
 

 

 

 

SAKHALIN INDIGENOUS MINORITIES 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2 
 

 

 

DRAFT 

PLAN COMPLETION EVALUATION REPORT 

SEPTEMBER 2015 
 

 

 

 

 

 

AUTHORS: 

 

Gregory Eliyu Guldin, Plan Completion Evaluation Team Chair  

Cross-Cultural Consulting Services, USA 

 

Valentina Egorovna Valdyu,  

Independent Indigenous Minorities of the North of Khabarovsk Territory Expert  

 

Alexander Timofeyevich Konkov, Doctor of Sociology, Head, Sociology Department 

Sakhalin State University 

 

 

 

 



 

 

SIMDP2 Plan Completion Evaluation Report 

September 2015 
 

Table of Contents 
 

Abbreviations ...................................................................................................................................... i 

1. Overview .................................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1. Introduction ........................................................................................................................................ 1 

1.2. Plan Completion Evaluation: Objectives, Methodology, and Authorship .......................................... 2 

2. Were Plan Objectives Met? ......................................................................................................... 5 

2.1. Objective 1: Were the Lives and Livelihoods of Indigenous Minorities of the North of Sakhalin 

Region improved through support for the delivery of benefits of SIMDP program implementation? .... 5 

2.1.1. The Social Development Fund (SDF) ........................................................................................... 5 

2.1.2. Traditional Economic Activities Support Program (TEASP) ....................................................... 10 

2.2. Objective 2: Was SIM Capacity to Actively Participate in the Management of Community 

Development Initiatives such as the SIMDP Enhanced? ......................................................................... 20 

2.3. Objective 3: Were SIM Assisted in Preparing for Eventually Establishing an Independent 

Indigenous Minorities Development Fund? ............................................................................................ 23 

2.4. Objective 4: Did the Plan Assist in Avoiding or Mitigating Potential Negative Environmental 

Impacts of the Sakhalin-2 Project? .......................................................................................................... 24 

2.5. What are the Partners’ Perspectives on Whether the Plan Met its Objectives? ............................. 25 

2.5.1. The Regional Council of the Authorized Representatives of the Indigenous Minorities of the 

North of Sakhalin (RCAR) ..................................................................................................................... 25 

2.5.2. The Sakhalin Oblast Government (SOG) ................................................................................... 25 

2.5.3. Sakhalin Energy ......................................................................................................................... 26 

2.6. SIM Community Survey: How do SIM Communities Assess the SIMDP2? ....................................... 27 

3. Governance: How Well did the Plan Work? ................................................................................ 28 

3.1. Structure of Governance .................................................................................................................. 28 

3.2. Evaluation of the SIMDP2 Regulations ............................................................................................. 29 

3.3. Adherence to Rules .......................................................................................................................... 30 

3.4. Partner Perspectives on Plan Implementation................................................................................. 32 

3.4.1. Status of Tripartite Cooperation ............................................................................................... 32 

3.4.2. Partner Perspectives on the Plan Coordinator .......................................................................... 33 

4. Recommendations for Preparation of SIMDP3 ........................................................................... 34 

4.1. Preparation of SIMDP3: Plan Regulations and Concept Papers ....................................................... 34 

4.2. Plan Objectives ................................................................................................................................. 34 



 

 

4.3. Plan Programs ................................................................................................................................... 35 

4.3.1. TEASP and SDF ........................................................................................................................... 36 

4.3.2. A New Program: Capacity Building ............................................................................................ 37 

4.4. Governance ...................................................................................................................................... 38 

4.4.1. Committee and Council Governance......................................................................................... 38 

4.4.2. Expert Groups ............................................................................................................................ 38 

4.4.3. Grievance Mechanism ............................................................................................................... 39 

4.4.4. Plan Coordinator ....................................................................................................................... 40 

4.4.5. Internal Monitoring ................................................................................................................... 41 

4.4.6. Tripartite Governance ............................................................................................................... 41 

 

 

List of Tables 
 
Table 1.1. Population of Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities by Ethnic Group and District (2015) ..................................... 2 

Table 2.1. SDF Budget Allocations to Components (2011-2015) ................................................................................... 6 

Table 2.2. Approved Grant Applications under the Healthcare Component by District and Year (2011-2015) ............ 6 

Table 2.3. Approved Grant Applications under the Education Component by Year (2011-2015) ................................. 8 

Table 2.4. Approved Grant Applications under the Capacity BuildingComponent by District and Year (2011-2015) ... 8 

Table 2.5. Approved Grant Applications to the Annual Competitive Program by District and Year (2011-2015) ......... 9 

Table 2.6. Allocation of the TEASP Budget (2011-2015) ...................................... Ошибка! Закладка не определена. 

Table 2.7. Approved Grant Applications under the TEASP Self-Sufficiency Component by District and Year (2011-

2015) ............................................................................................................................................................................ 12 

Table 2.8. Approved Grant Applications under the TEASP Business Planning Component by District and Year (2011-

2015) ............................................................................................................................................................................ 13 

Table 2.9. Approved Grant Applications and Share of Approved Applications under the TEASP Self-Sufficiency 

Component by District (2011-2015) ............................................................................................................................. 13 

Table 2.10. Approved Grant Applications and Share of Approved Applications under the TEASP Business Planning 

Component by District (2011-2015) ............................................................................................................................. 14 

Table 2.11. Distribution of Financing under the TEASP Business Planning Component by District (2011-2015) ........ 14 

Table 2.12. Number of SIM Rdovaya Obshchina by District (2010-2015) .................................................................... 15 

Table 2.13. Number and Share of SIM Residents and Share of TEASP Financing by District ....................................... 16 

Table 2.14. Applications and Loans Approved under the Micro-Loan Component by District (2011-2015) ............... 18 



 

i 
 

SIMDP2 Plan Completion Evaluation Report 

September 2015 
 

Abbreviations 
 

CLO Community Liaison Officer 
EC Executive Committee 

EM External Monitor 

GB Governing Board 

IM Indigenous Minorities 

IPO Indigenous Peoples’ Organizations 

LPO Local Public Organization 

MM Mitigation Matrix 

PCE Plan Completion Evaluation 

PCER Plan Completion Evaluation Report 

PCET Plan Completion Evaluation Team 

RAIPON Russian Association of the Indigenous Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East of the 

Russian Federation 

RCAR Regional Council of the Authorized Representatives of the Indigenous Minorities of the 

North of Sakhalin 

RF Russian Federation 

SDF Social Development Fund 

SIM Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities (Indigenous Minorities of the North of Sakhalin Region) 

SIMDP Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities Development Plan 

SIMDP2 The Second Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities Development Plan 

SIMDP3 The Third Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities Development Plan 

SOG Sakhalin Oblast Government 

TEASP Traditional Economic Activities Support Program 

WG Working Group 

 



 

1 
 

SIMDP2 Plan Completion Evaluation Report 
 

1. Overview 
 

1.1. Introduction 
 

Over the past ten years, the Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities Development Plan (SIMDP) has garnered 

national and global attention as a trendsetting effort to raise the development potential of indigenous 

communities. With its innovative structure of collaborative governance, based on a tripartite partnership 

between Sakhalin’s Indigenous Minorities (Indigenous Minorities of the North of Sakhalin Region; SIM) 

and both the Sakhalin Energy Investment Company, Ltd. (Sakhalin Energy) and the local Sakhalin Oblast 

Government (SOG), this arrangement has emerged as a model of cooperation and empowerment, from 

Khabarovsk to Moscow and from the IFC to the United Nations. Naturally, this development has not 

been without its rough spots, and there have been many lessons learned over its decade of 

implementation. 

 

This report constitutes the Plan Completion Evaluation Report (PCER) of the Second Sakhalin Indigenous 

Minorities Development Plan (SIMDP2), covering the sixth through tenth years of the Plan (2011-2015) 

and leading up through the tenth year’s conclusion in December 2015. The report comes mid-way 

through the last year of the Plan, and concludes the series of annual External Monitor Review Reports 

that began in 2011. It was undertaken by a dedicated Plan Completion Evaluation Team (PCET). 

