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Project Title: ical corridors in Western Chad for multiple land and forests benefits -
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ESMS Clearance of Project Proposal
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' IUCN ESMS Reviewer ' Linda Klare ' ESMS Coordinator 16.5.2017
Clearance Stage:
Title Date
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Clearance decision

(1 Cleared The conclusions are positive and the project proposal meets all requirements with
reqards fo avoiding or reducing environmental and social risks: the proposal is accepted.
X Conditionally cleared The conclusions call for improving one or more ESMS activities and/or for important re-
formulation of some mitigation measures. This will lead to the proposal being
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O Clearance rejected Essential ESMS provisions have not been complied with, critical mitigation measures
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Annex A: Checklist for ESMS Clearance of Project Proposal
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Have relevant stakeholders been informed about the IUCN

ESMS grievance mechanism or is it stated how this will be

done upon launch of the Eo_moﬁ..vm Have cultural appropriate No
adaptations been made to improve complaint resolution at the

local level, where relevant?

oluntary Resettlement and Access Restrictions - answer only if nL

Have project alternatives been sufficiently considered to avoid  Yes 4 _
the need for resettlement or access restrictions?

If avoidance is not possible, have measures been developed
to minimize the impact on people’s livelihood and/or a
mechanism for compensation, assistance and benefits to
enhance or at least restore the livelihoods of affected people
relative to pre-project levels (“no net loss")?

Are proposed mitigation measures technically and n/a
operationally feasible, sustainable and culturally adequate?

Do they seem fair and are they accessible by all affected

groups? Are they sufficient and reach all affected groups?

Has a FPIC process been adhered to and have affected n/a
people participated in designing an action plan or a process
framework and assigned a role in its implementation and
monitoring? Have the consultation been done with legitimate
representatives of the affected groups? s this properly

evidenced?

— chapter 3.3.2 of the ESMS Manual about the need to inform stakeholders about the mJ 7 _,L_ )
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Climate Change

17.

18.

19.

If it has been identified that climate chaw
implementation of project activities or t
sustainability, has this been addressed
measures?

If there is a risk that the project might i
of local communities and the ecosysten
climate variability and changes, have t
addressed by mitigation measures?

Are opportunities sought to enhance 59—;
communities and ecosystem to climate
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This is addressed by Output 4.1.
resilience to climate change impl



