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First SIMDP3 External Monitor Report 
 

I. Overview 
 

A. Introduction 
 

This External Monitor Report is the first in a series of periodic External Monitor Review 

Reports that will cover the full five-year implementation period of the Third Sakhalin 

Indigenous Minorities Development Plan [SIMDP3]. This review covers the period of 

January through November 2016.1  

 

The Third Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities Development Plan follows the first SIMDP 

(implemented between May 2006 and December 2010) and SIMDP2 (implemented 

between January 2011 and December 2015). The first SIMDP was introduced by 

Sakhalin Energy Investment Company Ltd. (“Sakhalin Energy”) with the support of 

Sakhalin Island’s Indigenous Minorities [SIM] as represented by the Regional Council of 

the Authorised Representatives of the Indigenous Minorities of the North of Sakhalin 

[RCAR], and the Sakhalin Oblast Government [SOG]. By 2010, Sakhalin Energy, RCAR, 

and the SOG had established a smooth working relationship to supervise and implement 

the SIMDP. In 2010, multiple rounds of consultations with SIM communities and other 

stakeholders were held and a second SIMDP was developed by that autumn and 

implemented over the following five years. 

 

For SIMDP3 a similar pattern was followed, and in early 2015 a Working Group was 

established composed of representatives of the three Plan partners as well as the 

Sakhalin Duma, the Public Chamber, and RAIPON2. An initial round of consultations 

solicited ideas from the population for the third plan, while a second round presented a 

draft Plan for community review. Community feedback fed into a final draft SIMDP3, 

which was distributed in the areas of traditional indigenous residence in early November 

2015 for the consideration of the indigenous population. This was followed by a special 

conference in Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk on November 26, 2015, arranged by the RCAR to 

approve and/or amend the draft SIMDP3.  

 

At that conference the indigenous delegates declared that they gave their free, prior 

and informed consent [FPIC] to the Plan and delegated authority to the Chair of the 

RCAR to sign a new Tripartite Agreement to implement the Plan. Subsequently, on 16 

December, 2016, a signing ceremony was arranged in Moscow, where SIMDP3 was 

                                        
1 The Plan was launched officially in March but preparations had begun that January. 
2 RAIPON is an acronym for the Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North, Siberia and the 
Far East. This is Russia’s preeminent confederation of recognized Indigenous Peoples. 
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signed by the Governor of Sakhalin, the Chief Executive Officer [CEO] of Sakhalin 

Energy, and the Chairperson of RCAR. Each of the signees was personally representing 

their partner organization in a public pledge of support for the renewal of the SIMDP.  

 

The key objectives of the Third Plan are: 

 

• Capacity-building. Enhancing the capacity of Sakhalin’s Indigenous Minorities 

to actively participate in the self-management of their own affairs. Such capacity-

building could range from leadership training, to technical skills enhancing (e.g., 

for accounting, report-writing, budget preparation, traditional economic and 

cultural activities, business planning), to heightened cultural and ethnic self-

awareness.  

 

• Social, cultural, and economic development. Improving the lives and 

livelihoods of the Indigenous Minorities of Sakhalin Oblast through the 

implementation of social and economic development plans in a culturally 

appropriate manner. Cultural revival, economic viability of traditional economic 

enterprises, and improved social conditions will be targeted areas for support. 

Long-term strategic planning with the concept of sustainable development as an 

objective will also be emphasised. 

 

• Independent fund preparation. Assisting Sakhalin’s Indigenous Minorities to 

prepare for the eventual establishment of an independent Indigenous Minorities 

development fund. 

 

• Project environmental effects disclosure. Providing timely, objective and 

complete information to the Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities' community of the 

actual and/or potential impacts of the Sakhalin-2 project on the environment, 

and the measures taken to prevent and/ or minimize any potential negative 

impacts. 

 

Key innovations of SIMDP3 are:  

 

• District Committees have been added to the governance structure to bolster 

district-level SIM inputs and to anchor the Plan fully in Sakhalin’s seven districts 

of concentrated SIM residence 

• Capacity-building, a critical Plan objective, has been strengthened with its own 

components during the Third Plan, included in both the Social Development Fund 

[SDF] and the Traditional Economic Activities Support Programme [TEASP] 

components 
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• An increase in annual funding from Sakhalin Energy from USD312,000 to 

USD320,000  

B. External Monitor Report Methodology 
 

The launch of SIMDP3 was delayed for more than two months due to the need to 

prepare polozheniya (regulations) for the Plan coordinating bodies as well as the late 

selection of SIM community representatives. The Plan’s late March launch consequently 

shifted most other SIMDP-related activities to later in the calendar year, including the 

external monitoring visit itself. 

 

For this report, the External Monitor [EM]3 visited Sakhalin between 11 November and 1 

December, 2016. Prior to the visit, the EM reviewed meeting minutes of the SDF and 

the TEASP Committees, and other Plan governance bodies. The EM also attended the 

March 2016 Governing Board meeting by teleconference. During the visit, specialists of 

Sakhalin Energy’s Social Performance Unit managing the work with Indigenous Peoples 

and the Plan Coordinator prepared and shared key documents with the EM (most 

importantly, the Company’s SIMDP Semi-Annual Report, updates on the Mitigation 

Matrix, and the status of grievances, minutes of SIMDP bodies’ meetings) and arranged 

a series of meetings with key stakeholders, including nearly 70 people (some in multiple 

categories) from the following groups: 

 

• Sakhalin Energy employees (personnel involved in work with SIM including 

implementation of the Plan and others involved with support of Plan 

implementation) 

• Indigenous Minorities (including the RCAR, individual community members, and 

indigenous community organizations [e.g., rodoviye hozyaistva (family 

enterprises) and rodoviye obschiny (family organisations)]) 

• Authorities in the Sakhalin Oblast Government, including the Indigenous Peoples 

Department and the Indigenous Peoples’ Representative to the Oblast Duma 

• Authorities in various District governments, primarily the staff members 

responsible for SIM affairs or involved in the District Committees 

• SIMDP coordinating bodies’ participants, including those on the SIMDP Governing 

Board [GB], the Executive Committee [EC], the TEASP Committee, the SDF 

Committee, the District Committees, the SDF implementing partner, the Plan 

Coordinator, and the two Experts Groups of the SDF Council and TEASP 

Committee 

• Selected SIMDP beneficiaries (managers, project coordinators and implementers) 

as well as unsuccessful Plan applicants 

                                        
3 Gregory Eliyu Guldin of the consultancy Cross-Cultural Consulting Services, PLLC (CCCS) has been 
serving as the External Monitor for the SIMDP since 2006.  
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The EM also visited SIM communities around the island, including those in Nogliki, 

Okha, Nekrasovka, Val, Chir-Unvd, Alexandrosk-Sakhalinsky, Viakhtu, Trambaus, 

Smyrnikh, Poronaisk, and Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk. 

 

 

C. Stakeholders’ Overall Assessment of the SIMDP3 During Year 

One 
 

The three SIMDP3 partners (RCAR, SOG, and Sakhalin Energy) all had mixed 

assessments of the first year of SIMDP3 implementation. Out of the three partners, 

Sakhalin Energy had the most overall positive assessment, though the other partners 

also felt that the positives have outweighed the negatives. Representatives of the three 

partners positively assessed the SIMDP3 innovation of welcoming new SIM community 

members to serve on Plan governance bodies, and were quite positive about the work 

of the SDF Committee. The partners’ assessments of the TEASP Committee, however, 

was another matter entirely, as will be seen. 

 

RCAR’s Evaluations of SIMDP3 

 

Representatives of Sakhalin’s officially recognised Indigenous Peoples Organisation 

[IPO]—RCAR-- acknowledged the Plan’s delayed launch and criticised its “difficult start”, 

as in their view the Plan continued to be the locus of interpersonal and intra-community 

conflicts. The SDF was seen as performing well and continuously improving, and the 

new Ethnic Sports component was a particularly well-received innovation. Introduction 

of mandatory turnover of coordinating bodies’ membership was also seen as a positive 

development, as it led to new people being involved in Plan governance, and the 

training offered to everyone involved on governance bodies was especially praised. In 

contrast, the performance of the TEASP Committee was heavily criticised, as its 

members were accused of seeing it as a source of “free money” as they awarded a 

handful of the total number of Business Plans [BPs] and Self-Sufficiency [SS] grants to 

themselves and their associates. 

 

SIM Evaluations of SIMDP3 

 

Aside from the RCAR, other members of the SIM communities, both those involved in 

Plan governance and with individual projects, saw the Plan as continuing to provide real 

benefits to indigenous families and organisations. However, many (and particularly 

those in Nogliki District) commented that the amount of funds supplied under the Plan 

were inadequate in light of Sakhalin Energy’s responsibility to provide compensation for 

the Sakhalin-2 project’s utilisation of traditional indigenous territories. SIM community 



 

   5 

 

members also appreciated the greater involvement of SIM in the Plan and also the 

greater participation of the District governments (via their participation in the District 

Committees), seeing this development as a boon for implementation of Plan projects—

and in line with Oblast-level trends of decentralising authority to the Districts. 

Community members were near-unanimous in their praise for the work of the SDF, 

while often critical of the work of the TEASP Committee and what they saw as its 

abuses of power. 

 

SOG Evaluation of SIMDP3 

 

The Sakhalin Oblast Government’s representatives to the Plan, like those of RCAR, 

regard the involvement of new people in the Plan and the new Coordinator4 as positive 

indicators that the Plan’s influence is expanding. The SOG would like the Third Plan to 

ensure that sufficient information flows from the Coordinator to all three Plan partners, 

and criticised what they see as a trend towards reduced transparency since the First 

Plan. Their overall assessment of SIMDP3 governance in the first year is that the 

authority of both the Expert Groups and the new District Committees need to be 

strengthened, while the role of the Executive Committee needs to be maintained. 

 

Sakhalin Energy’s Evaluation of SIMDP3 

 

Sakhalin Energy representatives also positively assess the first year of SIMDP3’ 

implementation, and expressed special gratification at the numbers of new people 

involved in the Plan both in governance and in Plan projects/activities. Representatives 

especially pointed to a growing number of applications for grants, greater SIM 

awareness of the Plan, and improved SIM capacity due in part to the training 

workshops made available to all members of  coordinating bodies. Some of the 

difficulties associated with the launch, such as delayed selection of coordinating bodies’ 

membership, delayed start of committee work, and insufficient and uncoordinated 

management of the Plan’s activities, were noted but seen as typical for the start of a 

new Plan, and new elements, such as District Committees and the Third Plan’s new 

components such as Capacity-Building and Ethnic Sports, were seen as positive. 

However, Sakhalin Energy representatives were concerned that sometimes personal 

relations interfere with effective Plan implementation and noted  SIM grievances 

regarding misuse of funds and conflicts of interest. 

 

                                        
 

 
 
4 Svetlana Kuryan, selected by the three partners, replaced the Second Plan’s Svetlana Sangi as the 
Coordinator of the Plan. 
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D. Stakeholder Evaluations of SIMDP3 Tripartite Collaboration 
 

When the Third Plan was formally ratified in December 2015, the three partners—RCAR, 

the SOG, and Sakhalin Energy—renewed their commitment to jointly implement the 

SIMDP. The Partners have collaborated on several activities over the past year, 

including fulfilling their responsibilities to participate on all governance bodies and to 

disseminate information about the Plan. Even so, there have been a few issues on 

which the three partners have been divided, and these are briefly described below. One 

issue in particular—namely, the resolution of the unaccounted for funds from the 

microloan programme run by the Batani Fund [BF] during implementation of SIMDP2—

proved a major distraction to the Partners and served to strain the relations between 

them.  