 

The SIMDP was launched on May 25, 2006, in Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk, the capital of the Sakhalin Oblast in the 

Russian Federation. The result of a year’s collaboration between Sakhalin’s Indigenous Peoples (called 

Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities of the North of Sakhalin Region (SIM) throughout the report, at their own 

request) and Sakhalin Energy, the Plan is now overseen by a Coordinator serving at the pleasure of the 

three partners, with significant material support from the Company and with the close involvement of 

both Indigenous Minorities through their Regional Council of Authorized Representatives (RCAR) and the 

Sakhalin Oblast Government. 

 

The Plan incorporates measures to mitigate negative effects on, the lives and livelihoods of Sakhalin 

Indigenous Minorities in the project area of the Sakhalin-2 oil and natural gas extraction and refining 

project, as well as measures to share project benefits with SIM. The latter is delivered by way of 

programs for economic development (the Traditional Economic Activities Program [TEASP]), and through 

programs focused on health, education, culture, and capacity building (the Social Development Fund 

[SDF]). 

 

Annual funding of the Plan during the SIMDP2 implementation period has been USD 312,000, totaling a 

5-year USD 1,560,000 commitment by the Company.1 During this concluding year of SIMDP2, 

                                                           
1
 In addition to the direct funding of the SIMDP, Sakhalin Energy has also committed to annually support the Plan 

through the payment of salary to the Plan Coordinator and the provision of collaborative support by its Indigenous 
Minorities Unit  as well as a physical office space to carry out the administrative functions of the Plan. Furthermore, 
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preparations for a third phase of the Plan (SIMDP3) are also taking place. The concluding section of this 

Report contains recommendations for that SIMDP3, based on lessons learned from the implementation 

of the first two phases of the Plan. 

 

The overwhelming majority of Sakhalin’s Indigenous Minorities are concentrated in seven districts, 

mostly in the north of the island). The SIM are comprised of four major ethnic groups: the Nivkh, the 

Uilta (Oroki), the Evenk, and the Nanai, with the Nivkh comprising the bulk of the population (see Table 

1.1). During the implementation period of SIMDP2, official SIM population figures rose by nearly 8%2 

from 3,806 people in 2010. 

 
Table 1.1. Population of Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities by Ethnic Group and District of traditional 
residence and traditional economic activity (2015)3 
 

Municipal District Nivkh Oroki (Uilta) Evenk Nanai 
Other Ethnic 

Groups 
Total # 

Persons 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk 96 - 56 - 5 157 

Nogliki 871 154  102 3 5 1,135 

Okha 1,350 12 84 6 5 1,457 

Poronaisk 237 230 41 116 7 631 

Smyrnikh 12 15 6 24 14 71 

Tymovsk 274 11 6 10 - 301 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk 246 12 27 48 24 347 

Total 3,086 434 322 207 60 4,109 

 

 

1.2. Plan Completion Evaluation: Objectives, Methodology, and Authorship 
 

Objectives. The Plan Completion Evaluation (PCE) aimed at assessing the effectiveness of the SIMDP2 in 

meeting its objectives of:  

 

i. improving the lives and livelihoods of the Indigenous Minorities of the North of Sakhalin Region 

through support for the delivery of benefits (social development programs) in a culturally 

appropriate and sustainable manner.  

ii. enhancing the capacity of indigenous communities to actively participate in the management of 

the SIMDP and, by extension, similar socio-cultural and economic intervention strategies. 

iii. assisting Sakhalin’s Indigenous Minorities to prepare for the eventual establishment of an 

independent SIM development fund. 

                                                                                                                                                                                            
the Company has also supported a number of other projects and activities to support the Sakhalin Indigenous 
Minorities  in addition to the Plan. 
2
 Some knowledgeable observers believe this increase at least in part to be due to re-registration of individuals (or 

registration of their offspring at birth) as indigenous as such identity can now bring benefits (such as via the SIMDP) 
whereas before (particularly in the 1990s) people often saw indigenous status recognition only as a negative social 
marker.  
3
 Figures for 2015 as of 01 January; courtesy of Department of Interethnic and Interfaith Relations and Work with 

Public Associations, in the Government Office of the Governor of Sakhalin Oblast. Increase of 8% calculated on 
figures supplied by the same office. 
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iv. avoiding or mitigating in an environmentally sustainable manner any potential negative effects 

caused by the operation of oil and natural gas pipelines and associated Sakhalin-2 Project 

facilities.  

 

In addition, the PCET aimed at assessing Plan governance, asking how well the Plan worked and 

reviewing the mechanisms of Plan implementation such as the committees and similar bodies. Lastly, the 

Report concludes with a recommendations section with suggestions to a Working Group (WG) composed 

primarily of representatives of the three partners for the development of SIMDP3. 

 

Methodology. In accordance with Plan provisions, the Plan Completion Evaluation Team (PCET) 

comprised three people, all selected because of their independence from SIMDP implementation. The 

PCET was headed by Dr. Gregory Guldin, who has been serving as the Plan’s appointed External Monitor 

(EM) since the beginning of Plan implementation in 2006. The second PCET member was appointed by 

the RCAR to represent Indigenous Peoples on the team: Ms. Valentina Egorovna Valdyu of the 

Khabarovsk Krai Region, a respected indigenous community figure and an ethnic Even, was selected to 

deliver an indigenous and objective perspective to PCET deliberations. Finally, all three partners 

concurred in the participation of Professor Alexander Timofeyevich Konkov, Chair of the Sociology 

Department at Sakhalin State University and an acknowledged expert on methodology, as the Team 

Social Scientist.   

 

In addition to his services on the Team, Professor Konkov also prepared and oversaw the 

implementation of a sociological survey reviewing the awareness of the SIMDP and opinions toward the 

Plan by the island’s Indigenous Minorities, and provided analysis of the results. This survey was carried 

out between 4 June and 14 June 2015, in the SIM communities of Nekrasovka, Val, Nogliki, Poronaisk, 

Chir-Unvd, Okha, Viakhtu, Trambaus, and Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk. According to statistical records, these 

settlements account for over 90% of all SIM representatives in Sakhalin. The survey utilized a directional 

proportional sample, which was meant to ensure that the number of respondents surveyed in a 

particular settlement would be no less than 6% and no more than 12% of the total SIM population in the 

relevant settlement. Based on the total SIM population of Sakhalin, which current records put at 4,109 

persons (see Table 1.1), around 5.6% of SIM representatives residing in Sakhalin were polled in the 

Survey. Summary results of the survey are provided in section 2.5.4  

 

Dr. Guldin and Ms. Valdyu visited the island between 7 and 28 June, 2015, attending meetings with Plan 

partners in Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk, and then—accompanied by Prof. Konkov—visited the places of traditional 

residence of SIM Indigenous Minorities on Sakhalin:  Poronaisk, Smyrnikh, Buyukly, Alexandrovsk-

Sakhalinsk, Trambaus, Viakhtu, Tymovsk, Chir Unvd, Nogliki, Okha, Nekrasovka, and Val. The Plan 

Coordinator shared key documents with the PCET (most importantly governing body meeting minutes) 

while she and the specialists of Sakhalin Energy’s Indigenous Peoples Unit arranged a series of meetings 

with key stakeholders, including: 

 

 Sakhalin Energy employees (supporting the program and involved with management support of 

the SIMDP) 

                                                           
4
 In addition to the survey summary, please also refer to full survey document, “Report on the Results of the 

Sociological Research under the Final Evaluation of the SIMDP (2011–2015).” 
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 Indigenous Minorities (both leadership and SIM community members and representatives) 

 Sakhalin Oblast authorities (in the Sakhalin Oblast Government’s SIM Department and District 

Administrations of seven districts of traditional SIM residence, localities, or healthcare and 

cultural institutions) 

 SIMDP governance participants, including those on the SIMDP Governing Board (GB), the 

Executive Committee (EC), the TEASP Committee, the SDF Council, the Batani Fund, RAIPON, and 

SIM Organizations such as Okha public organization KykhKykh and the Poronaisk SIM Local Public 

Organization (LPO) 

 

Some key documents (such as the complete grievance reports and full accounting to date on Plan project 

awards), however, were not delivered in a timely fashion to PCET members, which hindered the  

Team’s ability to fully assess the Plan’s implementation. 

 

Authorship. Section 2.6 of the Report was written by Prof. Konkov. Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 were written 

by Ms. Valdyu and Prof. Konkov respectively, with inputs from team colleagues. The other sections were 

drafted by Dr. Guldin, with inputs from his team members. 

