MSRM have met with these groups on multiple occasions (see Annex 7 for
further details for Phase I) to explain the nature of the Plan Vivo process and work with
heseg to develop agreed activities and indicators, and to ensure Free, Prior and
Informed Consent. Other key stakeholders include government ministries and officials,
as listed in the project organizational structure above. Again, meetings and
consultations with these officials have been held and letters of support provided, as
appended (see Annex 6). In each project area, meetings and consultations were held
with soum governors prior to project inception and approval received (e.g. see Annex
7). Examples of meetings include those held in March 2014 in Bogd soum, June 2014
in Undurshireet soum and again in September 2014 in Bogd, Undurshireet and Ikh
Tamir soums. Subsequent meetings were held through the training workshop in
Ulaanbaatar in June 2015 and on site with heseg also in summer 2015, in order to
finalise Phase | design and activities. Non-heseg member herders in adjacent areas
should not be directly affected by the planned activities, as these take place within the
hesegs’ own land area, with activities designed to avoid leakage. Nonetheless, in
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recognition of the flexible nature of seasonal movement patterns and periodic need for
otor (traditional risk management strategy of long distance migration out of their own
area in search of grazing), planned activities under Plan Vivo for participating groups
have and will be presented at local bag and soum meetings to ensure full, ongoing
awareness of other local residents.

I2 Relationships to national organizations

As highlighted above, MSRM staff and C. Upton met with key government bodies and
officials during the development of the Plan Vivo project and the inception of Phase |
in 2015 and secured their support. These bodies included the Administration of Land
Affairs, Ecology, Geodesy and Cartography implementation agency of the Government
of Mongolia, the Ministry of Environment and Green Development of Mongolia and the
Ministry of Industry and Agriculture of Mongolia. Letters of support, where provided,
are appended at Annex 6. A training workshop including herders and government
officials was held in June 2015, funded through the Darwin Initiative ‘Values and
Valuation: New Approaches to Conservation in Mongolia’ project, through which the
Plan Vivo process, outcomes to date and policy lessons were presented. Further
feedback was provided through an end of Phase | meeting in Ulaanbaatar in July 2019
and through provision of briefing materials. This approach was designed to facilitate
incorporation of the Plan Vivo approach in future policy development and planning.
Relationships to national organisations are thus already well developed and will be
further developed and strengthened throughout the lifetime of the Plan Vivo project.

Section C3 provides updated information on Mongolia’s NDCs in relation to the Paris
Climate Agreement and the implementation of Article 6 re international trade of credits
and carbon markets. As confirmed in Section C3, MSRM have continued to liaise with
key Government of Mongolia staff in relation to the PCCA project and to ensure
continuing government support. Most recently, this took the form of a meeting between
MSRM'’s Director, Professor Dorligsuren, and the Director of the Climate Change
Department in the Ministry of Environment and Tourism, Sh.Tserendulam. A letter of
support for PCCA into Phase Il arising from this meeting is included at Annex 6, along
with letters of support previously received for Phase I.

Prior to Phase |, MSRM and local state representatives in project areas also agreed to
sign a triple contract of cooperation (MSRM - Local Government — heseg/ herder
groups) within the framework of the Plan Vivo project (sample soum administration —
herder group pasture management agreement at Annex 6, an example of a final PV
specific version for participating herder group Dulaan Kharkhaan for Phase Il is also
included in English language versions. English and Mongolian language versions for
all three sites are available on request).

The project will also aim to collaborate with, for example, the Swiss Development
Agency Green Gold Project, the National Livestock Programme of the Mongolian
Government, national level biodiversity planning and initiatives, emergent REDD-iness
planning and other climate- related initiatives and other international and domestic
activities on environmental protection and herders’ income generation activities, as
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these emerge.

I3 Legal compliance

Pastureland cannot be held under private ownership in Mongolia under current
legislation, notably the 2002 Land Law. However, chapter 52.2 of the Land Law (2002)
permits a group of herders to jointly possess winter and spring campsites. Pre PCCA,
this was widely interpreted as extending to surrounding pasture also, where approved
by the Soum Governor after submission of a pasture use request and its discussion at
a Soum Representative meeting (khural). So in this way, prior to PCCA Phase I, heseg
or other herder groups in parts of the country had begun to manage winter and spring
pasture based on a Pasture Use Agreement approved by Soum Governors. In some
instances local Soum Governors extended this agreement to include all four seasonal
pasture areas, thus including summer and autumn pastures also. These are the
strongest level of rights currently available in Mongolia and reflect state recognition of
herders’ customary rights and usage of wider pasture, linked to possession of
campsites and shelters. A replacement draft Pastureland Law has been under debate
for many years, but has yet to be agreed. Pre PCCA, expert opinion and drafts under
debate indicated that the type of herder group contract attached at Annex 6 will be
further strengthened and supported under any future legislative changes. Soum
administration in participating Plan Vivo project areas are supportive of these types of
contracts and the rights of herders to resources in designated areas, including carbon
or other benefits accrued under Plan Vivo. Other legislation relating specifically to
carbon ownership does not currently exist in Mongolia. The possible implications of
the Paris Agreement and measures to achieve Mongolia’s NDCs are discussed in
Sections L2 and C3 above. At present there continue to be no specific regulatory
provisions for the voluntary carbon market. A letter of support for PCCA Phase Il from
the Ministry of Environment and Tourism, Government of Mongolia, is included at
Annex 6.

Where activities pertain specifically to wildlife protection/ conservation, these will be
undertaken in full accordance with the Mongolian Law on Forests, specifically article
29.1.1., which states that cutting or otherwise destroying saxaul trees is prohibited.
The Mongolian Law on Animals, article 9, relates to the hunting bans on species
present at the project sites such as goitered gazelle, Mongolian gazelle, argali sheep
and Pallas’s cat. In addition to these wildlife laws The Mongolian Law on Soil Protection
and the Prevention of Desertification, article 7.1.4, highlights the importance of
adhering to livestock capacity and rotation. This same law, article 6.2.2, also supports
the plantation of forest patches as a technique to help prevent grassland desertification.
The Law on Environmental Protection is relevant in relation to the overuse of medicinal
plants. Article 15.1.4. states the plenary power of the Central State Administration is to
establish off-take or harvest limits in accordance with the legislation on the annual use
of forest resources, plants or animals and to restrict the use of certain natural resources
taking into account known reserves.

Where employment opportunities may arise during the Plan Vivo project, the Executive
Director of MSRM as the in-country coordinator, shall ensure equal employment
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opportunities for community participants or other community members according to the
Constitution of Mongolia and related law of Mongolia. This requirement will be
discharged in discussion and in conjunction with heseg, and through established heseg
constitutions.

4 Project management

The officially project start date for Phase | was 15t April 2015, with the first monitoring
against established baselines taking place in September 2015 (see Section K and
Annex 5 Management Plans for details). Project establishment was ongoing since the
inception of the Darwin Initiative project in April 2012, through the identification of target
communities, and subsequent work with and facilitation of these communities to design
their own Plan Vivos. From spring 2015, communities and the Plan Vivo team followed
the agreed monitoring schedules and indicators as set out in Part K. These are reported
on in detail in Phase | Annual Reports (available on the PV website at Pastures,
Conservation, Climate Action — Mongolia | Plan Vivo Foundation). As agreed at the
outset, Phase | site specific activities, as detailed herein, took place for an initial period
of 4 years (until end March 2019). On completion of Phase I, all participating herder
groups, with support from MSRM, reviewed activities and opted to continue into Phase
I (2019-2029). Activities and indicators for Phase Il are also included in Management
Plans at Annex 5.

The project record keeping system will be maintained and continuously updated by
MSRM. This will entail recording all Plan Vivos submitted by participants, PES
agreement, monitoring and disbursements in accordance with agreed procedures, as
specified in Part J. These records will be regularly backed up and copies held at an
independent location to protect against data loss.

I5 Project financial management

MSRM have established an account solely for the management and disbursement of
PV funds and separate from their general operational finances. For Phase |, seed
funding for establishment of Plan Vivo activities was provided through the Darwin
Initiative project ‘Values and Valuation: New Approaches to Conservation in Mongolia’.
This did not take the form of direct payments to participating heseg/ groups, but rather
was used to fund workshops, community meetings and training events, through which
PVs were developed and agreed by heseg and through enabling herders’ attendance
at these meetings. Subsequent funds derived from the sale of PV certificates and any
other sources of income (donor funding etc.) were and will continue to be held in this
separate account, with funds released to participants following MSRM'’s review and
approval of each periodic monitoring report. Payments have been, and will continue to
be, made into the existing accounts of the participating herder groups/ heseg. Heseg
have their own structures and procedures for management and disbursement of funds
to members (Part J). Full records are kept a) by MSRM of income and its disbursement
to specific heseg and b) by each heseg through their existing accounting system, to
ensure transparency and fairness of disbursements, in accordance with agreed benefit
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sharing procedures.

Since its inception, the project has therefore received funding from Darwin Initiative,
which has been invested in the development of the Plan Vivos through training and
capacity building of participant communities, participatory planning and discussions.

The shares of carbon credit revenues generated during the project implementation
phase are divided as follows, as per the Plan Vivo Standard, and for both wholesale
and retail sales:

e 70% to participating communities
e 30% to MSRM to cover organizational, coordination, monitoring and
administration costs.

16 Marketing

For Phase |, a marketing plan was prepared for the project in conjunction and with
advice from Plan Vivo. Preliminary discussions were also held with resellers such as
Zeromission on marketing PV project certificates. The project team also identified a
number of other potential purchasers of the certificates. These included i) companies/
stores who purchase and stock cashmere goods sourced from Mongolia; ii) (eco)
tourism/ travel companies, both within Mongolia, where there are a number of domestic
travel agencies (e.g. Nomad Tours) and international companies and hotel chains with
business interests in Mongolia (Kempinski Hotels; Exodus Travel, Cox and Kings;
Responsible Travel; British Horse Society, who run horse-riding tours in Mongolia). For
Phase | the majority of certificates were sold to a number of resellers, who
subsequently passed them on to their own clients. Marketing and sales for Phase Il are
underway, managed by U. Dorligsuren, MSRM.

I7 Technical Support

MSRM has already conducted extensive training with participating heseg/ herder
groups, both under the auspices of the Darwin project and PV preparation, and prior to
this (excepting Dulaan Khairkhan), in the sites where they were involved in the initial
creation of the herder groups. These trainings have variously addressed issues such
as reseeding; pasture management and rotational pasture use; processing and
marketing of livestock products; accounts/ financial management; vegetable growing
etc. MSRM will continue to provide technical support and training to PV heseg/ herder
groups, throughout the period of their commitment to the project. This may entail further
training in any of the above topics. It will also include ongoing training in management
of the PV process; especially monitoring against agreed indicators, disbursement of
benefits and record keeping. The initial monitoring period against the baselines,
conducted from September 2015, was undertaken by MSRM staff in conjunction with
heseg/ herder group members, to ensure the latter were fully trained and able to
conduct the monitoring on their own in the future. ZSL training was also undertaken
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with heseg members prior to Phase |, and will be followed up in the future to enable
them for example to undertake manned surveys of key species (see management
plans, Annex 5). Key PV heseg members, as selected by the other members of their
group, have already taken part in Darwin project workshops/ training event for herders
and for government staff in the capital, Ulaanbaatar (June 2015, July 2019), and in the
development of training materials.

Part J: Benefit sharing

J1 PES agreements

PES agreements have been developed with participating heseg/ herder groups
(template for Phase | at Annex 3). These were derived from a lengthy series of
meetings between the Project Coordinators, MSRM, and each heseg/ group since
2012 to a) explain and discuss the PV process; b) facilitate heseg/ groups in developing
proposed activities and their own Plan Vivo; c) develop and agree indicators and
monitoring plans, d) agree mechanisms for benefit sharing and disbursement. In
accordance with PV requirements, these procedures have taken full account of the
need for Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) (Annex 7). The same process was
undertaken in preparation for Phase Il in that MSRM conducted a number of meetings
with heseg to discuss Phase I, establish whether they wished to go forward into Phase
II, and to plan activities and monitoring for the latter. These PES agreements are
designed to generate ecosystem services, as specified in Sections D and F. MSRM
have worked with heseg/ groups to identify these ES, trends and monitoring
requirements and to ensure that planned activities meet livelihood needs and do not
endanger food security. They have also been designed to avoid leakage/ displacement
into adjacent land areas. Interim targets, which will trigger payments, have been agreed
and specified, as have procedures where targets are not met, and conflict resolution
procedures (see below). Agreements for Phase Il have been signed and dated by all
parties (Annex 3). These are backdated to the start of Phase Il in spring 2019, for
herders’ activities and for resultant carbon sequestration and issuance of certificates.
The latter are as justified and requested in Annual Reports for Phase Il (to be made
available on PV website as these are approved on an annual basis throughout Phase
II) Throughout the PV preparation period MSRM have been in discussion with local
officials (e.g. soum governors) and national officials of pertinent agencies and
regulatory bodies to ensure their support for the scheme and their recognition of
herders’ land rights and rights to any benefits accrued during the PV activities (sample
letters of support and contracts at Annex 6; further information at Annex 7). This
support has been a condition for entering into PES agreements with participating
groups.

The project coordinator (MSRM) will continue to ensure that obligations are met.
Specifically, all participating heseg/ herder groups are aware that any payments a) are
performance -based and b) are also dependent upon sale of certificates and any
income accrued through this process. It has been made very clear to all participants
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that payments are not guaranteed and will only be triggered when both a) and b) are
met. This is clearly set out in the sample agreement at Annex 3. Participating heseg/
groups will be kept fully informed by the project coordinator of sales and income
accrued throughout this process. It has also been made very clear to participating
groups that all activities planned under PV should be designed to be beneficial for
herders’ livelihoods and/or for local environments, irrespective of any additional funding
secured under PV.

PV agreements are in line with current legislation around land tenure and pasture use,
and with local soum level planning mechanisms and responsibilities, as previously
outlined. They have also been shared with adjacent herders for example and soum
khural (meetings) to ensure wider local support and awareness of their provisions.
They will not remove, diminish or threaten participants’ land tenure, but rather will serve
to strengthen it.

Should additional groups wish to enter PES agreements with the coordinator in the
future, this will depend on a) funding having been secured through sale of certificates
and/or state/ donor/reseller support and b) the ability to secure additional funding for
any new participants. Any new participants will also have to meet the conditions for
entering into PES agreements as outlined above. Where more groups wish to join than
can be funded and all other conditions are met, applications will be decided by the
project coordinator. Preference will be given to groups with higher proportions of low
income and/ or female-headed households and the greatest potential for environmental
as well as livelihood benefits through PV.

J2 Payments & Benefit Sharing

Payments for sale of certificates will be received initially by the project coordinator,
MSRM, who have set up a dedicated bank account for these payments, as set out in
Section I5. Funds are released to participants at the agreed intervals, as set out in the
individual PV agreements and following MSRM’s review and approval of each periodic
monitoring report. Payments are made into the existing accounts of the participating
herder groups/ heseg. Heseg already have their own established structures and
procedures for management and disbursement of funds to members, which are
designed to ensure equitable and fair sharing of benefits. For most groups, this will be
based on equal distribution of benefits to all participating households. Where variations
are proposed, for example a higher percentage of payments to be made to poor or
female headed households, these are as specified in the relevant PV agreement
(template at Annex 3). Full records are kept a) by MSRM of income and its
disbursement to specific heseg and b) by each heseg through their existing accounting
system, to ensure transparency and fairness of disbursements, in accordance with
agreed benefit sharing procedures. Payments will be withheld where agreed targets,
as evaluated by agreed interim monitoring indicators, are not met (see Section K). In
such cases, payments will be deferred until the heseg can demonstrate that targets for
the specific period have been met, at which point payments will be released by the
project coordinator.
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Overall the benefit sharing mechanism allocates 70% of income from sale of
certificates or other sources to participating communities. 30% is retained by MSRM to
cover organizational, coordination, monitoring and administration costs. This has been
agreed and is incorporated clearly within PV agreements (Annex 3). This benefit
sharing arrangement remained in place throughout the initial 4 years of the project
(Phase 1). There have been no requests to renegotiate this on completion of Phase |
and hence it will continue into Phase Il also. The benefit sharing mechanism, as part
of the sample PES agreement, is available to all participants in Mongolian. Agreed
payments to participating heseg/ groups are made as cash, not in kind. The benefit
sharing mechanism described above was developed with participating heseg/ groups
in the run up to Phase I, through a series of meetings, as outlined above. Specifically,
this issue was discussed in detail and finalized at meetings in September/ October
2014 (details at Annex 7). At the meetings with heseg/ herder groups at project sites,
in preparation for both Phases | and Il, project participants have understood and agreed
with project requirements and benefits. As the activities in the Plan Vivos were initiated
and developed by participants themselves, with support and guidance from MSRM,
project activities are reliable and workable, and have support from the heseg/ herder
groups involved.

Part K: Monitoring

During the project period (Phases | and Il), achievement of the expected climate,
biodiversity and livelihood benefits is assessed with activity-based monitoring linked to
the specific activities planned at each project site. This activity-based approach
provides a cost-effective method for monitoring, and only requires participant
communities to collect and report information that is directly relevant to their
management activities. A brief summary of the approach and of thresholds is given in
Table K1. A detailed breakdown of activities and indicators is provided in the site
specific management plans at Annex 5.

According to the PV process, the assumption that expected Phase | climate,
biodiversity and livelihood benefits will be achieved by the activities described in the
management plans must be validated using evidence from the project area prior to the
start of a second (or subsequent) project period. In addition to activity-based
monitoring, the PCCA project collected data to assist with this validation. This is
discussed further under ‘Assessment of expected benefits’ below.

K1 Activity-based monitoring

Activity-based indicators are used to demonstrate whether the project is on track to
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achieve the expected climate, biodiversity and livelihood benefits. The specific
indicators for each activity and for each site are as detailed in the management plans
at Annex 5. Table K1 and the text below merely summarise a number of these and also
explain thresholds for three levels of performance:

e Green — indicating that the project is on track to achieve the expected climate,
biodiversity and livelihood benefits, and that any performance related payments
or in kind support should be made in full.

Orange — indicating that project activities have fallen short of those required
to achieve the expected climate, biodiversity and livelihood benefits. If projects
have one or more indicator at the orange performance level, corrective actions
may be required and part of the performance related payment or in kind support
for that monitoring period should be withheld until it can be demonstrated that
the a green performance level has been reached for all indicators.

e Red — indicating that project activities have fallen far short of those required
to achieve expected climate benefits. If projects have one or more indicator at
the red performance level, corrective actions are required and no performance
-related payments or in-kind support should be made until a green performance
level has been reached for all indicators.

These approaches were (Phase I) and will continue to be applied (Phase Il) in relation
to 1. evidence for ongoing support from herder groups for continuation of project
activities: 2. Progress against specific indicators related to site specific project
activities, as detailed in Annex 5; 3: evidence for the continuing capacity of the group
to carry out project activities (see Table K1).
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Table K1. Annual performance indicators and thresholds to be assessed throughout the project

eriod

Indicator

Thresholds

Means of
Verification

1. Project area

e Green — There is evidence of ongoing support
from the herder group, for project activities

Orange — There are no obvious objections to
continuation of project activities, but evidence
of ongoing support is not sufficient to
determine if the whole herder group in favour
them.

e Red - It has been clearly indicated that some
or all of the herder group do not wish to
continue with project activities

Meeting reports

building and/or resource procurement

feasible plan for appropriate capacity
building and/or resource procurement

2. Project e Green — In the last 12 months: Orange — In the last 12 months: e Red — In the last 12 months there have Monitoring
activities Pasture management; and Pasture management; and/or been significant infringements or omissions of reports (see
Biodiversity conservation; and Livelihood improvement Biodiversity conservation; and/or activities described in the management plan Annex 5)
activities meet or exceed the minimum requirements Livelihood improvement for: Grazing and fodder management; and/or
described in the management plans. In summary these | activities have mostly been carried out as Biodiversity conservation; and/or Livelihood
activities may include: - described in the management plan, but there improvement
e  Compliance with annual pasture management have been some minor infringements  or
plans designed to achieve modelled reductions omissions
in grazing pressure and hence carbon
sequestration.
e  Establishment of herder partnerships for
environmental protection
e Annual mammal, bird and vegetation
surveys — with increases in populations as
specified in Annex 5
. Processing of named livestock products
and sale — with indicators linked to
improved household income and/ or
volumes of named products produced per
heseg per year
Full details of activities, monitoring and indicators
are given in Annex 5 management plans.
3. Project e Green — The Herder Partnership: Orange — The Herder Partnership: has e Red — The Herder Partnership has not met in Meeting reports;
management Has met at least once every three months for the met less than once every three months in the last six months Training/
last year; and has the capacity and resources the previous year; and/or Lacks the capacity Resource
required to carry out all activities in the management or resources to carry out all of the activities needs
plan, or a feasible plan for appropriate capacity in the management plan, and has no assessments
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The monitoring plans for each project intervention are summarized by site and by
type (e.g. overall ES benefits, specific environmental and biodiversity impacts; socio
economic benefits) in the specific management plans (Annex 5). In some instances
specific participatory indicators are designed to contribute to wider benefits — for
example a number of the biodiversity indicators are not only about populations of
key species but also relate to improved participation in management and
governance of biodiversity (e.g. establishment of herders’ partnerships; enhanced
participation in environmental decision-making). These are key goals in themselves
under national biodiversity planning and CBD commitments, as well as creating the
context for enhanced protection and conservation of key habitats and species.