 

Some—but not all--partner representatives expressed their belief that, while relations 

between the three partners have improved since the final year of the SIDMP2, Sakhalin 

Energy continued to exercise inordinate control over the SIMDP  implementation 

through the ubiquity of its representatives at SIMDP coordinating body meetings. These 

representatives also claimed to note a distinct pro-Nogliki tilt in the Company’s actions, 

which some explained as Company attempts to mollify this district, which has been the 

most directly impacted of all northern SIM territories by the facilities and infrastructure 

of the Sakhalin-2 project. However, the SIMDP funds are not distributed by districts and 

are awarded without regard to location of the Company’s facilities. There are no 

districts with a designated higher or lower priority and all funds are distributed by the 

SDF and TEASP Committees. By contrast, representatives of Sakhalin Energy see in as 

many of its staff as possible being members of or observing coordinating bodies’ 

meetings a demonstration of the Company’s commitment to fulfilling their obligations 

under the Tripartite Agreement—and expect the other Partners to do the same. The 

Company also stressed that their representatives only speak up to clarify SIMDP 

regulations at meetings where they are observers (i.e., at the SDF and TEASP 

Committee meetings). The EM notes that it is unfortunate that merely raising issues of 

adherence to Plan regulations immediately raises suspicion of biased enforcement of 

rules. 

 

Regarding the SOG, RCAR representatives expressed their appreciation for the SOG’s 

multiple-layered support but noted that the Government often uses the Plan to extend 

its budgetary allocations for SIM programmes, and therefore inappropriately competes 

with SIM organisations for Plan support. While SOG support for the Expert Groups and 

the other Governing Board bodies is greatly appreciated, observers noted that 

sometimes the SOG did not provide a full complement to joint functions such as 

Internal Monitoring trips or to the training seminars held during the past year. All 
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Partners also noted that as of December, 2016, new leadership had been appointed to 

run the Indigenous Peoples Department in the SOG, and they were cautiously optimistic 

that relations between the Partners would not only continue in a collaborative spirit but 

improve as well.  

 

The RCAR was recognised by the other Partners as performing a critical role in bringing 

the SIMDP to local communities and arranging the selection of SIM representatives. 

However, this year’s process of selecting community representatives was criticised for 

its tardiness and alleged lack of inclusiveness. Some expressed the hope that next year 

the Regional Council would be more proactive in having their district representatives 

encourage local SIM to apply for Plan programmes.  

 

All Partner representatives also made a point of emphasising that they enjoyed working 

with the personnel of the other Partners, and stressed the need to improve relations 

through open discussion and transparency of all Plan-related activities and 

expenditures. While observing the GB meeting held in late November 2016, the EM was 

impressed how openly and directly the Partners articulated their differences of opinions 

and critiques of the other Partners’ behaviour. This openness helped them deal with the 

issues on which they disagreed head on, and facilitated the amelioration or resolution of 

those issues. 

 

 

E. External Monitor Overall Evaluation 
 

Despite some tensions remaining amongst the Partners (highlighted in the preceding 

section), relations between them have improved over the year, while the Plan has 

continued to bring benefits to numerous SIM on the Island and raised their capacities. 

The new governance aspects of the Third Plan, introduced during this first year of 

implementation, were overall a mixed success (a topic to be elaborated on in Section 

II), and community awareness of and participation in the Plan have continued to grow. 

More governance meetings were held during this first year than ever before, and this 

increased engagement demonstrates the continued and perhaps growing role that the 

Plan plays in the communal lives of SIM.  

 

However, both internal and external monitoring have revealed that some of the 

problems that were uncovered in recent years have returned with a vengeance in this 

first year of SIMDP3 implementation. While the SDF Committee and components 

continued to draw near-universal praise, the activities of the TEAS Programme 

Committee drew much criticism. The charges that were made of conflicts of interest 

and even of private understandings in the awarding of competitive grants (primarily BP 

and SS grants) appeared to the EM to hold at least minimal validity, and this poses a 
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distinct risk to the Plan’s reputation. These challenges are the focus of Section III. A of 

this Report. 
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II. SIMDP3 New Elements 
 

SIMDP3 included some new elements, added in response to suggestions raised by Plan 

stakeholders. Chief among these innovations were the establishment of District 

Committees [DC] and an enhanced prominence of Capacity-Building projects, along 

with a new Plan Coordinator and new Programme components. 

 

A. District Committees [DC] 
 

The establishment of District Committees had three objectives: (1) to include more 

Indigenous People at the regional (municipal or district) level to participate in Plan 

governance, and thereby raise participants’ capacity; (2) to bring local SIM knowledge 

to bear on the decision-making process of awarding grants under the TEASP Self-

Sufficiency component and the SDF student support component; and (3) to improve 

local awareness of and participation in the Plan by having these DC members work with 

members of the local Indigenous Peoples Councils established by each District 

Government. Overall, these objectives were only partially achieved during this first year, 

and in order to make the District Committees live up to their stated goals, some key 

issues will need to be considered. 

 

SIMDP3 specified that two of the three DC members were to be elected by and from 

among the local Indigenous Peoples Councils, and the third was to be appointed by the 

District Mayor. During this first round, in at least one district the District 

Administration/Mayor assumed that it had exclusive right to appoint the DC 

Chairperson, while in other districts the Administration representative exercised no such 

authority and indeed preferred to have one of the Indigenous Council representatives 

serve as Chairperson (in line with the Plan’s emphasis on capacity-building).5 Some of 

the DC members thus joined these committees with a good grasp of their function while 

others had no idea of what exactly it was they were selected for. Most DC members 

were later sent copies of the Plan (although some only received oral instruction), but 

the Plan itself lacks guidance on how to carry out the responsibilities of DC 

membership. For some, this lack of clear explication of how they were to carry out their 

grant/support application review functions led to only intermittent participation, while 

others were nevertheless highly motivated to serve as local-level functionaries of the 

Plan. Attendance of DC members at the Training Workshops (see II.B. below) helped 

remedy this problem somewhat, but most DC members sought out others more 

knowledgeable about the Plan to help them understand what they were supposed to do 

and how they were supposed to behave. Given that the Committees are new, this only 

                                        
5 The Plan itself does not specify the internal organization of the DCs. 
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partially helped as those more Plan-experienced themselves did not have any DC 

experience. 

In practice, then, the operation of each DC was not uniform, with some inviting non-

Committee members to observe or even participate in their meetings (including SS 

grant applicants), while others met without any non-DC member present. Some DCs 

gave detailed explanations of their recommendations while others merely indicated 

approval or non-approval. In one district, local SIM members reported that the District 

Administration had already decided on which applications should be approved and 

merely asked the two local SIM DC members if they agreed with their recommendations 

without providing a justification for those recommendations.6  

 

Furthermore, most of the committee members had to determine for themselves what 

criteria should be applied in evaluating the SS applications, resulting in them using their 

knowledge of the applicants themselves. The DC members of one district reported that 

the following practical and explicit questions guided their evaluations of applications: 1) 

Do we know the applicant? Are they trustworthy? Are they alcoholic?; 2) Does the 

applicant really carry out traditional economic activities as they claim?; 3) Does the 

applicant really need this support?; and 4) Will the applicant use the Self-Sufficiency 

grant to carry out the stated activity?  

 

The DCs that used the committee members’ personal knowledge of applicants served a 

positive review function, deciding not to recommend Self-Sufficiency grants where they 

knew that the applicant had previously received SIMDP grants or received support from 

other sources, while approving others because they were aware of the dependence on 

subsistence activities of the applicant and the applicant’s family. Some DCs, in cases 

where they were not fully aware of the applicant’s situation or that of the applicant’s 

family, made calls to people other than the applicant to supplement what they knew. 

Although most DCs simply stated whether or not they approved a Self-Sufficiency 

application (with or without comments), at least one prioritised its recommendations 

into those applicants most deserving and those applications which were less urgent or 

not acceptable at all. With DC members’ great familiarity of both local families and 

obschiny, some non-DC members suggested that the DCs also comment on obschiny 

applicants for the TEASP Expert Group, to provide the EG with some local context for 

their BP assessments. For the student support applications, the DCs were nearly 

universal in their support of local students, recommending to approve nearly every one. 

The Chairperson of the SDF implementing partner-organisation reported her satisfaction 

with the DC reports, noting that by checking whether the students met mandatory 

SIMDP requirements, the DC members had reduced workload of the partner-

organisation. DC members themselves spoke enthusiastically of how their participation 

                                        
6 They initially acquiesced but later changed their minds and went back to review the proposals, which 
they had previously never seen.  
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had heightened their own awareness not only of the Plan but of the larger indigenous 

world on Sakhalin.  Many pledged that they would make use of this increased 

awareness to spread knowledge of the Plan to their community members. Nearly all DC 

members interviewed also asked if they could be given more time to review the 

application packets. 

 

Given the earnestness with which many of the DC members approached their work, 

many expressed their great disappointment at seeing their recommendations not 

followed—or even not considered at all—by the TEASP Committee (one DC member 

said, “I felt very hurt when I heard all our recommendations were ignored”). In one 

case, the TEASP Committee members did not receive revised DC recommendations, as 

the DC members had sent them to the previous Coordinator instead of the new one. 

Some DC members also complained that they were never informed about the TEASP 

Committee decisions regarding their recommendations. For their part, TEASP 

Committee members felt that as most DCs had not prioritised their recommendations 

for Self-Sufficiency grants, their reports were of limited usefulness to the task of 

whittling down the large number of Self-Sufficiency applications (it was reported, 

however, that this was not a problem in the context of student support applications). 

Furthermore, some TEASP Committee members largely ignored the opinions of DC 

members, as they often felt that, being elected as local representatives, they were 

mandated to make up their own minds without bending to others’ opinions. 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 The TEASP Committee should prepare operational guidelines 

for the DCs to standardize some of the otherwise ad hoc 
evaluation criteria for self-sufficiency grants, perhaps with 
checklists, raising points such as whether the applicant (i) 
follows a traditional lifestyle; (ii) has steady employment for 
wage labour; (iii) has received TEASP support in the past; 
(iv) has received similar support from the government in the 
past; (v) has provided proof of some claimed special craft 
skills; and (vi) is suffering from life hardships (e.g., poverty, 
disabilities). 

 To enhance SIMDP awareness in their districts, both the SDF 
and TEASP Committees should in their DC guidelines 
encourage the sharing of information about the SIMDP Self-
Sufficiency and student support grants with the Indigenous 
Peoples Council in their District. 

 To support SIMDP utilisation by local community members in 
their districts, both the SDF and TEASP Committees should in 
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their DC guidelines encourage the DCs to serve as sources of 
information and assistance to their local SIM community for 
the SIMDP Self-Sufficiency and student support grants. 

 The GB should consider advising the DCs to always prioritise 
their recommendations (dividing into those highly 
recommended and those with lower priority) and be sure to 
include comments indicating the bases for their decisions 
when making reports to the SDF and TEASP Committees. 
These recommendations need to be shared by the 
Coordinator with the SDF and TEASP Committee members in 
full (including comments, if any, along with the prioritised 
recommendations). 

 The Coordinator should ensure that the applications are 
provided directly to the DCs sufficiently ahead of the 
deadline for their recommendations, so as to allow the DCs 
enough time to make their assessments properly. 

 SDF and TEASP Committees should indicate in their 
guidelines whether or not non-DC members should be 
present at DC meetings, weighing the advantages of 
transparency against confidentiality concerns. 

 Regarding conflict of interest concerns, TEASP Committee 
members should clarify in their DC guidelines if the ban 
against participating in decisions on grants “in which they 
have a personal interest” extends to partner-organisations 
on Self-Sufficiency projects. The TEASP Committee should 
also consider extending conflict of interest provisions to also 
apply to DC meeting observers participating in discussions 
regarding their own applications or those of their relatives.  

 The results of the SDF and TEASP Committees regarding DC-
recommended applications should be sent directly to the 
relevant DC members by the Coordinator. This will help 
bolster their local positions as SIMDP representatives. 
 

 

 

B. Capacity Building Components 
 

As Innovations 

 

Capacity building has been one of the key objectives of the SIMDP since its first 

inception in 2006, and its prominence in the Plan has been strengthened with each 

iteration. With this Third Plan, and for the first time, Capacity Building has become a 

separate component of both the TEASP and the SDF (previously Capacity Building was a 
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separate component only for the SDF). Those who have been working with or are 

generally familiar with the Plan for much of this past decade welcome this trend as an 

appropriate acknowledgment that the sustainability of the SIMDP—beyond the time-

limited distribution of goods or services—rests primarily on the development of human 

resources (i.e., of the people involved in both Plan governance and Plan projects). One 

observer pointed out that one theme of capacity-building projects proposed for both the 

TEASP and the SDF was an emphasis on inter-generational skills transfer, from 

grandparents to grandchildren. 