 

PCE Report Structure. Each of the objectives of the PCE is dealt with in its own section of this report, 

namely: Were Plan Objectives Met (Section 2), Governance: How Well did the Plan Work (Section 3), and 

SIMDP3 Recommendations (Section 4). 
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2. Were Plan Objectives Met? 
 

SIMDP2 lists four specific objectives. This section of the Report assesses whether those objectives were 

met. 

 

2.1. Objective 1: Were the Lives and Livelihoods of Indigenous Minorities of the North of 

Sakhalin Region improved through support for the delivery of benefits of SIMDP program 

implementation? 
 

The SIMDP, in both its first and second iterations, has been highly praised as a model of good practice for 

other companies. As far as benefits distribution is concerned, the Plan is unique in that it equally covers 

both economic development as well as social development, whereas nearly all other Plans focus only on 

social benefits like education, healthcare and culture. The Plan also covers all of the officially recognized 

Indigenous Minorities and communities on the island, regardless of whether or not they live in areas 

immediately adjacent to Sakhalin-2 Project facilities or are directly affected in any way by the Project. 

This is a particularly unusual and inclusive approach to Indigenous Minorities support by Sakhalin Energy. 

 

The question raised in this section is whether the lives and livelihoods of the island’s Indigenous 

Minorities were improved, specifically through the Social Development Fund (SDF) and the Traditional 

Economic Activities Support Program (TEASP), and their respective components. 

 

2.1.1. The Social Development Fund (SDF) 
 

During the SIMDP2 implementation period, the SDF has included two types of components: 

 

I. Long-term social projects, with the following components:  

 

1. Education, supporting the Indigenous Minorities of Sakhalin studying in higher or secondary 

professional educational institutions; 

2. Healthcare, supporting the health and healthy lifestyles of the SIM; 

3. Capacity Building, supporting activities important for the development of the SIM, including 

the School of Young Leaders and the management/administration of the SDF’s long-term 

social projects. 

 

II. The Annual Competitive Program (e.g., the 2012-15 “Link of Times”), aimed at supporting 

projects that contribute to the preservation and development of SIM culture and arts, as well as 

encouraging gifted and talented people in culture and the arts, and at enhancing inter-ethnic 

relations 

 

The activities of the SDF received near-universal praise from the respondents who the PCET spoke with. 

The local district administrations that were involved with the Plan’s social projects also praised the Plan 

for its lack of complex bureaucratic procedures and the ease of communications. When discussing the 
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SIMDP in general, many people said that “the Plan helps children and pensioners the most,” referring to 

the educational and health supports that the Plan provides. 

 

The total amount of funds allocated to the four different components during the five-year 

implementation period of SIMDP2 can be seen in Table 2.1: 

 

Table 2.1. SDF Budget Allocations to Components (2011-2015) 
 
 

Capacity 

Building
5
 

Education* Healthcare 

Administration 

of Long-Term 

Social Projects
6
 

Annual Grant 

Competition* 
Total* 

2011 
USD 41,817 

(RUB 1,180,482) 
USD 41,387 

(RUB 1,168,356) 

USD 22,737 

(RUB 641,866)  

USD 10,625 

(RUB 299,954) 

USD 50,000 

(RUB 1,411,500) 

USD 155,941 

(RUB 4,402,204) 

2012 
USD 20,000 

(RUB 635,400) 
USD 47,822 

(RUB 1,519,295) 

USD 18,178 

(RUB 577,525) 

USD 7,904 

(RUB 251,123) 

USD 70,000 

(RUB 2,223,900) 

USD 156,000 

(RUB 4,956,120) 

2013 
USD 25,707 

(RUB 788,674) 

USD 38,000 

(RUB 1,165,840) 

USD 20,144 

(RUB 618,004) 

USD 7,021 

(RUB 215,404) 

USD 72,150 

(RUB 2,213,562) 

USD 156,000 

(RUB 4,786,080) 

2014 
USD 24,029 

(RUB 791,500) 

USD 37,948 

(RUB 1,250,000) 

USD 18,670 

(RUB 615,000) 

USD 5,965 

(RUB 196,500) 

USD 75,354 

(RUB 2,376,621) 

USD 156,000 

(RUB 5,138,640) 

2015* 
USD 49,903 

(RUB 1,878,748) 

USD 30,697 

(RUB 1,617,425) 

USD 18,837 

(RUB 992,522) 

USD 6,246 

(RUB 329,102) 

USD 56,563 

(RUB 2,980,327) 

USD 156,000 

(RUB 8,219,640) 

*As of 27 August, 2015 

 

Implementation of the Education, Health and Capacity Building Components 

 

During this five-year period, the SDF approved 19 applications under the Health Component (see Table 

2.2); 240 applications under the Education component (see Table 2.3); 21 applications under the 

Capacity Building component (see Table 2.4); and 174 applications for the annual competitive program 

(see Table 2.5). 

 

Table 2.2. Approved Grant Applications under the Healthcare Component by District and Year (2011-
2015) 
 
Municipal District 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015* Total 

Okha - - 1 - - 1 

Nogliki - - - 1 - 1 

Tymovsk 1 - - - - 1 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk - 1 - - 1 2 

Smirnykh - - - - - - 

Poronaisk - - - - - - 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk - - - - - - 

Sakhalin Oblast 4 3 2 2 3 14 

Total 5 4 3 3 4 19 

* As of 27 August, 2015 

 

                                                           
5
 These Capacity Building component amounts also include the Administration of Long-Term Social Projects in the 

column to the right. 
6
 These administrative costs were deducted from the Capacity Building component. 
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Major projects supported under the Healthcare component include:  

 

 co-financing of dental prosthetics for SIM  

 financing treatment of eye diseases 

 helping SIM students in completing medical education (one dental student who received such 

support has reportedly already returned to Nekrasovka after completing his training)  

 partial financing of medical equipment for rural paramedical and obstetrical stations in the 

communities where SIM reside 

 financial help for SIM in difficult life situations (such as for diagnostics, purchase of medicine and 

surgical treatment) 

 

While such support was appreciated in every instance, some commented that overall the amount of 

support for health programs was too small to have a significant positive effect on the everyday lives of 

the SIM.  

 

The co-financing of dental prosthetics during the period of implementation of SIMDP in the Okha, 

Tymovsk, and Poronaisk  Regional Dental Clinics, was provided, with a total funding of RUB 214,221.A 

number of respondents commented on their perceived insufficiency of the Health sub-component in the 

city of Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk and in some of the other districts of SIM traditional economic activity. Many 

SIM are in need of full dental prosthetics, and several respondents noted that there are far more people 

in need of dental prosthetics than the number of people that actually received it under the Healthcare 

sub-component of the SIMDP.  

 

It should be noted in this context that as the State Program for providing similar health benefits is aimed 

at low-income people only, other SIM can only receive aid through SIMDP projects. Furthermore, it is 

difficult for many low-income SIM to secure dental prosthetics through the Social Protection Services 

since an applicant must first pay for the dental prosthetics him/herself, and then apply to the Social 

Protection Services for compensation. Furthermore, only applicants who are classed as low-income are 

eligible for such compensation under the law. This is one of the reasons why this SIMDP program has 

been designed to help non-eligible people to receive such medical help, but only a few people are 

covered by this program. Nevertheless, one staff member at a District-level dental station reported that 

“there has been a definite improvement in dental treatment in the last five years for SIM due to the 

Plan’s support for equipment and medicines.” Overall, then, we can see the benefits to dental health 

brought about by the Plan via multiple avenues. 

 

Educational support for medical training was provided throughout the SIMDP2. In 2013, for example, a 

total of RUB 153,392 was allocated to helping SIM students in completing medical education under 

SIMDP2 and in 2014, this amount totaled RUB 149,999.71. Financial aid to medical centers in the 

traditional areas of SIM residence alternated between districts and a total of RUB 305,000 was allocated 

to Nogliki District Hospital (Val’s ambulance station) in 2014 and a total of RUB 367,618 was allocated to 

financial aid for medical centers in the traditional areas of SIM residence in Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk in 

2015. Over the course of SIMDP2 the directions of the projects approved narrowed, limiting the aid to 

such centers to the purchase of equipment.  Some respondents expressed the opinion that the amount 
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of money allocated to the Healthcare component of the SDF should be increased and distributed 

proportionally among the districts. 