Assessment of expected benefits

Prior to the start of a second or subsequent project period, it is a PV requirement
that the effectiveness of the project activities described in the management plan
must be assessed, and the expected benefits updated accordingly, as part of the
independent verification process. In this case this entailed measurements against
2019 targets for socio-economic indicators in spring 2019, and as set out in Table
F2.2. Validation of carbon benefits was achieved through annual monitoring of
above ground biomass from summer 2016 and at the end of the initial commitment
period, in addition to annual monitoring of grazing management practices, to
ensure compliance with figures on which the modelling is based. The independent
verification process also confirmed this.

Changes to soil carbon stocks in the pilot project areas were not assessed directly
at the end of the first commitment period e.g. by limited sampling of soils in
selected areas to determine whether they were in line with the model predictions
for the project period. This was not deemed necessary by the independent
verifiers. However, grazing management templates (Section F) were updated to
reflect planned activities and stocking rates for Phase Il. The impact of project
activities on the livelihoods of herder groups was assessed using the framework
described in Part F2, and impacts on livelihoods updated accordingly (Table F2.2).

Community involvement

Reporting activity-based indicators is the responsibility of the herder partnerships,
who are trained and supported by the project coordinator. Copies of all monitoring
reports will be held by the herder partnerships and will be presented and discussed

annually at a community meeting.
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Annexes
Annex 1. List of key people involved with contact information

The main in-country Project Co-ordinators are the Mongolian Society for Range
Management (MSRM):

D. Dorligsuren: Executive Director (d.dorlig@yahoo.com)

D. Uilst: Project Officer (uilst@yahoo.com)

Website: http://www.msrm.mn. Tel: 976-11-11453757

At the University of Leicester, UK:
C. Upton: External informal project support (Pl of Darwin ‘Values and Valuation: New
Approaches to Conservation in Mongolia’ project). (cus@le.ac.uk)

Webpage: http://www2.le.ac.uk/departments/geography/people/cu5.
Tel: +44 (0)1162523824.

Phase I: Bioclimate project development support:
Nicholas Berry; Rob Harley; Mike Riddell: nicholas.berry@brdt.org;
rob.harely@brdt.org; Mike.Riddell@brdt.org.

Bioclimate is no longer trading in Phase Il. Key personnel, Nick Berry and Mike
Riddell are now supporting the project from Landscape and Livelihoods.

Phase II: Landscape and Livelihoods
Nick Berry: nick@landscapesandlivelihoods.com
Mike Riddell: mike@landscapesandlivelihoods.com

Annex 2. Information about funding sources

Since its inception, the project has received funding from the Darwin Initiative ‘Values
and Valuation: New Approaches to Conservation in Mongolia’ project (2012-2015),
worth £235,000 over the three year project period. A proportion of this budget has been
invested in the development of the Plan Vivos through training and capacity building of
participant communities, participatory planning and discussions.

Prior to Phase |, a marketing plan for the project was prepared in conjunction and with
advice from Plan Vivo. We have had preliminary discussions with a number of resellers,
who were some of the main purchasers of certificates in Phase |. The project team also
identified a number of other potential purchasers of the certificates in Phase I. These
included i) companies/ stores who purchase and stock cashmere goods sourced from
Mongolia (e.g. Edinburgh Woollen Mills); ii) (eco) tourism/ travel companies, both within
Mongolia, where there are rapidly growing numbers of domestic travel agencies (e.g.
Nomad Tours) and international companies and hotel chains with business interests in
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Mongolia (Kempinski Hotels; Exodus Travel; Cox and Kings; Responsible Travel;
British Horse Society, who run horse-riding tours in Mongolia).

MSRM are leading the marketing campaign. We are also continuing to explore
opportunities for additional/ matching funding through donor funds and through state
sources.

Annex 3. Producer/group agreement template (Phase | & Il examples)

Phase I: “Values and Valuation: New Approaches to Conservation in Mongolia”. Plan

Vivo PES project in Mongolia.

This agreement is made this ............... day of ... in the
year......ocooeeeiieinnnn. between the Mongolian Society for Range Management
(MSRM) of Ikh Toiruu 49, khoroolol 12, 13381, Bayanzurkh district, Precinct 3,
Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia hereinafter referred to as the “Project Coordinator”

AND Hongor Ovoo heseg (herder group) of lkh Tamir soum, Arkhangai aimag,
Mongolia. Its purpose is to provide terms and conditions agreed on by the above
parties for the sale of ecosystem services under the Plan Vivo project “Values and
Valuation: New Approaches to Conservation in Mongolia”.

WHEREAS the Project Coordinator has agreed to facilitate marketing and sale of
carbon credits on behalf of the Producer to (particulars of a-yet-to-be-identified buyer)
hereinafter referred to as the “Buyer” who has agreed to buy (indicate quantity of
credits) at (indicate price) on conditions set out in this agreement.

WHEREAS the Producer has long term use rights over the piece of land described in
TABLE A of this agreement and in the site specific Management Plan at Annex 5 of
this document, with the approved attached Plan Vivo number............... and agrees
to sell carbon credits to (particulars of buyer identified above) facilitated by MSRM,
generated through implementing the land-use system described in the attached Plan
Vivo (see Management Plan at Annex 5) for the period stipulated herein.

IT IS FURTHER AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
1. The agreement shall remain in force for 3 years (2015-2018) from the date of
signature.

The Project Coordinator agrees:

1. To carry out monitoring of the participant’s land/livelihood/ biodiversity conservation
activities over the period, on a biannual or annual basis and against the targets agreed
in in the site specific Management Plan (Annex 5, Table A5 la for Hongor Ovoo
heseg) and the end of project indicators (Tables F1, F2.2, F3.2).
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2. To coordinate the purchase of carbon credits as demanded by the buyer from the
Producer at a price agreed with the buyer and to pay the resultant amount (less 30%
for MSRM'’s organisational and project management costs) to the Producer in
instalments based on achievement of annual and biannual targets as set out in the site
specific Management Plan (Annex 5) where results of monitoring show that the
corresponding targets have been met. It is proposed to allocate 40% of total payments
in year 1, with 30% each in Years 2 and 3. These will be disbursed twice per year in
equal amounts and dependent on achievement of the specific agreed targets as set
out in the Management Plan (Annex 5). Where one or more targets are not fully met,
part of the performance related payment may be withheld, in accordance with the
procedures and triggers set out in Section K.

The Producer agrees:

1. To implement activities (summarized in Management Plan, Annex 5) and carry out
management actions, monitoring and reporting as set out in their Plan Vivo
number............ (Management Plan, Annex 5) and to implement any corrective
actions prescribed during the monitoring process.

2. To deposit 10% of their credits as stipulated in Table A in a risk buffer maintained
by the Project Coordinator.

3. To refrain from entering into any ecosystem service/ carbon sale agreement with
any other party in respect of the same plan vivo and its associated activities.

4. To inform the project coordinator of any circumstances arising which prevent them
from continuing with any of the management activities in their Plan Vivo.

Table A: Plan Vivo details (to be completed for each site using information from PDD)

Participant: Hongor Ovoo heseg

Location:

Plan Vivo ID number

Total C benefit

Biodiversity benefits

Livelihood benefits

Buffer

Total benefits eligible
for payment (C,
biodiversity and
livelihood benefits,
minus buffer and
MSRM allocation)

Price

Total payment ($)

Account/ other
payment details
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Phase Il, Dulaan Khairkhan

Annex 3. Producer/group agreement

"'Pastures, Conservation and Climate Action, Mongolia”. Plan Vivo PES project
in Mongolia.

This agreement is made this 70, day of M in  the

year. ZpAR_ between the Mongolian Society for Range Management (MSRM) of Ikh
Toiruu 49, khoroolol 12, 13381, Bayanzurkh district, Precinct 3. Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia
hereinafter referred to as the “Project Coordinator’ AND Dulaan Khairkhan heseqg (herder
group) of Bogd soum, Bayankhongor aimag, Mongolia Its purpose i1s to provide terms and
cqndmons agreed on by the above parties for the sale of ecosystem services under the Plan
Vivo project “Pastures, Conservation and Climate Action, Mongolia”

WHEREAS the Project Coordinator has agreed to facilitate marketing and sale of carbon
credits on behalf of the Producer to (particulars of a-yel-to-be-identified buyer) hereinafter

referred 1o as the “Buyer” who has agreed to buy (indicate quantity of credits) at (indicate price)
on conditions set out in this agreement

WHEREAS the Producer has long term use rights over the piece of land described in TABLE A
of this agreement and in the site specific Management Plan at Annex 5 of this document, with
the approved attached Plan Vivo number............. and agrees to sell carbon credits to
(particulars of buyer identified above) facilitated by MSRM, generated through implementing the
land-use system described in the attached Plan Vivo (see Management Plan at Annex 5) for the
period stipulated herein

IT IS FURTHER AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
1. The agreement shall remain in force for 10 years (1st April 2019-31 March 2029).

The Project Coordinator agrees:

1 To carry out monitoring of the participant’s land/livelihood/ biodiversity conservation activities
over the period, on a biannual or annual basis and against the targets agreed in in the site
specific Management Plan (Annex 5, Table A5 3a for Dulaankhairkhan heseg) and the end
of project indicators (Tables F1, F2.2, F3.2).

2 To coordinate the purchase of carbon credits as demanded by the buyer from the Producer at
a price agreed with the buyer and to pay the resultant amount ( 30% for MSRM's organisational
and project management costs) to the Producer in instalments based on achievement of annual
and biannual targets as set out in the site specific Management Plan (Annex 5) where results
of monitoring show that the corresponding targets have been met Total payments received in
given year will be disbursed twice per year in equal amounts and dependent on achievement of
the specific agreed targets as set out in the Management Plan (Annex 5). Where one or more
targets are not fully met part of the performance related payment may be withheld, In
accordance with the procedures and triggers set out in Section K

The Producer agrees:
1 To implement activittes (summarized in Management Plan, Annex 5) and carry out

management actions, monitoring and reporting as set out in their Plan Vivo
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Table A: Plan Vivo details
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Phase Il, Hongor Ovoo

Annex 3. Producer/group agreement

“Pastures, Conservation and Climate Action, Mongolia”. Plan Vivo PES project in
Mongolia.

This  agreement is made this 70 day of Aasck n  the
year oZ0l£  between the Mongolian Society for Range Management (MSRM) of Ikh
Toiruu 48, khoroolol 12 13381, Bayanzurkh district, Precinct 3, Ulaanbaatar Mongolia
herenafter referred to as the “Project Coordinator” AND Hongor Ovoo heseg (herder group) of
Ikh Tamir soum, Arkhangal aimag. Mongoha Its purpose s to provide terms and conditions
agreed on by the above parties for the sale of ecosystem services under the Plan Vivo project
“Pastures, Conservation and Chimate Action, Mongoha®

WHEREAS the Project Coordinator has agreed to facitate marketing and sale of carbon
credts on behalf of the Producer to (particulars of a-yel-to-be-identified buyer) heremnafier
referred o as the Buyer who has agreed to buy (ndicate quariily of credis) at (muicate prce)
on conditions set out in this agreement.

WHEREAS the Producer has long term use nghts over the piece of lanc described in TABLE A
of this agreement and in the site specific Management Plan at Annex 5 of this document. with
the approved atiached Plan Vivo number ... and agrees to sell carbon credits lo
(particulars of buyer identified above) facilitated by MSRM, generated through implementing the
land-use system described in the attached Plan Vivo (see Management Plan at Annex 5) for the
pencod stipulated herein

ITIS FURTHER AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
1 The agreement shall remain in force for 10 years (1st Apnl 2019-31 March 2029,

The Project Coordinator agrees:

1 To carry out monitonng of the participant’s landflivelihood/ biodiversity conservation actwvities
over the pencd on a biannual or annual basis and against the targets agreed in in the site
specific Management Plan (Annex 5, Table A5 1a for Hongor Ovoo heseg) and the end of
project indicators (Tables F1, F2 2, F3.2).

2 To coordinate the purchase of carbon credits as demanded by the buyer from the Producer at
a prnice agreed with the buyer and to pay the resultant amount { 30% for MSRM's crganisational
and project management cestsj to the Producer in instaiments based on achievement of annual
and piannual targets as sel out in the sile spaaific Management Plan (Annex 5) where results
of monitorna show that the corresponding targets have been met Total payments recewved in
given yeal will be oisbursed twice per year in equal amounts and dependent on achievement of
the specific agreed targets as set oul n the Management Plan (Annex 5). Where one or more
targets are not fully met, part of the performance related payment may be withheid in
accordance with the procedures and triggers set out in Section K.

The Producer agrees:

1 To wmplement activiies (summarized in Management Plan, Annex 5) and carry out
management actions. monitoning and reporting as set out N  their Plan Vivo
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prescribed dunng the monitoring process.
Z. To deposit 10% of the credits as stipulated in Table A in a risk buffer maintainad by the

Project Coordinator.

3. To refrain from entering into any ecosystem service/ carbon sale agreement with any other
party In respect of the same plan viva and ts associated activiiies.

4. To nform the project coordinator of any circumstances arising which prevent them from
cantinuing with any of the management aciivities in theis Plan Vive.

Table A; Plan Vivo details
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Phase I, Ikh Am

Annex 3. Producer/group agreement

“Pastures, Conservation and Climate Action, Mongolia”. Plan Vivo PES project
in Mongolia.

This agreement s made this /v . day of M ..in the

year . ADRA  between the Mongolian Society for Range Management (MSRM) of lkh
Torruu 49, khoroolol 12, 13381, Bayanzurkh distnict, Precinct 3, Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia
hereinafter referred to as the "Project Coordinator" AND Ikh Am heseg (herder group) of
Undurshireet soum, Tuv aimag, Mongolia Its purpose is to provide terms and conditions agreed
on by the above parties for the sale of ecosystem services under the Plan Vivo project
“Paslures, Conservation and Climate Action. Mongolia®

WHEREAS the Project Coordinator has agreed to facilitate marketing and sale of carbon
credits on behalf of the Producer to (particulars of a-yet-to-be-identified buyer) hereinafter
referred to as the “Buyer” who has agreed lo buy (indicate quantity of credits) at (indicate price)
on conditions set out in this agreement.

WHEREAS the Producer has long term use rights over the piece of land described in TABLE A
of this agreement and in the site specific Management Plan at Annex 5 of this document, with
lhe approved attached Plan Vivo number... .. ...... and agrees lo sell carbon credits to
(particulars of buyer identified above) facilitated by MSRM, generated through implementing the
land-use system described in the attached Plan Vivo (see Management Plan at Annex 5) for the
penod stipulated herein

IT IS FURTHER AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
1_The agreement shall remain in force for 10 years (1st April 2018-31 March 2029).

The Project Coordinator agrees:

1. To carry out monitoring of the participant’s land/livelihood biodiversity conservation activities
over the period, on a biannual or annual basis and against the targets agreed in in the site
specific Management Plan (Annex §, Table A5 2a for lkh Am heseg) and the end of project
indicators (Tables F1, F2.2 F3.2).

2 To coordinate the purchase of carbon credits as demanded by the buyer from the Producer at
a price agreed with the buyer and 1o pay the resultant amount ( 30% for MSRM's organisational
and project management costs) 1o the Producer in instalments based on achievement of annual
and biannual targets as set out in the site specific Management Plan (Annex 5) where resuits
of monitoring show that the corresponding targets have been met. Total payments receiving in
given year will be disbursed twice per year in equal amounts and dependent on achievement of
the specific agreed targets as set out in the Management Plan (Annex 5). Where one or more
targets are not fully met, part of the performance related payment may be withheld, in
accordance with the procedures and triggers set out in Section K.

The Producer agrees:
1. To implement activities (summarized in Management Plan, Annex 5) and carry out
management actions, monitoring and reporting as set out in their Plan Vivo
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number............ (Management Plan, Annex 5 ) and to implement any corrective actions
prescribed during the monitoring procass. fo

2. To depcsit 10% of the credits as stipulated in Table A in & risk buffer maintained
Project Coordinator. !

3. To refrain from entaring into any ecosystem sarvice/ carbon sale agreement with &r
party in respect of the same plan vivo and its associated activities, .

4. To inform the project coordinator of any circumstances arising which prevent the
continuing with any of the management activities in their Plan Vive.

Table A: Plan Vivo details
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Annex 4. Database template
The project will use the Plan Vivo database template.
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Annex 5. Example Management Plans/ Plan Vivos

Management planﬁ' for each p'ﬁ:niect site describe the project activities and locations
(including the maps in Part B1 of the Project Design Document and produced again
here). These GIS maps are the Plan Vivos developed with paricipating herder
groups/ heseg, as finalized and confirmed in September/ October 2014. Further
evidence of the participatory process by which these and the overall management
plans were developed is included at Annex 7. Some of the planned activities lack a
specific spatial component (e.g. processing of felt, increased herders’ participation in
environmental decision-making). These are described further in the following
management plans and summanzed in the following site specific tables.

Specific monitoring indicators (including indicators of ES benefits, specific
environmental and biodiversity impacts; socio-economic benefits) and thresholds for
each site are also described. In some instances specific participatory indicators are
designed to contribute to wider benefits — for example a number of the biodiversity
indicators are not only about populations of key species, but also relate to improved
participation in managemeant and govemance of biodiversity (e.g. establishment of
herders” partnerships; enhanced participation in environmental decision-making).
These are key goals in themselves under national biodiversity planning and CBD
commitments, as well as creating the context for enhanced protection and
conservation of key habitats and species.

Development of detailed plans and indicators with Dert heseg, Ulziit are scheduled to
take place during 2015-16, with a view to including them in the PV mechanism from
summer 2016 if possible, or if not then in the next round of commitments.

For the remaining three sites, tables below summarise the planned activities, activity-
based indicators and monitoring plans. For socio-economic indicators these include
intenm indicators which are readily measured and tracked by participating HG/ heseg
— for example numbers of shelters/ fences repaired each year, % of houssholds
preparing hay for the winter, volumes of felf. These are therefore complementary to
the end of the 1% four year commitment period indicators set out in Part F. The latter
Part F indicators are not repeated below, except where they also form part of interim
monitoring. Some indicators will be monitored biannually, others annually only,
depending on the nature of the activity and as specified overleaf.

Data on seasonal grazing pressure, stocking rates and biomass utilization under
baseline and with project scenarios has been used to calculate carbon benefits for
sites, through the methodology and pilot study report in Annexes 8 and 9
respectively, and with due account of uncertainties and default values, as set out in
Section G6. Site specific data tables for stocking rates and associated carbon
benefits are appended here, after the relevant management plans.

Management Plans for both Phases | and Il are included here for all three sites.
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Phase |

Table AS. 1a): Management plan by project intervention, Hongor Ovoo heseg, lkh Tamir, Arkhangai aimag

Project
Interventions

Specific Activities
(2015-2019)

Result! Outcome

Monitoring details/
protocols

Indizator (1) & targets

Indicator (2/3):

Pasture management (incl. C sequestration)

Develop & implemant
annual schedule for
seasonal pasture use
(rotation).

Herder group (HG) heseg
members have annual schedule
for seasonal camps! pasture
use approved by HG meeting,
local administration (LA} and
MZRM. Herder group members
comply with schedule. From
‘fear 1 'with project” schedule to
be equivalent to 50% grazing
pressure or less across
seasonal pasture areas and
taking account of pasture
biomass etc. to meet carbon
sequesiration targets in
accordance with carbon
madelling (Tables e, 1d).

2 x p.a. Self-reported by
heseg members, subject to
biamnual confirmation by
MSRM August' September
2015, February' March
2018, then repeated at
same intervals for PV
project duration.

# Development of agreed annual schedule
(approved by HG members & LA (by end
March each year), and which is equivalent to
50% grazing pressure or less for seasonal
pasture areas and in accordance with carbon
modelling. Any subsequent updates! changes
also agreed and approved by same parties.

* 1% reduction in livestock (sheep units) against
baseline by end March 2017; 3% by end
March 2018; 5% by end March 2018,

* % of HG households that comply with
schedule (70% in summer and winter 2015;
B0%. 2016, 00% 2017, 80-100% 2018/18).

# Average annual mobility (km pa)
by household. Baseline developed
through socio-economic survey.
Indizators will be year in year
increase in heseg' HG mean km
pa.

Organise seasonal
camping in underused
areas (Khanuin gal,
Khukh nuewr).

Improved pasture consenation
through using reserve (less
used) pasiure and camping.

Built into pasture use
planning — above. Mo other
specific indicators or
menitoring for this activity.

Biodiversity conservation

Establish herders’
partnership to protect
local environment at
each mountain pass in
the herder group area.

Objectives, work plans,
responsibilities, mission
statements and registration
documents for herder groups
preduced. Herder groups able
to conduct collaborative wark to
protect local habitat, through
collaboration with LA

Herder groups will report to
local administration on
plamned and conducted
activities at gquarterly
meetings. Copies of
reports. with LA
confirmation of activities to
be supplied to MSRM
biamnually (June, Dec).

Maolls signed by herder group partnerships by
end 2015,

Work plans and objectives of herder
groups are documented by the
project and completed according to
agreed work plans, according to
biannual targets set out in Moll.
(indicators can be updated for 2016
onwards once indicator 1is
achieved and according to targets
agreed therein).

Cooperate in groups for
forest cleaning and
protection.

Reduced decline of forest
habitat and target mammal and
plant species.