 

For those new to the Plan—including most of the members of the SDF and TEASP 

Committees—the function and content of these capacity-building components were 

somewhat unclear as they began their work this past year. There was also some 

uncertainty among the SIM considering a grant application as to what types of projects 

would fit under these components. This reality was reflected in the relatively few 

projects offered under the capacity-building components (despite their heightened 

position in the Third Plan’s governance structure), as well as the TEASP Committee’s 

proposal to cut the TEASP fund allocation for the Capacity Building component in 2017 

from 20% to 10% of the Committee budget, citing “lack of demand,” or more precisely, 

a lack of applications. Given that Capacity Building is a new component in TEASP, it 

would perhaps be a better strategy to keep the budget allocation at its 2016 level, and 

redouble efforts to increase understanding among committee members about its 

importance and contents and to develop SIM awareness of the types of projects people 

can apply for under these important Plan components. Given too that this is a five-year 

Plan, the innovation to develop Capacity Building as a full component needs time to 

mature. 

 

Service on the SIMDP governance bodies—especially for the many newcomers to the 

Third Plan—has raised both the awareness and capacity of many to participate in and 

manage SIMDP processes of which they previously had little experience and formerly 

lacked the skills to implement. One committee member said, “My service on the 

committee has taught me to be disciplined, how to work with such [organisational] 

documents, and will prove very useful to me in many contexts.” Another noted how he 

at first had no idea on how to run a meeting, but by the end of the year had seen both 

his bureaucratic skill and self-confidence greatly improved. The Governing Board, at its 

November 2016 meeting, also recognised the need to support such trends when it 

voted to have both SDF and TEASP Committee Chairpersons and secretaries stay over 

in Yuzhni one extra day post-decision-making meetings, dedicated to preparing 

committee meeting minutes. With support from the Coordinator, this could in itself be a 

very useful capacity-building exercise. 

 

Two Training Workshops 
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In 2016, two training workshops for the members of coordinating bodies were held in 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk prior to meetings of the SDF and TEASP Committees. Both of these 

workshops proved very successful. The first workshop was held in May, and focused on 

the details of project preparation and evaluation. The second workshop—proposed by 

participants of the first workshop--was authorised by the Governing Board to take place 

in October after they saw the excellent results of the first workshop, and was focused 

on reviewing the guiding regulations for each Committee to look for ways to bring them 

more in line with good work standards. The training workshops showed immediate 

positive results, such as SDF Committee members making extensive changes to the 

SDF’s guiding regulations and the number of committee email discussions increasing 

significantly as compared with previous years.  

 

The attendees were very enthusiastic about the workshops, pointing out that the 

workshops gave them an overall understanding of what “development” was and what 

the goals of the Plan were. One DC participant said, “We realised that we could change 

things and that they [those in charge of the Plan] had to listen to us, so we went ahead 

and made sure that the Plan would operate in the right way.” Others reported that the 

workshops made them realise that the SIMDP was not a charity and that people have to 

get organised to get access to funds, that one can come up with an equitable system to 

fairly distribute funds and not just hand out free money, and that TEASP regulations 

need to be reformed just like those of the SDF have been. 

 

SDF Capacity Building Component 

 

The Social Development Fund’s 2016 Regulations state that the Capacity Building 

Component aims at (i) Supporting the participation of SIM in activities at the regional 

and inter-regional (off-Sakhalin) levels; (ii) Increasing SIM communities’ capacity to 

solve social problems and to strengthen inter-ethnic ties; (iii) Developing SIM self-

management capacity; and (iv) Support for a Young Leaders School. This rather general 

description gave the SIM public and the SDF Committee wide leeway to infer what type 

of projects fit under this component. Some informants praised highly the off-island 

conferences and festivals that this component supported, pointing out the benefits of 

expanding the horizons of young SIM through having them experience the 

accomplishments of mainland indigenous groups. Others, however, were highly critical 

of these conferences and festivals, suggesting that financing relatively expensive off-

island trips was not the best use of SDF funds. Short-term capacity building projects 

involving one or two dozen participants for a few days of training were also criticised as 

being an inefficient use of capacity building funds. Some carriers of this latter point 

maintained that training or capacity building projects should focus on fewer people for 
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longer periods, in order to produce longer-lasting impacts, and should also award a 

certificate so that participants emerge with something tangible to show for their efforts. 

 

SIMDP Project organisers, however, pointed proudly to the positive results of such 

festivals. For one such gathering, titled “Living Traditions,” SIMDP3 funds covered 

nearly 50% of the total event costs of over one million Roubles. Specifically, the Plan 

supported twenty indigenous youth and adult ensemble members travelling from 

Poronaisk to Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk for two full days. Project proponents who defend this 

use of Plan money pointed out that prior to their journey, the adults in the group had 

spent much time working with a group of youths to transfer their ethnic artistic skills, so 

that by the time they were all gathered in Yuzhni, “the very act of participating with 

grandparents in a public display of indigenous talents made a deep impression on the 

kids as they expressed their identity.” This project, they argued, thus worked to 

heighten the sustainability of Sakhalin’s SIM cultures. A similar project, bringing SIM 

representatives to Kamchatka to participate in the traditional crafts festival of 

indigenous minorities of the North, also attracted similar conflicting criticism and 

support. The organisers of that project emphasised both the on-site training and the 

agreement forged with festival hosts to have Kamchatka experts carry out “master 

classes” on Sakhalin, thus completing the circle of inter-ethnic cultural exchanges and 

inspiring SIM to develop their own cultures. 

 

Following on its inception in SIMDP2, this component explicitly named the Young 

Leaders School [YLS] as a designated sub-component. Previous Schools, by focusing on 

personal leadership skills, had successfully influenced young people to take up 

community service activities for SIM, to continue their education, and to demonstrate 

pride in their SIM heritages. Of all the SDF Capacity Building projects, the YLS probably 

is the one most geared to sustainability. 

 

TEASP Capacity Building Component 

 

Differences of opinion were heard regarding what types of projects should fall under 

this component. Some stressed the need for training in technical skills necessary to 

carry out traditional economic activities (e.g., seal skin processing) and their 

contemporary correlates such as practicing and obtaining licenses for snowmobile and 

boat driving (to gain access to winter fishing, gathering, and hunting areas). Others 

argued for training in more bureaucratic skills such as preparing business plans or 

increasing awareness of laws, regulations, and taxation relating to traditional economic 

activities. Still others emphasised that all TEASP Capacity Building projects should lead 

to certificates attesting to competencies gained or stating that the project fostered 

commercial activities of practical value (e.g., dog sled training, as a non-commercially 

viable activity, should not be supported for the contemporary market).  
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One solution to address the difference in opinions was proposed at the second 

workshop for coordinating bodies of the Plan. It was proposed that this component 

should give equal consideration to projects which seek to i) adapt SIM traditions to 

contemporary social and economic conditions and ii) conserve SIM culture through 

capacity building in safeguarding indigenous languages, cultures, natural resources use. 

This way, SIM can both individually and collectively decide the future of their cultures 

and destinies. 

         

One example of a TEASP Capacity Building project that also incorporated inter-

generational skills transfer was entitled “Experience, Reserves, and Prospects”. In this 

project, babushkas taught young girls how to blend Nivkh ornaments with 

contemporary clothing to produce a trendy new look. This project follows a series of 

similar efforts in the past, extending back to 2007 and 2009 SDF grants (and an Exxon 

grant in 2015) that supported purchases of sewing machines and cloth. Project 

proponents pointed out that this type of project not only provides for cultural 

adaptation, but also provides the girls with potential wage-earning skills and commercial 

sales opportunities. Another TEASP project for this same component provided a bone 

carving workshop for SIM craftsmen, funding a Chukotka craftsman to come to 

Sakhalin, and encouraging local craftsmen including reindeer herders to find a new 

source of income through the production of commercial art and souvenirs. 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 Both the SDF and TEASP Committees should develop clear 

application evaluation criteria for their Capacity Building 
component projects. 

 The GB and EC should consider holding workshops/seminars 
for governance body members on issues like “What is 
Capacity Building” and “Why is Capacity Building 
Necessary?”. These should be arranged for individuals, 
organisations, and the SIM communities at large. 

 The TEASP Committee should consider what skills new 
obschiny need to develop and prepare strategic plans 
accordingly. The TEASP Committee needs to be more 
proactive in determining the skills for which community 
members and organisations need capacity-building support, 
and it should also propose or encourage projects along those 
lines (e.g., a workshop to assist obschiny to meet the recent 
more complex reporting requirements). 

 The TEASP Committee should consider partnering with the 
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SOG Ministry of Economic Development, inviting their 
economic development specialists to adjust some of their 
community outreach programmes (e.g., their Small- and 
Medium-sized Enterprises programme) to meet SIM needs 
for capacity-building. 

 The EC and GB should begin consideration of how to utilise 
the Capacity Building components of the Plan to implement 
the SIMDP3 objective of preparing for the establishment of 
an SIM-run Independent Fund. 
 

 

 

C. New Plan Coordinator  
 

With the beginning of SIMDP3, a new Plan Coordinator was selected by the three 

partners, and began work early in the year. For the sake of continuity and following the 

precedent set in the transition from the First to the Second Plan, the Plan Coordinator 

of SIMDP2 was engaged to support this latest transition. On one hand, this proved 

helpful in orienting the new Plan Coordinator and in maintaining communications with 

SIM community members for whom she was the most familiar SIMDP person. On the 

other hand, it also led to some missed communications, as SIM community members 

and representatives sometimes raised their problems and questions to the old 

Coordinator rather than the new. The new Coordinator also was chosen with specific 

consideration to “neutrality”, in light of charges of interpersonal bias levelled against 

her predecessor; consequently, the predecessor’s involvement added to some tensions 

in the handover.  

 

The beginning of the new Coordinator’s term was rocky, as she lacked familiarity with 

much of the basic bureaucratic structure of SIMDP administration and the proper role of 

a Plan Coordinator, and lacked some of the necessary office and social skills for Plan 

implementation, including basic documentation management (such as the preparation 

of minutes) and development of interpersonal relations. Key among the criticisms heard 

by the EM from Plan stakeholders was the lack of delivery of information in a timely 

manner, whether in the context of reporting on the outcome of governance body 

meetings or delivery of information to those involved with Plan governance. Others 

observed that the performance of the new Plan Coordinator had improved significantly 

during the latter half of 2016, and felt that she should be given a chance to continue to 

improve. Some observers also expressed satisfaction with her ability to act impartially in 

her interaction with the Plan Partners, while still others found her biased favourably to 

those she knew personally. The Coordinator herself acknowledged her continuing need 

to improve her office and social skills, and particularly in preparing meeting minutes. 
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Through interactions with Plan participants, she has also become more familiar with the 

expected governance body norms and she acknowledges the need for greater patience 

when working with the Plan participants, most of whom are volunteers while her 

position is a fixed labour engagement with a resourced workplace and a wage. She is 

also learning to finesse the different approaches of Plan partners to SIMDP 

implementation. 

 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 The Plan Coordinator should ensure that all Plan 

stakeholders, and especially the three partners, receive Plan 
information in a timely manner. 

 To enhance public awareness of SIMDP activities and to 
more quickly disseminate Plan information, the Plan 
Coordinator should more efficiently utilise group emails to all 
grant applicants and governing body participants.  
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III. Governance 
 

A. Key Challenges7 
 

The most serious challenges to the Plan’s implementation and reputation to emerge 

during the first year of SIMDP3 implementation were charges of improper private 

agreements and conflicts of interest. The majority of complaints and controversial 

charges centred on the allocation of the TEASP Business Plans and Self-Sufficiency 

grants for Poronaisk, Business Plans in Okha, and Self-Sufficiency grants in Yuzhno-

Sakhalinsk. During this most recent visit, the External Monitor noted three alarming 

points of Plan malfunction: (i) the TEASP Expert Groups’ recommendations were widely 

ignored—in fact, the gap between the TEASP Committee and its Experts Group could 

barely be wider8; (ii) the members of the TEASP Committee approved practically all of 

their own grant applications, as well as those of their close relatives; and (iii) multiple 

charges of improper agreements or behaviour were levied.  

