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I. Background  
 
1. The Operational Policies and Guidelines for Parties to Access Resources from the 
Adaptation Fund, adopted by the Adaptation Fund Board, state in paragraph 42 that regular 
adaptation project and programme proposals, i.e. those that request funding exceeding US$ 1 
million, would undergo either a one-step, or a two-step approval process. In case of the one-
step process, the proponent would directly submit a fully-developed project proposal. In the two-
step process, the proponent would first submit a brief project concept, which would be reviewed 
by the Project and Programme Review Committee (PPRC) and would have to receive the 
approval by the Board. In the second step, the fully-developed project/programme document 
would be reviewed by the PPRC, and would finally require Board's approval.  
 
2. The Templates Approved by the Adaptation Fund Board (Operational Policies and 
Guidelines for Parties to Access Resources from the Adaptation Fund, Annex 3) do not include 
a separate template for project and programme concepts but provide that these are to be 
submitted using the project and programme proposal template. The section on Adaptation Fund 
Project Review Criteria states:  
 

For regular projects using the two-step approval process, only the first four criteria will be 
applied when reviewing the 1st step for regular project concept. In addition, the 
information provided in the 1st step approval process with respect to the review criteria 
for the regular project concept could be less detailed than the information in the request 
for approval template submitted at the 2nd step approval process. Furthermore, a final 
project document is required for regular projects for the 2nd step approval, in addition to 
the approval template.  

 
3. The first four criteria mentioned above are:  

1. Country Eligibility,  
2. Project Eligibility,  
3. Resource Availability, and  
4. Eligibility of NIE/MIE.  

 
4. The fifth criterion, applied when reviewing a fully-developed project document, is: 

5. Implementation Arrangements.  
 
5. In its 17th meeting, the Adaptation Fund Board decided (Decision B.17/7) to approve 
“Instructions for preparing a request for project or programme funding from the Adaptation 
Fund”, contained in the Annex to document AFB/PPRC.8/4, which further outlines applicable 
review criteria for both concepts and fully-developed proposals. 
 
6. Based on the Adaptation Fund Board Decision B.9/2, the first call for project and 
programme proposals was issued and an invitation letter to eligible Parties to submit project and 
programme proposals to the Adaptation Fund was sent out on April 8, 2010. 
 
7. According to the Adaptation Fund Board Decision B.12/10, a project or programme 
proposal needs to be received by the secretariat not less than nine weeks before a Board 
meeting, in order to be considered by the Board in that meeting.  
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8. The following fully developed project document titled "Developing climate resilience of 
farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan" was submitted by the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP), which is a Multilateral Implementing Entity of the 
Adaptation Fund. This is the second submission of this proposal. It was first submitted as a fully-
developed project document, using the one-step proposal process, for the 18th Adaptation Fund 
Board meeting but was withdrawn by the proponent following the initial technical review. 
  
9. The current submission of a fully-developed project document was received by the 
secretariat in time to be considered in the 19th Adaptation Fund Board meeting. The secretariat 
carried out a technical review of the project concept, with the diary number 
UZB/MIE/Agri/2012/1, and filled in a review sheet. 

 
10. In accordance with a request to the secretariat made by the Adaptation Fund Board in its 
10th meeting, the secretariat shared this review sheet with UNDP, and offered it the opportunity 
of providing responses before the review sheet was sent to the Project and Programme 
Committee of the Adaptation Fund.  
 
11. The secretariat is submitting to the Project and Programme Review Committee the 
summary and, pursuant to decision B.17/15, the final technical review of the project, both 
prepared by the secretariat, along with the final submission of the proposal in the following 
section.  
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II. Project Summary 

 
Uzbekistan – Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of 
Uzbekistan 
Implementing Entity: UNDP 
 
 Project/Programme Execution Cost: USD 449,322 
 Project/Programme Total Cost: USD 5,081,022 
 Implementing Fee: USD 431,887 
 Finance Requested: USD 5,512,909  
 
Project/Programme Background and Context: 
 
According to the proposal, the frequent occurrence of drought, an overall trend of aridification 
and projected drying of Uzbekistan’s poorest region, Karakalpakstan, place serious strains on 
water availability, is causing a decline in land productivity and in turn ofthe ability of rural poor to 
withstand the current and future impacts of climate change. Despite considerable infrastructure 
investments in the agricultural sector and progressive reforms socially, vulnerable farmers and 
pastoralists that reside in arid and marginal lands do not benefit directly from these 
improvements. Urgent attention and tailored adaptation support is needed to propel the positive 
reform processes in the sector along the adaptation trajectory and at the same time reach out to 
the poorest and most marginal for urgent adaptation solutions. As such, the overall objective of 
the proposed project is to develop climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the 
drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan. 
 