Annual bird and wegetation
surweys, highlighting
improved population of
target species conducted
by hezeg. Self-reported
‘cleaning’ (removal of dead

July! August 2015: forest patrol routes
established, baseline vegetation and bird
surveys completed (Z5L). By end 2015 cleaning
of initial Zha area. Summer 2018 — 1 repeat
vegetation survey and bird survey conducted
and reported against baselines. Cleaning of

Statistically significant increase in
populations of key species by 2019
against 2015 baselines.
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undergrowth to encourage
natural regeneration) of
target 2 ha per year

further 2Zha area by end 2016. Summer 2017-
repeat vegetation and bird surveys conducted
and reported against baselines. Cleaning of
further Zha area by end 2017.

Summer 2018 —repeat vegetation and bird
surveys conducted. All surveys will use agreed
protocols supplied by Z5L. Z5L will train heseg
members in vegetation surveys in 2015/16.
Chher surveys to be carried out by Z5L.

Increased herders’
participation in
decision-making on
environmental issues -
e.g. licenses for wood
cutting.

Develop a herder representative
commitiee to liaise with local
administration (may be linked to
herders’ partnership, above).

Meeting minutes, as
supplied by the committes
to show input into decision
making process by heseg.
Independently validated on
annually by LA MSRM.

By September 2015 herder committees are
established and recognised and integrated into
lozal administration decision making process for
environment issues.

Subsequent indicators are annual’
biannual targets met, as s=t by the
committee. (Indicators can be
updated for 2016 onwards once
indicator 1 is achieved & according
o targets agreed therein).

Production of tree
seedlings (native
species) for
reforestation.

MNurseries established to
produce birch, fir and larch
seedlings. Initial planting
activities completed. Enhanced
provision of forest habitat to
native species.

Each planted sapling will
be mapped and surveyed
to indicate successful
development into
maturation.

By end 2016 nursery is established and has
produced first year of seedlings ready for
planting.

By end 2017 200 saplings have
been replanted in soum forest area.
By end 2018 1000 saplings have
been planted.

Soclo-economic {incl. risk

management)

Repair fences &
winter/spring shelters.

20 shelters! fences repaired.

Self-reported. Annual
verification by MSRM.

5 fences/ shelters p.a. 1~ monitoring spring
2016.

Collaborative
production & marketing
of local brand milk
products.

Increased income through
marketing milk products.

Self-reported; heseg
accounts and meeting
minutes. Annual
verification by MSRM.

Local brand named milk preducts produced end
2015. Collaboration on processing & marketing
within heseg by end 2018- reported in meeting
minutes. Cooperative established end 2017.

Enhanced household income by
end 2016 and in subsequent y=ars
— (% households with increased
income, against baseline ).

Zathering and sale of
wild fruit & nuts.

Increased income.

Self-reported; heseg
accounts and meeting
minutes. Annual
verification by MSRM.

Enhanced household income by end 2018 and
in subsequent years (% households with
increased incame, evaluated against baseline)

Comb yak wool &
deliver to markets.

Increaszed income through
marketing wool/ wool products.

Self-reported; heseg
accounts and meeting
minutes. Annual
verification by MSRM.

Enhanced househald income by end 2018 and
in subsequent years — (% househaolds with
increased income, evaluated against baseling;
year on year increase).

For all activities — see also end of project indicators, to be monitored against existing basefines in 2012 only (except where otherwise specfied above) — as set out in Table F2.2 (livel

Annex B (carbon benefits)

iheods). F3.2 (biodiversity) and Section G/
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Phase Il

Table A5. 1a): Phase Il Mﬂnagement plan by project intervention, Hongor Ovooheseg, Ikh Tamir, Arkhangai aimag

Project
Interventions

Specific Activities
(2019-2029)

Result/ Outcome

Monitoring details/
protocols

Indicator (1) & targets

Indicator (2/3):

Pasture management (incl. C sequestration)

Develop & implement
annual schedule for
seasonal pasture use
(rotation).

Asgsist selling livestock
over pasture carrying
capacity

Herder group (HG) heseg
members have annual schedule
for seasonal camps/ pasture use
approved by HG meeting, local
administration (LA} and MSREM.
Herder group members comply
with schedule. From Year 1 ‘with
project’ schedule to be
equivalent to 50% grazing
pressure or less across
seasonal pasture areas and
taking account of pasture
biomass eic. to meet carbon
sequestration targets in
accordance with carbon
modelling (Tables 1c, 1d).

Increased pasture capacity

2 x p.a. Self-reported by
heseg members, subject to
biannual confirmation by
MSRM August/ September
2019, February/ March
2019, then repeated at
same intervals for PV
project durafion.

Spending certain amount of
the project financing to buy
and sell livestock over
pasture carrying capacity

» Development of agreed annual schedule
(approved by HG members & LA (by end
March each year), and which is equivalent to
50% grazing pressure or less for seasonal
pasture areas and in accordance with carbon
modelling. Any subsequent updates/ changes
also agreed and approved by same parties.

» 5% reduction in livestock (sheep units) against
baseline by end March 2019; further 3% by end
March 2020; 3% by end March 2021.1% by
end 2022,2023

» Starting from 2024 (0% reduction), the number
of livestock will reach stable levels in
accordance with carbon modelling. Take
measures to ensure that no livestock exceeds
the carrying capacity.

» % of HG households that comply with
schedule (80% in summer and winter 2019;
85%, 2020, 90% 2021, 95-100% 2022/29).

+  Decrease in number of livestock

= Average annual mobility (km pa)
by household. Baseline developed
through socio-economic survey.
Indicators will be year in year
increase in heseg! HG mean km
pa.

The number of livestock sold by
households

Organise seasonal
camping in underused
areas (Khanuin gol,
Khukh nuur).

Improved pasture conservation
through using reserve (less
used) pasture and camping.

Built into pasture use
planning — above. No other
specific indicators or
monitoring for this activity.
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Biodiversity conservation

Establish herders’
partnership to protect
local environment at
each mountain pass in
the herder group area.

Objectives, work plans,
responsibilities, mission
statements and registration
documents for herder groups
produced. Herder groups able to
conduct collaborative work to
protect local habitat, through
collaboration with LA.

Herder groups will report to
local administration on
planned and conducted
activities at quarterly
meetings. Copies of
reports, with LA
confirmation of activities to
be supplied to MSRM
biannually (June, Dec).

MoUs signed by herder group partnerships by
end 2015.

‘Work plans and objectives of herder
groups are documented by the
project and completed according to
agread work plans, according to
biannual targets set out in Mol.
(Indicators can be updated for 2019
onwards once indicator 1 is
achieved and according to targets
agreed therein).

Cooperate in groups for
forest cleaning and
protection.

Reduced decline of forest
habitat and target mammal and
plant species.

Annual vegetation surveys,
highlighting improved
population of target species
conducted by heseg. Self-
reported ‘cleaning’
(removal of dead
undergrowth to encourage
natural regeneration) of
target 2 ha per year

Fforest patrol activities will be continued.
Vegetation surveys will be conducted and
reported. Cleaning of 2ha area by the end of
each year.

Statistically significant increase in
populations of key species by 2029
against 2019 baselines.

Increased herders’
participation in
decision-making on
environmental issues -
e.g. licenses for wood
cutting.

Develop a herder repr
committee to liaise with local
administration (may be linked to
herders’ partnership, above).

Meeting minutes, as

supplied by the committee

to show input into decision

making process by heseg.

Independently validated on
lly by LA/ MSRM.

By September 2019 herder committees are
established and recognised and integrated into
local administration decision making process for
environment issues.

Subsequent indicators are annual/
biannual targets met, as =et by the
committee. (Indicators can be
updated for 2016 onwards once
indicator 1 is achieved & according
to targets agreed therein).

Production of tree
seedlings (native
species) for

referestation

Nurseries established to
produce birch, fir and larch
seedlings. Initial planting
activities completed. Enhanced
provision of forest habitat to
native species.

Each planted sapling will
be mapped and surveyed
to indicate successiul
development into
maturation.

By end 2021 nursery is established and has
produced first year of seedlings ready for
planting.

By end 2024 200 saplings have
been replanted in soum forest area.
By end 2025 1000 saplings have
been planted.
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Repair fences &
winter/spring shelters.

20 shelters/ fences repaired.

Self-reported. Annual
verification by MSRM.

5 fences/ shelters p.a. 15t monitoring spring
2019.

products.

Collaborative
production & marketing
of local brand milk

Increased income through
marketing milk products.

Self-reported; heseg
accounts and meeting
minutes. Annual verification
by MSRM.

Local brand-named milk products produced end
201%. Collaboration on processing & marketing

within heseg by end 2019- reported in meeting

minutes. Cooperative established end 2022,

Enhanced household income by end
201% and in subsequent years — (%
househelds with increased income,

against baseline).

Gathering and sale of
wild fruit & nuts.

Increased income.

Self-reported; heseg
accounts and meeting
minutes. Annual verification
by MSRM.

Enhanced household income by end 2019 and in
subsequent years (% households with increased
income, evaluated against baseline)

market

Establish a herders’

Increase income through selling
livestock products

Self-reported. Annual
verification by MSRM

The amount of revenue from sales
- Number of participating households

Enhanced paricipating household
income by the end of each year

Comb yak wool &
deliver to markets.

Increased income through
marketing wool/ wool products.

Self-reported; heseg
accounts and meeting
minutes. Annual verification
by MSRM.

Enhanced household income by end 2019 and in
subsequent years — (% households with
increased income, evaluated against baseline;
year on year increase).

Enroll herders
participate actively in
project activities

Improved herd structure upon
collaboration with animal
breeding technology unit

Enroll all herders in trainings
on improving livestock
heslth and guality as well as
providing information on
projects being implemented;
all households will pay
attention to limiting their
livestock number and
improving their livestock
health and productivity.

- MWumber of herders participated in
projects and trainings

- Improved herd structure

List of projects being implemented by
heseg and participating herders

Sewing

Increase non-livestock income

Self-reported. Annual
verification by MSRM

Job creation

Enhanced paricipating household
income by the end of each year

Flant perennials for
green fodder

Sow perennials in spring/winter
camps

FPhotographic evidence

3 household in 2019, 10 household in 2023,20
household in 2029

Increase the amount of animal
green fodder

Socio-economic (incl. risk management)

Experiment and
introduce soilless green
fodder cultivation

Reduction of pasture load

FPhotographic evidence

3 household in 2022, 15 household in 2025, 25
household in 2028

Risk reduction

For all activities — see alse end of project indicators, to be monitored against existing baselines in 2019 only (except where othenwise specified above) — as set out in Table F2.2 (livelihoods), F3.2 (biodiversity) and Section G/

Annex & (carbon benefits)
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Table AS. 1b): Project Intervention Areas, Hongor Ovoo heseg, Ikh Tamir, Arkhangai simag

Diata requirement i

Data requirement ii}

Data requirement iii}

Pasture
management

a) Area in hectares (ha) of 2ach key
pasture area, according to planned
grazing activities (summer, winter,
autumn pastures eic.):
Winter-Spring pasture (15 Oct-25 May)
MHal-7883.2

Summer pasture (15 May- 20 Aug)
Hal4030.85

Avtumn pasture (20 Aug-15 Oct) (Ha-
2345,

b) Areas! boundaries of underused
pasture (Khanuin ged and mountain
area of Khukh nuur), where
camping is planned under PV

SEE pAsture area map.

Coordinates for each key

pasture area

a)

Winrer-5pring pasture

Lat47*22'30 78N

Long 101* 4'18.48°E

Summer pasture

1 Lat47°304269°N
Long 10075847 22°E

2 Lat47°314463N
Long 101° 621.90°E

Autumn pasture

1 Lat 47°30'D.80°N
Long 100°59°26.117E

2 Lat47°282340°N
Long 101° 8°67.85°E

Summer- Autumn pasture

Lat 472837 04N

Long 100°52'7 28°E

Map showing boundaries of each key pasture area (jpeg). supported by GIS file. (a
and b}

o

Forest cleaning!
protection

Planned area and locations where
forest protection will take place:

To be confirmed in planning meetings of
herder partnerships with soum
administration, April 2015,

Coordinates for planned arsas
to be taken under protection:

{tbe: April 2015)

Herders partnership
for protection of
environment at
mountain pass
areas

Coordinates for the mountain pass
areas:

Ikh Wiunt Partnerships

Lat 47°2717.03°N

Long 101% 519.60'E

Khaluun Us Parinerships

Lat 47°28'55 65°N

Long 100*54°31 80°E

Mandal Partnerships
Lat47*2712.99°N

Long 100°5748.78°E

Meg sanaa Partnerships
Lat47*27'51.85N

Long 47°2751.65°M
Shiree bulan Partnerships
Lat 47°25'61.56°"N

Long 100°52°4.5T°E
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Table A5 1C: Grazing management, stocking rates and biomass utilisation, Hongor Ovoo heseg, Ikh Tamir

soum
Phase |
Riparian meadow Mountain meadow Mountain steppe
1 Grazing location
spring/summer SUmMmer winter summerffall | winter/spring fall winter/spring summerifall
1.1 |description of baseline grazing practices
Baseline {2014-2015)
number of days grazing in this location 148 87 161 143 222 56 222 143
average number of moves (camps) in location 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2
average no sheep units grazing in location 4931 8561 8328 1429 3804 2805 8045 2350
area (ha) 14835 26512 46394 786.4 21691 1,647.9 4 481.8 1,292 6
yield (kg DM ha) 757 7354 1000 414 1000 414 1000 114
total yield (kg DM) 1123009 5 15940605 8 4639370.0 ] 325569.6 | 2169100.0 | 6822140 | 44518000 5351447
1.2 |estimation of biomass utilisation rate
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 1.4 14 14 14 14 14
no days grazing for each plot in this location 74 87 161 715 111 56 111 71.5
total biomass demand 510851.6 10427208 1877131.2 | 1430429 | 6051276 | 234808 1260193 235235
estimated biomass ufilisation rate (%) 0.45 0.53 0.4 0.44 0.28 0.34 028 044
2.1 |description of with-project grazing
2.1.1|Year 1 (2015-16)
start of grazing season {(dd/mm) 25-Mar-15 12-Jun-15 15-0ct15 | 25-May-15| 1-Now-15 | 20-Aug-15] 15-0ct-15 25-May-15
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-15 20-Aug-15 25-Mar-16 | 1-Nov-15 | 25-May-16 | 15-0ct-15 | 25-May-16 15-Oct-15
number of days grazing in this location 148 69 162 160 206 56 223 143
average no of moves (camps) in this location 4 2 1 3 2 2 3 3
average no sheep units grazing in this location 5051 8769 8531 1464 3980 3068 8241 2407
area (ha) 14835 26512 4 639.4 786.4 21691 16478 4 .481.8 12926
yieid (kg DM ha) 757 7354 1000 414 1000 414 1000 414
total yield (kg DM) 1123009.5 19496590 8 4639370.0 | 325569.6 | 2169100.0 | 682214.0 | 44818000 5361447
2.1.2 |estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended hiomass ufilization rate (%) 03 0.3 0.5 05 0.5 0.5 0.3 05
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 1.4 14 14
no of days grazing for each piof in location 37 35 162 53 103 28 74 45
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 6503.9 12105.9 1022749 2180.2 7521.2 ar01.7 12520.0 4009.6
0.78 0.72 0.83 0.67 0.53 0.35 0.64 0.60
2.1.3|Year 2 (2016-17)
start of grazing season (ddimm) 25-Mar-16 12-Jun-16 15-0ct-16 | 25May-16 | 1-Nov-16 | 20-Aug-16 | 15-0ct-16 25-May-16
end of grazing season (ddimm) 20-Aug-16 1-Aug-16 25-Mar-17 | 1-Nov-16 | 1-May-17 | 15-0ct-16 | 25-May-17 15-0ct-16
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 161 160 181 56 209 143
Ba0E Roe o S e B ] —— : 2z [ 2 L2 :
locatinn 5832 10124 9849 1691 4605 3543 9514 2779
area (ha) 14835 2E57T2 46304 786 4 26097 16470 4 4818 175926
yieid (kg DM ha) 946.3 919.3 1250.0 5175 1250.0 517.5 1250.0 575
total yield (kg DM) 1403761.9 24371248 57992125 | 406962.0 | 27113750 | B852767.6 | 5602250.0 6680300
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass ufilization rate (%) 03 0.3 0.4 04 03 03 0.3 0.3
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
no days grazing for each plot in this location 37 25 161 53 91 28 74 48
total no SU can be grazed o sequester carbon 8125.9 20889.6 102914 2180.2 6420.0 6526.3 162227 30072
0.72 0.48 0.96 0.78 0.72 0.54 0.59 0.92

i~ rmaa ame
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Year 3 (2017-18)

start of grazing season (dd/mm) 25-Mar-17 12-Jun-17 15-0ct-17 | 25-May-17| 1-Now-17 | 20-Aug-17 | 15-Oct-17 25-May-17
end of grazing season (ddimm) 20-Aug-17 1-Aug-17 25-Mar-18 | 1-Nov-17 | [1-May-18 [ 15-Oct-17 | 25-May-18 15-0ct-17
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 161 160 181 56 222 143
average no of moves (camps) in this location [i] 4 3 6 4 4 5 5
average no SU grazing in this location 5043 O756 8518 1462 3982 3064 8228 2403
area (ha) 14835 26512 46394 T86.4 21691 16479 44818 12526
yield (ka DM ha) 581.3 662 500 3726 900 3726 900 3726
total yield (kg DM) 1010708.6 1754729.9 4175433.0 | 293012.6 | 1952190.0 [ 613992.6 | 4033620.0 4816302
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommendead hiomass utilization rate (%) 03 03 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 03 0.3
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
No days grazing for each plot in this location 25 13 54 27 45 14 44 29
total no SU can he grazed to sequester carbon 8780.3 300811 166721 23546 92448 93878 194673 2608.6
0.57 0.29 0.51 0.62 0.43 0.33 0.42 0.67
Year 4 (2018-19)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 25-Mar-18 12-Jun-18 15-0ct-18 | 25-May-18 | 1-Nov-18 | 20-Aug-18 | 15-Oct-18 25-May-18
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-18 1-Aug-18 25-Mar-19 | 1-Nov-18 | 1-May-19 | 15-0ct-18 | 25-May-19 15-0ct-18
number of days arazing in this location 148 50 161 160 181 56 222 143
average no of moves (camps) in this location [ 3 3 [ 3 3 4 5
average no sheep units grazing in this location 4940.0 8576.0 8343.0 1432.0 3801.0 3001.0 8060.0 2354.0
area (ha) 14835 26512 4 6394 7864 21691 16479 4458138 12926
yield (ka DM ha) 832.7 808.9 1100.0 455.4 1100.0 4554 1100.0 455.4
total yield (kg DM) 12353105 2144665 8 5103307.0 | 358126.6 | 2386010.0 [ 7504354 | 49299800 588650 1
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended hiomass utilization rate (%) 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
kg DM per sheep unit per day 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 14 1.4 1.4
no days grazing for each plot in this location 25 17 54 27 60 19 56 29
total no SU can he grazed to sequester carbon 107315 27574.3 20377.0 2877.8 8474.4 8614.7 190347 4410.5
0.46 0.31 0.41 0.50 0.46 0.35 0.42 0.53
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Phase Il