 

These types of charges are not new, as the previous two SIMDPs also had their share 

of similar controversies, particularly as regards conflicts of interest. However, the 

controversies of this first year of SIMDP3 implementation were more widespread and 

the amounts involved were significantly larger, since many of the grants in question 

were for Business Plans rather than for Self-Sufficiency grants. This taint of increased 

inappropriate behaviour in TEASP has stained public perception of the Plan—to preserve 

the Plan and its reputation, the three Plan Partners need to address these issues 

directly as a matter of priority. 

 

Improper Agreements 

 

Perhaps the most serious charges of inappropriate behaviour were multiple allegations 

(both from TEASP Committee members and others involved in the Programme) that 

offers were made by one or two TEASP Committee members to other TEASP Committee 

members to reach an understanding regarding the distribution of grants prior to the 

Committee decision-making meeting, without reference to the merit of the applications. 

                                        
7 The EM emphasizes that while the Monitor is obliged to report frankly charges of inappropriate behavior 
related to the Plan that are raised by multiple sources, there is no possibility for the EM himself to 

investigate the accuracy of such claims lacking both authority and resources to do so. An External 
Monitor reports on issues which are being raised by informants and makes recommendations based on 

patterns noticed and experiences in similar circumstances; it is the responsibility of other organs or 

bodies to take steps to ascertain the degree of accuracy of reported claims and respond appropriately.  
8 Many of the recommendations of the District Committees were also ignored, but this situation may 

improve with added experience by participants with the working of the DCs—and if the recommendations 
given in this Report are followed. 
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The EM also heard unconfirmed allegations of offers to prepare phony Business Plans in 

return for “gifts” and/or TEASP Committee votes.  

 

Personal Rivalries Alleged to Outweigh Public Responsibilities 

 

The most contentious issue that the TEASP Committee, and eventually the Executive 

Committee and Governing Board as well, had to deal with during 2016 was over the 

dual applications for Business Plans filed by two obschiny in Poronaisk. This greatly 

divided not only the TEASP Committee members, but also members of the other Plan 

governance bodies and the indigenous communities of Poronaisk as well. Unfortunately, 

discussions on the issue (both formal discussions during Committee meetings and 

unofficial discussions outside of Committee meetings) tended to focus not on the facts 

and merits of the applications themselves; instead, discussions centred on the character 

and reputation of the applicants as well as the personal relationship of the commenter 

with the applicants—and which faction of the island-wide indigenous community both 

were aligned with. 

 

Under these circumstances, regulations were too often used to attack the opposing side 

rather than facilitating a judicious decision on which grant’s merits should be rewarded. 

In pursuit of these personal goals, the rights of applicants were sometimes slighted and 

the assessments of the TEASP Expert Group (see Section III.B below) were ignored. 

Many people noted that all four of the members of the TEASP Committee who applied 

for Business Plans received their grants (of the eight approved, out of a total of 14 

applications during the first round of grant awards). The Self-Sufficiency grants 

proposed for themselves and/or their family members similarly had a high degree of 

approval. More than one person made the comment that the surest way to receive a 

Business Plan and/or a Self-Sufficiency Grant for you and your relatives was to get 

elected to the Committee, turn down the grants of non-relatives or non-allies, and 

thereby keep the pool of available funds reserved available for your own projects and 

those of your allies with whom you had made a deal. Reflecting on the case where one 

TEASP Committee member received both a Business Plan as well as a Self-Sufficiency 

grant,9 one observer noted that “this year the TEASP Committee members were just too 

greedy.” 

 

TEASP Committee members defended these grant awards as simply based on the 

merits of the applications, and brushed aside critical comments from the Experts Group 

as ill-informed observations from people ignorant of SIM matters. Furthermore, they 

countered, TEASP Committee members are worthy SIM community members and as 

                                        
9 This seemingly should not be permissible under SIMDP regulations, as Self-Sufficiency grants are 

supposed to support those following subsistence lifestyles—and not in a position to develop an 
enterprise.  
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such deserve to have their plans for economic development considered along with 

those of their neighbours. If their plans were approved while those of other applicants 

were not, then successful TEASP Committee members should not be answerable to 

failed and therefore jealous competitors. Finally, they argued, not all TEASP Committee 

members who applied for a BP during the second round of BP awards were successful; 

some applied but were turned down. 

 

Other Alleged Deceitful or Inappropriate Practices 

 

Community members also pointed to other practices that they regarded as deceitful or 

otherwise inappropriate, but which the EM was not always able to confirm: 

 

• Self-Sufficiency and Business Plan grant applicants who are just acting as fronts 

for others who did not want to be identified (e.g.: (i) their relatives [or obschina 

owner/directors] on the TEASP Committee or on other governing bodies or (ii) 

for others who had recently received grants and thus not likely to be re-

awarded).10 When these applicants were interviewed by the monitoring bodies 

(both internal and external), it was often obvious that these were sham 

applications intended to conceal the real beneficiaries.  

• Self-Sufficiency grants being approved for the economically stable (i.e., with 

relatively high-wage jobs) relatives of coordinating body members and denied to 

“more deserving” applicants primarily pursuing subsistence lifestyles. 

• Governing Board members sitting in on TEASP Committee discussions on the 

applications of GB members’ relatives—and the Committee Regulations allowing 

for their participation in the discussions. 

• Clear statements of conflicts of interest for Committee members not always 

being made during TEASP Committee discussions of grant applications. 

• “Fake obschiny”11 now successfully applying for TEASP grants. 

 

 

Need for Action 

 

The charges levied against the TEASP Committee during this first year of SIMDP3 

implementation are serious and speak directly to the reputation, efficacy, and 

                                        
10 Accusations were also heard that not all such “applicants” were even aware that their names were 

being used for these Self-Sufficiency grant applications; a similar assertion was made in 2015 during 
SIMDP2 and was likely accurate. 
11 “Fake” in the sense of deceptively registering as SIM-controlled, staffed and operated so as to garner 
special fish quotas or other benefits accorded to SIM status by the federal or local governments. 
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sustainability of the Plan. Direct action needs to be taken by the Governing Board to 

address these challenges.12 

 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 The GB should consider that the regulations (Polozhenya) 

governing the coordinating bodies should be supplemented 
with a clear ban on agreements by any SIMDP governance 
body members to allocate grants among themselves without 
reference to the merits of an application or to trade votes on 
grants for anything else. Such a ban should include clear 
penalties for violation, including for non-reporting of any 
attempts to make such agreements.  

 Voting procedures in current TEASP Regulations need to be 
clarified regarding voting by members not physically present 
at Committee meetings. At present, there is a seeming 
contradiction in the Rules Section 10.5.1 vs. 10.5.4 of the 
TEASP Regulations for 2016.  

 The definition of conflict of interest (TEASP Regulations 
Section 8) should be amended to include not only members 
themselves and/or members of their immediate family, but 
also members of the same economic organization (e.g., 
workplace or obschina). 

 TEASP Regulations Section 8 regarding the responsibility for 
any Committee member declaring a conflict of interest 
should be formalised, with each member of the Committee 
signing a statement at the beginning of the Committee’s 
decision-making meetings indicating what conflicts of 
interest exist for the meetings to be held that day. Without 
signing such a statement, the member would be barred from 
participation in both discussion or voting on any application. 

 TEASP Regulations Section 8 regarding the responsibility for 
any Committee member declaring a conflict of interest and 
absenting themselves from discussion of that conflicted 
application should be extended to the members of any other 
SIMDP governing bodies observing the Committee meeting. 
Such a declaration can be accomplished orally at the start of 
the meeting or when the observer arrives at the meeting. 

                                        
12 To expedite consideration of the recommendations for this section of the EM Report, the Executive 
Committee might consider recommending a way forward to the Governing Board. 
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 Newly elected members of both the SDF and TEASP 
Committees need to sign a pledge committing them to: (i) 
reject and report all attempts at collusion; (ii) formally 
declare conflicts of interest; (iii) obligating them to assist and 
treat without bias all SIM in the districts they represent; and 
(iv) holding public meetings to share information gathered 
through their SIMDP service. 

 The TEASP Committee should consider ways to adjust TEASP  
Regulations to respond to some of the issues observed, 
including: 

 limitations on numbers of projects a committee member 
or their immediate family members can have funded 
within five years of a grant; and 

 similar limitations on obschiny receiving grants. 
 TEASP Committee members should not be stripped of the 

right to apply for either BP or SS grants, but the EM has 
found that their applications have a systemic structural 
advantage from their service on the Committee. To lessen 
these advantages, a special procedure should be instituted 
to assess the BP or SS applications of Committee members, 
as there is currently no control or cross-check of their own 
proposals. One such rule could be to require BP proposals 
from Committee members to receive positive 
recommendations from the Expert Committee, and for their 
SS applications to receive positive DC recommendations, 
before being considered. In such cases, the EC could grant 
an exception upon Committee member appeal. 

 As long as observers to the SDF and TEASP Committees can 
participate in discussions and be present during voting, 
decisions on awarding grants should be held by secret ballot 
to decrease the influence such observers might exert by 
their very presence. 

 To balance the lack of Committee member experience 
arising from mandated member rotation, the EC and GB 
should consider the Plan’s need to maintain and make 
available to Committee members (and eventually to the 
public) a complete database of previously awarded grants to 
individuals and obschiny. Much of this information is online, 
but many Committee members do not have ready access to 
such data and certainly not at the time of Committee 
decision-making. Therefore, the Plan Coordinator should 
provide all Committee members with a full database of the 
results of both the current and previous Plans (including 
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both awards and unsuccessful applications) well in advance 
of their grant decision-making meetings. Printed versions 
should also be made available during the time of Committee 
meetings. If possible, the SOG should also provide similar 
lists for SOG grants awarded within the preceding five-year 
period, and the RCAR should provide such lists of grants 
from third parties (such as EXXON). 

 TEASP Committee members should be provided with printed 
lists of obschiny and their members by District so as to 
better decide how to allocate grants to districts with which 
they are personally unfamiliar.13  

 The GB needs to consider mandating that any database 
created on grant applications should also include a blacklist 
of applicants who have been found to have committed fraud 
(e.g., non-repayment of microloans, collusion, unlawful 
diversion of funds as part of project implementation, wilful 
misrepresentation on applications). 

 Transparency: The GB should consider instructing that EC to 
post Committee reports on the Plan website shortly after 
they have been finalised. 
 

 

 

B. Utilising DC and EG Inputs 
 

Although SIMDP3 calls for both District Committees and Expert Groups providing their 

recommendations to both the SDF and TEASP Committees, by and large only the SDF 

paid proper attention to the recommendations this first year of SIMDP3. The TEASP 

Committee by comparison paid only scant attention to these external sources of 

information and assessment. This was a clear violation of the Plan which requires that 

project proposals being evaluated by district representatives be balanced and 

complemented by specialists (the Expert Groups) and other local voices (the District 

Committees). The GB needs to: (i) reinforce the understanding that the other 

governance bodies cannot single-handedly abrogate parts of the Plan; and (ii) consider 

how to ensure these other governance structures of the Plan improve their collaboration 

so as to avoid some of the challenges that emerged during 2016 and which have been 

elaborated above. 

 

                                        
13 Suggestions have been received that these lists can be provided by District SIM Councils and requested 
by any of the Plan partners, and especially by the Regional Council. 
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One clear reason for the TEASP Committee’s slighting of inputs from both the Expert 

Group and District Committee was that there were live representatives of the districts 

(the Committee members) in the room, while both the Expert Groups and the District 

Committees were usually represented only on paper. Of the two Committees, the 

TEASP was far more explicitly dismissive of the efforts and advice of the Experts Group 

and the District Committees. Indeed, the TEASP Chair and some of the Committee 

members expressed the view that as the Committees made the final decisions on 

grants, they need not pay close attention to the views of others who were not aware of 

the local conditions in their districts. The main approach of the TEASP Committee this 

past year was to evaluate obschina reputations in the evaluation of Business Plans. 

While in some cases this might help weed out “fake” obschiny, in other cases this 

approach could easily lead to Committee members simply supporting their personal 

preferences and alliances and to prevent new obschiny from getting the support that 

the BP component was designed to deliver. 