With a view to achieving this objective the following interconnected outcomes would be 
achieved through the proposed project: 

1) The institutional and technical capacity for drought management and early warning 
developed;  

2) Climate resilient farming practices established on subsistence dekhkan farms;  
3) Landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention  

improves climate resilience of over 1,000,000 ha of land; and 
4) Knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid lands 

generated and widely available. 
 
Component 1: Institutional capacity and mechanisms for drought risk management and early 
warning (USD 1,257,000) 
Through this component, an improved hydro-meteorological monitoring infrastructure would be 
in place, which would serve as the backbone for a drought early warning system. This in turn 
would both provide short timeframe benefits in terms of weather forecasts of a spatial scale of 
use at farm level, and in a timely manner, but also lay the foundation for monitoring weather 
patterns over the life of the project and beyond, through which modeling of climate change 
impacts can be empirically informed. Outputs would include transferring to Hydromet staff, with 
a clear protocol of maintenance requirements, upgraded observation and monitoring 
infrastructure (2 Doppler water meters, automatization of 8 met stations) for effective data 
reception and transmission; setting up a multi-modal platform for integration of data flow from 
hydro-meteorological observation to end users; putting in place drought early warning 
mechanisms (indicators, gauges, warning distribution mechanisms etc.) to minimize impacts of 
drought; and establishing science-based extension services for subsistence dekhan farmers  to 
assist in farm-based climate risk management, including sub-district, community level Climate 
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Field School / Extension (CFS /E) for direct outreach to farmers and localized training in 
adaptation practices. 
 
Component 2: Climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems (USD 1,377,400)  
The service developed under Component 1 would be complemented by a suite of adaptive 
multi-benefit agronomic practices for crops and livestock for the targeted (80% small, 20% 
medium size) farms / farmers. These measures which range from conservation agriculture 
through horticultural greenhouses and include pasture management, would help farmers 
manage the effects of climate change in ways which diversify their livelihoods and increase their 
incomes. Outputs would include 40,000 subsistence Dekhkan farmers adopting climate resilient 
conservation agricultural practices and improved irrigation and drainage practices on 80,000 ha 
of farms; 40% of targeted Dekhan farmers establishing horticulture greenhouses on 20,000 ha 
of farms to minimize impacts of droughts on farm production; and developing and adopting a 
legal and regulatory framework to secure the replication and upscale of well tested farm-based 
adaptation measures. 
 
Component 3: Landscape level approach to adaptation to climate change risks of increased 
aridity (USD 1,723,900)  
This component would develop, in a participatory way, a scenario based land use plan as part 
and thereby complement the farm support activities of components 1 and 2 with a landscape 
wide functional ecology approach, which seeks to reduce the impacts of higher temperatures 
and lower rainfall in the form of windblown sand onto farmland as well as the direct effects on 
crop production.  This would be primarily in the form of large scale plantations of trees proven to 
have multiple ecological and economic benefits and employment and skill/knowledge 
opportunities will be created through community engagement in the planting activities. Outputs 
would include landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention 
which would improve climate resilience of 1,042,094 ha of land; establishing a Community 
Management Scheme (plantation establishment and maintenance) as a community employment 
scheme for landscape scale adaptation; and establishing cooperative management 
arrangements for landscape scale rehabilitation and management to enhance community 
control and ownership arrangements.  
 