Year 5 (2019-20)

start of grazing season (dd/mm) 25-Mar-19 | 12-Jun-19 | 15-0ct-19 | 25-May-19 | 1-Nov-19 20-Aug-19 15-0Oct-18 | 25-May-19
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-19 | 1-Aug-19 | 25-Mar-20 [ 1-Nov-19 1-May-20 15-0ct-19 25-May-19 | 15-Oct-19
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 162 160 182 56 222 143
average no of moves (camps) in this location 6 4 3 5 4 4 4 5
average no of sheep units grazing in this 6448 11195 10890 1869 5092 3017 10520 3073
area (ha) 14835 26512 46394 7864 21691 1,647 9 44818 1,202 6
yield (kg DM ha) 568.00 661.86 1000.00 393.00 900.00 393.00 900.00 407.00
total yield (kg DM) 842628.0 | 1754729.9| 4639370.0 | 3090552 | 1952190.0 647609.0 4033620.0 | 526096.3
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 05 04 05 05 0.5 04 0.5 04
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 25 13 54 32 46 14 56 29
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon | 12200.2 401081 30683.7 34493 15323.3 13216.5 20956.4 52557
0.53 0.28 0.35 0.54 0.33 0.30 0.41 0.58
Year 6 (2020-2021)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 25-Mar-19 | 12-Jun-19 | 15-Oct-19 | 25-May-19 | 1-Nov-19 20-Aug-19 15-0ct-18 | 25-May-19
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-19 | 1-Aug-19 | 25-Mar-20 | 1-Nov-19 | 1-May-20 15-Oct-19 25-May-19 | 15-Oct-19
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 162 160 182 56 222 143
average no of moves (camps) in this location 6 4 3 9 4 4 4 5
average no of sheep units grazing in this 5149 8939 8696 1493 4066 3128 8401 2454
area (ha) 1483.5 2651.2 46394 786.4 2169.1 1647.9 44818 1202 6
vield (kg DM ha) 513.00 552.00 900.00 360.00 858.00 370.00 858.00 400.00
total yield (kg DM) TE1035 50 |#aaEEE 4175433 00) 283104 00 | 1861087 80 609708 20 38453684 40| 517048 00
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.5 04 0.5 0.5 0.5 04 0.5 04
kg DM per sheep unit per day 1.4 14 14 1.4 1.4 1.4 14 1.4
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 25 13 54 32 46 14 56 29
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon| 11018.9 334507 276153 3159.6 14608.2 12443.0 247451 5165.3
0.47 0.27 0.31 0.47 0.28 0.25 0.34 0.48
Year 7 (2021-2022)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 25-Mar-19 | 12-Jun-19 | 15-Oct-19 | 25-May-19 | 1-Nov-19 20-Aug-19 15-Oct-18 | 25-May-19
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-19 | 1-Aug-19 | 25-Mar-20 | 1-Nov-19 1-May-20 15-0ct-19 25-May-19 | 15-Oct-19
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 162 160 182 56 222 143
average no of moves (camps) in this location 5 4 3 5 3 4 3 5
average no of sheep units grazing in this 3775 6,807 8,609 1,841 4 025 4 231 8316 4206
area (ha) 1,483.5 26512 46394 786.4 2,169.1 1,647.9 44818 1,292.6
yield (kg DM ha) 618.2 623.8 899.8 568.6 899.8 623.8 899.8 807.3
total yield (kg DM) 917159.0 | 1653718.7 | 4174319.6 | 4471156 | 1951669.4 1027869.2 40325444 | 1043532.1

estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
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recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 04 0.5 04
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 30 13 54 32 61 14 74 29
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon | 11066.1 377993 276079 49901 114894 20976.9 194621 104249
0.34 0.18 0.31 0.37 0.35 0.20 0.43 0.41
Year 8 (2022-23)
start of grazing season [dd/mm) 25-Mar-22 | 12-Jun-22 | 15-Oct-22 25-May-22 1-Nov-22 20-Aug-22 15-Oct-22 25-May-22
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-22 1-Aug-22 | 25-Mar-23 1-Nov-22 1-May-23 15-Oct-22 25-May-23 15-Oct-22
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 161 160 181 56 222 143
average no of moves (camps) in this location 5 3 2 5 3 3 4 4
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3738 6739 8523 1822 3985 4189 8233 4081
area (ha) 1483 5 26512 4639 4 786 4 2169 1 1647 9 4481 8 1292 6
vield (kg DM ha) 693 705 1008 445 985 455 985 4582
total yield (kg DM) 1028446.3 | 1868073.5| 4677845.8 | 3495627 | 21357537 750397.0 44128998 | 6230059
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 04 04 04 05 04 04 04 05
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 1.4
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 28 15 66 34 58 17 60 32
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 10494 35074 20161 3678 10596 12580 21095 6891
0.36 0.19 0.42 0.50 0.38 0.33 0.39 0.59
Year 9 (2023-24)
start of grazing season [dd/mm) 25-Mar-23 | 12-Jun-23 | 15-Oct-23 25-May-23 1-Nov-23 20-Aug-23 15-Oct-23 25-May-23
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-23 1-Aug-23 | 25-Mar-24 1-Nov-23 1-May-24 15-Oct-24 25-May-24 15-Oct-23
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 162 160 182 422 223 143
average no of moves (camps) in this location 5 3 2 5 3 3 4 4
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3,700 6,672 8437 1,804 3,945 4147 8.151 3.877
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area (ha) 14835 2651.2 46394 7854 2,169.1 1,647 9 44818 12926
yield (kg DM ha) 693 705 1008 445 985 455 985 482
tatal yield (kg DM) 1028446.3 | 18680735 | 4677845.8 | 349562.7 | 213567537 750397.0 44128998 | 623005.9
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 04 0.3 04 05 04 04 04 05
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 28 15 67 M 58 128 60 32
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 104943 263055 200361 3678.4 105375 1669.3 21000.3 6890.7
0.35 0.25 0.42 0.49 0.37 2.48 0.39 0.56
Year 10 (2024-25)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 25-Mar-24 | 12-lun-24 | 15-0Oct-24 25-May-24 1-Now-24 20-Aug-24 15-Oct-24 25-May-24
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-24 1-Aug-24 | 25-Mar-25 1-Now-24 1-May-25 15-Oct-24 25-May-25 15-0Oct-24
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 161 160 181 jsi5] 222 143
average no of moves (camps) in this location 5 3 2 5 3 3 4 4
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3,700 6,672 8437 1,804 3,845 4147 8,151 3,683
area (ha) 14835 2EB812 463094 7864 27691 1.64790 EREFE] 1,926
yield (kg DM ha) 693 705 1008 445 985 455 985 482
rotal yield (kg D) 1028446.3 | 1868073.5| 4677845.8 | 34095627 | 21357537 750397.0 4412899.5 | 623005.9
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (35) 04 0.3 04 0.5 D4 04 04 05
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 28 15 66 M 58 17 g0 32
total no 5U can be grazed to sequester carbon 10494 .3 263055 20160.6 3678.4 10585.7 12579.5 21094.9 6890.7
0.35 0.25 0.42 0.49 0.37 0.33 0.39 0.53
Year 11 (2025-26)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 25-Mar-25 | 12-Jun-25 | 15-0ct-25 25-May-25 1-Now-25 20-Aug-25 15-0ct-25 25-May-25
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-25 1-Aug-25 | 25-Mar-26 1-Now-25 1-May-26 15-Oct-25 25-May-26 15-0ct-25
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 161 160 181 jili] 222 143
average number of moves (camps) in this lecation 5 3 2 5 3 3 4 4
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3700 6,672 8437 1,804 3,845 4147 8,151 3572
area (ha) 14835 2651.2 46394 7854 2,169.1 1,647 9 44818 12926
yield (kg DM ha) 693 705 1008 445 985 455 985 482
rotal yield (kg DM) 10284463 | 1868073.5] 4677545.8 | 3405627 | 21357537 7503497.0 4412890.58 | 623005.9
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 04 0.3 04 0A 04 04 04 05
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 28 15 66 M 58 17 60 32
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 10494 .3 263055 20160.6 3678.4 105857 125705 21094.9 6890.7
0.35 0.25 0.42 0.49 0.37 0.33 0.39 0.52
Year 12 (2026-27)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 25-Mar-26 | 12-Jun-26 | 15-0ct-26 | 25-May-26 1-Mov-26 20-Aug-26 15-0ct-26 25-May-26
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aug-26 1-Aug-26 | 25-Mar-27 1-Nov-26 1-May-27 15-0ct-26 25-May-27 15-Oct-26
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 161 160 181 b6 222 143
average number of moves (camps) in this location 5 3 2 5 3 3 4 4
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3700 6,672 8437 1,804 3,845 4147 8,151 3 465
area (ha) 14835 26512 46394 786.4 21691 1,6479 44818 1,292.6
yield (kg DM ha) 693 705 1008 445 985 455 985 482
rotal yield (kg D) 10284463 | 18680735 | 46778458 | 3495627 | 21357537 750397 0 44128998 | 6230059
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate () 04 03 04 05 04 04 D4 05
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 28 15 66 M 58 17 g0 32
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 10494 .3 263055 20160.6 3678.4 10585.7 125795 21094.9 6890.7
0.35 0.25 0.42 0.49 0.37 0.33 0.39 0.50

Waar 12 (W7 12 N0 radietian n losctaek
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Year 13 [2027-28) 0% reduction in livestock
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 25-Mar-27 | 12-lun-27 | 15-0ct-27 25-May-27 1-Nov-27 20-Aug-27 15-0¢ct-27 25-May-27
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aupg-27 1-Aup-27 | 25-Mar-28 1-Now-27 1-May-28 15-0ct-27 25-May-28 15-0ct-27
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 162 160 182 li] 223 143
average number of moves (@mps) in this location 5 3 2 5 3 3 4 4
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3,700 6,672 8437 1,804 3,845 4147 8,151 3,361
area (ha) 14835 26512 46354 TB6.4 2.169.1 1,647.9 44818 1,292.6
yield (kg DM ha) 693 705 1008 445 985 455 985 432
total yield (kg DM) 1028446.3 [ 1868073.5| 4677845.8 | 3495627 | 2135753.7 750397.0 4412890.8 | 623005.9
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 1.4 14 1.4 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 28 15 67 M 58 17 60 3z
total no 5U that can be grazed to sequester carbon 10494 3 263055 200361 3678 4 10537 5 125795 210003 68907
0.35 0.25 0.42 0.49 0.37 0.33 0.39 0.49
Year 14 [2028-29)
start of grazing season [dd/mm) 25-Mar-28 | 12-lun-28 | 15-0ct-28 25-May-28 1-Nov-28 20-Aug-28 15-0ct-28 25-May-28
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 20-Aup-28 1-Aup-28 | 25-Mar-29 1-Now-28 1-May-29 15-0ct-28 25-May-29 15-0ct-28
number of days grazing in this location 148 50 161 160 181 li] 222 143
average number of moves (@mps) in this location 5 3 2 5 3 3 4 4
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3,700 6,672 8437 1,804 3,845 4147 8,151 3,260
ared (haj 14835 26512 4 6354 7864 21691 16479 448138 1,292 6
yield (kg DM ha) 693 705 1008 445 985 455 985 452
total yield (kg DM) 1028446.3 [ 1868073.5| 4677845.8 | 3495627 | 2135753.7 750397.0 4412890.8 | 623005.9
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (3&) 04 03 0.4 0.5 04 04 04 0.5
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
no of days grazing for each plot in this location 28 15 66 M 58 17 60 32
total no 5U that can be grazed to sequester carbon 10494 3 263055 201606 3678 4 105857 125795 21094 9 68907
0.35 0.25 0.42 0.49 0.37 0.33 0.39 0.47
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Table A5 1d —Carbon Uptake Calculations, Hongor Ovoo heseq.

Hongor Ovoo, lkh 1. Area 2. Additional I Maximum | 4. Actual 5. Additional 6.Maximum | 7. Actual 8. Additional | 9 Maximum | 10. Actual
Tamir {ha) carbon additional additional | carbon uptake | additional additional | carbon additional additional
uptake per ha | carbon carbon per ha pa at carbon carbon uptake per carbon carbon
pa at 30% uptake pa uptake at 40% grazing uptake pa uptake at | ha pa at 50% | uptake pa uptake at
grazing fior 30% 30% over pressure [with | for 40% 40% over | grazing for 40% 50% owver 4
pressure grazing 4 year roject grazing 4 year pressure grazing year
(with project) | pressure project® (PE{Z0C.m.t)) pressure project (with project) | pressure project®
(PEISOC.m.t)) {column [column (PE(SOCm.tN {column
1x2) 1x5) 1x8)
Riparian Meadow [GENTURY (CENTURY (CENTURY
model] maodel) modei]
Mar- Aug 1485.3 1.1600 1723 6892 0.54568 31z o 0.0156 23
May-fug 2652 1.0274 2725 10899 0.6652 1764 0 0.3699 931
Mountain
Meadow
Oct-Mar 4539.8 0.2133 990 3959 0.1004 466 0 0.0656 304 0
May-Oct 78564 1523 1198 3593 0.7123 560 o] -0.0664 -52 -52
Oct-May 2169.1 1.0025 2175 6524 0.9822 2130 0 0.9497 2060 2060
Mountain Steppe
Aug-Oct 1,6479 0.7534 1241 3724 0.4139 682 0 0.1209 199 199
May-Oct 1,292.6 0.8923 1153 3460 0.323 418 0 -0.0652 -84 0
Oct-May 4,481.8 0.5512 2470 9881 04528 2029 0 0.2836 1271 0
Total carbon uptake
for 30%, 40% and 50
% grazing pressure 48932 0 2207
Total carbon uptake 511308 | “these ‘actual’ figures are caleulated from the grazing management spreadsheet AS1cla, by adding up the number of years at a particular
(For 4 year pericd grazing pressure for each pasture type from Year 1-Year 4 (i.e. under ‘with project’ scenarnos), and hence the total ares and change in
without risk carbon uptake for that pasture type at 30%, 40% and 50% grazing pressure. Where stocking rates exceed 50% grazing pressure, additional
deduction) carbon uptake against the baseline is conservatively assumed to be zero. The CENTURY modelled figures are those for changes against
10% risk deduction 5114 | baseline levels (PE[S0C m.t)}- se= Table G5.3 for baselines for various pasture types.
Total carbon uptake 46025

(4 year period with
risk deduction)
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Hongor ovoo8 lkh
Tamir

2. Additional 3.Maximum 6.Maximum 9.Maximum
carbon additional additional additional
uptake per carbon 4. Actual 5. Additional carbon 7. Actual 8. Additional carbon 10. Actual
hapaat30% | uptake pa additional | carbon uptake | uptake pa additional | carbon uptake | uptake pa additional
grazing for 30% carbon per ha pa at for 40% carbon per ha pa at for 40% carbon
pressure grazing uptake at | 40% grazing grazing uptake at 50% grazing grazing uptake at
(with pressure 30% over pressure (with | pressure 40% over | pressure (with | pressure 50% over
1. Area project) (column 4 year project) (column 4 year project) (column 4 year
(ha) (PE(SOC,m,t)) | 1x2) Rate, | project* (PE(SOC,m,t)) 1x5) Rate, | project* (PE(SOC,m,t)) 1x8) Rate, | project*
(CENTURY (CENTURY (CENTURY
Riparian Meadow model) model) model)
Mar- Aug 1485.3 1.16 1722.9 0.0 0 0.5468 812 8.0 6497 0.0156 23 1.0 23
May- Aug 2652 1.0274 2725.0 | 10.0 27250 0.6652 1764 0 0.3699 981 0
Mountain Meadow
Oct-Mar 4639.8 0.2133 990.0 0.0 0 0.1004 466 3.0 1398 0.0656 304 7.0 2131
May-Oct 786.4 1.523 1198.0 0.0 0 0.7123 560 1.0 560 -0.0664 -52 8.0 -418
Oct-May 2169.1 1.0025 2175 1.0 2175 0.9822 2130 9.0 19174 0.9497 2060 0
Mountain Steppe
Aug-Oct 1,647.90 0.7534 1241.0 3.0 3723 0.4139 682 6.0 4092 0.1209 199 0
May-Oct 1,292.60 0.8923 1153.0 0.0 0 0.323 418 8.0 3340 -0.0652 -84 2.0 -169
Oct-May 4,481.80 0.5512 2470.0 0.0 0 0.4528 2029 0 0.2836 1271 5.0 6355
Total carbon uptake
for 30%, 40% and 50
% grazing pressure 33148 35062 7923
Total carbon uptake
(For 4 year period
without risk
deduction) 76133
10% risk deduction 7613 *these ‘actual’ figures are calculated from the grazing management spreadsheet AS1cla, by adding up the number of years at a particular grazing pressure for
Total carbon uptake each pasture type from Year 1-Year 4 (i.e. under ‘with project’ scenarios), and hence the total area and change in carbon uptake for that pasture type at 30%,
(4 year period with 40% and 50% grazing pressure. Where stocking rates exceed 50% grazing pressure, additional carbon uptake against the baseline is conservatively assumed to be
risk deduction) 68519 zero. The CENTURY modelled figures are those for changes against baseline levels (PE(SOC,m,t))- see Table G5.3 for baselines for various pasture types
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Total C for 30 40 50 %

TOTALS C (For 4 year period without risk deduction]
L10% risk deduction

TOTALS C |4 yeor period with risk deduction]

Ares [ha)
14853
2652
46358

21651

16478
12826
L4818

TBES3
TEEs
71004

C per ba pa =t 30%

11600
loz7a

0.2133
1523
1.0025

0.7534
0.5923
0.5512

Total C pa for 30% mctual C st 30% [10 year project]  Cper ba pa at 20%

1723
2725

950
1198
2175

1241
1153
2470

o
16350

16350
o
o
o
o
o
o

16350

05468
06652

0.1002
0713
0.9822

04139
0323
04528

Total Cpa for 4P actusl Cat 405 [10 yeor project] Cperhapast50%  Totsl Cpa for 50%  sctual Cat 30% (10 year project)

812
1764

466
560
2130

6B
418
2029

5634
056

3262

0.0156
0.3659

0.0656
-0.0664
0.9457

0.1209
-0.0652
0.2836

&3
L]
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Phase |

Table A5 2a): Management plan by project intervention, lkh Am heseg, Undurshireet, Tov aimag

Pasture management (incl. C sequestration)

seasonal pasture use
(rotation).

seasonal camps! pasture use
approved by HG meeting, local
administration (LA) and MSRM.
Herder group members comply with
schedule. From Year 1 ‘with project’
schedule to be equivalent to 50%
grazimg pressure or less across
seasonal pasture areas and taking
account of pasture biomass etc. to
meet carbon sequestration targets
in accordance with carbon
maodelling (Tables iz, 1d).

biannual confimation by
MSRM August’ September
2015, February/ March 2018,
then repeated at same
intervals for P\ project
duration.

{approwved by HG members & LA (by end
March each year), and which iz equivalent
to 50% grazing pressure or less for
seasonal pasture areas and in accordance
with carbon modelling. Any subsequent
updates changes also agreed and
approved by same parties.

10% reduction in livestock (sheep units)
against baseline by end March 2017; 20%
by end March 2018; 30% by end March
2018,

% of HG households that comply with
schedule (T0% in summer and winter
2015; 80%, 2016, 80% 2017, 80-100%
2018M18).

Project Specific Activities Result! Outcome Monitoring details/ Indicator (1) & targets Indicator [2/3)
Interventions | (2015-201%) protocols
Develop & implement | Herder group (HG) heseg 2 x p.a. Self-reported by » Development of agreed annual schedule » Average annual mobility
schedule for members have annual schedule for | hezeg members, subject to

(km pa) by househald.
Baseline developed
through socio-economic
survey. Indicators will bea
WEar im year increase in
hezegl HG mean km pa.

Dig hand wells.

2 new hand wells created,
enhancing water supply in curently
under-used pasture areas.

Photographic evidence
supplied by hezeg.
Confirmation by MSRM.

1 well completed by end 2015; 1 well
completed by end 2018.

Biodiversity conservation

Protect red deer,
argali, marmot and
Mongolian gazelle -
through
conservation
measures outlined in
the IUCH summary
Action Plans for the
target species.

Enhanced populations of targst
species as measured against
baszelines.

Zamera traps will be used to
define species’ local
distribution. Mannead surveys
will be conducted to confirm
the baseline population
{summer 2015). Established
methods of data collection
and analysis, approved by
Z5L, will be used. 2015to
2019 will involve annual
camera frap surveys of 30
cameras active for up to 1
month at the site managed by
Z5L. in conjunction with
heseg members. Annual
reporis in August! September

Baseline survey (mannsd survey and
camera trap methods) of each target species
completed and reported by project team
{Z3L) by beginning of September 2015. 4-5
local Aezeg herders trained in mannad
survey methods — by beginning of
September 2015.

For manned surveys, baseline and
subsequent surveys will comprise 4 events
per year over the summer from May to
August, repeated at the same times and
locations annually.

Monitoring information pack produced for
manned surveys by (Z5L}, including

Work plans and objectives
of herder groups are
documented by the project
and completed according
to agreed work plans.
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each year.

stamdardised data collection sheets, for
herders iz use and complete: summer 2015.
Annual manned surveys completed and
reported to Z5L by herders trained by Z5L
and using approved methods and data
sheets. Z5L to check and report to MSRM.

From 2015 baseline Annual camera trap
surveys completed and reporied (by Z5L).
By 2018 statistically significant increase in
target population size of each target species
against 2015 baselines.

Protect bushes at
Owootiin and clean
area (collect rubbish
brought downriver
from Ulaanbaatar
and deposited
locally)

Area of 2ha fenced in order to
prevent ungulates from grazing
willow saplings: planting of new
areas.

Z5L report confirming bensfits
of fencing and lack of adverse
impacts on wider grazing
patterns and mebility, and
evaluation of altermatives (e.g.
collars) (summer 2015}
Training of herders (e.g. in

collaring trees) as appropriate.

Photographic evidence of
fence! collars, confirmed by
MIRM (December 2015).

Annual reports and
photographic evidence of any
new planting, confirmed by
MSRM. Also to include
photographic evidence of and
reporis on cleaning! litter
collection (3x per year)

Area of 3ha at Ovootiin is fenced by end of
2015 OR. frees protected using collars,
according to recommendations of Z5L report
in summer 2015, Area free of liter.

Planting of additional 0.5 ha in 2016, 2017,
1hain 2018. Recreationall a=sthetic qualities
of area improved through heseg members’
regular litter collection.
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Secio-economic (incl. risk management)

Repair fences &
winter/spring

10 shelters/ fences repaired p.a.

Self-reported. Annual
verification by MSRM.

10 fences/ shelters p.a. 1= mianitoring
December 2015.

marketing of milk and
curd in season.

verification by MSREM.

shelters.
Collaborative Increased income through Self-reported; hezeg accounts | Enhanced household income by end 2018
production & marketing milk products. and meeting minutes. Annual and in subsequent years — linked to milk

products (% households with increased
income, evaluated against baseline).

Produce felt and
deliver to markets.

Increased income through
marketing wool’ wool products.

Self-reported; heseg accounts
and meeting minutes. Annual
verification by MSREM.

Heszeq produces 100m felt from own
prepared wool by end 2015 and markets it.
Heseg produces a further 150m by end
2016. Heseg produces 200m in 2017 and
250m in 2018. Enhanced household income
by end 2015 and in subsequent years (%
hiouseholds with increased income,
evaluated against baseling).

Hay preparation.

Establishment of hezeg hayfield.
Every heseg family to prepare hay
annually.

Self-reported; hezegq meeting
minutes. Annual verification
by MSRM.

Establishment of hayfield by end 2015,
Increased % of heseg households with
adequate hay provision year on year from
end 2015. Annual targets to be confimed by
hezeg end 2015,

‘fear in year targets to be
updated on heseg
confimation/ reporting end
2014

For all activities- see also end of project indicators, to be monitored against existing baselines in 2019 only (except where otherwize specified above) — as set out in Table F2.2

{livelihoods), F3.2 (bicdiversity) and Section G/ Annex B {carbon benefits).
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Table A5 2a): Phasze |l Management plan by project intervention, lkh Am heseg, Undurshireet, Tov aimag

Project
Interventions

Specific Activities
(2015-2019)

Result/ Outcome

Monitoring details/
protocols

Indicator (1) & targets

Indicator (2/3)

Pasture management {incl. C sequestration)

Develop & implement
annual schedule for
seasonal pasture use
{rotation).