 

SDF Committee members reportedly gave far more credence to the SDF EG Report, and 

they advised applicants to follow the advice the EG dispensed, with the justification that 

the “Expert Group sees what we don’t see”. Applicants reported that the EG advice was 

reasonable, useful, and not difficult to follow. Some criticisms were made of the SDF 

Experts Group, pointing out that as most SDF EG members were government 

employees, they had a built-in predilection to support grant applications that directed 

money to other government projects, so as “to fill gaps in the SOG budget”. 

 

Much of the disconnect observed between the Expert Groups and the TEASP and SDF 

Committees can be traced to a lack of communication. Committee members reported 

that they often did not fully understand EG comments regarding particular projects and 

wondered if the EG members were sufficiently aware of local circumstances. As there 

was no way for Committee members to pose these questions to the EG, these doubts 

went unanswered. Similarly, the EGs were rarely aware of whether and how their 

recommendations were taken into account and what the final Committee decisions 

were. If applicants revised their applications, the EGs were never asked to review those 

new applications. For their part, many applicants complained that they did not receive 

the EG comments far enough in advance of the deadline to submit revisions, and some 

maintained that they only received the comments orally or not at all.14  Better and more 

regular communications between the Committees, the Expert Groups, and applicants 

would be helpful, particularly for TEASP. 

 

 

                                        
14 The Coordinator maintains that EG comments were sent to all nine BP applicants for which the EG gave 

recommendations for revision. In response, 4 revised and 5 declined to revise. The revised applications 
were forwarded to the TEASP Committee. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 The SDF and TEASP Committees need to establish a process 

whereby the recommendations of their Expert Groups and 
District Committees are sufficiently taken into consideration, 
in line with the SDF and TEASP Regulations.  

 To improve the utility of the Experts Groups’ efforts, they 
should more fully explain the reasoning underlying their 
recommendations in their written reports. 

 A representative of the Experts Group should attend their 
respective Committee decision-making meetings as an 
observer to act as a live resource to Committee members. 

 The Committee secretaries should forward all results of the 
grant application decisions to the Experts Groups.  

 To formalise any changes made on the basis of the 
recommendations provided here and elsewhere in this EM 
Report, the governing Committee Regulations should be 
revised appropriately. 

 

 

 

C. Governing Board, Executive Committee, & Grievance 

Mechanism 
 

Both the Governing Board and the Executive Committee were relatively more active in 

2016 than during the previous Plans, holding more meetings both in person and 

remotely. Much of the added activity revolved around the aforementioned heated 

disputes over the results of the application process for two Business Plans as well as 

how to distribute unallocated funds in the TEASP budget and leftover funds from 

SIMDP2. Grievances were filed complaining about improper procedures and bias toward 

the applicants and these were also on the agenda for these top SIMDP management 

bodies.  

 

The role of the Executive Committee was also questioned by some TEASP Committee 

members who saw the raising of procedural issues at the TEASP Committee meetings 

as “interference” with the Committee’s authority to run its own affairs. This charge was 

particularly made against the Sakhalin Energy representatives on the EC (and the GB). 

SIMDP rules allow all GB and EC observers to attend such meetings and the 2016 
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TEASP Committee Regulations allow them to participate in the meetings. The question 

then arises: when does “participation” become “interference”? The Governing Board’s 

discussion of this issue hit upon one possible compromise, namely having the three 

partners raise procedural issues with one voice as opposed to separately. The 2017 

TEASP Regulations can experiment with this approach and also restrict the content of 

EG or GB observers’ comments to procedural issues.  

 

The November 2016 Governing Board meeting, where many of these issues were 

raised, was a lively affair where participants were able to freely express their views on 

this issue. Some attendees also requested a meeting with Sakhalin Energy management 

to discuss the situation and proposed resolution of the Batani Fund’s debt incurred 

during the management of the Microloans programme. Sakhalin Energy representatives 

responded that they were only interested in keeping procedures on the proper track.  

 

Another GB-related item raised during the EM visit was representation on the GB, with 

some questioning the repeated presence of the same Partner representatives from one 

Plan to the next. Some also asked what the plan is for rotating SIM representatives on 

the Board (averring that Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk district has never been represented 

on the GB). Others suggested that the Governing Board should spend some time not 

just on reviewing EC, TEASP or SDF Committee actions but also focus on basic issues of 

SIMDP long-term direction, such as preparation for the Independent Fund. 

 

One of the responsibilities of the Executive Committee is to conduct investigations into 

grievances filed with the Plan. During 2016, the EC continued this work, dutifully 

carrying out its duties and achieving resolution of the filed grievances. Although not all 

complainants were satisfied with the results (or from their perspective, non-results), the 

Grievance Mechanism continues to work as intended, bringing key issues such as bias 

or conflicts of interest to the attention of the Plan partners and giving indigenous 

community members a place to go—either as individuals or groups--to express 

dissatisfaction with the Plan that is easily accessible. 2016’s grievances included 

objections to the procedure by which Plan implementation bodies’ representatives were 

chosen and dissatisfaction with the procedures and allocation of TEASP funds. Through 

direct meetings with groups of complainants, the three representatives of the EC’s 

Grievance Resolution Working Group helped community members better understand the 

workings of the Plan and made suggestions to the full EC and Governing Board to 

improve the Plan.  Experience has taught as well that even when the underlying issues 

raised during these grievance procedures are not directly dealt with at the time, they 

are usually responded to by Plan partners and participants over the next year or so. 

 

Overall, in reviewing their handling of the contentious Business Plans and related 

issues, the implementation of the Grievance Mechanism, and in the EC oversight 
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function of the SDF and TEASP Committees, the EM believes that both the GB and the 

EC operated appropriately and in conformity with their Plan responsibilities. 

 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 RCAR should prepare a table demonstrating past and 

present district participation rotation on the GB as well as 
anticipated future participation. 

 The GB should consider formally restricting Partner 
observers’ participation at SDF or TEASP committee 
meetings to procedural questions.  

 The Governing Board should consider, at least on an annual 
basis, to add a discussion/review of the Plan’s official 
objectives to one of its meeting agendas (in particular 
regarding the GB’s assistance towards reaching the goal of 
an independently-run indigenous minorities fund). 

 

 

 

D. Internal Monitoring 
 

This visit was the first time that External Monitoring evaluated the functioning of the 

Internal Monitoring Team [IMT]. The IMT (composed of one representative each from 

the three Partners when at full complement) carried out their responsibilities with 

professionalism and efficiency. They also interacted well with the grant beneficiaries, 

guiding them through their next steps in reporting and reminding them of the promises 

made in their grant applications. While in the communities, the Internal Monitors also 

helped spread awareness and interest in the Plan. 

 

While observing the IMT in action, a few questions/points for the Internal Monitors to 

consider arose:   

 

• Are there any rules or guidelines for who, beside the key participants, should be 

present during the internal monitoring session? Confidentiality vs. transparency?  

• Does the IMT actively review the comments of the TEASP and SDF EGs on the 

project to see if they were carried out? In some cases, the IMT comments closely 

paralleled those of the EG. 

• Should the IMT conduct random checks on previous years’ SIMDP-provided 

equipment? There have been multiple (but unconfirmed) reports of the sale of 
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past SIMDP-provided equipment. Is this permissible? Is a register of SIMDP-

provided equipment a good idea in this context?  

• Should the IMT let it be known that they also welcome (with confidentiality 

guarantees) any reports of misuse of SIMDP funds? 

 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
 The Governing Board might consider issuing guidelines for 

the IMT regarding i) confidentiality and transparency of their 
activities, ii) review of EG recommendations on projects 
being monitored, iii) spot checks on the use of previous 
years’ SIMDP-provided equipment, and iv) community 
reports of misuse of SIMDP funds. 

 The Governing Board might consider issuing a statement or 
regulation regarding the Plan’s view on transfer by sale or 
gifting of SIMDP-provided equipment after the supported 
project is completed. 
 

 

IV. SIMDP Components 
 

A. Social Development Fund [SDF] 
 

Committee Process 

 

The SDF Programme Committee received near-universal praise for the enthusiasm of its 

members and the results of its work. Out of the seven persons serving on the SDF 

Committee during 2016, only two members were experienced with SIMDP governance 

while the rest of the committee members were new to such community service. Unlike 

with the TEASP Committee, no charges were heard that the experienced members tried 

to dominate or manipulate Committee novices; rather, all Committee members the EM 

spoke to praised the good relations among Committee members. 

 

Committee members spoke of many meetings held both in person and via email. The 

new members spoke enthusiastically about the experience, as for nearly all of them it 

was a novel experience to represent or advocate for their districts in any capacity, and 

it was a horizon-expanding experience that they all would like to continue. They took 

enthusiastically to the training workshops offered at the beginning of their service and 

jumped right in to revising the regulations guiding Committee activities. They interacted 
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well among themselves, phoning and emailing regarding committee work, while forming 

cross-island friendships. One active member also formed a WhatsApp instant messaging 

group to share information about SDF meetings and to encourage SDF applications. 

 

The lack of experience of SDF Committee leadership, however, did cause some 

observers to comment that both the Chairperson and the secretary need further 

training in carrying out the bureaucratic functions of their roles. Some also pointed out 

that the lack of familiarity with rules and procedures caused the Plan Partner observers 

to be unusually active at the Committee meetings, raising issues regarding regulations 

needing to be followed or responding to requests for explanations of past SDF 

experience. Some further commented on the propriety of Plan Partners (the SOG and 

the RCAR) themselves applying for grants as possible conflicts of interest. 

 

The SDF partner-organisation for 2016, “Nivkh,” also performed well during its first year 

of service, drawing praise from Plan Partners as a positive example of capacity-building. 

As in earlier Plans, the partner-organisation took responsibility for distributing SDF-

allocated funds to students and medical care awardees. The GB praised their work 

during the November 2016 meeting and the Head of the partner-organisation expressed 

a desire to continue working in 2017 as a partner. 

 

 

SDF Components 

 

Whereas in earlier Plans only one general open grant competition was conducted by the 

SDF (i.e., “Link of Times”), for the first year of SIMDP3 there were three different 

competitions (in addition to the “Long Term Projects” of health and education support) 

as well as support designated for one “Young Leaders School” project. The first 

competition—and the closest equivalent of the previous Plans’ open contest—was the 

Ethnic Culture Development Component (20 successful projects), while “Ethnic Sports” 

was separated out as its own component (6 projects) and, as mentioned above, 

“Capacity-Building” was elevated to component status (3 projects). Projects supported 

under the Ethnic Culture Development component emphasised the transfer of cultural 

knowledge (crafts, arts, skills) from the grandparents’ generation to today’s youth; 

examples include producing children’s costumes for an ethnic dance and folk ensemble 

in Poronaisk and workshops on Nivkh embroidery in Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk. Regarding the 

first of these projects, the organiser remarked that “The SDF Experts Group suggested 

we change our project from its original emphasis on adult costumes to children’s. It was 

a very good suggestion. When kids get dressed in the costumes of their national ethnic 

cultures and participate with adults, they become part of that national culture.” 

Consequently, this fulfilled a key SDF goal of supporting SIM cultural continuity. 
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Ethnic Sport Development 

 

This new component was widely appreciated. During the first year, there were a good 

number of applications, mostly for sports equipment—which is understandable as a first 

step for many communities seeking to build up their ethnic sports potential. One project 

supported a one-week summer camp in Nogliki where 12 students (11 Nivkh, 1 Uilta) 

aged 10-15 and evenly divided between boys and girls practiced ethnic sports, learned 

Nivkh cooking, and generally combined sports with cultural practices and pride. Nearly 

all were students at the local former Internat (ethnic boarding) school, whose staff 

arranged this project for their students. 

 

Long-term Projects 

 

SDF support for health and education projects/applications continued for the first year 

of 2016, with both students and their families as well as individual beneficiaries 

expressing profound gratitude to the SIMDP for their grants. Previous years’ separate 

eye and dental support components were combined into a more general category of 

medical support to people in difficult life conditions. While some observers continued to 

object to such health supports, contending that such support was inappropriate as they 

were a state responsibility (such as this year’s direct granting of support for equipment 

and furniture to the Val medical station), others pointed out that support to individuals 

was critical, particularly for off-Island transportation for surgery. 