 

 

Table 2.3. Approved Grant Applications under the Education Component by Year (2011-2015) 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

Number of 

Students 
67 71 54 48 * 240 

Amount (RUB) 1,314,069 1,519,295 1,177,525 998,671 1 617 425 6,627,225 

* Not determined as of 27 August, 2015.  

 

As shown in Table 2.3 above, the number of SIM students to receive financial aid has been decreasing 

annually since 2012. However, this decrease might be connected with a decrease in the number of SIM 

entering higher educational institutions in recent years.7 According to respondents, this aid program 

helped students improve their academic progress. The PCET heard this set of educational stipends and 

scholarships praised repeatedly by family members of recipients and other community members as a 

significant boost for SIM educational achievement. 

 

Table 2.4. Approved Grant Applications under the Capacity Building Component by District and Year 
(2011-2015) 
 
Municipal District 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

Okha 2 - - - 1 3 

Nogliki 1 - - - - 1 

Tymovsk - - - - - - 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk - - - - - - 

Smirnykh - - - - - - 

Poronaisk 1 - - - - 1 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk - - - - 1 1 

Sakhalin Oblast 5 3 2 2 3 15 

Total 9 3 2 2 5 21 

 

The majority of funds allocated for the Capacity Building component have been aimed at oblast-level 

activities, with only a few grants having been granted to districts since 2011. No grants at all have been 

approved under the Capacity Building component from the Tymovsk, Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk and 

Smirnykh districts, and there was a marked turndown overall in capacity-building applications after 2011. 

Furthermore, approximately 18.7% of the capacity-building component budget was diverted to pay the 

annual administrative fees of the SDF partner organization8. Although understandable in a situation of 

tight budgeting, this allocation of capacity-building funds to administrative costs undermined the Plan’s 

pursuit of its capacity-building objective. 

                                                           
7
 This is also true with regard to the general population of Sakhalin. Another contributing factor for the decline is 

that more SIM families apply for and receive support under similar educational programs sponsored by the SOG. 
8
 Although these administrative fees are included in the Plan’s official counting of capacity-building projects, they 

have been excluded from Table 2.4 to better reflect the number of actual capacity-building projects. It is noted, 
however, that some might consider engagement of partner-organizations as capacity-building in its own right. 
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After its initially successful launch, the Young Leaders School was unable to continue after failing to 

garner SDF Council support for the next few years. Respondents believe that young people require 

initiatives to develop leadership skills and raise the level of knowledge necessary to actively participate 

in the public and cultural life of SIM. Responding to this need, the Regional Council of Authorized 

Representatives of the Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities (RCAR) applied successfully for the Young Leaders 

School delivered through a week-long seminar project called “The Secrets of Progression” in 2015. 

 

It should be noted that the figures in Table 2.1 reveal that the administrative fees for the partner-

organization to help implement the long-term programs in education and health were deducted from 

the Capacity Building sub-component amounts. This deduction reduced the amount spent on capacity 

building initiatives on average about 25% per year. 

 

 

Implementation of the Annual Cultural Support Grant Competition Component 

 

The annual cultural support competition makes up the fourth component of the SDF. Implementation of 

this component takes the form of a number of competitions aimed at supporting the preservation and 

development of authentic culture and arts of the Indigenous Minorities of Sakhalin by encouraging 

talented and unique manifestations of SIM culture. The majority of 2015 applications to the Contest 

came from the Nogliki district, with examples including the ‘Nivkhi Ornaments by Lidiya Muvchik’ project 

(by the Nogliki District Library); the ‘Race the Wind’ project (sports equipment for Kindergarten No.1 

Svetlyachok (‘Firefly’)); ‘My Craftsmanship’ (by Vadim Levkun); ‘Creative Study Room of the Writer 

Vladimir Sangi.’  

 

Table 2.5. Approved Grant Applications to the Annual Competitive Program by District and Year (2011-
2015) 
 
Municipal District 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015* Total 

Okha 6 7 6 2 5 26 

Nogliki 14 8 9 4 10 45 

Tymovsk 6 5 5 4 2 22 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk 1 3 1 3 2 10 

Smirnykh - - - - - - 

Poronaisk 8 12 2 8 4 34 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk 3 3 1 3 1 11 

Sakhalin Oblast 7 6 4 5 4 26 

Total 45 44 28 29 28 174 

*As of 27 August, 2015 

 

There were no applications from the Smirnykh district, which might be explained by the fact that there 

are no SIM social organizations or communities prepared to undertake project preparation and 

implementation there. 

 

In 2015 (as of August), only 9 applications out of a total of 28 applications were successful. The reasons 

why some applications were unsuccessful included a lack of project activities; lack of correspondence 

with the goals of the SDF competition announcement; lack of social importance of the projects 
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proposed; and insufficiently defined project goals. These factors speak to the lack of applicant 

experience in preparing project applications. Potential applicants need training in writing applications, 

and they also need to be better informed about Program requirements. Respondents stated that there 

are a lot of additional directions that could be included in the SIMDP, such as preservation of native 

languages and culture (i.e., native language teachers, ethno-cultural centers, and a separate budget for 

contributing to the development of the indigenous cultures of Sakhalin). Respondents also said that the 

priority should be encouraging students and teachers of native languages. This is why it was suggested 

that a separate indigenous languages sub-component of the SDF be established, as well as establishing a 

stand-alone capacity building program alongside the TEASP and SDF programs. According to the 

respondents, this would make it easier to control and implement activities aimed at preparing the SIM 

for solving social and economic problems.  

 

Many respondents were appreciative of the SIMDP’s support for popularizing SIM culture via this 

competition, both among SIM themselves and among the wider population, and for reminding one and 

all that Russia is a multicultural country. Public festivals, publications, and media coverage have added to 

this heightened public awareness of SIM culture. They also remarked that “the Plan has helped people 

become closer to our origins” and pointed to the revival of ethnic festivals, the publishing of books in 

SIM languages, and the preparation of materials that capture folk knowledge (such as a book recording 

the medicinal and other uses of local plants by SIM). These were all given as examples of how the SIMDP 

contributed to raising the communal awareness of the SIM. Furthermore, the people working to 

promote such culture-enhancing activities assert that without the SIMDP, they would have little to no 

chance of receiving support, as the government and other potential corporate sponsors allocate very 

limited funds to such projects. 

 

Finally, one issue that was repeatedly raised during the discussions of SDF programs was whether or not 

these supports for health, education, and culture should more properly be the responsibility of the 

government; respondents asked if the SIMDP was merely “filling the gap” engendered by declining 

government support to SIM communities and social services in general. Support for the “gap-filling” view 

seemed to be corroborated by statements by some who said they were advised to apply to SIMDP 

components by government staff as government budgets were limited. Government representatives at 

the district and village levels, meanwhile, were highly appreciative of the support provided by the Plan in 

a time of tightening official budgets. Some of the representatives involved in the Plan administration also 

felt that the positive collaboration between the government and the SIMDP served to enhance the lives 

of the SIM, and thus was in line with the Plan’s objective of bettering the lives of SIM. 

 

2.1.2. Traditional Economic Activities Support Program (TEASP) 
 

As previously noted, one of the objectives of the second five-year SIMDP was to support the 

improvement of the lives and livelihoods of Indigenous Minorities of the Sakhalin Region. Aside from the 

Social Development Fund, this is accomplished through the operation of the Traditional Economic 

Activities Support Program (TEASP).  
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TEASP includes three components: 

 

1. Self-Sufficiency, which provides for support for SIM members living outside of the populated 

localities for more than 4 months during the year through the provision of transport 

(snowmobiles, boats, boat motors), fishing gear, autonomous power units (diesel generators), 

and other things that are necessary for practicing traditional activities and improvement of SIM 

social conditions; 

 

2. Business Planning, which provides for support of Indigenous Minorities’ rodovoe khozyaistvo i 

obshchina (clan-based community enterprises) and other SIM associations through the provision 

of equipment and transport necessary for practicing traditional economic activities; 

 

3. Micro-Loan Program, which provides support for Indigenous Minorities’ rodovoe khozyaistvo i 

obshchina and other SIM associations through loans of up to RUB 500,000 for a 6 to 12-month 

period at an interest rate of 3%. 

 

The planned allocation of funds under the TEASP budget to components over the last five years is shown 

in Table 2.6 below.  