Experiment and
infroduce soilless
green fodder
cultivation

Herder group (HG) hessg
members have annual schedule for
seasonal camps/ pasture use
approved by HG meeting, local
administration (LA) and MSRM.
Herder group members comply with
schedule. From Year 1 'with project’
schedule to be equivalent to 50%
grazing pressure or less across
seasonal pasture areas and faking
account of pasture biomass efc. to
meet carbon sequestration targets
in accordance with carbon
modelling (Tables 1c, 1d).

Reduction of pasture load

2 % p.a. Self-reported by
fessg members, subject to
biannual confirmation by
MSEM August/ September
2019, February/ March 2019,
then repeated at same
intervals for PV project
duration.

Photographic evidence

+ Development of agreed annual schedule
(approved by HG members & LA (by end
March each year), and which is equivalent
to 50% grazing pressure or less for
seasonal pasture areas and in accordance
with carbon modelling. Any subsequent
updates/ changes also agreed and
approved by same parfies.

2% reduction in livestock (sheep units)
against baseline by end March 2019.3% by
end March 2020; 3% by end March 2021.
2% by end
2022,2023,2024,2025,2026.2027 1% by
and 2023

% of HG households that comply with
schedule (80% in summer and winter
2019; 85%, 2020, 90% 2021, 95-100%
2022/29).

3 household in 2022_ 15 housshold in 2025,
13 housshold in 2023

= Average annual mobility
(km pa) by household.
Baseline developed
through socic-econcmic
survey. Indicators will be
Year in year increase in
heseg! HG mean km pa.

Risk reduction

Assist zelling
livestock aver
pasture camying
capacity

Increased pasture capacity

Spending certain ameunt of
the project financing to buy
and sell livestock over pasture
carrying capacity

Decrease in number of livestock
The amount of money spent

The number of livestock
sold by households

Diig hand wells.

2 new hand wells created,
enhancing water supply in currently
under-used pasture areas.

Photographic evidence
supplied by heseg.
Confirmation by MSRM.

1 well completed by end 2025; 1 well
completed by end 2023.
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Protect red deer,
argali, marmot and
Mongelian gazelle -
through

measures outlined in
the IUCN summary
Action Plans for the
target species.

Enhanced populations of target
species as measured against
baselines.

Surveys will be conducted to
confirm the baseline
populatien (summer 202 3-]|.
Annual reports in December
each year.

By 2029 increase in target population size of
each target species against 2019 baselines.

Work plans and objectives
of herder groups are
documented by the project
and completed according
to agreed work plans.

Planting trees in

Increased absorption of carbon

Photographic evidence

3 household in 2022, 10 household in 2025,

markets.

5 winter and spring dioxide supplied by heseg. 15 household in 2023
E shelters Confirmation by MSRM
E Clean area (collect Cleaning/litter collecfion in May and | Photographic evidence of and | Recreationall aesthetic gualities of area
2 rubbizh brought October reports on cleaning/ litter improved through feseg members' regular
g downriver from collection litter collection.
= Ulaanbaatar and
E deposited
% locally)
2
m
Repair fences & 5 shelters/ fences repaired p.a. Self-reperted. Annual 5 fences/ shelters p.a. 1 monitering
winter/spring verification by MSRM. December 2019,
shelters.
Collaborative Increased income through Self-reported; heseg accounts | Enhanced household income by end 2019
production & marketing milk products. and meeting minutes. Annual and in subseguent years — linked to milk
= marketing of milk and verification by MSRM. products (% households with increased
: curd in season. income, evaluated against baseline).
E Sewing Increase nen-ivestock income Self-reported. Annual Job creation Enhanced participating
"3 verification by MSRM household income by the
E = end of each year
2 ] Small scale Increased income through Self-reported; heseg accounts | Enhanced household income by end 2019
3 E processing of hide processing and marketing hide and | and meeting minutes. Annual and in subsequent years (% households with
E g and skin of animals skin products. verification by MERM. increased income, evaluated against
'E g and deliver to baseling).
W E

h

Hay preparation.

Establishment of heseg hayfield.
Every heseg family to prepare hay
annually.

Self-reported; heseg meeting
minutes. Annual verification
by MSEM.

Establishment of hayfield by end 2015
Increased % of heseg households with
adequate hay provision year on year from
end 2019, Annual fargets to be confirmed by
heseg end 2019,

Year in year targets to be
updated on hessg
confirmation/ reporting end
2020
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Table A5. 2b): Project Intervention Areas, lkh Am heseg, Undurshireet, Tov aimag

Data requirement i)

Data requirement ii)

Data requirement iii)

Pasture Area in hectares (ha) of each key Coordinates for each key Map showing boundaries of each key pasture area (jpeg), supported by GIS file
management pasture area, according to pasture area:
planned grazing activities: Winter pasture
Winter pasture (10 Nov-20 March) - Lat 47°2530.87'N
13666.7 ha Long 105°23'11.82°E
Spring march-1 i sture
44383 faciure 70 march-10:hmey SL&'Z?TQ.;Z'WJQ,'N
Summer-Autumn pasture (10 June- | Lat 105°1745.32°E
10 Nov)-3818.8 ha Summer- Autumn pasture
Lat 47°1920.18'N
Long 105°18'53.83°E
Take under (see pasture use map) Lat47°182.78'N s
protection Long 105°18'24 32°E
bushes at

Ovootiin island

Tables for grazing management, stocking rates and biomass utilisation and carbon calculations for [kh Am are included in main body of text as F1a and Fic

respectively.
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Table A5 3a): Management plan by project intervention, Dulaan Khairkhan HG, Bogd, Bayanhongor aimag

Pasture management (Incl. C sequestration)

schedule for

for seasonal camps/ pasture

confirmation by MSREM August’

members & LA (by end March

Project Specific Result! Outcome Monitoring details/ protocols Indicator (1) & targets Indicator (2/3)

Interventions | Activifies
(2015-2013)
Develop & Herder group (HG) heseg 2 x p.a. Self-reported by heseg # Development of agreed annual * Average annual mability (km pa)
implement members have annual schedule | members, subject to biannual schedule (approved by HG by household. Baseline

developed through socio-

seasonal use approved by HGE meeting, September 2015, February/ March aach year), and which is economic survey. Indicators will
pasture use local administration (LA) and 2018, then repeated at same intervals equivalent to 50% grazing be ye=ar in year increase in hezeg!
(rotation). MSRM. Herder group members | for PV project duration. pressure or less for seasonal HG mean km pa.
comply with schedule. From pasture areas and in accordance
Year 1 'with project’ schedule to with carbon modelling. Any
be equivalent to 50% grazing subsequent updates/ changes
prassure or less across also agreed and approved by
seasonal pasture areas and same parties.
taking account of pasture
biomass etc. o meet carbon » 1% reduction in livestock (sheep
sequestration targets in units} against baseline by end
accordance with carbon March 2017; 3% by end March
modelling (Tables 1c, 1d). 2018; 5% by end March 2018,
# % of HG households that comply
with schedule (70% in summer
and winter 2015; 80%. 2016, 90%
2017, 90-100% 2018719).
Organise Improved pasture conservation Built into pasture use planning — above.
seasonal through using reserve (less Mo other specific indicators or
camping in used) pasture and reducing monitoring for this activity.
underusad grazing pressure in other areas.
areas
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Biodiversity conservation

Protection of
Argali, lbex and
goitered gazelle.

Baselines for target species
populations are established.

Capacity to conduct monitoring
is established.

Enhanced populations of target
species as measured against
baselines.

Production of baseline. Established
wildlife survey methods used and
detailed in the summer 2015 report to
allow for replication. Z5L to approve
methods and analysis.

‘Ongoing wildlife monitoring methods

will be developed and approved by Z5L

in conjunction with HG members.
Monitoring schedule will be developed
collaboratively and submitted to MERM
by Z5L summer 2015.

Manned survey and camera
trapping completed and reported by
September 2015, 30 cameras
active for up to 1 month for camera
trapping. 4-5 herders from heseg
trained in manned survey methods.

For manned surveys, baseline and
subsequent surveys will comprise 4
events per year over the summer
from May to August, repeated at the
same times and locations annually.

Monitoring info pack produced for
manned surveys by (Z5L), including
standardised data collection sheats,
for herders to use and complete:
summer 2015. Annual manned
surveys completed and reported to
Z5L by herders trained by Z5L and
using approved methods and data
sheets. Z5L to check and repart to
MSRM.

Subsequent annual HG activities
completed in accordance with
agreed monitoring schedules.

Current population sizes of target
species confimmed by summer
2015.

Trend data on target populations
established by the end of 2015 and
to continue at least to 2018,

By 2019 the populations of each of
the three target species have
shown a statistically significant
increase from the baseline taken in
2015,

Protection of
saxaul forest.

Regular controlled monitoring of
saxaul forest by HG established.

Patrol routes, times and staff will
be recorded and, whers
necessary, amended by the
soum govemment and pasture
user groups. Throughout 2015
the project should analyse data
caollected by the patrols and use

Annually — by HG. Verified by MSRM.
Patrol routes. times and staff recorded,
data presented and analysed by HG.
Provided to MSRM on annual basis.

By September 2015 — Baseline
number of stumps estimated
(indicative of extent of illegal
cutting).

December 2015: Management plan
developed and approved with local
administration.

By end 2018 —number of new
stumps decreased by 25% on 2015
data.

End 2017 — Mumber of stumps
decreased by 50% on 2015 data.
By 2018 number of stumps reduced
by =80% on 2015 data.
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it to make management
decisions regarding protection
activities.

Plant sea
buckthom.

Sea buckthomn plantation
established.

Signed and stamped letter of
authorisation by local administration
head —io indicate previous uses of sites
and confirm no loss of significant areas
for biodiversity conservation.

Self-reported planting confirmed by
photographs. Verified and mapped (inc
GPS coordinates) by MSRM.

Gain written local administration
authonsation for planting — by
September2015.

By end September 2015 an area of
0.5ha has been planted with alfalfa
and sea buckthom. By September

2016 1ha has been planted, by

2017 a total of 1.5ha is planted.

Soclo-economic (incl risk
TV N e vz L)

Repair fences &
winterispring

5 shelters! fences repaired p.a.

Self-reported. Annual verfication by
MSRM.

5 fences/ shelters p.a. 1
monitoring December 2015.

shelters

Establish HG has greenhouse. Self-reported; heseg accounts and Greenhouse established by Enhanced household income by
greenhouse for meeting minutes. Annual verfication by | December 2015, end 2015 and in subsequent years
vegetable Regular sales of vegetables to MERM. — linked fo vegetable production (%
production and local markets (linked to househelds with increased income,
grow enhanced income and livelihood evaluated against baseline).
vegetables. diversification).

Hay preparation

Every hezag family to prepare
hay annually.

Self-reported; hezeg mesting minutes.
Annual verification by MSRM.

Increased % of hezeg households
with adequate hay provision year
on year from end 2015, Annual
targets to be confirmed by heseg
end 2015.

For all actvities — see also end of project ndicators, to be monitored aganst existing baseiines in 2019 only (except where otherwise specified above) — as set out in Table F2.2 {livelihcods), F3.2
| bindmwersity) and Section G/ Annex 8 (carbon benefits)

118



Phase Il

Table A5 3a): Phasze |l Management plan by project intervention, Dulaan Khairkhan HG, Bogd, Bayanhongor aimag

Pasture management (incl. C sequestration)

with schedule. From Year 1 ‘with
preject’ schedule to be
equivalent to 20% grazing
pressure or less across
seasonal pasture areas and
taking account of pasture
biomass etc. to meet carbon
sequestration targets in
accordance with carbon
modeling (Tables 1c, 1d).

pasture areas and in accordance
with carbon modelling. Any
subsequent updates/ changes
also agreed and approved by
same parties.

Further h% reduction in livestock
(sheep units) against baseline by
end March 201%; 1% by end
March 2020; 1% by end March
2021; 2% by end March 2022; 0%
by end March (2023-2029).

% of HG households that comply
with schedule (80% in summer
and winter 2019; 85%, 2021; 95%
2022, 95-100% 2023/29).

Project Specific Result! Outcome Monitoring details/ protocols Indicator (1) & targets Indicator (2/3)

Interventions | Activities
(2015-2019)
Develop & Herder group (HG) hessg 2 ¥ p.a. Self-reported by heseg + Development of agreed annual # Average annual mobility (km pa)
implement members have annual schedule | members, subject to biannual schedule (approved by HG by household. Baseling developed
schedule for for seasonal camps/ pasture use | confirmation by MSRM August/ members & LA (by end March through secic-economic survey.
seasonal approved by HG meeting, local September 2015, February/ March each year), and which is Indicators will be year in year
pasture use administration (LA) and MSRM. 2016, then repeated at same intervals equivalent to 50% grazing increase in hesegl HG mean km
(rotation). Herder group members comply for PV project duration. pressure or less for seasonal pa.

Assist selling
livestock over
pasture camying

Increased pasture capacity

Spending certain ameount of the project
financing to buy and sell livestock over
pasture camying capacity

Decrease in number of livestock
The amount of moeney spent

The number of livestock sold by
household

capacity

Crganise Improved pasture conservation Built info pasture use planning — above.
seasonal threugh using reserve {less Mo other specific indicators or

camping in used} pasture and reducing monitoring for this activity.

underused grazing pressure in other areas.

areas
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Biodiversity conservation

Protection of
Argali, Ibex and
goitered gazelle.

Baselines for target species
populaticns are established.

Capacity to conduct maonitoring
iz established.

Enhanced populations of target
species as measured against
baselines.

Production of baseline. The survey will
be conducted every June and the
results will be reviewed by the PUG
members' meeting and the report will
be submitted to the M3RM.

Subsequent annual HG activities
completed in accordance with
agreed monitoring schedules.

By 2029 the populations of each of

a increase from the baseling taken
in 2019

the three target species have shown

Protection of
saxaul forest.

Regular controlled monitoring of
saxaul forest by HG established.

Patrol routes, times and staff will
be recorded and, where
necessary, amended by the
soum government and pasture
user groups. Throughout 2015
the project should analyse data
collected by the patrols and use
it to make management
decisions regarding protection
activities.

Annually — by HG. Verified by MSRM.
Patrol routes, times and staff recorded,
data presented and analysed by HG.
Provided to MSRM on annual basis.

Evidence of stopping attempt of
illegal cutling of saxaul trees.
Management plan developed and
approved with local administration.

lllegal cutting stopped in 2029 year

Protection of
Argali, loex and
geitered
gazelle's
pasture

Den't build new winter and
spring shelters in grazing areas
of wild sheep and goats

2 x p.a. Self-reported by herder groups,
confirmation by MSRM.

Improve wild animals’ pasture

By 2029 the populations of each of

the three target species have shown

an increase from the baseline taken
in 2019

Repair fences &
winter/spring
shelters

5 shelters! fences repaired p.a.

Self-reported. Annual verification by
MSRM.

5 fences! shelters p.a.

Socio-economic (incl. risk management)

Experiment and
introduce
soilless green
fodder
cultivation

Reduction of pasture load

Photographic evidence

3 household in 2022, 5 househeld in

2025, 5 household in 2023

Risk reduction

Hay preparation

Every heseg family to prepare
hay annually.

Self-reported; heseg meeting minutes.
Annual verification by M3REM.

Increased % of heseg households

with adeguate hay provision year on
year from end 2019. Annual targets
to be confirmed by heseg end 2019,

Establish a
market to sell
livestock, meat

Assist hessg herders to sell their
livestock, meat and raw
materials

Report on the sales of each family
submitted by December

More than 30 percent of the sales of
livestock and raw materials of heseg
members will be done through this

and raw activity

materials

Sewing Increase nen livestock income: Self-reported... Annual verification by Job creation Enhanced pardicipating household
MSRM income by the end of each year

Making noodle Increase nen livestock income: Self-reported. Annual verification by Job creation Enhanced paricipating household

MZRM

income by the end of each year
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Table A5 3b): Project Intervention Areas, Dulaan Khairkhan Herder Group

Data requirement i}

Data requirement ii)

Data requirement iii)

Pasture management

a) Area in hectares (ha) of each key
pasture area, according to planned
grazing activities (summer, winter ,
autumn pastures ete.):
Winter-spring pasture ({10 Mov-1
June}-B500 ha

Winter pasture (10 Nov-1 Apr)-2322 ha
Summer- Autumn pasture: (1 June-10
Now) 2588 ha

Spring & aumsmn pasture (1 Apr-1
June, 20 Awg-10 Nov)-2158 ha

Coordinates for each key pasture area
(including Khar Delty;
a} Coordinates of Each key pasture
area:
Winter-spring pasture:
Lat 44°5632 61N
Long100°56'5.05°E
Winter pasture:
Lat45° 3'59.66"M
Long100°58°0.00°E
Summer- Autumn pasture:
1 Lat44°537 BE"N
Long 100°56'2.82°E
2 Lat44°50°5.00°N
Long 101° 038.23°E
Spring & autumn pasture:
Lat 45° 051 49N
Long 100°5335.75°E

Khar delt {to be rested in 2013}
Lat 45° 0'40.84'N
Long 100°57"8.88°E

Map showing boundaries of each key pasture area (jpeg). supported by GIS file. (a
and b}

| @

o [FTRS el Sler s |

£l 1AW MR

S W -

Khavies & Khongin
T i

. Snrm 00 masm parow
| 1 dana 1 I

Protection of saxaul
forest

Area (ha) of saxaul forest o be
taken under protection (halk:
4T4ha

Coordinates for planned areas to be
taken under protection:

Lat45° 23.78°N

Long 100°58'27.06°E

Map for planned areas to be taken under protection (jpeg). supported by GIS file.
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i

Protection of Area (ha) of medicinal plants to be Coordinates for planned areas to be Map for planned areas to be taken under protect
medicinal plants at taken under protection: 2922 ha taken under protection .
Mongoliin khooloi 45° 847 81°N

100°51'35.73'E
Plant alfalfa and sea Coordinates for planned areas to be
buckthorn planted:

45°122220'N

100°45'31.60"E
Establish greenhouse = Coordi for p. d ion of Map for pl,

greenhouse (see above).

45°12°22.26'N

100°45'34.13'E




Table A5 3C: Grazing management, stocking rates and biomass utilisation, Dulaan Khairkhan, Bogd soum

Phase |
Mountain desert steppe Desert steppe
Grazing location
winter/spring fall summer/fall fall

1.1 |description of baseline grazing practices
Baseline (2014-2015)
number of days grazing in this location 172 B2 183 B2
average number of moves {camps) in location 1 1 2 i
average number of sheep units grazing in location 4173 2335 843 1194
area (ha) BO23 4010 1105 2051
yieid (kg DM ha) 140 210 210 210
fofal yield (kg DM) 1263220 342100 232050 430710

1.2 |estimation of biomass utilisation rate
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 1.4
.:.lﬂuf:l:.;ll:‘: TrOdys Qradry il =90 TRIrnTm 7157 3 I_E 52 955 EE
fofal biomass demand 1004858 4 208053 B5BE0.3 137071.2
esfimated biomass ufilisafion rafe (%) 0.8 0.3 04 0.3