 

The SDF Committee, inspired by the Workshop Training they received, made some 

innovations in the delivery of educational stipends for 2017. During the Workshop, the 

facilitator had asked why the SDF Committee did not ask student beneficiaries to return 

services back to their districts upon graduation; workshop participants decided that 

neither the SDF Committee nor communities have the authority to manage graduates. 

However, as a reward for participation in public life which promoted the interests of 

SIM, the Committee added incentive scholarships for those students who would 

volunteer for community service and participate in SIM activities after graduation. One 

of the Partners pointed out that this adds directly to community capacity-building, as 

the students through such activities get locally involved and become full citizens 

knowing their rights and responsibilities in the Russian Federation. For the Health 

Component, the SDF Committee showed its continued proactive stance by revising its 

2017 Regulations to subject the aid for people in difficult life conditions to stricter 

requirements and initiating a new sub-component promoting healthy lifestyles and 

prophylaxis of diseases common among SIM. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
 Add deadlines to the formal SDF Regulations for the 

submission of SDF Competition applications and proposals to 
both the DCs (for student support) and the EGs, to ensure 
that both groups have enough time for review of SDF 
applications and proposals. 

 

 

 

B. Traditional Economic Activities Support Program [TEASP] 
 

TEASP Committee  

 

Both the current and former TEASP Committee Chairpersons were generally dissatisfied 

with how the Committee worked this past year and felt strongly about alleged 

interference or pressure exerted by representatives of the Partners on the GB and EC. 

However, most of the remaining Committee members had no such feelings about 

Partner interference. These Committee members, nearly all of them new to the 

Committee, praised the Partner observers for helping them understand the regulations 

guiding their work and noted that although some of the observers had obvious 

preferences in how the members should vote, they felt no pressure from them. They 

universally enjoyed their work.  

 

The TEASP Committee members did, however, raise a few points regarding Committee 

process: 

 

• The TEASP Experts Group recommendations were formally acknowledged, but 

then ignored as they were told that the Experts were financial specialists who, 

while competent in their field, had little understanding of the realities of 

indigenous life in the districts. The District Committee recommendations on the 

Self-Sufficiency grants received no formal recognition at all. 

• They recognised that there was a deep divide between those allied with the 

previous Committee Chairperson and those allied with the new one.  

• The new Chairperson was somewhat unfamiliar with the rules and regulations of 

running the TEASP committee. 

 

Over the year there was much discussion between the Committee and both the 

Executive Committee and the Governing Board. The TEASP Committee made a number 

of attempts to transfer unused funds from other components into the Self-Sufficiency 
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budget line, but the EC and the GB usually prevented such transfers. The repeated 

controversies over Self-Sufficiency grants has led to the 2017 TEASP Regulations 

changing the component distribution as follows: Business Plans increased from 35% of 

TEASP funds in 2016 to 60% in 2017, Self-Sufficiency decreased from 35% to 25%, 

Microloans from 15% to 0%,15 and Capacity-Building remains the same at 15%. Given 

its importance for reaching the objectives set out in the SIMDP (including setting up an 

Independent Fund), it might be best if the TEASP Committee consider adjusting the 

amount allocated to Capacity-Building upward from the low 15% share. 

 

Issues for the TEASP Committee 

 

During the year, a number of old and new questions arose that the TEASP Committee 

and the SIMDP need to consider and resolve. These included: 

 

• Fake Obschiny? In response to the SOG’s 2015 new programme of support to 

small business enterprises, every obschina was guaranteed 67,000 Roubles 

annually and money was made available to buy down commercial interest rates. 

This led to an explosive growth in the number of obschiny, from around a dozen 

at the end of the First SIMDP in 2010 to nearly 50 at the beginning of the Third 

SIMDP in 2016. Some claim that many of these new obschiny are “fake 

obschiny” that exist only to grab the awards of “free money” from the SOG and 

any other body willing to hand them money. This, some alleged, has happened 

with the SIMDP as these “fake obschiny” try to obtain Business Plans or Self-

Sufficiency grants without any real intention to carry out their proposed projects. 

To deal with this reality, the SOG came out with stricter regulations this past 

year, requiring obschiny to file monthly reports and to hire accountants—

regulations which may possibly cause the number of obschiny to rapidly decrease 

as these new requirements will force every such organisation to bare added 

costs in time and money, reducing the allure of the “easy money.” Many 

obschiny run by hard-working members may also decide to dissolve given these 

new (and, to some, complex) requirements.  

 

How should the SIMDP respond to this? Some have suggested that the TEASP 

should only accept applications from obschiny that have been in existence for at 

least three years, while others suggest that the district SIM Councils or Rodoviye 

Hozaistva Councils screen the obschiny applicants to separate “real” from “fake” 

obschiny. 

 

                                        
15 See discussion below. 
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• Who is Indigenous? The greater scrutiny paid to obschiny both old and new has 

also caused people to look more closely at the membership. In many 

communities, particularly in places like Poronaisk where there are many 

ethnically mixed marriages, this question has become acute as accusations of 

community members and some obschiny not being truly indigenous minorities of 

the North have been made—and has reportedly been used by certain TEASP 

Committee members to argue against awarding grants to individuals or 

organisations that they deem as not indigenous.  

 

• Can Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk legitimately apply for BP and SS grants? Many 

interviewees from Districts up North who are involved in Plan governance 

expressed doubt that people living in the Oblast capital should be allowed to 

apply for grants supporting either Self-Sufficiency grants or Business Plans, 

arguing that they certainly cannot be carrying out such activities within such an 

urban district. Local SIM residents, though, counter that many Yuzhni SIM have 

relatives up north and carry out traditional economic activities when they go visit 

them. Others claim to have used their land plots in the greater Yuzhni area to 

reintroduce traditional economic activities to their families. Whether such 

activities would meet a strict TEASP definition of “self-sufficiency” or a realistic 

business entity proposal is another question. 

 

• With the TEASP Committee basically ignoring the recommendations of both 

Expert Group and District Committee, and with TEASP Committee members 

acquiescing to the local district Committee member views regarding applications 

from their own districts, this set-up effectively allowed the TEASP Committee 

representatives to decide unilaterally who would receive the SS grants from their 

district. Does this situation need to be addressed? 

 

Business Plans & Self-Sufficiency Grants 

 

As noted above, BPs and SS grants garnered the most criticism, with some interviewees 

referring to them as “free gifts without any development” that were mostly awarded to 

established obschiny that were already doing well economically. One such critic 

advocated the elimination of both components and replacing them with a low interest 

rate loan fund. Some of this criticism has resonated with Plan governance bodies: 

according to the 2017 TEASP Regulations, Business Plans will be divided into two 

categories—start-ups and established projects—to give new obschiny a better chance at 

getting BP.  

 

Even so, it is also true that the multiple TEASP components have spurred 

entrepreneurial efforts to revive and maintain traditional economic activities. This often 
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occurs with a longer-term perspective that a particular year’s applications round will not 

reveal. One such effort, aimed at helping to preserve elements of Uilta culture, began 

this year with unsuccessful Business Plan and TEASP Capacity Building proposals (for 

dog breeding and embroidery), but will be followed with plans for a Self-Sufficiency 

grant application and a new SDF Capacity-Building proposal.  

 

Partner-organisations for the Self-Sufficiency grants reported some added burdens this 

past year in carrying out their support for Self-Sufficiency applicants, with at least one 

organisation undergoing added tax authority scrutiny due to the “suspicious” movement 

of funds in and out of their bank accounts (receiving and distributing funds for 

successful SS applicants). Other partner-organisations described the workload they 

undertake for each application as consisting of the following: phone calls, financial 

reporting, and extensive interaction with the SIMDP Coordinator, banks, and the 

applicants. Many applicants—both successful and unsuccessful—expressed their 

appreciation for such partner-organisation efforts. Some applicants mentioned how the 

partner-organisation heads would initially reject sponsorship of yet another SS 

applicant, but eventually would relent and approve it out of a feeling of public service. 

For these efforts, the partner-organisations retain 5% of the SS grant amount. Although 

some people still report difficulties in finding a partner-organisation, the rule change 

allowing applicants to work through partner-organisations outside their own district has 

made this process significantly easier. 

 

Despite the controversies surrounding the awarding of some SS grants, for others there 

was little doubt as to the benefits flowing as intended. One Nekrasovka applicant finally 

received an SS grant in 2016 for a boat motor after a half-dozen previous and failing 

applications. Receiving no wage labour payments, the applicant can use the boat motor 

to fish further afield and to cross over to the Schmidt Peninsula to gather plants and 

berries. Another Nekrasovka SS grant enabled a brother and sister to return (post-

retirement) to fishing like they did as teenagers, but now to support their own 

subsistence.  

 

Criticisms received regarding implementation of the Self-Sufficiency Component 

included complaints about delays in hearing about the results of the application, lack of 

written notices as to success or failure, and delays in receiving grant monies causing 

grantees to miss the 2016 fishing and gathering season. There were also reports of 

open online sale of SS equipment (with the SIMDP stickers showing). Some also 

objected to the use of Plan money to buy what they considered “luxury goods” such as 

a Yamaha snowmobile rather than a domestic buran or a jeep rather than a cheaper 

car, but as the amount of money available for an SS grant is limited (with the surplus 

cost being borne by the applicants themselves), such a critique must be tempered by 
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consideration of the uses to which the equipment was to be put in pursuit of stated 

goals.  

 

Questions also arose as to how to distribute SS grants, with the Committee voting to 

distribute three grants equally to each district and thus disregarding the widely 

disparate SIM population figures per district. Smaller districts naturally thought this a 

very good idea, while the larger districts—who were outvoted since the Committee 

membership was based on equal district representation—argued for SS grant 

distribution proportionately according to population or by application merit. This equal 

arrangement led to Smyrnikh and Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk receiving the greatest number of 

SS grants in the history of the SIMDP. Nogliki was especially opposed to this distribution 

as they firmly believed that SS grants—and all other SIMDP benefits—should be ideally 

focused on Nogliki as the district that experienced the greatest impacts of the Sakhalin-

2 project during infrastructure construction. Nogliki representatives are adamant in 

describing the SIMDP as “compensation” and not as a social programme from the 

funder, Sakhalin Energy.  

 

Another contentious issue in the awarding of SS grants revolved around the criteria for 

SS grant awards. Several interviewees objected vociferously to such grants going to 

well-off applicants with full-time wage labour jobs (and particularly to such jobs outside 

of traditional economic activities) while the grants were denied to people who were 

unemployed or only worked part-time and who fished or followed other traditional 

economic activities for the majority (if not the entirety) of their days. Some suggested 

that SS grants should be awarded only to people who don’t have a stable income and 

who are involved in traditional economic activities. 

 

The Microloans Programme was suspended for 2016 (and is not expected to be revived 

for 2017 due to the lack of an implementing partner-organisation), as the former 

partner-organisation responsible for its administration—the Batani Fund—was subject to 

court proceedings against it and because it owed the Plan funds from returned loans. 

Some GB members raised objections against Sakhalin Energy resolving difficulties with 

the Batani Fund on its own, without consulting the other two Partners. Some Partner 

representatives also suggested TEASP consider the option of implementation of 

microloans programme for SIM communities through the company Corporation of 

Development of Sakhalin Region (AO Korporatsiya Razvitia Sakhalinskoy Oblasti) which 

currently implements the a loan programme to fund Small and Medium-sized 

Enterprises [SME] in Sakhalin Region, with the understanding that such a programme 

be appropriately adjusted to the needs of SIM. 

 

Distribution of Grants by District 
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An issue of particular interest to Plan stakeholders during both the First and Second 

SIMDP was the distribution of grants by district—and particularly grants distributed by 

the TEASP. The project partners have paid special attention to this as have the 

members of local communities. An analysis of 2016’s BP, SS, and Capacity-Building [CB] 

grants reveals that the ad hoc 2016 rules for assigning grants according to district 

quotas did not match demand (in the form of applications). This affected SS grant 

applicants from Nogliki and Poronaisk most negatively, and was most favourable to SS 

grant applicants from Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsky, Tymovsk, and Smyrnikh (see Figure 1 

below). The TEASP Committee, along with the Executive Committee, should consider 

whether assigning District quotas to competitive grant components violates the SIMDP 

open contest approach.  