 

Table 2.6. Allocation of the TEASP Budget (2011-2015) 
 

 
Self-Sufficiency Business Planning Micro-Loan Program 

USD 
% of TEASP 

Budget 
USD 

% of TEASP 
Budget 

USD 
% of TEASP 

Budget 

2011 60,000 - 90,000 - RUB 1,080,000 - 

2012 31,200 20 93,600 60 31,200 20 

2013 39,000 25 78,000 50 30,000 25 

2014 39,000 25 78,000 50 39,000 25 

2015* 54,000 35 70,200 45 31,200 20 

* In 2015, the amounts allocated for the Program of micro-loans were re-assigned for the Self-Sufficiency component. 

 

Note, however, that actual allocation could often diverge greatly from the year’s planned allocation; in 

2011, for example, the actual distribution was 55% for 15 Self-Sufficiency grants, 31% for two Business 

Plans, and 14% for two Micro-Loans. In 2015, the amounts allocated for Micro-Loans were re-assigned 

for the Self-Sufficiency component. 

 

There was much praise among respondents for the positive economic impact and sense of 

encouragement provided by the TEASP. Given high SIM unemployment figures,9 the TEASP components 

helped many families and enterprises more effectively make ends meet and even move beyond basic 

subsistence. Praise was given both from the unemployed and vulnerable as well as from the 

enterprises/obshchina in districts like Nogliki which have more obschchinas, who were well positioned to 

take advantage of Business Planning opportunities. The TEASP components, respondents reported, 

helped generate economic opportunities for both the young and the old. In Nogliki, SIMDP2 was cited as 

                                                           
9
 Although there are no official unemployment figures by nationality, nevertheless, unemployment figures for areas 

with higher concentrations of SIM likewise tend to have higher unemployment rates. 
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a major factor in the significant increase in fishing and related activities in the areas of traditional 

fisheries.  

 

Implementation of the Self-Sufficiency and Business Planning components 

 

During the period of 2011-2015, the TEASP approved a total of 88 applications under the Self-Sufficiency 

component (see Table 2.7), and 21 applications under the Business Planning component (see Table 2.8). 

 

During the first four years of SIMDP2 implementation, an annual average of 10-15 grants were awarded 

for Self-Sufficiency, while 2-5 projects were supported in Business Planning. In 2015, the final year of 

SIMDP2 implementation, an unusually high number of grants were awarded, with 34 Self-Sufficiency 

grants being given (making up 38.6% of the total number of grants awarded under this component 

during the five years of SIMDP2 implementation; this significant increase was caused by the cancellation 

of the Micro-Loan Program in the early months of the year.). During the same year, 7 grants were 

awarded under the Business Planning component (making up 33.3% of the total number of grants 

awarded under this component during the five years of SIMDP2 implementation).  

 

Not all of the seven districts of Sakhalin Region that are covered in the SIMDP participated in the grant 

application process to receive SIMDP benefits from the TEASP every year. Thus, during the SIMDP2 

implementation period, there were no applications from the Smirnykh District. There were also no 

applications for benefits under the Self-Sufficiency component from Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk, and no 

successful applications for the Business Planning component from the Tymovsk District. 

 

The distributions of successful TEASP grant applications are shown in Tables 2.7 and 2.8 below: 

 

Table 2.7. Approved Grant Applications under the TEASP Self-Sufficiency Component by District and 
Year (2011-2015)* 
 
Municipal District 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

Okha 4 2 7 2 12 27 

Nogliki 7 3 5 4 14 33 

Tymovsk 1 1 2 4 3 11 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk - 1 - - - 1 

Smirnykh - - - - - - 

Poronaisk 3 3 3 2 5 16 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk - - - - - - 

Total 15 10 17 12 34 88 

*Here and hereafter in the tables of Section 2.1.2 as of 27 August, 2015 

 

One factor behind the lack of successful applications for the Self-Sufficiency component from the 

Smirnykh District seems to be the small proportion of SIM residing in this district (1.7% of the total 

indigenous population of the Island). Besides, there are no SIM rodovaya obshchina or other indigenous 

economic entities eligible to act as partner organizations for potential applicants. The total lack of 

applicants for Self-Sufficiency grants from Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk is due to the inability of SIM of Yuzhno-

Sakhalinsk to lead their traditional way of life and practice traditional economic activities in the oblast 

capital city area. 
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Table 2.8. Approved Grant Applications under the TEASP Business Planning Component by District and 
Year (2011-2015) 
 
Municipal District 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

Okha 1 1 3 1 3 9 

Nogliki 1 1 1 1 3 7 

Tymovsk - - - - - - 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk - 2 - - - 2 

Smirnykh - - - - - - 

Poronaisk - - - 1 1 2 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk - 1 - - - 1 

Total 2 5 4 3 7 21 

 

In districts with a large number of SIM rodovaya obshchina, and where there are SIM rodovaya 

obshchina having significant experience in cooperating with the TEASP, the applicants received grants for 

Self-Sufficiency and Business Planning more often. There were no successful applicants from the 

Tymovsk District under the Business Planning Component in spite of there being six registered SIM 

rodovaya obshchina in Tymovsk District. No applications were filed in the Smirnykh District. In the 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk District six SIM rodovaya obshchina were registered during the SIMDP2 

implementation period; however, only two applications from that district were successful.  

 

Over the life of SIMDP2, there has been much discussion (as reported in External Monitor reports 

between 2011 and 2014) as to the distribution of funds between districts. Some have argued that Plan 

funds should be allocated proportionately according to SIM population totals per district, while others 

have argued that as funds are allocated on a merit basis, there should not necessarily be any direct 

correlation between population shares and fund allocation shares. As this point has at times been a point 

of contention—and particularly in regards to TEASP fund allocations--the PCET looked specifically at this 

question. See Tables 2.9, 2.10, and 2.11. 

 

Table 2.9. Approved Grant Applications and Share of Approved Applications under the TEASP Self-
Sufficiency Component by District (2011-2015) 
 

Municipal District Number of Approved Applications 
Share of Total Number of Approvedl 

Applications (%) 

Okha 27 30.7 

Nogliki 33 37.5 

Tymovsk 11 12.5 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk 1 1.1 

Smirnykh - 0 

Poronaisk 16 18.2 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk - 0 

Total 88 100 
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Table 2.10. Approved Grant Applications and Share of Approved Applications under the TEASP 
Business Planning Component by District (2011-2015) 
 

Municipal District Number of Approved Applications 
Share of Total Number of Approved 

Applications (%) 

Okha 9 42.9 

Nogliki 7 33.3 

Tymovsk - 0 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk 2 9.5 

Smirnykh - 0 

Poronaisk 2 9.5 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk 1 4.8 

Total 21 100 

 

Both in absolute figures and percentage-wise, the largest number of successful applicants are 

concentrated in the Okha and Nogliki Districts. During the period of 2011-2015, 68.2% of the successful 

applicants under the Self-Sufficiency component and 76.2% of successful applicants under the Business 

Planning component were from these districts. The Okha and Nogliki Districts also received 70.1% of the 

total funding under the Self-Sufficiency component, and 79.6% of the total funding under the Business 

Planning component in the 5-year budget. 

 

In total, a large number of successful applications (and hence a significant amount of financing) under 

these two components of the TEASP were from districts with a significant number of SIM rodovaya 

obshchina or other indigenous economic entities, eligible to act as partner organizations or as Business 

Plan applicants. 

 

 

Table 2.11. Distribution of Financing under the TEASP Business Planning Component by District (2011-
2015) 
 

Municipal District 
Financing during the SIMDP2 
Implementation Period (RUB) 

Share of Total Financing under the 
Business Planning Component (%) 

Okha 5,244,197 45.9 

Nogliki 3,850,318 33.7 

Tymovsk - - 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk 736,500 6.5 

Smirnykh - - 

Poronaisk 1,295,000 11.3 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk 300,000 2.6 

Total 11,426,015 100 

 

The presence of a large number of SIM rodovaya obshchina in certain districts did not necessarily 

correlate with the number of applications to the TEASP. During the whole period of SIMDP2 

implementation, the Poronaisk District had the highest number of registered SIM rodovaya obshchina. 