2.1 _|description of with-project grazing

2.1 Year 1 {2015-16)

start of grazing seasen (ddmm) 10-Mow-15 20-Aug-15 1-May-15 20-Aug-15
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 1-May-18 10-MNow-15 10-Mow-15 10-Mow-15
number of days grazing in this location 173 B2 183 B2
average number of moves {camps) in this bocation 3 2 3 2
average number of sheep units grazing in lecation 4408 2517 Go4 1287
area (ha) po23 4010 1105 2051
yieid (kg DM ha) 140 210 210 210
fofal yield (kg DM) 12632200 B842100.0 2320500 4307100
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[5]

estimation of sustainable camying capacity

recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.3 0.3 03 0.3
kg DM per sheep unit per day 1.4 14 14 1.4
number of days grazing for each plot in location 53 41 a4 41
total number of Sheep unit that can be grazed to =4 48240 44012 77248 22511
0.96 [T 0.90 [T
2.1 Year 2 (2016-1T)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mow-16 20-Aug-18 1-May-16 20-Aug-16
end of grazing season (ddimm) 1-May-17 10-Mow-18 10-Mow-16 10-Mow-16
number of days grazing in this location 172 B2 183 B2
average number of moves (camps) in this kocation 3 2 3 2
average number of sheep units grazing in location 5070 2B37 782 1451
area (ha) pO23 4010 1105 2051
yieid (kg DM ha) 162 244 244 244
fofal yield (kg DM) 14653352 8763360 2088178.0 408823 6
estimation of sustainable camying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.2 0.3 02 0.3
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 1.4
number of days grazing for each plot in this locatio 57 41 a4 41
total number of Sheep unit that can be grazed to s4 54TE.8 51054 BDa.6 2811.3
0.93 0.56 0.87 0.58
Year 3 (2017-18)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mow-17 20-Aug-17 1-May-17 20-Aug-17
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 1-May-18 10-Mow-17 10-Mow-17 10-Mow-17
number of days grazing in this location 172 B2 183 B2
average number of moves {camps) in this kocation 4 3 4 3
average number of sheep units grazing in location 3BTE 2189 593 1108
area (ha) pOo232 4010 1105 2051
yieid (kg DM ha) 126 188 180 180
fofal yield (kg D) 11388860 T57380.0 208B45.0 3878300
estimation of sustainable camying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.3 0.3 03 0.3
kg DM per sheep unit per day 1.4 14 14 1.4
number of days grazing for each plot in this locafio 43 7 45 27
total number of Sheep unit that can be grazed to =4 50856 He41.6 @275 3032.0
0.68 0.ar 0.54 037
Year 4 (2018-13)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Now-18 20-Aug-18 1-May-18 20-Aug-18
end of grazing season (ddimm) 1-May-18 10-Mow-18 10-Mow-18 10-Mow-18
number of days grazing in this location 172 B2 183 B2
average number of moves (camps) in this location 4 3 4 3
average number of sheep units grazing in location 4176 2337 Gad 1185
area (ha) pO23 4010 1105 2051
yieid (kg DM ha) 210 273 273 273
fofal yield (kg DM) 18643300 1094730.0 301665.0 H5ee23.0
estimation of sustainable camying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.2 0.3 02 0.3
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 1.4
number of days grazing for each plot in this locatio 43 7 48 27
total number of Sheep unit that can be grazed to s4 ba2427 BEE2 4 13387 43308
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| 0.44 027 0.48 027
Phase I
Year 5 (2019-20)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mov-19 20-Aug-19 1-May-19 20-Aug-19
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end of grazing season (ddmm) 1-May-20 10-Mov-19 10-Mow-189 10-MNov-149
number of days grazing in this location 173 82 193 82
average no of moves (camps) in this location 4 3 4 3
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 5282 2056 815 1512
area (ha) 8023 4010 3750 2051
yield (kg DM ha) 173 150 173 125
total yield (kg DM) 15606879.0 601500.0 648750.0 256375.0
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 03 0.3 05 03
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14
number of days grazing for each plof in this locafion 43 27 48 27
total no of SU that can be grazed to sequester carbon 77340 4715 6 43020 20099
0.68 0.63 0.17 0.75
Year 6 (2020-2021)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mov-19 20-Aug-19 1-May-19 20-Aug-19
end of grazing season (ddmm) 1-May-20 10-Mow-19 10-Mowv-18 10-Mov-19
number of days grazing in this location 173 82 193 a8z
average no of moves (camps) in this location ] 4 5 4
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3603 2016 kel 1031
area (ha) a023.0 4010.0 3750.0 2051.0
yield (kg DM ha) 140.00 120.00 135.00 110.00
total yield (kg D) 1263220.0 481200.0 506250.0 225610.0
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 03 03 05 03
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14
number of days grazing for each plof in this locafion 35 21 39 21
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total no SU can he grazed to sequester carbon 78234 5030.0 4684.0 23583
0.46 0.40 0.12 0.44
Year 7 (2021-2022)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mov-19 20-Aug-19 1-May-19 20-Aug-19
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 1-May-20 10-Mov-19 10-Nov-19 10-Nov-19
number of days grazing in this location 173 az 193 g2
average number of moves (camps) in this location 5 4 5 4
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3841 1562 1519 760
area (ha) §023.0 40100 3750.0 2051.0
yield (kg DM ha) 162.8 130.4 144.9 132.5
total yield (kg DM) 14683053 | 5589138 543375.0 2717165
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 04 0.3 0.5 0.3
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14
number of days grazing for each plof in this locafion 35 21 39 21
total no SU can he grazed to sequester carbon 121330 8423 8275 28402
0.32 0.27 0.30 0.27
Year & (2022-23)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mow-22 20-Aug-22 1-May-22 20-Aug-22
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 1-May-23 10-Nov-22 10-Noy-22 10-Nov-22
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number of days grazing in this location 172 82 193 a2
average no of moves (camps) in this location 3 2 3 2
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3764 1531 1489 744
area (ha) 8023.0 4010.0 3750.0 2051.0
yield (kg DM ha) 162 186 193 179
total yield (kg D) 1465094 6 7451783 724062 5 366814 5
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.5 0.3 05 03
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14
number of days grazing for each plof in this locafion A7 41 G4 41
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon a9126.4 38047 401596 1917 1
0.41 0.39 0.37 0.39
Year 9 (2023-24)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mow-23 20-Aug-23 1-May-23 20-Aug-23
end of grazing season (ddmm) 1-May-24 10-Mov-23 10-Mowv-23 10-Mow-23
number of days grazing in this location 173 a2 193 a2
average no of moves (camps) in this location 3 2 3 2
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3689 1501 14559 729
area (ha) 4023 4010 3750 2051
yield (kg DM ha) 153 213 218 208
total yield (kg D) 1377631.6 8546112 816450.0 426854 1
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.5 0.3 05 03
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14
number of days grazing far each plof in this locafion 58 41 G4 41
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 8532.0 4466.6 45325 22309
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0.43 0.34 0.32 0.33
Year 10 (2024-25)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mov-24 20-Aug-24 1-May-24 20-Aug-24
end of grazing season (ddfmm) 1-May-25 10-Mov-24 10-Mov-24 10-Mow-24
number of days grazing in this location 172 82 193 a8z
average no of moves (camps) in this location 3 2 3 2
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3689 1501 1459 729
area (ha) 8023.0 4010.0 37500 20510
yield (kg DM ha) 153 213 218 208
total yield (kg DM) 13776316 8546112 816450.0 426854 1
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 0.5 03 05 03
ko DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14
number of days grazing for each plot in this locafion a7 41 G4 41
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 85816 4466.6 4532 5 22308

0.43 0.34 0.32 0.33
Year 11 (2025-26)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mow-25 20-Aug-25 1-May-25 20-Aug-25
end of grazing season (ddfmm) 1-May-26 10-Mowv-25 10-Mowv-25 10-Mow-25
number of days grazing in this location 172 82 193 a2
average no of moves (camps) in this location 3 2 3 2
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 36859 1501 1459 729
area (ha) ap23 4010 3750 2051
yield (kg DM ha) 153 213 218 208
total yield (kg D) 1380519.0 8546112 816450.0 426854 1

estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
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recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 05 0.3 05 03
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14
number of days grazing for each plof in this location a7 41 G4 41
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 85599 6 4466 .6 45325 22309
0.43 0.34 0.32 0.33
Year 12 (2026-27)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-MNow-26 20-Aug-26 1-May-26 20-Aug-26
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 1-May-27 10-Mov-26 10-MNowv-26 10-MNov-26
number of days grazing in this location 172 82 193 82
average no of moves (camps) in this location 3 2 3 2
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 36589 1501 1459 729
area (ha) 8023 4010 3750 2051
yield {kg DM ha) 153 213 218 208
total yield (kg D) 13776316 8546112 816450.0 426854 1
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 05 0.3 05 03
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 1.4 14
number of days grazing for each plof in this locafion a7 41 64 41
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon 85816 4466 .6 45325 22309
0.43 0.34 0.32 0.33
Year 13 (2027-28)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-Mow-27 20-Aug-27 1-May-27 20-Aug-27
end of grazing season (dd/mm) 1-May-28 10-Mow-27 10-Now-27 10-MNow-27
number of days grazing in this location 173 82 193 a2
average no of moves (camps) in this location 3 2 3 2
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 36589 1501 1459 729
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area (ha) 9023 4010 3750 2051
yield (kg DM ha) 153 213 218 208
total yield (kg DM) 1377631.6 8546112 £16450.0 426854 1
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 05 03 05 03
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14
number of days grazing for each plof in this locafion 58 41 G4 41
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon aR32.0 4466 .6 45325 22309
0.43 0.34 0.32 0.33
Year 14 (2028-29)
start of grazing season (dd/mm) 10-MNov-28 20-Aug-28 1-May-28 20-Aug-28
end of grazing season (ddmm) 1-May-29 10-MNow-28 10-Mow-28 10-Mov-28
number of days grazing in this location 172 82 193 a8z
average no of moves (camps) in this location 3 2 3 2
average no of sheep units grazing in this location 3689 1501 1459 729
area (ha) 8023 4010 3750 2051
yield (kg DM ha) 153 213 218 208
total yield (kg DM) 1377631.6 8546112 £16450.0 426854 1
estimation of sustainable carrying capacity
recommended biomass utilization rate (%) 05 03 05 03
kg DM per sheep unit per day 14 14 14 14
number of days grazing for each plof in this location BT 41 G4 41
total no SU can be grazed to sequester carbon ARe16 4466 .6 45325 22309
0.43 0.34 0.32 0.33

131



Phase |

Table A5 3d —Carbon Uptake Calculations, Dulaan Khairkhan, Bogd.
Hongor Ovoo, lkh 1. Area 2. Additional 3. Maximum | 4. Actual 5. Additional 6.Maximum | 7. Actual 8. Additional | %.Maximum | 10. Actual
Tamir {ha) carbon additicnal additional | carbon uptake | additional additional | carbon additional additional
uptake per ha | carbon carbomn per ha pa at carbon carbomn uptake per carbon carbon
pa at 30% uptake pa uptake at 40% grazing uptake pa uptake at | ha pa at 50% | uptake pa uptake at
grazimg for 30% 30% over pressure (with | for 40% 40% over | grazing for 40% 50% over 4
pressure grazing 4 year project) grazing 4 year pressure grazing year
[with project) | pressure project™ {PE{SOC. m.t)) pressure project {with project) | pressure project®
[PE(SOC,m.t)) | (column (column (PE(SOC. m.t)) | {column
1x2) 1x5) 1x8)
Mountain desert
Steppe
Meow-May g023 05512 4973 10894 04528 4088 0 0.2838 2550 4]
desert steppe
Aug-MNov (1) 4010 0.7534 3021 12085 04130 1860 o 0.1208 485 0
May-Mowv 1,105.0 0.8923 e kla] 0 0.223 357 0 0.0652 72 218
Aug-Mov (2) 2,051.0 0.7534 1545 g1a1 04138 849 0 0.1208 248 4]
Total carbon uptake
for 30%, 40% and 50
% grazing pressure 38159 0 216
Total carbon uptake
(For 4 year pericd
without risk
deduction) 38375 *these ‘actual figures are calculated from the grazing management spreadshest AS51c, by adding up the number of years at a particular
20% risk deduction TETS grazing pressure for each pasture type from Year 1-Year 4 (i.e. under "with project’ scenarios), and hence the total area and change in
TOTALS C (4 year carbon uptake for that pasture type at 30%, 40% and 50% grazing pressure. Where stocking rates exceed 50% grazing pressure, additional
period with risk carbon uptake against the baseline is conservatively assumed to be zero. The CENTURY modelled figures are those for changes against
deduction) 30700 baseline levels (FE(SOC,m, t)}- see Table 35.3 for baselines for various pasture types.
Phase I
Dulaankhairkhan
2. Additional | 3.Maximum 5. Additional | 6.Maximum 8. Additional | 9.Maximum
carbon additional carbon additional carbon additional
uptake per carbon 4. Actual uptake per carbon 7. Actual uptake per carbon 10. Actual
hapaat30% | uptake pa additional | hapaat40% | uptake pa additional | hapaat50% | uptake pa additional
grazing for 30% carbon grazing for 40% carbon grazing for 40% carbon
pressure grazing uptake at pressure grazing uptake at | pressure grazing uptake at
1. (with pressure 30% over | (with pressure 40% over | (with pressure 50% over
Area project) (column 4 year project) (column 4 year project) (column 4 year
(ha) (PE(SOC,m,t)) | 1x2) Rate | project* (PE(SOC,m,t)) | 1x5) Rate | project* (PE(SOC,m,t)) | 1x8) Rate | project*
Mountain desert Steppe
9023 0.5512 4973 0.0 0 0.4528 4086 1.0 4086 0.2836 2559 8.0 20471
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Aug-Nov (1) 4010 0.7534 3021 1.0 3021 0.4139 1660 8.0 13278 0.1209 485 0
Desert steppe

May-Nov 1105 0.8923 986 3.0 2958 0.323 357 7.0 2498 0.0652 72 0
Aug-Nov (2) 2051 0.7534 1545 1.0 1545 0.4139 849 7.0 5942 0.1209 248 1.0 248
Total carbon uptake for 30%, 40% and 50

% grazing pressure 7524 25804 20719
th:l car?o;dupgake: (For 4 year period *these ‘actual’ figures are calculated from the grazing management spreadsheet A51c, by adding up the number of years at a particular grazing pressure for
without risk deduction) 54048 each pasture type from Year 1-Year 4 (i.e. under ‘with project’ scenarios), and hence the total area and change in carbon uptake for that pasture type at
20% risk deduction 10810 30%, 40% and 50% grazing pressure. Where stocking rates exceed 50% grazing pressure, additional carbon uptake against the baseline is conservatively
TOTALS C (4 year period with risk assumed to be zero. The CENTURY modelled figures are those for changes against baseline levels (PE(SOC,m,t))- see Table G5.3 for baselines for various
deduction) 43238 pasture types.

Dulzan Khairkhan
Mountain desert steppe
Moe-hlay

Bug-Now

Desert stepoe

Bany-Now

Bug-Now

Total C for 30 40 50 %

TOTALS C (For 10 year pericd withowt risk deduction)

2% risk deduction

TOTALS C (10 year period with risk deduction]

Area fha)

023
4010

1105
2051

62247
12449
49798

Cper ha pa st 30%

0.5512
0.7534

0.8923
0.7534

4973
3021

SBE
1345

Total C pa for 30% actual Cat 30% [10 year project]  C per ha pa at 40%

5oa5
30210

15450
55606

0.3468
0.6652

0.1004
0.7123

4534
2667

111
1461

Total Cpa for 30%  actual Cat 40% [10 year project)

C per ha pa ot 50%
2834 0.0156
[ 0.3609
[ 0.0656
[ 0.0664
4934

Total Cpa for 30%  actual Cat 30% [10 year project]

41
1453

72
-136

s&7
o
I

177
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Annex 6. Permits and legal documentation

Phase I

The following documents include a sample pasture use contract between a heseg,
an NGO (such as MSRM or local herders’ organisation) and a soum administration,
as previously developed with input from MSRM. Specific tripartite Plan Vivo contracts
have been signed for each participating heseg/ herder group and for the duration of
the Plan Vivo commitment period in conjunction with signature of the producer/
group agreement template. English language versions are currently awaited. These
are based on the attached but include specific reference to Plan Vivo and associated
herders’ rights to benefits accrued through the Plan Vivo project. Letters of support
from key government staff and ministries are also included here. These provide
evidence of the legal status of the project, its acceptance and support by a range of
key stakeholders. Further information on key legislation for example around land
tenure is provided in the main body of the text.
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SAMPLE Collaboration contract
Date Ho. Place

This contract is made between Ts. Munkhbat Ikh Tamir sowm governor of Arkhangai Aimag, D.Bazar
Bugat bag govemor, B Enkhbayar head of heseg and J.Dashzeveg “Amnvijin saijjrakh” soum herders
association NGO according to the provisions 24.1.3, 52 .2 of Land law Mongolia.

1. General provisions
1.1 According to order of Ikh Tamir soum governor of Arkhangai Aimag 2010, from Bugat bag temitory
= for winter pasture /place’s name, quantity/ - Agit, Beekh, Olzii tolgei, Baraan burgas, Teeremt
and Bugat;
* for spring pasture fplace’s name, quantity/ - Khoyor Uul, Gants Burgas, Ikher baga Uul, Ulziit
dund bulag and Baishint;
* for winter and spring pasture /place’s name, gquantity/ - Ulaan khad, Teeremt, lkh kaga
khyiten, Tatsan;
* for autumn pasture /place’s name, guantity’ - Ikh Uul, Khukh tseel, Dund bulgiin am;
* for summer pasture /place’s name, quantity’ - Khukh tseel, Burd, Khunyin gol.
These places will be used by Khunyin gol heseg according to the pasture use management plan with
a long term aim to reduce pasture degradation, to prevent overgrazing, to use the pasture rotationally
for improving pasture yield quality, to protect pasture and fences, to improve usage and protection of
water points, to spread seed and manure, to plant additional fodder crops.
1.2 The above mentioned pasture resources are, in normal weather conditions, sufficient for the

following:
A Winter pasture _....___. in sheep head
B. Spring pasture.......... in sheep head

C. Winter and spring pasturs 15592 shesp head.

1.3 Winter and spring pasture coordinates, place names and pasture use scheme with the border will
be attached in the contract.

1.4 Pasture land for herders is for the common use of the heseg.

2. Rights and roles of contract parties pertaining to pasture use

2.1 Heseq's rights and roles
2.1.1 Heseg meetings should be held at least once per season.
2.1.2 To develop draft agreements for vacating the pasture, entering the pasture, taking a tax
and fee from ofor animals, water use, adjusting the animal numbers according to the camying
capacity and to take measures to have these plans approved at the bag and soum citizens'
representatives meetings.
2.1.3 To participate actively in implementation of the agreed pasture use plan.
2.1.4 To follow the heseg meeting decisions on when fo vacate cerain pasture areas, and fo
move accoerding to the agreed pasture use schedule.
2.1.5 To protect pasture, to reseed hay and pasture field and to spread manure for increase
yield.
2.1.6 To sow fodder plants.
2.1.7 To follow the requirements of soum and bag governor and soum herders’ association on
pasture use and protection
2.1.8 To not graze animals from 15 May to 15 October within 3.5 km of the winter place.
2.1.9 In adverse weather conditions to move to the place appointed by the soum governor.
2.1.10 To make contracts with the local govemor on water point use; to establish a new water
point and to repair it.
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2.1.11 To solve arguments related to pasture use, in conjunction with local governors.

2.1.12 to respect other herders' pasture use rights.

2.1.13 If herder with animals outside the contract use the pasture and stay more than two days,
to inform the govemor in order that they can take any necessary measures.

2.1.14 If a new family joins the heseg andfor herders migrate in from other places, their access to
seasonal pasture and to winter and spring campsites will be discussed and agreed by bag and
soum citizens' representatives meetings.

2.1.15 to discuss adjusting and limiting animal number according to pasture capacity at the
heseg's meeting and to follow any agreed actions.

2.1.16 Heseg should take measures for sustainable use of forest, water, plant, animal and other
natural rescurces, and to stop any illegal activity.

2117 If any part of the heseg temitory is located in a protected area, any pertinent legislation
about the protected area should be followed in this area.

2.1.18 Where possible to establish nature protecting citizens' groups within the heseg territory
and to introduce these to the citizens’ representatives meeting. Any such groups should make a
contract with a soum governor.

2.2 Soum governor's rights and roles
2.21 To develop measures to define the appropriate pasture carrying capacity and a rational
usage scheme; to solve pasture management problems and to have these measures approved
by the sowm citizens’ representatives khural. To engure these plans are followed.
222 To evaluate hesegs' activity and to participate in selection of the best heseg; to support its
activity and to promote it.
2.2.3 To make decisions on pasture schedules, and to monitor their implementation
2.2.4 To negotiate about movement to another aimag and soum territory with the govemnors in
case of natural disaster and to manage any such ofor movements.
2.2.5 To organize annual assessment of the pasture by a suitable professional organization.
2.2.6 To introduce pasture use arguments between the soums to the aimag govemor and to take
measures to resolve these.
227 To charge any guilty persons, who didn't follow the soum govemor's decisions and
requirements.
2.2.8 To monitor the soum’s specialists labor scheme.

2.3 Herder association or NGO's rights and roles
2.3.1 To provide the heseg with information, and to support and collaborate with soum and bag
GOVEIMOors
2.3.2 To organize fraining and extension on pasture community management.
2.3.3 To support the rotational grazing system, rehabilitation and resting of pasture.
2.3.4 To collect and summarize the suggestions and proposals of hesegs and introduce them to
the bags and soum citizens’ representatives meeting.
2.3.5 To organize meetings of heseg and to discuss and make decisions on activity reports
presented therein.
2.3.6 To organize and advertize activity of any relevant government/ donor programs in the rural
area.
2.3.7 To collaborate with other projects and programs.
2.3.8 To introduce the heseg activity reports to the bag and soum citizens’ representatives
meeting; to reflect on the decisions in the bag’s and soum govemor's work plan and to
coliaborate with them.

2.4 Bag governor's rights and roles 136
2.4.1 To support the hesegs o develop their annual pasture use plan in accordance with wider

soumi bag level planning; to introduce the plan to the citizens’ representatives mesting.
A0




2.4.2 To follow the decision of the soum’s citizens’ representatives meeting and govemer on the
annual pasture use plan; to implement the regulations.

2.4.3 To facilitate coherence! coordination between the hesegs.

2.4 4 To allocate hay making fields and to settle any disputes; to have allocations approved by
the soum governor.

2.4.5 To settle any pasture use disputes according to the regulations.

246 To report the results of pasture use and pasture use planning to the citizens’
representatives meeting.

2.4.7 To organize and support any donor program’s implementation.

3. Contract term

3.1 Contract will be valid after signature by all parties.

3.2 This contract is made for four years duration between March 25, 2010 and December 30, 2013.
3.3 Confract parties can negotiate and prolong the contract term.

4, Contract monitoring
4.1 Contract parties have a right for monitoring the contract activity, implementation separately.
42 Contract parties have a role for reporting about the collaboration to other contract parties.

5. Liability

5.1 Anyone breaking the terms of this contract will be deemed responsible for any loss or other
adverse impacts resulting.

5.2 Soum governor will be responsible for organizing:

restitution by the guilty party, who, for example broke down the fence, didnt move to the appointed
pasture, grazed his or her animals to someone’s reseeded and fertilized pasture.

Implementation of a penalty according to the “Administration responsibility law™.

6. Others

6.1 Contract parties will provide an annual summary of activities! contract implementation and attach it
to the contract.

6.2 I disputes arize which cannot be resclved between the contract parties, these should be
introduced to the soum’s citizens’ representatives meeting and solved.