Component 4: Knowledge management and awareness raising (USD 273,400)   
This component would undertake monitoring, documenting and disseminating the key lessons 
from the project, in order to maximize project impact and sustainability through exposure to a 
wide public through the media, as well as targeted products for decision makers to encourage 
evidence based decision making.  This would be done in conjunction with local and national 
institutions of excellence. Outputs would include developing inventory of tested agronomic and 
water saving measures to map out successful practices; documenting and disseminating 
through printed and web based publications analysis and lessons learned for climate resilient 
agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid lands; and delivering quarterly farm and 
pasture land demonstration meetings covered by the media and attended by national and local 
authorities. 
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ADAPTATION FUND BOARD SECRETARIAT TECHNICAL REVIEW  

OF PROJECT/PROGRAMME PROPOSAL 
 

PROJECT/PROGRAMME CATEGORY: REGULAR PROJECT DOCUMENT 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Country/Region: Uzbekistan 
Project Title:  Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan 
AF Project ID:  UZB/MIE/AGRI/2012/1          
IE Project ID:  UNDP PIMS 5002   Requested Financing from Adaptation Fund (US Dollars): 5,512,909 
Regular Project Concept Approval Date: n/a   Anticipated Submission of final RP document (if applicable): n/a  
Reviewer and contact person: Mikko Ollikainen  Co-reviewer(s): Ulrich Apel 
NIE/MIE Contact Person: Adriana Dinu 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
Review 
Criteria 

Questions Comments on 29 October 2012 Comments on 19 November 2012 

Country 
Eligibility 

1. Is the country party to the 
Kyoto Protocol? 

Yes.  

2. Is the country a 
developing country 
particularly vulnerable to 
the adverse effects of 
climate change? 

Yes.  

Project 
Eligibility 

1. Has the designated 
government authority for 
the Adaptation Fund 
endorsed the 
project/programme? 

Yes.   
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2. Does the project / 
programme support 
concrete adaptation 
actions to assist the 
country in addressing 
adaptive capacity to the 
adverse effects of climate 
change and build in 
climate resilience? 

Yes. If implemented, the project may 
have, through concrete measures, a 
considerable adaptation impact on the 
farmers in the Karakalpakstan Region 
of Uzbekistan. 

 

3. Does the project / 
programme provide 
economic, social and 
environmental benefits, 
particularly to vulnerable 
communities, including 
gender considerations? 

Yes, the various benefits have been 
comprehensively explained. 
 

 



AFB/PPRC.10/17 
  

3 
 

4. Is the project / 
programme cost 
effective? 

Requires clarification. The proposal 
has explained benefits from the 
proposed project, and compared those 
(Table 10) to some alternative 
solutions. However, the project 
duration is seven years and the 
proposed budget shows high budget 
amounts particularly for consultants 
(USD 1.48 million), travel (USD 0.45 
million), and printing and publication 
(USD 0.30 million). It is not clear, for 
example, why the landscape level 
adaptation measures (Component 3) 
require USD 114,000 to printing and 
publication costs. It is also not clear, 
why costly international consultants are 
needed throughout the project towards 
its end, one could assume that 
international expertise would be 
necessary mostly in the early part and 
could be to a large extent transferred 
to the national project team and 
consultants, and the input of 
international experts phased out. The 
high per diem rates partly explain 
travel costs but efforts should be made 
to reduce travel costs by all means. 
The proposal should re-consider 
abovementioned costs by reducing 
them and lowering total budget or 
reallocating it to the more concrete 
adaptation investment items, such as 
equipment. 
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 CR1: Please re-consider and clarify 
the need for 7-year duration for the 
project, as compared to a shorter 
project.  
CR2: Please re-consider and reduce 
where possible the costs for 
consultants, particularly international 
consultants, travel and printing and 
publication. Please consider earlier 
phasing out of international consultants 
in activities where this is possible. 

CR1: Addressed. The proponent has 
decided to shorten the project duration 
to 6 years. 
 
CR2: Addressed. The proposal has 
reconsidered the budget allocated for 
consultants and adjusted it 
accordingly. 

5. Is the project / 
programme consistent 
with national or sub-
national sustainable 
development strategies, 
national or sub-national 
development plans, 
poverty reduction 
strategies, national 
communications and 
adaptation programs of 
action and other relevant 
instruments? 