During the same period, however, the Poronaisk District accounted for only 18.2% of successful 

applications to the Self-Sufficiency component and 9.5% of successful applications to the Business 

Planning component (representing 17.4% and 11.3% of the total budgets, respectively). 
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Thus it appears that the success of an application depends, among other factors, on i) the experience 

and knowledge of a SIM clan enterprise in completing applications appropriately and to meet the 

requirements of submission procedures, and ii) the possibility of an applicant receiving advice/guidance 

from a TEASP committee member at the application preparation stage. According to some respondents, 

if a TEASP committee member from their district has wide experience of working with the SIMDP 

governing bodies (e.g., serves several terms), then applicants from that district can obtain worthwhile 

advice and raise the likelihood that their application will be approved. Conversely, applicants from 

districts whose representatives have limited experience of working on the TEASP committee often 

cannot receive the help needed to fill in their applications correctly. Furthermore, according to some 

respondents, more experienced members of the TEASP committee can and do use the authority they 

have gained from long familiarity with the internal procedures to one way or another influence other, 

less experienced members of the committee when decisions on applications are made. 

 

It should be noted that during the implementation period of SIMDP2, the total number of SIM rodovaya 

obshchina has grown, which might be an indication of a positive influence of the SIMDP on the process of 

self-organization of the indigenous population in the Sakhalin Region (see Table 2.12). 

 

 

Table 2.12. Number of SIM Rodovaya Obshchina by District (2010-2015) 
 

Municipal District 

2010 2015 

Number of SIM 
rodovaya 
obshchina 

Share (%) 
Number of SIM 

rodovaya 
obshchina 

Share (%) 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk 8 13.3 5 6.8 

Nogliki 8 13.3 16 21.9 

Okha 18 30 18 24.7 

Smirnykh - - - 0- 

Poronaisk 19 31.7 27 37 

Tymovsk 6 10 6 8.2 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk 1 1.7 1 1.4 

Total 60 100 73 100 

 

Some respondents connected the appearance of new SIM rodovaya obshchina with SIMDP2 

implementation. According to one leader of a SIM clan enterprise, she established her clan enterprise 

because it was difficult to find a partner organization to participate fully in the SIMDP programs. This 

leader also said that her clan enterprise now acts as a partner organization for applicants from the 

District where they are located. 

 

Regarding the mechanism of TEASP funds distribution, respondents formulated some proposals aimed at 

improving of the existing mechanisms. The suggestion most frequently heard by the PCET was that the 

funds should be distributed by district in proportion to the SIM population in each of them. Another 

suggestion was to consider the number of successful grant applications in the past and give preference 

to those applicants that have not yet received any SIMDP financing. Some respondents noted the need 

to re-distribute the amount of financing between the TEASP components, with more than a few 

advocating increasing the share of funding allocated for the Self-Sufficiency component, while others 

argued in favor of increasing the amounts allocated to supporting business projects.  
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According to the data on fund allocation under the two TEASP grant components during the SIMDP2 

implementation period, the total amount of funds allocated to support applications from different 

districts did roughly correspond with the share of SIM populations in these districts (see Table 2.13). This 

was so even though the Plan itself does not call for such proportionality and the existing system of 

applications selection is based on the principles of competition and assessment of all applications by 

common criteria. Compared to other Districts, though, Nogliki District appears to have been more 

successful in securing funds, whereas the Tymovsk and Smirnykh Districts, as well as the city of Yuzhno-

Sakhalinsk, appear to have been less successful.  

 

 

Table 2.13. Number and Share of SIM Residents and Share of TEASP Financing by District 
 

Municipal District 

Number of 

SIM 

Residents* 

Share (%) 

Number of 

SIM 

Residents** 

Share (%) 

Share of TEASP 
Financing in 2011-2015 

(%) 

Share of 
Total 

Amount of 
TEASP 

Financing 

Self-

Sufficiency 

Business 

Planning 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk 172 4.5 157 3.8 1.6 6.5 4.0 

Nogliki 1,104 29.0 1,135 27.6 40.0 33.7 36.9 

Okha 1,422 37.3 1,457 35.5 30.1 45.9 38.0 

Smirnykh 53 1.4 71 1.7 - - 0 

Poronaisk 525 13.8 631 15.4 17.4 11.3 14.4 

Tymovsk 289 7.6 301 7.3 10.8 - 5.4 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk 244 6.4 357 8.7 - 2.6 1.3 

Total 3,809 100 4,109 100 100 100 100 

* Data from the All-Russia Census, 2010. 

** As of 01 January 2015, according to data from the Division of the Indigenous Peoples of the North in the Department of Inter-

Ethnic and Inter-Confessional Relations, and Cooperation with Non-governmental Associations of the Apparatus of the Governor 

and the Government of the Sakhalin Region. 

 

The majority of respondents reported that the TEASP grant programs contributed to the improvement of 

the lives and livelihoods of the SIM population, especially for those who practice traditional economic 

activities. In particular, the Self-Sufficiency component of the TEASP was reported as providing support 

to the very poor and pensioners, for whom life would have been harder without such a program. 

Supplying snowmobiles, boat motors and boats to people with marginal or no incomes made a 

significant positive impact on the lives and livelihoods of some families, allowing them to become self-

sufficient, at least during the period when the equipment is working. 

 

A commonly expressed opinion among the respondents who the PCET encountered was that the Self-

Sufficiency Program is the best way to support those SIM for whom the practice of traditional activities 

makes up an important part of livelihoods. However, some take the view that other long-term measures 

should be taken to improve the well-being of SIM. Suggested measures included boosting the wage 

employment of the indigenous population by providing professional training for SIM for occupations 

needed under current market conditions. Still others reported misuse of TEASP-provided equipment, 

such as the second-hand sale of Self Sufficiency-supplied equipment, with some grant recipients even 

posting advertisements in the newspaper. In one instance, an obshchina deceitfully applied for a Self-

Sufficiency grant without the “applicant” being aware of it; the situation was resolved by communication 
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between the SIMDP governance bodies. It should be stressed that these reports (aside from the 

immediately preceding example) were unverified by the PCET which was neither mandated to nor 

capable of investigating such claims. 

 

The majority of the respondents noted the positive influence of the Business Planning Component on the 

improvement of the lives of Sakhalin Indigenous Minorities. According to several respondents, the 

positive effect of support to business projects was mostly felt by members of SIM rodovaya obshchina 

and other economic entities receiving TEASP grants. Respondents also said that there were far fewer 

beneficiaries of the Business Planning component of TEASP than of the Self-Sufficiency component. 

Many people also commented on how they felt that preparation of a Business Plan application was 

beyond their capacity (as one fisherman put it: “We don’t know how to deal with paper”), and then 

referred to the supposed passive character of SIM or their general reluctance to conduct business. 

Nevertheless, the respondents believe that the Business Planning component of the TEASP should be 

continued in SIMDP3. 

 

In sum, it is fair to say that while SIMDP2 could not improve the material well-being of everyone in the 

SIM community of the Sakhalin Region, it did contribute to the improved well-being of a significant part 

of the island’s indigenous population. The Self-Sufficiency and Business Planning components of the 

TEASP are generally perceived by population as useful and successful. At the same time, it was widely 

felt among respondents that the number of beneficiaries of TEASP is limited, that the beneficiaries too 

often are those that have already received benefits (for both the Self-Sufficiency and Business Planning 

components) and that the distribution of finances should take into consideration the number of SIM in 

each of the districts of the Sakhalin Region. 

 

Implementation of the Micro-Loan Component 

 

The TEASP Micro-Loan component is administered by the International Fund for Development of 

Indigenous Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East, or the Batani Fund. According to the Batani 

Fund Report of 11 June 2015, 15 micro-loans were issued out of 27 applications during the SIMDP2 

implementation period, totaling RUB 5,050,000. The recipients of these funds were eight SIM rodovaya 

obshchina, one farming enterprise, and one non-governmental and non-commercial institution of 

professional education. 

 

The distribution of applications and loans awarded by Districts of the Sakhalin Region is shown in the 

Table 2.14 below. 