6.3 The provisions of this contract shall be changed or amended only as agreed by all parties.

6.4 Parties shall not pass to third party their rights by this contract without written consent of the other
party.

6.5 The present Contract is concluded in four copies in Mongolian, all authentic.

SIGNED

Ikh Tamir soum govemor “‘Bugat® bag governor

Ts. Munkhbat D .Bazar

heseg head “"Khunyin goP NGO leader “Arvijin saijrakh”
B. Enkhbayar J.Dashzeveg

Sealed

137



Phase Il

Collaboration contract between the Mongolian Society for Range Management (MSRM),
the Governor of lkh Tamir soum, Arkhangai aimag, and the “Khongor Ovoo” Pasture
User Group (PUG) within the framework of the “Pastures, Conservation and Climate
Action, Mongolia ” PLAN VIVO project.

This contract is made between B.Tseveendorj Ikh Tamir soum governor of Arkhangai Aimag,
Ts.Sengee head Pasture User Group “Khongor Ovoo” and D.Dorligsuren executive director of
the Mongolian Society for Range Management to cooperate within the framework of the
“Pastures, Conservation and Climate Action, Mongolia” PLANVIVO project.

Purpose of the agreement:

The purpose of the agreement is to work with local governments and herders to reduce
overgrazing in Mongolia, to implement appropriate policies to protect the environment and
wildlife, and to improve people's livelihoods, to provide knowledge about ecosystem services,
and to implement them.

One. General provisions

The agreement will focus on the normal condition of pastures and their further improvement
through the protection of the local environment and wildlife.

The Parties shall support and implement appropriate management in all activities aimed at
reducing overgrazing, protecting biodiversity, wildlife and improving people's livelihoods.

The parties shall jointly evaluate the implementation and participation of the agreement on an
annual basis. Unless the contract or the parties are amended, the contract shall be renewed
annually and shall be considered valid.

Two. Rights and responsibilities of soum and bagh governors

2.1. Define the boundaries of the pasture use area (36756 ha) specified in the project
document, approve the schedule for seasonal migration and pasture rotation, make necessary
decisions for implementation, and provide support in resolving issues

2.2 Determine the appropriate carrying capacity of pastures and develop measures for their
proper and efficient use; Approve the pastureland management plan by the Bagh Public
Meeting and Soum Citizens 'Representatives’ Meeting.
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2.3 To make decisions on pasture schedules, and to monitor their implementation

2.4 To negotiate about movement to another aimag and soum territory with the governors in
case of natural disaster and to manage any such otor movements;

2.5. To introduce pasture use arguments between the soums to the aimag governor and to
take measures to resolve these.

2.6. To charge any guilty persons, who didn’t follow the soum governor’s decisions and
requirements;

2.7 Provide Khongor Ovoo PUG pasture monitoring information (pasture yield per hectare)
and official information on herders' livestock numbers

2.8. To monitor the soum’s specialists labor scheme.

Three. PUG (Altan tevshiin ezed NGO’s) rights and roles

3.1. Heseg meetings (NGOs) should be held at least once every six months

3.2. To develop draft agreements for vacating the pasture, entering the pasture, taking a tax
and fee from otor animals, water use, adjusting the animal numbers according to the carrying
capacity and to take measures to have these plans approved at the bag and soum citizens’
representatives’ meetings.

3.3. To participate actively in implementation of the agreed pasture use plan.

3.4 To follow the heseg meeting decisions on when to vacate certain pasture areas, and to
move according to the agreed pasture use schedule.

3.5 To protect pasture, to reseed hay and pasture field and to spread manure for increase
yield.

3.6 To sow fodder plants.

3.7 To follow the requirements of soum and bag governor and soum herders’ association on
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pasture use and protection

3.8 To make contracts with the local governor on water point use; to establish a new water
point and to repair it.

3.9. To solve arguments related to pasture use, in conjunction with local governors.

3.10. If herder with animals outside the contract use the pasture and stay more than two days,
to inform the governor in order that they can take any necessary measures.

3.11. If a new family joins the heseg and/or herders migrate in from other places, their access
to seasonal pasture and to winter and spring campsites will be discussed and agreed by bag
and soum citizens’ representatives meetings.

3.12. to discuss adjusting and limiting animal number according to pasture capacity at the
heseg’s meeting and to follow any agreed actions.

3.13. Heseg should take measures for sustainable use of forest, water, plant, animal and other
natural resources, and to stop any illegal activity.

3.14. If any part of the heseqg territory is located in a protected area, any pertinent legislation
about the protected area should be followed in this area.

3.15 Where possible to establish nature protecting citizens’ groups within the heseg territory
and to introduce these to the citizens’ representatives meeting. Any such groups should make
a contract with a soum governor.

Four. Rights and Responsibilities of the Mongolian Society for Range Management
(MSRM)

4.1. Manage and organize project activities in cooperation with the Government, non-
governmental organizations and relevant organizations

4.2. Cooperate with international professional organizations and companies in the field of
issuance and sale of carbon dioxide certificates;

4.3 Promote the project activities internationally and intensify the sale of certificates
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4.4. Provide information and cooperation to soum authorities and specialists on the purpose,
significance and implementation of the project.

4.5 Cooperate with the Governor's Office within the framework of implementing the PUG work
plan

4.6. Organize trainings, consultations, and provide relevant manuals and materials on pasture
management plans, cooperation, environmental protection and income generation of PUGs
involved in the project.

4.7. Support PUGs in making decisions based on the participation of herders in the proper
organization of project investments in cooperation with the soum administration

4.8. In cooperation with PUGs and local authorities, promote project activities and
implementation, provide information and advice to herders not involved in the project

4.9 Monitor and evaluate the implementation of the project according to the schedule and
submit the report to the relevant international organizations

4.10 Capacity building and specialization of PUG management and herders in the field of
pasture management and improvement of herder cooperation

Five. Term of contract

5.1 The Agreement shall enter into force upon signature by all parties.

5.2 This Agreement is concluded for a period of 10 years from March 31, 2019 to April 1,
2029.

5.3 The parties to the contract may negotiate and extend the contract.

Six. Termination of the contract

Either party shall submit a request to terminate or terminate the contract to the other party
within a period of not less than 1 month (maximum 3 months) and may terminate the contract
within the above period.

6.2. The parties may terminate the contract if they are unable to fulfill their obligations under
the contract due to force majeure.

6.3 In case of termination of the contract, the coordinator shall submit the final and financial
report to the donor organization.

PARTIES:
Executive Director of Governor of Ikh-Tamir soum Head of “Khongor-
Mongolian Society for Arkhangai aimag ovoo” PUG (Altan tevshiin
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Range Management ezed, NGO)
D.Dorligsuren B.Tsebeendor;j Ts.Sengee

Phase Il:
Dulaan Kharkhaan
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Collaboration contract between the Mongolian Society for Range Management (MSRM), the

Governor of Bogd,_soum, Bayankhongor aimag. and the “Dulaankhairkhan,"Herder Group
(HG) within the framework of the “Pastures, Conservation and Climate Action. Mongalia.,

PIANVIVO project.
2022:03:07

This contract is made between G Uizibayar, Bogd, saum.governcr of Bayapkhoneor AmAd, 4 4MarEAnaa head
Herder Group "Cylzankhairkhan "(Nachin bogd. NGO) and O,Dodizsuren executive director of the Mongolian
Society for Range Management to cooperate within the framework of the “Pastures, Conservation and Climate
Action. Mongolia® PLANVIVO project.

Purpose of the agreement:

The purpase of the agreement is to work with local governmenits and herders to reduce owergrazing in Mongolis,
to implement appropriate policies to protect the environment and wildlife, and to improve people’s livelihoods, to
provide knowledge about ecosystem services, and to implement them.

one, General provisions

The agreement will focus on the normal condition of pastures and their further improwemenit through the
protection of the local environment and wildlife.

The Parties shall support and implement appropriate management in all activities aimed at reducing overgrazing,
protecting biodiversity, wildlife and improving people's livelihcods.

The parties shall jointly evaluate the implementation and participation of the agreement on an annual basis.
Unless the contract or the parties are amended, the contract shall be renewed annuzlly and shall be considersd
valid.

Two. Rights and respansibilities of soum and bagh governors

2.1. Define the boundarizs of the pasture use area (36756 ha) specified in the project document, approve the
schedule for seasonal migration and pasture rotation, make necessary decisions for implementation, and provide

suppart in resolving issygss,

2.2 Determine the appropriate carrying capacity of pastures and develop measures for their proper and efficient
use; Approve the pastureland management plan by the Bagh Public Meeting and Soum Citizens 'Repressntatives’
Meeting.

2.3 To make decisions on pasture schedules, and to maonitor their implementation

2.4 To negotiste about movement to another gigag,and squm territory with the gowernors in
casz of natural disaster and to manage any such gigr movements

2.5. Tointroduce pasture use arguments between the squms to the gimag governor and to take
measures to resolhve these.

2.6. To charge any guilty persons, who didn’t follow the soum governor's decisions and
requirements.

143



2.7 Provide Dulaankhzirkhap HE pasture monitoring information (pasture yield per hectare) and officizl
information an herders' livestock numbers

2.8. To menitor the sowm's specialists labor scheme.

Three. HG (Nachinbeast. NG.Ks rights and roles
3.1 Heseg meetings (NGOs) should be held at least once avery six rmonths

3.2 To develop draft agreements for vacating the pasture, entering the pasture, taking a tax
and fae from glar.animals, water use, adjusting the animal numbers according to the carrying
capacity and to take measwres to have these plans approved at the bog and soum citizens’

[RRIEAEIAYEE meatings.
3.3. To participate actively in implementation of the agreed pasture use plan.

3.4 To follow the hgsgg meeting decisions on when to vacate certain pasture areas, and to
move according to the agreed pasture use scheduls.

3.5 To protect pasture, to reseed hay and pasture fizld and to spread manure for increase
yield.

3.6 To sow fodder plants.

3.7 To follow the requirements of sowm and bog governar and soum herders’ association on
pasture use and protection

3.8 To make contracts with the local governor on water paint use; to establish a new water
point and to repair it.

3.9. To sohwe arguments related to pasture use, in conjunction with local governors.

3.10. If herder with animals outside the contract use the pasture and stay more than two days,
to inform the governor in order that they can take any necessary measures.

3.11_ If & new family joins the fgseg and/or herders migrate in from other places, their access
s=asonal pasture and to winter and spring campsites will be discussed and agreed by bag and
SRum Litizens' representatives meetings.

3.12. to discuss adjusting and limiting animal number according to pasture capacity at the
heseg s meeting and to follow any agreed actions.

3.13. Hegeg should take measures fior sustainzble use of forest, water, plant, animal and other
natural resources, and to stop any illegal activity.

3.14_If any part of the hesgg territory is located in 3 protectad area, any pertinent lagislation
about the protected area should be followsd in this area.

3.15 Where possible to establish nature protecting citizens' groups within the fieseg territory
and to intreduce these to the citizens’ representatives meeting. Any such groups should make a
contract with a sowm governor.
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Four. Rights and Responsibilities of the Mongolian Society for Range Management [MSRM)

4.1. Manage and organize project activities in cooperation with the Government, non-governmental organizations
and relevant organizations

4.2 Cooperate with internationzl professional organizations and companies in the field of issuance and sale of
carbon dioxide certificates;

4.3 Promote the project activities internationally and intensify the sale of certificates

4.4. Provide information and cooperation to soum authorities and specialists on the purpose, significance and
implementation of the project.

4.5 Cooperate with the Gowernor's Office within the framework of implementing the PUG work plan

4.6. Drganize trainings, consultations, and provide relevant manwals and materials on pasture management plans,
cooperation, environmental protection and income generation of PUGS involved in the project.

4.7. Support PUGs in making decisions based on the participation of herders in the proper organization of project
imvestments in cooperation with the scum administration

4.8. In cooperation with PUGs and local autharities, promote project activities and implementation, provide
information and advice to herders not inwolved in the project

4.3 Monitor and evaluate the implementation of the project according to the schedule and submit the report to
the relevant internationzl organizations

4.10 Capatity building and specialization of PUG management and herders in the field of pasture manzgement and
improvement of herder cooperation

Five. Term of contract

5.1 The agreement shall enter into force upon signature by all parties.

5.2 This Agreement is concluded for a period of 10 years from March 31, 2019 to April 1, 20209,
5.3 The parties to the contract may negotiate and extend the contract.

Six. Termination of the contract

Either party shall submit a request to terminate or terminate the contract to the other party within a period of not
less than 1 month (maximum 3 months) and may terminate the contract within the above period.

5.2. The parties may terminate the contract if they are unable to fulfill their obligations under the contract due to
force majeurs.

5.3 In case of termination of the comtract, the coordinator shall submit the final and financial report to the donor
organization.
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Letters of Support (from Phase | PDD)
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I%I
ADMINISTRATION OF LAND AFFAIRS,
GEODESY AND CARTOGRAPHY TO WHOCHM IT MAY CONCERN

MPLEMATIVG AGENCT O TWE GOVERMIENT CF VONOCUA
15170 tengechn tatal)
Cowgube: derat. Linrborier, MOMCOLA
Tt (VBT J6-3GTS, Fae (§25-14) BI2663
Emal thagosgmacgel rw

Date fore 0f 27
Ref. _r/zzrs ,

On behall of the Agency for Land Aftairs, Geodesy and Cartography, Mongolia we
are please 10 exprass our suppon for the Plan Vivo projects currently baing developed with
herder communites @ Ikh Tarmir soumn, Arkhangai amag; Undurshireel soum Tov simag.
Ulzit soum, Dundgovi aimag and Bogd soum, Bayankhongor aimag

These Plan Vivo projects are being developed thiough the Mongolan Socssty for
Range Management (MSRM], 35 the Plan Vivo project coordmator in Mangols, and
initiady within the wider condext of the Darwin Initiative funded Values and Valuation; New
Approaches %o Conservation in Mongola' study, led by the University of Leicestar (UOL).
UK. The details of the specific Flan Vive project plans have been communicated 1o us by
MSRM and LOL and we are happy to support thees,

We understand that undes the Plan Vivo projects, established herder groups (eg.
MSRM pasture user grougs), who adready have group user-rights agraements with local
{scum} admmistration. wil imph L & range of pasture managemeat. consenvalion and
livelihood-criented projects mithin these designatad group areas over 2 number of years
(6.0. 5-10 years). As part of these activiiies. the evaluation and impeoved consarvation anc
sequestration of sod caroon will form key componens, thus enabling Inks to oluntary
carban markets $irough the Plan Vivo standard. This is an imponant developrment for
Mongeka and ore that we are happy to support.

We confirm that this approach & in full complance with parinant areas of
gowarnmant policy and legislation. Mangalia's Land Law (2002} does net allow fr the
private ownership of pasture, but under this Law and it's expecled updates in the spring
session of parliament, group usar rights (e.g. for heseg or similar berder groups) can
kegally be agreed and enforced with the kcal (soum) administrations. 36 n these cases
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MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT

AND GREEN DEVELOPMENT
OF MONGOLIA

15480 Comarmment basksing 2, Undad Netos's sheet W7,
[ datrt. Ulirdane MOMOCLIA
T (W501) B34, 261 7. Fax (0511) 321600, 08294
Tomp CortaciEITre QIV/TA. BAD.OWRKITER. M
Datc__ 014 08 AF

Ref. T

To whom it may concern

On behalf of the Ministry of Environment and Green Development. Mongela we are pleas
to express cur support for the Plan Vivo projects currenty being doveloped with herder
communities in Ikh Tamir soum, Arhangai aimag, Undurshireet soum, Tuv simag. Ulzit
soum, Dundgovi aimag and Bogd soum, Bayanhongor aimag.

These Plan Vivo projects are being developed through the Mongolian Society of Range
Management (MSRM), as the Plan Vivo project coordinator in Mongolia, and indially within
the wider context of the Darwin Indiate funded Valuas and Valuation : New approaches ta
Conservation in Mongolia's study, led by the University of Leicester UOL, UK. This Dasvin
progdts already enjoys the wrilten support of this Ministry

The details of the specific Plan Vivo project plan have been communicated to us by MSRW
-and UOL and we are happy to support these also.

We considar the Plan Vivo projects to be positive, new Initiative in Mongeta, and to be in
ful compliance wilh pertinent areas of government policy and legisiation for example
Mongolia's evolving climate change and REDD-iness strategy. the development of
Paymant for Ecosystem services approaches and our conservation commitments and
peiies in relation of Protectad Area planning 8 the national biodiversity action plan and
Conxention on Biological Diversity

We therefore confirm our support for the Plan Vive projects and look forward 1o success
outcomes and benefits for Mongolia and its herding communities

B, GANTULGA i)

DIRECTOR OF DEPARTMENT OF POLICY
IMPLEMENTATION
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MINISTRY
OF INDUSTRY AND AGRICULTURE
OF MONGOLIA
13381 Zasglin gazriin IX bair,

Enkhtaivanii urgun chuluu 16a, Bayanzurkh duureg,

Ulaanbaatar, MONGOLIA
Tel: (976-51) 26-22-71, Fax; (976-11) 45.-25-54
E-mail; mofa@mofa.gov.mn, hitp:/mww.mofa.gov.mn

Date z{é’ ”r ;
Ref. 2/ 2SHR,

I TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

On behalf of the Ministry of Industry and Agriculture of Mongolia we are pleased to express our
support for the Plan Vivo projects currently being developed with herder communities in
IkhTamir soum, Arkhangai aimag; Undurshireet soum, Tov aimag; Ulziit soum, Dundovi aimag
and Bogd soum, Bayankhongor aimag.

These Plan Vivo projects are being developed through the Mongolian Society of Range
Management (MSRM), as the Plan Vivo project coordinator in Mongolia, and initially within the
wider context of the Darwin Initiative funded ‘Values and Valuation: New Approaches to
Conservation in Mongolia® study, led by the University of Leicester (UOL), UK. The details of
the specific Plan Vivo project plans have been communicated to us by MSRM and UOL and we
are happy to support these.

We understand that under the Plan Vivo projects, established herder groups (e.g. MSRM heseg).
who already have group user-rights agreements with local (Soum) administration, will
implement a range of pasture management, conservation and livelihood-oriented projects within
these designated group areas over a number of years (e.g. 5-10 years). As part of these activities,
the evaluation and improved conservation and sequestration of soil carbon will form key
components, thus enabling links to voluntary carbon markets through the Plan Vivo standard.
This is an important development for Mongolia and one that we are happy to support. We
confirm that this approach is in full compliance with pertinent areas of government policy and
legislation in relation to the Agricultural and livestock sector.

We therefore confirm our support for the Plan Vivo projects and look forward to success
outcomes and benefits for Mongolia and its herding communities.

( e
g
(L.CHOI-ISH

ACTING STATE SECRETARY
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Il
MINISTRY OF NATURE,
ENVIRONMENT AND TOURISM
OF MONGOLIA
15100 Zaspin gazrin l dar, Negasen undesink gedarny 52
Thrgetiel dirsg Ubarbasiar, MONGOLIA
T (B76-61) 25-21.71, Fac {976-11) 20-62-2€,
Lt masarv@mad mo, Miip Swwwame me
Date 24 ,fgp-,k‘.’m beg Zoil
Ref. TSRS

Subject: Letter of Support for "Values and valuation: new approaches to
conservation in Mongolia" to Darwin Initiative

Dear MadamiSir,

On behalf of the Ministry of Nature, Environment and Tourism, it is my pleasare wite a
letter in support of the proposal for "Values and valuation: new approaches to
conservation in Mongolia®™ being submitted to Darwin Initiative by Dr.Carolne Upton.
LCepartment of Geography, University of Leicester

Since the Ministry of Nature, Environment and Tourlsm Is a key government
organization to develop the national policies and stralegies on environmental pratection
and natural conservation of Mongolia. | concern that this proposed project is significant
to bang new approaches to biodiversily conservation by values of ecosysiem services
and efficacy of PES schemes. In addiion, the proposal is aiso covered the
implementation of CBD, CMS, and CITES in Mangolis with synergetic approach. It is
also important to develop conservation policy and practice in Mongolia.

In conciusion, | fully support the efforts of the DrCaroline Upton, Department of
Geography, University of Leicestar as she seeks extermal funding to collaborate with our
conservaiion activitiea in Mongolia

1 hereby to confirm you that we will assist this project facilitation, dissemination and
utilization of project cutputs to our policy and practice.