Yes. The proposed project would be 
consistent with national priorities 
expressed in the Second National 
Communication (SNC), as well as the 
Welfare Improvement Strategy Paper 
of Uzbekistan for 2008-2010. 

 

6. Does the project / 
programme meet the 
relevant national 
technical standards, 
where applicable? 

Yes.  
 
 
 

7. Is there duplication of 
project / programme with 
other funding sources? 

Other relevant initiatives have been 
introduced and it has been explained 
how the proposed project would draw 
on their results and coordinate with 
them. There does not seem to be 
duplication. 
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8. Does the project / 
programme have a 
learning and knowledge 
management component 
to capture and feedback 
lessons? 

Yes. There is a knowledge 
management component designed to 
compile, manage and disseminate 
information. 

 

9. Has a consultative 
process taken place, and 
has it involved all key 
stakeholders, and 
vulnerable groups, 
including gender 
considerations? 

Yes, a consultative process has taken 
place, with comprehensive 
representation of districts, and women 
from those districts. However, the 
continuation of stakeholder 
participation in project management is 
not clear (CR 6 below).  
CR3: Please clarify, what is meant by 
output-level stakeholder consultation 
referred to in the project budget under 
individual outputs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CR3: Addressed. The term referred to 
stakeholder trainings and workshops, 
as has been clarified in the revised 
proposal. 

10. Is the requested 
financing justified on the 
basis of full cost of 
adaptation reasoning?  

Broadly yes, although the high costs of 
consultants, travel, and printing and 
publication may not be justified (CR 2 
above). 

 

11. Is the project / program 
aligned with AF’s results 
framework? 

Requires clarification. The proposal 
does not include the table showing 
alignment with project results with 
those of the Adaptation Fund.  
CR4: Please include a table explaining 
project alignment with AF results 
framework, using the template 
available at http://www.adaptation-
fund.org/page/results-framework-
alignment-table. 

 
 
 
 
CR4: Addressed. The alignment table 
has been provided. 

12. Has the sustainability of 
the project/programme 
outcomes been taken 
into account when 
designing the project?  

Yes.  
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Resource 
Availability 

1. Is the requested project / 
programme funding 
within the cap of the 
country?  

Yes.   

 

2. Is the Implementing 
Entity Management Fee 
at or below 8.5 per cent 
of the total 
project/programme 
budget before the fee?  

Yes.  

 

3. Are the 
Project/Programme 
Execution Costs at or 
below 9.5 per cent of the 
total project/programme 
budget (including the 
fee)? 

Yes.  
 
 

Eligibility of 
NIE/MIE 

4. Is the project/programme 
submitted through an 
eligible NIE/MIE that has 
been accredited by the 
Board? 

Yes.  

Implementation 
Arrangement 

1. Is there adequate 
arrangement for project / 
programme 
management? 

Requires clarification. The proposal 
suggests (Annex 2) that in addition to 
the implementation function, UNDP 
would be able to charge the project 
directly for Support Services that go 
beyond the Specialized Technical 
Oversight Services outlined in Annex 
2. Please note that the Adaptation 
Fund Board decision B.18/30, 
communicated to UNDP on August 23, 
2012, confirmed, "[...] as a principle, 
the separation between implementing 
and execution services. Execution 
services will only be provided by 
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Implementing Entities on an 
exceptional basis and at the written 
request by the recipient country, 
involving designated authorities in the 
process, and providing rationale for 
such a request. The responsibility for 
these services shall be stipulated, their 
budget estimated in the fully developed 
project/programme document, and 
covered by the execution costs budget 
of the project/programme".  
CR5: If this proposal is subject to such 
an exceptional basis as referred to in 
AFB decision B.18/30 then a revised 
version of the full proposal should be 
submitted specifying all such services 
to be provided by UNDP and their 
respective budgets, detailed to a level 
similar to the other parts of the project 
budget. If such services are to be 
included in the proposal then the 
revised proposal should be 
accompanied by a letter from the 
Designated Authority requesting UNDP 
to do so, and providing the rationale for 
the exceptional basis that warrants 
such a request. 
The implementation arrangements 
explanation of the constitution of the 
Project Board mentions that the local 
representatives and national and 
international NGOs can attend 
“augmented” Board meetings. It is not 
clear whether communities, NGOs and 
CSOs are actively invited and given 
the opportunity to participate, and how 