  



 

18 
 

Table 2.14. Applications and Loans Approved under the Micro-Loan Component by District (2011-2015) 
 

Municipal District 
Total Number of 

Applications 

Number of Loans 

Awarded 

Amount of 
Allocated Loans 

(RUB) 

Share of Total 
Amount of Loans 

(%) 

Alexandrovsk-Sakhalinsk 3 2 800,000 15.84 

Okha  - - - - 

Nogliki 13 8 2,850,000 56.44 

Smirnykh - - - - 

Poronaisk 9 4 1,100,000 21.78 

Tymovsk - - - - 

Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk 1 1 300,000 5.94 

Total 26 15 5,050,000 100 

 

According to SIM rodovaya obshchina members, the Micro-Loan component contributed to the 

development of business skills among SIM and also contributed to the development of the material 

resources base of the rodovaya obshchina. Respondents believe that the financial conditions of the 

Micro-Loan component (3% interest rate) are much more favorable than those of ordinary banks, which 

give loans at a much higher interest rate. Furthermore, the practice of the Sakhalin banks is such that 

loans to small enterprises and non-commercial organizations are granted on the condition that the 

borrower has the security for credit exceeding the actual sum of the loan. For many SIM rodovaya 

obshchina, this condition is not feasible. 

 

Representatives of SIM rodovaya obshchina noted that applying for micro-financing requires a higher 

level of economic competence and responsibility as compared to participation in the Programs where 

grants are provided in the form of donations. For example, a clan enterprise would need a stable source 

of income in order to pay the loan back on time. Some SIM representatives think that the limited 

number of rodovaya obshchina with stable revenue streams explains why so few SIM rodovaya 

obshchina are ready to apply for loans. The PCET also recorded complaints that the loans under the 

Micro-Loan component are given on an unfair basis, and some applicants are given unfair preference. 

Some SIM rodovaya obshchina representatives also complained that the work of the Loan Council is not 

transparent, and that the reasons for rejecting an application are unclear. One applicant claimed that the 

Batani Fund informed him that his application was not received by the Fund, despite the fact that the 

application was sent both by email and by post on time. 

 

Some respondents noted very high expenditures for the administration of the Micro-Loan component. 

According to these respondents, roughly half of the amount of money allocated for the Micro-Loan 

component is spent on administration, including salaries and business trips by the Director of the Batani 

Fund. According to the Batani Fund Report, the Fund spent RUB 2,455,668 on administration in 2011-

2015, accounting for 32.7% of the total amount of money allocated for the Micro-Loan component (RUB 

5,050,000). This situation changed in 2014 when the decision was made to decrease administrative 

expenses for 2015 to 17% of the total amount of money allocated for the Micro-Loan component. 

However, in 2015 the TEASP Committee decided to redistribute allocated funds from the Micro-Loan 

component to the Self-Sufficiency component. The Head of the TEASP Committee claimed that this 

decision was made on the basis of a lack of applications for the Micro-Loan program in 2015. At the same 
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time, as mentioned above, the PCET met with at least one respondent who claimed he sent an 

application in 2015 and it was not considered. 

 

Despite the fact that no loans under the Micro-Financing Program were given in 2015, the SIM rodovaya 

obshchina representatives assured the PCET that the Program is useful and needs to be continued in the 

SIMDP3. During the SIMDP2 implementation period, there were also cases of loan defaults under the 

Micro-Loan component. This problem remains unsolved, and requires the development of protective 

measures in case of future potential loan defaults. 

 

On the whole, the implementation of the Micro-Loan component has demonstrated the success of the 

TEASP. However, there were a number of drawbacks in the implementation, including:  

 

 Lack of measures to prevent risks of loan defaults 

 Lack of sanctions against delinquent borrowers 

 Lack of transparency in decision-making by the Loan Fund; 

 Lack of interaction with unsuccessful applicants, including explanations for rejection of an 

application  to help the applicants make successful loan applications in the future 

 Lack of integration of the Micro-Loan component under the jurisdiction of the TEASP Committee 

equivalent to the control of the other TEASP components leading to lack of control over Fund 

activities by the Executive Committee and the Governing Board 

 Inadequate transparency and utilization of the Micro-Loan Council of experts, similar to that of 

both Expert Groups for the SDF and the TEASP. 

 

TEASP Spur to Development 

 

As noted above, the number of obshchina increased by more than 20% (from 60 to 73) during the 

SIMDP2 implementation period. Many respondents gave the Plan a significant degree of credit for this 

expansion, both for supporting enterprises that were struggling to stay in operation and by spurring 

others to officially register. With the greater experience gained by many individuals through self-

sufficiency grants obtained through the first SIMDP, the process was easier for them, and they were in 

turn inspired to take the next developmental step and open their own obshchina. Some new obshchina 

heads, and especially young people, also told us that they wanted to open an obshchina with their own 

equipment (supplied by the Self-Sufficiency grants) because they were extremely reluctant to borrow 

equipment from others. 

 

This also helped address a problem that first arose during SIMDP1, and which has remained (though with 

less urgency) during SIMDP2, namely that of finding partner organizations for families or individuals who 

wanted to apply for self-sufficiency grants. Although Plan regulations require an obshchina to act as a 

non-commercial partner for such grants (to supply a recognized legal and financial entity to take 

responsibility for the transfer of property and funds), many obshchina were reluctant to act in such 

capacity, considering the incentives to do so too few and the burden on time and resources too great. 

Some also did not want to help those without prior affiliations to their own obshchina to gain a 

competitive advantage in the struggle for fishing and quota access. 
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The TEASP components were also a spur to development in another sense. The PCET met with several 

individuals and new obshchina who related how they, having first applied for and won a Self-Sufficiency 

grant a few years ago (sometimes after a few such applications), then subsequently inspired to also apply 

for a Business Plan grant or to take out a micro-loan. Given that each obshchina also typically has a social 

group of friends and relatives associated with it (often upwards of 60 or more people) from whom 

fishing quotas are assigned and results of economic activities are shared, the expansion and revitalization 

of obshchina has had—and can continue to have—a significant positive social and economic impact at 

the community level. By injecting extra equipment and credit into the communities, and by encouraging 

additional engagement with the paperwork and legal formats of mainstream society, the TEASP 

components have provided a potential pathway for livelihood improvement for those willing and able to 

seize the opportunity. 

 

 

2.2. Objective 2: Was SIM Capacity to Actively Participate in the Management of 

Community Development Initiatives such as the SIMDP Enhanced? 
 

One goal of the SIMDP2 was to enhance the capacity of SIM communities and representatives to actively 

participate in the management  of the SIMDP and, by extension, similar socio-cultural and economic 

intervention strategies. In general, the capacity building of Indigenous Minorities encompasses the 

Indigenous Minorities learning skills, knowledge and techniques, which could help them participate 

successfully in the SIMDP not only as beneficiaries, but also as its active administrators. These measures 

can also help prepare them for engaging in more dynamic and successful activities aimed at 

improvement of their lives, based on the indicators of income, employment, education, health and social 

welfare. The PCET received evidence and estimations of growth of the capacity- building of the SIM both 

from the local administrations and from the SIM communities, as well as from the representatives of 

SOG and Sakhalin Energy. In some cases, the respondents raised questions of insufficiency in the level of 

the capacity developed by the SIM during the SIMDP2 implementation period, and of the necessity to 

further strengthen capacity. 

 

The PCET often heard respondents comment on the legacy of SIM community passivity from the Soviet 

era, and on the need to stimulate both old and young to be more active in determining their own future. 

From an international perspective, one aspect of this goal of capacity-building can be to stimulate the 

SIM to determine what they themselves meant by “development”—and not rely on “experts” or 

outsiders to determine it for them. It is important for the SIM themselves to determine the goals of 

development. For example, should the goal be to become more “modern” or to return to “tradition”—or 

to aim at some blending of the two? By limiting the SDF and TEASP governance bodies only to SIM, the 

PCET notes that the governance structure of SIMDP2 has encouraged this debate as the Plan is the locus 

for SIM internal discussions as to what type of projects should be supported, and this in turn has raised 

the issue of what avenues of development should be pursued by the SIM. Some argue for reviving old 

customs and ceremonies, while others want imaginative ways to blend the old and the new. A significant 

strength of the SIMDP is that it has accommodated both of these approaches in approving grant 

applications.  
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One clear change between the First and Second Plans is the widespread acknowledgement among those 

involved in Plan governance that simply handing out goods will not lead to “development” but will only 

perpetuate dependency. This attitude is reflected in the repeated statement that the TEASP should de-

emphasize Self-Sufficiency and expand its emphasis on Business Plans and Micro-Loans. However, this 

latter goal has been difficult to achieve, which will need to be addressed by the Third Plan. A case can be 

made, though, that such planning will be most effective if it is also coordinated with government 

planning at the local and regional levels. One district official pointed out that although the SIMDP has 

made a significant contribution to SIM development, the bulk of “development” assistance to SIM is still 

derived from the government and so to increase effectiveness and complementarity of such government 

assistance, SIMDP initiatives should be coordinated with government programs.  