 

 

 Okha Nogliki Poronaisk 
Alex-
Sakh 

Tymovsk Smyrnikh 
Yuzhno-

Sakhalinsk 

# BP 
Applications 

4 2 4 0 2 0 2 

# BP 

Approved 
3 1 2 0 1 0 1 

Success Rate 
for BP 

Applications16 

75% 50% 50% - 50% - 50% 

District BP 

Success 

Rate17 

37% 13% 25% - 13% - 13% 

# SS 

Applications 
17 30 30 1 6 3 18 

# SS 
Approved 

3 3 2 1 3 3 3 

Success Rate 

for SS 
Applications 

18% 10% 7% 100% 50% 100% 17% 

District SS 

Success 
Rate18 

17% 17% 11% 6% 17% 17% 17% 

# CB 

Applications 
6 2 2 0 0 0 1 

# CB 

Approved 
3 1 2 0 0 0 1 

Success Rate 
for CB 

Applications 

50% 50% 100% - - - 100% 

District CB 43% 14% 29% - - - 14% 

                                        
16 The percentage of district applications that were approved. 
17 The percentage of district applications that were approved out of the total number of BP applications 
approved. 
18 The percentage of district applications that were approved out of the total number of SS applications 
approved. 
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Success 

Rate19 

Figure 1: Success Rates for TEASP Component Grants by District 

 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 The Governing Board should determine whether doubts as to 

SIM authenticity (“are they really SIM?”) should be a factor 
in determining eligibility for SIMDP participation, or whether 
state recognition in the form of obschina registration is 
sufficient. 

 TEASP needs to re-emphasise SS grant criteria such as lack 
of wage labour, residence in areas of natural subsistence for 
a substantial portion of the year, poverty status, and/or 
pensioner status. One way would be to consider using a 
points system to evaluate applications, by awarding points to 
applicants for each criterion met. However, proving such 
statuses through the submission of additional documents 
might prove to be an unreasonable burden on applicants. 

 TEASP grantees should sign a statement (contract 
amendment) devised by the TEASP Committee, guiding the 
grantees as to what the rules are for sale, gifting, or 
exchange of TEASP-provided equipment; such a statement 
should also include penalties imposed for violation (e.g., 
return of funds incurred or SIMDP blacklisting). 

 To bolster the status and role of the District Committees, 
and thus bolster the capacity-building function of the DC, the 
TEASP Committee should consider setting aside one SS grant 
award per district as the prerogative of the DC to determine 
(chosen from among grant applications designated as 
“preferred” or “high priority” by the DC). This would parallel 
the wide authority given to the TEASP Committee by the EC 
and GB. This would clearly be a voluntary delegation of 
authority by the TEASP committee, which would still retain 
final decision-making power as stated in SIMDP3. 

 TEASP Committee should consider these changes to the 
TEASP Regulations:  

 Section 9 (Implementation Schedule for Tenders): add a 

                                        
19 The percentage of district applications that were approved out of the total number of CB applications 
approved. 
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section specifying a deadline for sending applications to 
EG and DC; and 

 Section 11.5: currently says that the EG only reviews BP 
applications while the DC only reviews SS applications; 
the TEASP Committee could consider expanding the role 
of either EG or DC to review TEASP CB grant proposals. 

 A change in TEASP voting procedures should be considered 
to respond to presence of interested external observers at 
grant decision-making meetings: (i) requiring secret ballots 
for all proposals; and (ii) only voting on proposals after the 
Committee has heard all proposals so as to be able to 
compare proposals against each other. 

 The Plan Partners should investigate the possibility that the 
SOG’s new microloan programme for SME could be adjusted 
to fulfil the functions of the suspended SIMDP Microloans 
Programme. 

 The TEASP Committee, along with the Executive Committee, 
should consider whether assigning District quotas to 
competitive grant components violates the SIMDP open 
contest approach.  
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V. Planning 
 

A. Action Items 
 

The items included in the Appendix to this Report are suggestions by the EM to enable 

the Plan to better adhere to its objectives and to improve its implementation 

effectiveness going forward. Action Items are addressed to each of the below SIMDP 

bodies or Plan partners: 

 

• Governing Board 

• Executive Committee 

• TEASP Committee 

• SDF Committee 

• Expert Groups (SDF & TEASP) 

• RCAR 

• SOG 

• Sakhalin Energy 

• Plan Coordinator 

 

 

B. 2017 External Monitoring  
 

During the second half of 2017, the External Monitor will visit Sakhalin to conduct the 

annual EM visit. In addition, the EM will participate remotely during major Governing 

Board meetings and will be available on an as needed basis to advise the Plan Partners. 

 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

 Action Items should be reviewed by each of the indicated 
groups, discussed, and responded to in writing copying 
the Plan Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing Board 
and the External Monitor. 

 At the appropriate time, the EM should be introduced to 
the new SOG chief representative to the SIMDP3 by the 
EC. 
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Appendix: Recommendations Arranged into Action Items 

for Responsible Parties 
 

Note:  

 

• These matrices capture all recommendations applicable to each body from 

throughout this External Monitor Report  

• Each party is responsible for responding to its own Action Items Matrix  

• See recommendations in main body of Report for full text and context of 

recommendation 

 

 

Governing Board Action Items Matrix (As of [Date]) 

Recommendation Response Status 

 The GB and EC should consider holding 
workshops/seminars for governance body 
members on issues like “What is Capacity 
Building” and “Why is Capacity Building 
Necessary?”. These should be arranged for 
individuals, organisations, and the SIM 
communities at large. 

 

  

 The GB should consider advising the DCs to 
always prioritise their recommendations and 
be sure to include comments indicating the 
bases for their decisions when making 
reports to the SDF and TEASP Committees. 
These recommendations need to be shared 
by the Coordinator with the SDF and TEASP 
Committee members in full. 

  

 The EC and GB should begin consideration 
of how to utilise the Capacity Building 
components of the Plan to implement the 
SIMDP3 objective of preparing for the 
establishment of an SIM-run Independent 
Fund.  

  

 The GB should consider that the regulations 
(Prolozhenya) governing the coordinating 
bodies should be supplemented with a clear 
ban on agreements by any SIMDP 
governance body members to allocate 
grants among themselves without reference 
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to the merits of an application or to trade 
votes on grants for anything else. Such a 
ban should include clear penalties for 
violation, including for non-reporting of 
attempts to make such agreements.  

 

 To balance the lack of Committee member 
experience arising from mandated member 
rotation, the EC and GB should consider the 
Plan’s need to maintain and make available 
to Committee members (and eventually to 
the public) a complete database of 
previously awarded grants to individuals and 
obschiny. Much of this information is online, 
but many Committee members do not have 
ready access to such data and certainly not 
at the time of Committee decision-making. 
Therefore, the Plan Coordinator should 
provide all Committee members with a full 
database of the results of both the current 
and previous Plans (including both awards 
and unsuccessful applications) well in 
advance of their grant decision-making 
meetings. Printed versions should also be 
made available during the time of 
Committee meetings. If possible, the SOG 
should also provide similar lists for SOG 
grants awarded within the preceding five-
year period, and the RCAR should provide 
such lists of grants from third parties (such 
as EXXON). 

  

 The GB needs to consider mandating that 
any database created on grant applications 
should also include a blacklist of applicants 
who have been found to have committed 
fraud (e.g., non-repayment of microloans, 
collusion, unlawful diversion of funds as part 
of project implementation, wilful 
misrepresentation on applications). 

 

  

 Transparency: The GB should consider 
instructing that EC to post Committee 
reports on the Plan website shortly after it 
has been finalised. 
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 The Governing Board should consider, at 
least on an annual basis, to add a 
discussion/review of the Plan’s official 
objectives to one of its meeting agendas (in 
particular regarding the GB’s assistance 
towards reaching the goal of an 
independently-run indigenous minorities 
fund). 

  

 The GB should consider formally restricting 
Partner observers’ participation at SDF or 
TEASP committee meetings to procedural 
questions.  

 

  

 The Governing Board might consider issuing 
guidelines for the IMT regarding i) 
confidentiality and transparency of their 
activities, ii) review of EG recommendations 
on projects being monitored, iii) spot checks 
on the use of previous years’ SIMDP-
provided equipment, and iv) community 
reports of misuse of SIMDP funds. 
 

  

 The Governing Board might consider issuing 
a statement or regulation regarding the 
Plan’s view on transfer by sale or gifting of 
SIMDP-provided equipment after the 
supported project is completed. 

  

 The Governing Board should determine 
whether doubts as to SIM authenticity (“are 
they really SIM?”) should be a factor in 
determining eligibility for SIMDP 
participation, or whether state recognition in 
the form of obschina registration is 
sufficient. 

  

 
 Action Items should be reviewed by each of 

the indicated groups, discussed, and 
responded to in writing copying the Plan 
Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing 
Board and the External Monitor. 
 

  

 

 

Executive Committee Action Items Matrix (As of [Date]) 
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Recommendation Response Status 

 The EC and GB should begin consideration 
of how to utilise the Capacity Building 
components of the Plan to implement the 
SIMDP3 objective of preparing for the 
establishment of an SIM-run Independent 
Fund. 
 

  

 The GB and EC should consider holding 
workshops/seminars for governance body 
members on issues like “What is Capacity 
Building” and “Why is Capacity Building 
Necessary?”. These should be arranged for 
individuals, organisations, and the SIM 
communities at large. 

  

 To balance the lack of Committee member 
experience arising from mandated member 
rotation, the EC and GB should consider the 
Plan’s need to maintain and make available 
to Committee members (and eventually to 
the public) a complete database of 
previously awarded grants to individuals and 
obschini. Much of this information is online, 
but many Committee members do not have 
ready access to such data and certainly not 
at the time of Committee decision-making. 
Therefore, the Plan Coordinator should 
provide all Committee members with a full 
database of the results of both the current 
and previous Plans (including both awards 
and unsuccessful applications) well in 
advance of their grant decision-making 
meetings. Printed versions should also be 
made available during the time of 
Committee meetings. If possible, the SOG 
should also provide similar lists for SOG 
grants awarded within the preceding five-
year period, and the RCAR should provide 
such lists of grants from third parties (such 
as EXXON). 

  

 At the appropriate time, the EC should 
introduce the EM to the new SOG chief 
representative to the SIMDP3. 
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 Action Items should be reviewed by each of 
the indicated groups, discussed, and 
responded to in writing copying the Plan 
Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing 
Board and the External Monitor. 

  

 
 The TEASP Committee, along with the 

Executive Committee, should consider 
whether assigning District quotas to 
competitive grant components violates the 
SIMDP open contest approach.  

 

  

 

TEASP Action Items Matrix (As of [Date]) 

Recommendation Response Status 

 The TEASP Committee should prepare 
operational guidelines for the DCs to 
standardize some of the otherwise ad hoc 
evaluation criteria for self-sufficiency grants, 
perhaps with checklists, raising points such 
as whether the applicant (i) follows a 
traditional lifestyle; (ii) has steady 
employment for wage labour; (iii) has 
received TEASP support in the past; (iv) has 
received similar support from the government 
in the past; (v) has provided proof of some 
claimed special craft skills; and (vi) is 
suffering from life hardships (e.g., poverty, 
disabilities). 

 

  

 To enhance SIMDP awareness in their 
districts, both the SDF and TEASP 
Committees should in their DC guidelines 
encourage the sharing of information about 
the SIMDP Self-Sufficiency and student 
support grants with the Indigenous Peoples 
Council in their District. 

 

  

 To support SIMDP utilisation by local 
community members in their districts, both 
the SDF and TEASP Committees should in 
their DC guidelines encourage the DCs to 
serve as sources of information and 
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assistance to their local SIM community for 
the SIMDP Self-Sufficiency and student 
support grants. 

 

 SDF and TEASP Committees should indicate 
in their guidelines whether or not non-DC 
members should be present at DC meetings, 
weighing the advantages of transparency 
against confidentiality concerns. 

  

 Regarding conflict of interest concerns, 
TEASP Committee members should clarify in 
their DC guidelines if the ban against 
participating in decisions on grants “in which 
they have a personal interest” extends to 
partner-organisations on Self-Sufficiency 
projects. The TEASP Committee should also 
consider extending conflict of interest 
provisions to also apply to DC meeting 
observers participating in discussions 
regarding their own applications or those of 
their relatives.  