 
CR5: The proposal has provided 
specification of services that the UNDP 
will provide and their respective 
budgets, with the total value of USD 
97,805.64. The proposal is 
accompanied by a letter from the DA 
requesting UNDP to provide the 
services, and an explanation that the 
Executing Entity is not yet fully capable 
to carry out those services itself “to 
meet the internationally applied 
standards, regulations, rules and 
procedures related to the financial, 
procurement, monitoring and 
evaluation, and reporting 
requirements”. While the DA also notes 
that provision of such services by 
UNDP country office is a part of the 
strengthening capacity of the 
Executing Entity, it is not clear whether 
the reasoning is exceptional. 
Further, UNDP Universal Price List for 
such services is provided, though the 
relation between the price list and the 
unit costs is not clear. 
While providing the above information, 
the proposal (paragraph 211) states 
that “if the requirements for support 
services by the country office change 
during the life of a project, the list 
UNDP country office support services 
is revised with the mutual agreement of 
the UNDP resident representative and 
Uzhydromet”. It is unclear whether 
allowing such budget changes post 
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they could raise their concerns about 
the project, if necessary. 
CR6: Please clarify how communities, 
NGOs and CSOs are actively invited 
and given the opportunity to 
participate, and how they could raise 
their concerns about the project during 
its implementation, if necessary. 

project approval would be in line with 
the AFB decision B.18/30.  
 
CR6: Addressed. The proposal 
explains under implementation 
arrangements that “beyond workshops, 
seminars and sub-contractual 
arrangements for the provision of 
relevant technical expertise, the local 
community groups at Makhala level 
and NGOs will be actively engaged 
during the project implementation 
through the makhala level village 
councils that have proven an effective 
and credible mechanism for 
consensus-based decisions”. 

 2. Are there measures for 
financial and 
project/programme risk 
management? 

Yes.  
 
 
 

 3. Is a budget on the 
Implementing Entity 
Management Fee use 
included?  

Yes. However, please see CR4 above 
on implementation and execution 
responsibility. 

 

Eligibility of 
NIE/MIE 

4. Is an explanation and a 
breakdown of the 
execution costs 
included? 

Yes.  

Implementation 
Arrangement 

5. Is a detailed budget 
including budget notes 
included? 

Yes.  
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6. Are arrangements for 
monitoring and 
evaluation clearly 
defined, including 
budgeted M&E plans and 
sex-disaggregated data, 
targets and indicators?  

Arrangements for monitoring and 
evaluation are defined with budgets. 
However, gender considerations are 
not adequately reflected in the results 
framework. As explained (para 3) 
women are especially vulnerable, and 
the project aims to promote (para 78) 
women-led initiatives, and involve 
(para 102) women’s associations. It is 
mentioned (para 120) that women’s 
participation will be taken into account 
in some of the works. However, the 
project results framework does not 
comprehensively set targets that would 
aim to ensure that women benefit from 
the project. It is not clear what the 
following target (p. 86) means: “At least 
20% of targeted Dekhkan farm 
communities are female” (this seems 
like description of the activity, not the 
target). 
CR7: Please include in the results 
framework quantified result targets for 
women. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CR7: Addressed. Targets and 
indicators for female beneficiaries have 
been included. 

7. Does the M&E 
Framework include a 
break-down of how 
implementing entity IE 
fees will be utilized in the 
supervision of the M&E 
function? 

Yes.  
 



AFB/PPRC.10/17 
  

10 
 

8. Does the 
project/programme’s 
results framework align 
with the AF’s results 
framework? Does it 
include at least one core 
outcome indicator from 
the Fund’s results 
framework? 

As noted above (CR3), the proposal 
does not include the table showing 
alignment with project results with 
those of the Adaptation Fund. Please 
use the template available at 
http://www.adaptation-
fund.org/page/results-framework-
alignment-table. 

 

9. Is a disbursement 
schedule with time-bound 
milestones included? 

Yes.  
 