Sincerely yours

o

D ENKHBAT

DIRECTOR GENERAL FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AND NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

Te: Darwin Applications

clo LTS

Pentlands Science Park, Bush Loan,
Penicui, Edinburgh,

EH26 OPH

Tel. +44 (0}131 440 5181

Fax. +44 (0)131 440 5501

Email: darwin-applications@!tsi.co,uk
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el 4/ ¥FC

To Whnom t May Concarn,

| am pieased to express my suppart far "Plan Vive” pilol project under the study on 'Values
and Valuathn' Mew Approsches 1o Gonservatan in Mongalis® (2012-2015) funded by
Qarwin Inifiativa. | understand that this project is being implemantad in Mongclia by a team
compeead of membare from University of Leicaster (UK}, Mcngolian Scciety for Rangeland
Management (M3RAM), Mongolian Stale Universily of Agriculiure, Centre for Ecosysiom
Studies and Mongelian Nature Protection Civil Movements Coalition.  In additicn, the
Minsstry of Envirenment and Graen Development will be invelved in the project activities as
a goverrment key administrative institution for supernvising and ccordination of project
activities ez well 85 racciving the project outputs and reaults. | noted that the *Plan Vive"
pilot project will take place in ikh Tamir soun of Arkhangai peovince, Undurshires! soum of
Tev provinca, Ulziit soum of Dundgov provinee and Bogd soum of Bayankhongor provne2
ragpactivaly, relying en one herder group (heseg) at each location. Thaza pilot study wil
ke one of the pioneering studies which i3 looking at prospects for carben sequestration in
Mongolan rangelands, possidlity 1o generate carbon revenuas throuph the voluntary
carbon market and associatad environmental consarvation and livelhoed banetite for
participating harders. The aclivitiee conducied within the project are consistent vith fhe
National Action Programme cn Climate Change of Meongalia and other policy documents
on climate change, As such | am pleasad to suppoert ths pilot project and loek forward to
the sucocesstul outoomes and denefts to Mangolia

Sincerely yours,

o =

Damdin Dagvaderj, Special Envoy for Clmate Change, and
Chaiman of Climate Change Coordination Office
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IV OF ENVIRONMENT AND
OURISM OF MONGOLIA

M bulg Liniea Natior

Date 2022 0% .16
Ref. 1t/ #5%1

TO: PLAN VIVO. FOR NATURE CLIMATE AND COMMITIES

Subject: Letter of Support for “Phase || MSRM Pastures-Conservation-and-Climate-Action-
Mongolia “project.

Dear Madam/Sir.

On behalf of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism, it is my pleasure write letter in support
of proposal for “Phase II MSRM Pastures-Conservation-and-Climate-Action-Mongolia
“project.

One of the main policy directions of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism of Mongolia is
to protect nature, reduce global warming, and increase the absorption of greenhouse gases.

The first phase of “Pastures-Conservation-and-Climate-Action-Mongolia® PIAN VIVO project
was Implemented from 2016 to 2019. This project is the first project based on rangelands
within the framework of the voluntary carbon market, The: project includes the “Hongor Ovoo®
Pasture Use Group of lkh Tamir Soum, Arkhangai Province, the *Ikh-Am™ Pasture Use Group
of Undurshireet Soum, Tuv Province; and “Dulaan Khairkhan" herder group of Bogd sum,
Bayankhongor province, and are working with a total of 120 herdsmen families. The total
area of grazing land for herders involved in the project is 78,500 hectares. As part of the
project, pasture management will be improved by rotating pastures, reducing the number of
livestock, and reducing carbon dioxide emissions by reducing pasture load; In the first phase
of the project (2015-2019), the herders worked together to protect the biological diversity of
the main species of wild animals such as antelope, ibex, red deer, marmoset, and sedge, as
well as their habitats and plants. As a result of taking measures such as making pasture
management contracts with herders, supporting the sale of animals, and improving the
quality of animals, the herders who participated in the project reduced the number of animals
by 5.0-18% and used pastures in rotation, which had a positive effect on increasing the
absorption of carbon dioxide. In order to improve the livelihood of herders, we are focusing
on the development of the market for the sale of livestock products by establishing a
revolving fund with the financing of the project and using it as a loan, starting small-scale
production and service enterprise activities, growing green fodder, supporting herder's
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cooperatives, The international audit organization has checked and evaluated the
activities of the first stage of the project. In the first stage of the project, 90674 tons of
carbon dioxide has been accumulated. It is planned to continue the abave activities in
the next stage of the project.

In order for Mongolia to contribute to the Paris Agreement, Mongolia has developed its
Mational Determined Contribution (NDC), which was approved by Government
Resolution No. 407 of November 2019, The goal of Mongolia's NDC is to reduce the
total greenhouse gas (GHG) by 22.7 percent by 2030, The main goal of the livestock
secter in implementing this NDC is fo *“Regulate and reduce the number of livestock: It
is stipulated to improve the management of livestock manure. To this end, maintain the
balance of the ecosystem by strengthening the legal framework and grassland
management; Proper use of pastures by increasing fodder cultivation and water supply;
The disaster prevention system against drought will be improved. Phase Il (2019-2029)
of the PLAN VIVO project will make a significant contribution to the realization of this
goal.

We express our gratitude fo the Plan VIVO organization for helping to develop the
voluntary carbon market and improve the livelihood of Mengaolian nemadic herders, and
support the implementation of the project's Il nd phase objectives.

Sincaraly,

TSEREM M SHAGDARSUREN
DIRECTOR-GENERAL

CLIMATE CHANGE DEPARTMENT

THE MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT AND TOURISM
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Annex 7. Evidence of community participation

Phase |
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Since April 2012, when the Darwin Initiative project officially commenced, MSRM have held

more than 20 meetings with the Plan Vivo herder groups/ heseg. A sample report of a
meeting/training workshop is attached overleaf.

Most recently, in 2014, the following Flan Vivo specific meetings and training workshops
have also taken place, which have included further work on the participatory planning
process with hesegl herder group members, and also with the wider community through the
soum administration and key bodies such as the Soum Citizen’s Representative Khural. This
latter elected body is a vital part of the local democratic process, which in addition to vanous
statutory responsibilities, provides a forum for information sharing and citizen engagement in
all issues of local importance.

Bogd soum. March 2014: Project team organized meeting with heseq herders who
developed their Plan Vivo for seasonal camping and pasture use activities and their overall
activity plan within the framework of Plan Vivo. Project staff also met with the Soum
Governor and heads of Livestock and Land Offices. During the meeting the soum authonties
stated their full support for Plan Vivo project and its implementation. They further stated their
willingness to aid plans to develop pasture reserves through provision of water resources.
September 2014: During the trip project team met the soum Environment officer and Leader
of Bag citizen Representative Khural. They gave their agreement to work together with the
team and Dulzan Khairkhan herder group in successful implementation of the Plan Vivo

project.

Undurshireset soum. June 2074: The Project team organized meetings with heseg herders
during which they developed their Flan Vivo for seasonal camping and pasture use activities
and their overall activity plan within the framework of Plan Vivo. We also had a meeting with
the Soum Governor and heads of Livestock and Land offices who declared their support for
the Plan Vivo project. Project team also met with the leader of the Citizen's Representative
Khural and discussed the Plan Vivo project, its implementation and opportunities. September
2014: The project team organized a meeting with Soum Governor, Land officer and Tumen
mal NGO leader. Issues of seasonal pasture rotation and support for implementation of the
heseg plan on pasture rotation formed the main focus of the meeting, in conjunction with
discussion of deforestation around the Tuul River. The Soum authority declared their full
support for the implementation of Plan Vivo.

lkh Tamir soum. October 2014: The project team met with the Soum Governer, leader of the
soum Citizen Representative Khural and head of the Forest Department. We discussed the
Plan Vivo project and its input into local community development and nature conservation;
including through support for community partnerships in forest protection and regeneration
(see planned activities, Section K). The soum govemment has approved the establishment
of these Forest partnerships and officially registered them; ready for Hongoo Ovoo’s planned
activities under Plan Vivo.
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S

DARWIN
IMITIATIVE

Training report of the “Value and valuation: New approaches of nature
conservation Mongolia” PES project
25 June, 2013
Reported by Prof. D.Dorligsuren, Executive director of MSRM

MSRM organized a training for “Hongor Owvoo®™ heseg in lkh Tamir soum, Arkhangai aimag on 23 April
2013, 27 paricipants were involved in the training; for “Dent”™ heseg of the Ulziit soum, Dundgovi
aimag on & May 2013, 12 paricipants were involved in the training; for “lkh am® heseg Undurshirest
soum, Tuv aimag on 15 June 2013, 21 people from this heseg participated in the training
{Participants’ names are shown in appendix 1 and training photos in appendix 2, respectively).

The training agenda included the following topics:

= Mew approaches to nature protection, nature resource management {e.g. pasture, medicinal
plants, wildlife and minerals)

=  Payment for ecosystem services

* Further training' capacity building for Plan Vivo in relation to linked livelihood! environmental
improvements; carbon financing in Mongolia

+ Rational pasture use

* Value chains for livestock products

* |Improvement of herder groups income

At the beginning of the training the trainer Prof.D Dorligsuren provided further information’ progress
updates on the project *Values and Valuation: Mew Approaches to Nature Conservation in Mongolia®.

Participants were subsequently divided into groups, paricipants of “Ikh am” and “Khongor-Ovoo™ HG
into 3 groups, “Dert” Heseyg into 2 groups respectively. Groups worked on participatory environmental
assesasment and planning in relation to the following topics and with reference to statutory soum level
environmental plans:

* Climate change/ warming

* Pasture yield

= (Change of pasture plant species composition
=  Water quality

=  Water supply

=  Weather difficulty and frequency of drought and dzud
= Wildlife

* Livestock numbers

* |Increase of herders income

=  Herders' number

= Forest issues and conservation

*  Herders' mutual respect/ collaboration.

Results of herders’ participatory environmental assessment can be summarised as follows
{supporting figures are shown in appendix 3):
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Climate is changing and warming up in all three soums, year by year.

Pasture yield is decreasing and pasture plant species composition iz changing in all three
SOUMS.

Both water quality and supply is decreasing in all three soums.

Frequency of weather difficulty such as drought and dzud is increasing.

Wildlife is rare in Ulziit soum, deer numbers are increasing in Undurshireet soum, and wild
animal numbers are decreasing in Ikh Tamir sowm.

Livestock numbers are now increazing in all three soums, but decreased in Ulziit soum in
2010, due to drought-induced losses. Herders of Ikh am heseg of Undurshireet soum are
paying attention to quality of animals instead of animal numbers.

Herder family income is decreasing due to the weather difficulty in Ulziit sowm, but in Ikh
Tamir and Undurshireet soum it is increasing gradually. This is connected to the price
increase of animal products such as meat.

Herder numbers are increasing in Undurshireet soum, Tuv aimag, but not in the remaining
fwo soums.

There is no forest in Ukziit soum, Dundgovi aimag. The overall forested area is decreasing in
Undurshireet soum, Tuv aimag and |lkh Tamir soum, Arkhangai aimag.

Herders trust! cooperation are being maintained in Undurshireet sowm, but there is a
tendency towards loss of trust between households in lkh Tamir soum Arkhangai aimag.

Conclusion: There is big water pollution issue in Undurshireet soum. It is impossible to use water of
the Tuul River, horses do not drink from the river. Mongolian Government is giving promotion for
sheep wool, goat cashmere and skin to the cooperatives. This is encouraging increases in animal
numbers. It is necessary to promote and provide incentives for pasture protection and conservation,
instead of animal products.

The pasture camying capacity is exceeded in lkh Tamir sowm, Arkhangai aimag. This is connected to
the high number of herder households in lkh Tamir sowm. Herders in this soum are participating in the
Home to Home tourist service.

There is a drought problem in Ulziit soum, Dundgovi aimag, therefore herders are moving to another
soum. Therefore pasture boundaries should be cerified by the state, herders should be supplied with
an ofor area and animal numbers should be reduced.

APPENDICES:

Appendix 1. List of participants

Mame of parficipants of the “Ikh Am™ heseg, Undurshireet soum Tuv aimag

Ts.0yun — Local NGO leader
L.Dogsom —HG leader
S.Banzragch — HG member
Sh.Mendbayar — HG member
B_Erdensbat — HG member
N.Tuvaanjav — HG member
Kh.Baasanjav — HG member
S.shdorj — HG member
B_Tumenjargal — HG member
D.Galtushig — HG member

B Ulziinyam — HG member
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B.Damdinsuren — HG member
B.Davaasambuu — HG member
J.Bayarsaikhan — HG member
Ch.Dorjkhand — HG member
M.Odbaatar — HG member
T.Dashnyam — HG member
T.Bayanbaatar - HG member
D.Purevdor — HG member
T.Chuluunbaatar — HG member
M.Bat-Ochir — HG member

Name of participants of the “Dert™ heseg

Name of participants of the “Hongor ovoo™ heseg

Jargalsaikhan - Local NGO leader
Ts. Aldarkhuu - HG leader
Ts.Narantsend — HG member
Kh.Tuya — HG member

A Tsogbadrakh — HG member
5 Baigalmaa — HG member
Z.Boldchuluun — HG member
G.Chuluunbat — HG member
D.Otgonmunkh — HG member
M.Enkhtuya — HG member
G.Barkhas — HG member
D.Sainbayar — HG member
Ts.Gonio — HG member

L.Mergyibaatar - HG leader

D .Batbaatar — HG member
B.Khurelkhuu — HG member
B.Sumiyadash — HG member
B.Batnasan — HG member
E.Khudulmur — HG member
B.Nina — HG member
L.Maranbaatar — HG member
B.Baasansuren — HG member
G.Olon— HG member

D .Belibat — HG member
L.Bayarmaa — HG member
M.Badrakh — HG member
G.Zulaa — HG member
Ch.Tumensaikhan — HG member
5.T=asanchikher — HG member
G.Bumuu — HG member
B.Bokhbat — HG member

D .Erdenebaatar — HG member
T.ARRan-Ochir —HG member
B.Munkhsaikhan — HG member
S.ARkantsetseg — HG member
M.Enkhmaa — HG member
B.Khurelbat — HG member
P.Bulgantamir — HG member
R.Shar - HG member
L.Bayaraa — HG member
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Appendix 2. Pictures of the training
“Hongor ovoo” heseg, Ikh Tamir soum, Arkhangai aimag, 23 April 2013
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“Ikh am” heseg Undurshireet soum, Tuv aimag on 15 June 2013
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Phase Il

Example meeting minutes (Ikh Am)

Minutes of the PLAN VIVO project meeting on Pasture, Conservation, and climate action. Mongolia

It started at 1 pm in the soum centre with 100% attendance.

The meeting was chaired by Ts.Oyun, Head of the Soum Project NGO. S. Otgontsetseg, MSRM
Specialist in charge of the project. The meeting was attended by representatives of all 40 households
involved in the project.

At the meeting:

1. Project implementation process, results, and work plan for Phase 2 of the project

2. Providing monetary incentives to PUG herders

3. Plant windbreaks and perennials in winter manure

S.Otgontsetseg, MSRM, gave a presentation on how to work on the project in the future.

She said that global warming due to the increase in greenhouse gases is largely due to human
activities. Therefore, there are many issues facing your soum, such as herders having quality livestock
suitable for pasture carrying capacity, ensuring pasture rehabilitation, protecting nature and wildlife,
and rehabilitating willows along the Tuul River. It is commendable that groups of people are combing
their wool and cashmere. The project has taken steps to increase the income of many households by
using all the raw materials from livestock to support their household production, provide soft loans from
the mutual fund, and receive quarterly reports. In other words, we are not increasing the number of
livestock, but increasing our income from other industries and services. We support your proposal to
provide a bonus of MNT 500,000 to each household, as we have worked effectively in the past years to
regulate the carrying capacity of pastures.

Kh.Ganchimeg: | have taken a 2-year loan with an interest rate of 1% for the second year in a row. The
number of livestock has been greatly reduced. With the loan, he built his own sewing workshop with a
ratio of 5x8 and repaid 50% of the loan, which he used to hire more people with a monthly income
during the Tsagaan Sar and Naadam festivals. We are receiving the benefits of the project. Therefore,
continuing the project is important for us herders. If the projects implemented in our soum are
implemented in this way, we will need it a lot.

B.Baasansuren: | took a loan in the winter and bought a lamb skinning machine. | processed 150
animal skins and sewed 3 men's deels (Mongolian outer stock) with 2 herder women from the PUG.
People who are able to work regularly in the future know. It would be better not to give loans to
increase household income for the same purpose. If we all do the same thing, we can bring each other
down and destroy what we didn't do and what we didn't teach ourselves. | have been working as a
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PUG leader since 2012. I'm working as hard as | can. In general, | think it is right to continue this
project.

B.Erdenebat: A few households in our area, where we dug animal dung, remove the dung & manure.
People didn't know it well, but now a lot of households are starting to give me orders.

In this way, | think it is possible to keep the number of livestock at the current level by increasing its
income. We support the provision of hot water and professional toilet (00). We are benefiting from this
project and want to continue.

Ts.Oyun, project coordinator: | am glad that in 2021, there are more and more households in your area
that will reduce the number of livestock and keep it stable, earning 700 head of livestock per 1,000
head. When cashmere will be delivered to domestic factories in 2021, the cashmere of B.Nyambuu,
the state champion herder, and S.Banzragch, the aimag champion herder, was assessed as high
quality. As you know, there has been a lot of progress in improving livestock quality. It is proposed to
use a portion of the project funding to encourage livestock sales through the Raw Materials
Cooperative. The mutual fund is lending 65 million MNT. As you know, 40 million MNT is used by
herders to support the sale of livestock meat and raw materials.

D.Nayantungalag (B.Nyambuu's wife): | am glad that we are working together as one team within this
project. Two days ago, two old men (my husband and me) were very happy that children from 10
herder’s families came and combed our goats. Now the oldest are only two of us from Tuvaanjav. Hot
water and professional toilet (OO) are most encouraged. It is proposed to continue the project.
D.Odbaatar: We have been made khukhuur (container for mare’s fermented milk) at home for many
years. Due to poor sales in the soum, they go to Ulaanbaatar to sell. It also advertises and delivers.
Demand has been high in recent years. We are proposing to expand it due to the large number of
orders. It is also proposed to continue the project. Pasture rotation and winter camp wells will be closed
on April 25 and all will be completed by May 1.

N.Erdenetsetseg (D.Myagmarsuren): | want to hire leather tanning equipment. Also, | applied for a loan
in the winter to buy a sewing machine, but | couldn't find one. Taken personally. Submit an official letter
to close the well early. If you don't tell your bagh leader, some families won't move for a long time.
B.Tumenjargal: | want to get a soft loan this spring and renovate my fence in my winter camp. | want to
continue the project. We also support the idea of having hot water. | planted a tree behind my shed and
planted perennials at the foot of my winter camp. Now | want to plant that alfalfa. We are asking for
training and guidance on this. We are planning to reduce the number of livestock and increase the
number of cattle. | want to help with this work.

Gantuya (S.Ishdorj): I didn't really participate in the beginning of this project. We used to move to other
aimags when the weather was harsh in the winter and summer, but now we don't move far. There are
many challenges, from being expelled. Tired of this, | decided to improve my environment and live. We
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also work to protect wildlife on the border. J.Tsogoo and | put salt, fodder on deer and dung last year
and this winter. This year, we have planted perennials in our winter camp and fenced the land along
the river with D.Munkhorgil's family, and the old willows are reviving. We are talking about protecting it
and planting more. | intend to start work in May. It is proposed to continue the project. Most
importantly, we agree to work together to provide information on the project on a quarterly basis. We
have decided to build a house in our winter camp this year, but we will have hot water and OO. In the
back of the house to be built in the winter, plant a tree to protect it from the wind.

B.Urnaa: We received a soft loan of 10 million MNT in last years and bought dairy cows to increase our
income. This winter, we sold milk, curds, drills and yoghurt in Buren and Undurshireet for 2,500 tugrik,
but we are expected to increase our income by selling our products at a lower price by 2,000 at the
soums. We would like to ask you to evaluate the work we are going to do and give you another chance
to get it again. The project was successful and | propose to continue. We want to expand and develop
our cooperative in the future. | want to learn how to plant trees and perennials, such as alfalfa. PUGs
need to get used to cleaning up their waste. Some families do it regularly. As an exemplary family like
Odbaatar, Dashnyam and B.Nyambuu, we support cleaning on the 25th of each month.
B.Tumendemberel: We want to build a house and improve our shed in our winter camp. We need a
little support because we have few animals. Get a soft loan. | want to continue the project. The trees
are encouraged perennials. We want to make the pasture use agreement real, not paper. We would
like to ask the Soum Governor's Office how to use the livestock tax funds efficiently.

Resolved:

1. We want to continue this PlanVIVO project until 2029.

2. Each household has decided to keep the number of livestock at 2021 and not to exceed the carrying
capacity of pastures by improving the quality of livestock and increasing non-livestock income.

3. Instruct Ts. Oyun, the head of the NGO, to provide training and manuals to all households to support
the planting of trees, shrubs and perennials in the PUG's winter shelter.

4. We would like to ask the Project Implementing Agency to study and learn from the experience of
Inner Mongolian herders in growing soilless green fodder.

3. Pasture rotation and rotation schedules need to be followed. The head of the group should instruct
the bagh governor to close the well at the end of the winter camp on April 25 and distribute a notice to
each household that the relocation will be completed by May 1.

4. PUG leader B.Baasansuren should be instructed to work in a garbage disposal on the 25th of each
month.

5. Based on the suggestions of some herders, the MSRM is requested to provide assistance in
conducting herd rotation, planting willow trees, and organizing fodder planting training.
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6. To instruct Ts. Oyun, the head of the NGO, to consolidate the work of all herders in the spring and
autumn patrols carried out by the active ranger and provide information to the higher authorities.
7. To instruct Ts. Oyun, the head of the NGO, to combine the above suggestions and work and make a
clear plan.

Started at 11:00 on March 11, 2022 and ended at 16:30.

Taken by ......ccceeveeee. Ch.Uuganmaa, a herder from Ikh Am PUG
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Annex 8. Plan Vivo Climate Benefit Quantification Methodology — Carbon
Sequestration through Improved Grassland and Natural Resource
Management in Extensively Managed Grasslands

(Previously submitted to Plan Vivo as an Approved Approach/ Methodology on 5/1/15)

See Phase | PDD Annex 8 for full methodology

Annex 9. Mongolia’s NDC and Commentary

e NDC available here: https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/NDC/2022-
06/First%20Submission%200f%20Mongolia%27s%20NDC.pdf

e Commentary available here: https://sdqg.iisd.org/news/mongolia-and-thailand-update-
ndcs-pledge-to-up-targets-with-technological-and-financial-support/
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