 

  

 Both the SDF and TEASP Committees should 
develop clear application evaluation criteria 
for their Capacity Building component 
projects. 

  

 The TEASP Committee should consider what 
skills new obschiny need to develop and 
prepare strategic plans accordingly. The 
TEASP Committee needs to be more 
proactive in determining the skills for which 
community members and organisations need 
capacity-building support, and it should also 
propose or encourage projects along those 
lines (e.g., a workshop to assist obschiny to 
meet the recent more complex reporting 
requirements). 

   

 The TEASP Committee should consider 
partnering with the SOG Ministry of Economic 
Development, inviting their economic 
development specialists to adjust some of 
their community outreach programmes (e.g., 
their Small- and Medium-sized Enterprises 
programme) to meet SIM needs for capacity-
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building. 

 Voting procedures in current TEASP 
Regulations need to be clarified regarding 
voting by members not physically present at 
Committee meetings. At present, there is a 
seeming contradiction in the Rules Section 
10.5.1 vs. 10.5.4 of the TEASP Regulations 
for 2016.  

  

 The definition of conflict of interest (TEASP 
Regulations Section 8) should be amended to 
include not only members themselves and/or 
members of their immediate family, but also 
members of the same economic organization 
(e.g., workplace or obschina). 

  

 TEASP Regulations Section 8 regarding the 
responsibility for any Committee member 
declaring a conflict of interest should be 
formalised, with each member of the 
Committee signing a statement at the 
beginning of the Committee’s decision-
making meetings as to what conflicts of 
interest exist for the meetings to be held that 
day. Without signing such a statement, the 
member would be barred from participation 
in both discussion or voting on any 
application. 

  

 TEASP Regulations Section 8 regarding the 
responsibility for any Committee member 
declaring a conflict of interest and absenting 
themselves from discussion of that conflicted 
application should be extended to the 
members of any other SIMDP governing 
bodies observing the Committee meeting. 
Such a declaration can be accomplished 
orally at the start of the meeting or when the 
observer arrives at the meeting. 
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 Newly elected members of both the SDF and 
TEASP Committees need to sign a pledge 
committing them to: (i) reject and report all 
attempts at collusion; (ii) formally declare 
conflicts of interest; (iii) obligating them to 
assist and treat without bias all SIM in the 
districts they represent; and (iv) holding 
public meetings to share information 
gathered through their SIMDP service. 

 

  

 The TEASP Committee should consider ways 
to adjust TEASP Regulations to respond to 
some of the issues observed, including: 
limitations on numbers of projects a committee 
member or their immediate family members can 
have funded within five years of a grant; and 
similar limitations on obschiny receiving grants. 

  

 TEASP Committee members should also be 
provided with printed lists of obschini and 
their members by District so as to better 
decide how to allocate grants to districts with 
which they are personally unfamiliar. 

  

 A representative of the TEASP Experts Group 
should attend the TEASP Committee decision-
making meetings as an observer to act as a 
live resource to Committee members. 

  

 The Committee secretaries should forward all 
results of the grant application decisions to 
the Experts Groups.  

  

 To formalise any changes made on the basis 
of the recommendations provided in this EM 
Report the governing Committee Regulations 
should be revised appropriately. 

  

 TEASP needs to re-emphasise SS grant 
criteria such as lack of wage labour, 
residence in areas of natural subsistence for 
a substantial portion of the year, poverty 
status, and/or pensioner status. One way 
would be to consider using a points system to 
evaluate applications, by awarding points to 
applicants for each criterion met. However, 
proving such statuses through the submission 
of additional documents might prove to be an 
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unreasonable burden on applicants. 
 

 TEASP grantees should sign a statement 
(contra0ct amendment) devised by the 
TEASP Committee, guiding the grantees as to 
what the rules are for sale, gifting, or 
exchange of TEASP-provided equipment; 
such a statement should also include 
penalties imposed for violation (e.g., return 
of funds incurred or SIMDP blacklisting). 

  

 To bolster the status and role of the District 
Committees, and thus bolster the capacity-
building function of the DC, the TEASP 
Committee should consider setting aside one 
SS grant award per district as the prerogative 
of the DC to determine (chosen from among 
grant applications designated as “preferred” 
or “high priority” by the DC). This would 
parallel the wide authority given to the TEASP 
Committee by the EC and GB. This would 
clearly be a voluntary delegation of authority 
by the TEASP committee, which would still 
retain final decision-making power as stated 
in SIMDP3. 

  

 TEASP Committee should consider these 
changes to the TEASP 2017 Regulations:  

 Section 9 (Implementation Schedule for 
Tenders): add a section specifying deadline 
for sending applications to EG and DC; and 

 Section 11.5: currently says that the EG only 
reviews BP applications while the DC only 
reviews SS applications; the TEASP 
Committee could consider expanding the role 
of either EG or DC to review TEASP CB grant 
proposals. 

  

 A change in TEASP voting procedures should 
be considered to respond to presence of 
interested external observers at grant 
decision-making meetings: (i) requiring secret 
ballots for all proposals; and (ii) only voting 
on proposals after the Committee has heard 
all proposals so as to be able to compare 
proposals against each other. 

  

 TEASP Committee members should not be   
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stripped of the right to apply for either BP or 
SS grants, but the EM has found that their 
applications have a systemic structural 
advantage from their service on the 
Committee. To lessen these advantages, a 
special procedure should be instituted to 
assess the BP or SS applications of 
Committee members, as there is currently no 
control or cross-check of their own proposals. 
One such rule could be to require BP 
proposals from Committee members to 
receive positive recommendations from the 
Expert Committee, and for their SS 
applications to receive positive DC 
recommendations, before being considered. 
In such cases, the EC could grant an 
exception upon Committee member appeal. 
 

 As long as observers to the SDF and TEASP 
Committees can participate in discussions and 
be present during voting, decisions on 
awarding grants should be held by secret 
ballot to decrease the influence such 
observers might exert by their very presence. 
 

  

 The TEASP Committee needs to establish a 
process whereby the recommendations of the 
TEASP Expert Group and District Committees 
are sufficiently taken into consideration, in 
line with TEASP Regulations.  
 

  

 
 Action Items should be reviewed by each of 

the indicated groups, discussed, and 
responded to in writing copying the Plan 
Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing 
Board and the External Monitor. 
 

  

 
 The TEASP Committee, along with the 

Executive Committee, should consider 
whether assigning District quotas to 
competitive grant components violates the 
SIMDP open contest approach.  

  



 

   51 

 

 

 

 

 

SDF Action Items Matrix (As of [Date]) 

Recommendation Response Status 

 To enhance SIMDP awareness in local 
communities, both the SDF and TEASP 
Committees should in their DC guidelines 
encourage the sharing of information about 
the SIMDP Self-Sufficiency and student 
support grants with the Indigenous Peoples 
Council in their District. 

  

 To support SIMDP utilisation by local 
community members, both the SDF and 
TEASP Committees should in their DC 
guidelines encourage the DCs to serve as 
sources of information and assistance to their 
local SIM community for the SIMDP Self-
Sufficiency and student support grants. 

  

 SDF and TEASP Committees should indicate 
in their guidelines whether or not non-DC 
members should be present at DC meetings, 
weighing the advantages of transparency 
against confidentiality concerns. 

  

 Both the SDF and TEASP Committees should 
develop clear application evaluation criteria 
for their Capacity Building component 
projects. 

  

 Newly elected members of both the SDF and 
TEASP Committees need to sign a pledge 
committing them to: (i) reject and report all 
attempts at collusion; (ii) formally declare 
conflicts of interest; (iii) obligating them to 
assist and treat without bias all SIM in the 
districts they represent; and (iv) holding 
public meetings to share information 
gathered through their SIMDP service. 

 

  

 A representative of the SDF Experts Group 
should attend the SDF Committee decision-
making meetings as an observer to act as a 
live resource to Committee members. 

  

 The Committee secretaries should forward all   
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results of the grant application decisions to 
the Experts Groups.  

 To formalise any changes made on the basis 
of the recommendations provided in this EM 
Report, the governing Committee Regulations 
should be revised appropriately. 

  

 Add deadlines to the formal SDF Regulations 
for the submission of SDF Competition 
applications and proposals to both the DCs 
(for student support) and the EGs, to ensure 
that both groups have enough time for 
review of SDF applications and proposals. 

  

 As long as observers to the SDF and TEASP 
Committees can participate in discussions 
and be present during voting, decisions on 
awarding grants should be held by secret 
ballot to decrease the influence such 
observers might exert by their very presence. 
 

  

 The SDF Committee needs to establish a 
process whereby the recommendations of 
the SDF Expert Group and the District 
Committees are sufficiently taken into 
consideration, in line with the SDF 
Regulations.  
 

  

 
 Action Items should be reviewed by each of 

the indicated groups, discussed, and 
responded to in writing copying the Plan 
Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing 
Board and the External Monitor. 
 

  

 

 

SDF & TEASP Experts Groups Action Items Matrix (As of [Date]) 

Recommendation Response Status 

 To improve the utility of the Experts Groups’ 
efforts, they should more fully explain the 
reasoning underlying their recommendations 
in their written reports. 

  

 A representative of the Experts Group should 
attend their respective Committee decision-
making meetings as an observer to act as a 
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live resource to Committee members. 

 
 Action Items should be reviewed by each of 

the indicated groups, discussed, and 
responded to in writing copying the Plan 
Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing Board 
and the External Monitor. 
 

  

 

 

 

RCAR Action Items Matrix (As of [Date]) 

Recommendation Response Status 

 RCAR should prepare a table demonstrating 
past and present district participation rotation 
on the GB as well anticipated future 
participation. 

 

  

 The Plan Partners should investigate the 
possibility that the SOG’s new microloan 
program for SME could be adjusted to fulfil 
the functions of the suspended SIMDP 
Microloans Programme. 

  

 
 Action Items should be reviewed by each of 

the indicated groups, discussed, and 
responded to in writing copying the Plan 
Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing 
Board and the External Monitor. 
 

  

 

 

SOG Action Items Matrix (As of [Date]) 

Recommendation Response Status 

 The Plan Partners should investigate the 
possibility that the SOG’s new microloan 
program for SME could be adjusted to fulfil 
the functions of the suspended SIMDP 
Microloans Programme. 

  

 
 Action Items should be reviewed by each of 

the indicated groups, discussed, and 
responded to in writing copying the Plan 
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Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing 
Board and the External Monitor. 

 

 

 

Sakhalin Energy Action Items Matrix (As of [Date]) 

Recommendation Response Status 

 The Plan Partners should investigate the 
possibility that the SOG’s new microloan 
program for SME could be adjusted to fulfil 
the functions of the suspended SIMDP 
Microloans Programme. 

  

 
 Action Items should be reviewed by each of 

the indicated groups, discussed, and 
responded to in writing copying the Plan 
Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing 
Board and the External Monitor. 

 

  

 

 

Plan Coordinator Action Items Matrix (As of [Date]) 

Recommendation Response Status 

 The GB should consider advising the DCs to 
always prioritise their recommendations and 
be sure to include comments indicating the 
bases for their decisions when making reports 
to the SDF and TEASP Committees. These 
recommendations need to be shared by the 
Coordinator with the SDF and TEASP 
Committee members in full. 

  

 The Coordinator should ensure that the 
applications are provided directly to the DCs 
sufficiently ahead of the deadline for their 
recommendations, so as to allow the DCs 
enough time to make their assessments 
properly. 

  

 The results of the SDF and TEASP 
Committees regarding DC-recommended 
applications should be sent directly to the DC 
members by the Coordinator. This will help 
bolster their local positions as SIMDP 
representatives. 
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 The Plan Coordinator should ensure that all 
Plan stakeholders, and especially the three 
partners, receive Plan information in a timely 
manner. 

  

 To enhance public awareness of SIMDP 
activities and to more quickly disseminate 
Plan information, the Plan Coordinator should 
more efficiently utilise group emails to all 
grant applicants and governing body 
participants.  

  

 Action Items should be reviewed by each of 
the indicated groups, discussed, and 
responded to in writing copying the Plan 
Coordinator, the Chair of the Governing 
Board and the External Monitor. 

 

  

 

 