 

 
Technical 
Summary 

The overall objective of the proposed project is to develop climate resilience of farming and pastoral 
communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan. With a view to achieving this 
objective the following interconnected outcomes are planned to be achieved through the proposed project: 
1. The institutional and technical capacity for drought management and early warning developed 
2. Climate resilient farming practices established on subsistence dekhkan farms  
3. Landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention improves climate resilience 
of over 1,000,000 ha of land. 
4. Knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid lands generated and widely 
available 
This is the second submission of the project proposal; the first submission to the 18th Adaptation Fund Board 
meeting was withdrawn by the proponent and was thus not discussed by the Board. The current submission has 
significantly improved from the previous one. The initial technical review noted the following areas where 
clarification and/or amendment was requested. 
CR1: Please re-consider and clarify the need for 7-year duration for the project, as compared to a shorter 
project.  
CR2: Please re-consider and reduce where possible the costs for consultants, particularly international 
consultants, travel and printing and publication. Please consider earlier phasing out of international consultants 
in activities where this is possible. 
CR3: Please clarify, what is meant by output-level stakeholder consultation referred to in the project budget 
under individual outputs 
CR4: Please include a table explaining project alignment with AF results framework, using the template 
available at http://www.adaptation-fund.org/page/results-framework-alignment-table. 
CR5: If this proposal is subject to such an exceptional basis as referred to in AFB decision B.18/30 then a 

http://www.adaptation-fund.org/page/results-framework-alignment-table
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revised version of the full proposal should be submitted specifying all such services to be provided by UNDP 
and their respective budgets, detailed to a level similar to the other parts of the project budget. If such services 
are to be included in the proposal then the revised proposal should be accompanied by a letter from the 
Designated Authority requesting UNDP to do so, and providing the rationale for the exceptional basis that 
warrants such a request. 
CR6: Please clarify how communities, NGOs and CSOs are actively invited and given the opportunity to 
participate, and how they could raise their concerns about the project during its implementation, if necessary. 
CR7: Please include in the results framework quantified result targets for women. 
 
The final technical review found that the proponent had been able to respond to almost all of the issues raised 
by the initial review. The only pending issue is the question related to execution support services that the UNDP 
would provide, with the total value of USD 97,805.64. The proposal is accompanied by a letter from the DA 
requesting UNDP to provide the services, and an explanation that the Executing Entity is not yet fully capable to 
carry out those services itself “to meet the internationally applied standards, regulations, rules and procedures 
related to the financial, procurement, monitoring and evaluation, and reporting requirements”. While the DA also 
notes that provision of such services by UNDP country office is a part of the strengthening capacity of the 
Executing Entity, it is not clear whether the reasoning is exceptional. 
Further, UNDP Universal Price List for such services is provided, though the relation between the price list and 
the unit costs is not clear. 
While providing the above information, the proposal (paragraph 211) states that “if the requirements for support 
services by the country office change during the life of a project, the list UNDP country office support services is 
revised with the mutual agreement of the UNDP resident representative and Uzhydromet”. It is unclear whether 
allowing such budget changes post project approval would be in line with the AFB decision B.18/30.  
The technical review concludes that as the rationale of the calculation of those services is not clear, and as the 
proposal makes a provision of adding additional services after AFB approval, which would be outside of control 
of the AFB, the clarification provided is not in line with the decision B.18/30. Further, the secretariat requests 
additional guidance on whether the proposed arrangement can be considered “exceptional” as described in 
decision B.18/30. 

Date:  19 November 2012 
 

 

























































































































































































































































ANNEX 6 – Universal Price Lists (International and Local) 



















 ANNEX 7 – Letter of Agreement between UNDP and Government of Uzbekistan for providing 

support services

 





 



 



















Creating PO 
on travel 
(Local UPL:) 

24.6        

Payment 
process (5) 

19.20 Processing of direct 
payments 

Charges for direct 
payments included 
in sections 1-3 

          

Vendor 
profile only 
(Atlas 
Agencies 
only) 

9.40             

AR 
Management 
Process 
(create/apply 
receivable 
pending item 
- Atlas 
Agencies 
only) 

15.80             

  
       

  

      TOTAL   97,805.64       