 

One key observer of both Plans remarked that it is clear that SIM have used the past ten years to become 

more actively involved in Plan implementation, and jealously guard their SIMDP2-derived right to make 

their own decisions, as can be seen in the near-universal rejection of the 2015 SDF guideline shift to 

circumscribe the ability of the SDF to consider only projects approved by its expert advisory group. This, 

along with a noticeable increase in the number of applications for grants between Plans, demonstrates 

what one long-time observer of the Plan described as “when people say that SIM are just ignorant and 

passive and incapable of managing their own affairs, we can see it’s not true and we can now point to 

the positive work we are doing in the SIMDP.” 

 

One group of people who have most clearly seen their capacities enhanced were those serving on Plan 

governance bodies, particularly on those of the SDF and the TEASP. One of SIMDP2’s innovations over 

the First Plan was to limit membership on both the SDF Council and the TEASP Committee to SIM 

representatives, with one representative from each of the island’s seven districts of traditional SIM 

residence. This change proved to be very successful on all accounts, not the least of which was its 

contribution to enhancing SIM capacity. Through service on these bodies, SIM representatives: 

 

 learned about governmental and bureaucratic procedures, including for financing 

 broadened their perspectives on the variety of indigenous activities and situations on Sakhalin 

 learned to defend their districts and ideas before their peers while also reaching mutual 

agreements (this learning took place although the ostensible role of the district representatives 

was to fairly assess project applications irrespective of the location of the applicants’ residence) 

 mastered the program rules so that they could change and take ownership of them; 

 developed their own ideas about what the programs and the Plan as a whole need; 

 connected with SIM from other parts of the island when travelling to participate in Plan-funded 

activities and attending governance body meetings (expenses for the latter were covered by 

Sakhalin Energy outside of and in addition to the SIMDP budget). 

 

Overall, active participation of these Council and Committee members in carrying out their collective 

work responsibilities increased over the period of SIMDP2 implementation, and many members related 

how they first became familiar with, and then well-versed in, bureaucratic rules and guidelines. They also 

enjoyed the wider perspective that interaction with their peers from across Sakhalin gave them, and they 

were inspired to apply for grants themselves and participate in a wider range of SIMDP service roles (and 

brought along their friends and families) as well as SIM community affairs. Some have established 
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obshchinas to increase their family’s economic and subsistence options or to ease the SIMDP grant 

applications process for themselves and others. One committee member proposed an SDF capacity-

building project to teach SIM to get snowmobile driving licenses so they could then apply for Self-

Sufficiency grants, using that very same obshchina as a partner-organization.  

 

The committees also displayed some weaknesses, including representatives not always being aware of 

the proposals put forward by individuals or organizations from their districts; not helping others from 

their district in the grants application process; or not adequately reporting back to their local 

communities. However, the most commonly noted weakness of the committee structure was the lack of 

rotation of Committee and Council members in one or two districts, which inhibited the spread of 

capacity building and, as we have seen, led to unbalanced experience levels on the bodies, which some 

claimed was exploited by Council and Committee veterans. 

 

According to many representatives of the local (district and village) administrations, the SIMDP2 

contributed mainly to the development of capacity of rodovaya obshchina in the areas of business 

planning, financial reporting and accounting skills, as well as knowledge of the documentation necessary 

to apply to the SIMDP programs. To participate in the Business Planning and Micro-Loan programs, 

applicants had to learn how to make justified calculations of their project profitability, plan stable 

development of their enterprise or obshchina, and also learn how to manage cash flows. Local 

administrations believe that the capacity of the rodovaya obshchina has definitely been raised and that 

some of them have become successful economic enterprises. 

 

One of the indicators of the growing capacity of SIM on Sakhalin could be the growing number of SIM 

rodovaya obshchina. As we have seen, the number of SIM rodovaya obshchina has increased from 60 to 

73 enterprises between 2010 and 2015. According to some respondents, new SIM enterprises started to 

participate in the SIMDP programs, with many of these enterprises being established during the SIMDP2 

implementation period. One head of an SIM rodovaya obshchina said that “establishing a clan enterprise 

gives you the ability to lead a traditional lifestyle with the support from the SIMDP. Not only do I submit 

applications for Business Plan and Micro-Loan support, but some people every year also submit 

applications for Self-Sufficiency through my enterprise, and many of these people have already received 

support”. According to respondents, the establishment of new clan enterprises in recent years is mainly 

the result of more people among the SIM having learned business planning skills or received some 

experience within the framework of the SIMDP programs. According to one respondent, during the first 

SIMDP implementation period, she was familiarizing herself with the programs, and did not know how to 

submit an application at that time. She is now the leader of an SIM rodovaya obshchina and assists 

others in submitting applications to the TEASP Self-Sufficiency component. 

 

As expected, the Capacity Building component of the SDF also funded some projects that aimed at 

capacity building, although many potentially strong proposals have been turned down due to inadequate 

planning or a lack of clear and sustainable capacity enhancing activities. The one initiative with arguably 

the most potential is the Young Leader School, which has been proposed nearly every year of this Plan’s 

run but only approved once, in 2011.10 Some of the participants in the School have gone on to work both 

within the SIMDP and in other community or government-oriented organizations/programs (such as the 

                                                           
10

 After this PCER was prepared, the SDF approved a Young Leaders School application for 2015.  
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District governments’ SIM Advisory Councils), thus fulfilling the potential of the School. Programs like this 

should be supported and expanded during SIMDP3, if organizational and staffing difficulties can be 

overcome.  

 

Those who have worked on SIMDP2 governance over the past few years also report a trend of increasing 

number and quality of applications. Some obshchina, however, are reluctant to make applications or to 

serve as partner organizations due to fear of reporting complexities or of taxes and other obligations. 

Another indirect sign of growing capacity of the SIM is the increasing number of SIMDP applications. On 

the whole, while the number of applications to the Self-Sufficiency component has remained stable, the 

number of successful applications to the Business Plan component has grown from 7 applications in 2011 

and 2012 to 9 to 11 applications in 2013-2015. 

 

The appearance of new leaders among the SIM who started to actively participate in SIMDP 

implementation or who have established SIM economic enterprises testifies to the growing capacity of 

SIM. Nevertheless, for many rodovaya obshchina, writing SIMDP program applications and reporting on 

those grants where they acted as partner organizations remains a difficult task. A representative of the 

administration in one of the districts told the PCET that “tax reporting has become more complicated, 

which is the reason why SIM rodovaya obshchina are not interested in being partner organizations. It is 

necessary to conduct workshops on Business Plan preparation and tax reporting for the heads of 

rodovaya obshchina in order to raise the level of their financial and juridical awareness. Nowadays 

rodovaya obshchina are often fined for untimely financial reporting.” 

 

However, some respondents argue that the SIMDP mostly encouraged the capacity enhancing of the 

heads of SIM rodovaya obshchina, SIM units and SIM leadership, and they pointed to an insufficient level 

of knowledge and skills among applicants who are not heads of clan enterprises or other SIM entities. 

Further work should be focused on capacity building and skills development of all SIM individuals who 

wish to learn how to write applications, participate in grant projects, get driving licenses for a motorboat 

or a snowmobile, and learn traditional economic activities. The PCET therefore believes that far more 

training is necessary for both committee members and for community members to help them with grant 

and Micro-Loan applications. Compared to the seemingly more pressing needs of health, education or 

cultural contests like the “Link of Times”, however, the SDF Council itself often did not place sufficient 

access on this sub-component. That is why the last section of this Report will call for a greater emphasis 

on this strategic community need. 

 

 

2.3. Objective 3: Were SIM Assisted in Preparing for Eventually Establishing an 

Independent Indigenous Minorities Development Fund? 
 

One of the strategic goals of the SIMDP2 was to make initial preparations for the eventual establishment 

of an independently-run SIM Development Fund. Within the framework of SIMDP2, the SIM 

representatives obtained certain skills, potentially important and useful for managing such a fund in the 

future. These skills include decision-making experience in the Social Development and TEASP Programs 

of the SIMDP. This experience can be viewed as a significant component for enhancing the capacity to 
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independently steer a financial fund in the future, and respondents expressed enthusiasm for the idea of 

eventually establishing such a fund.  

 

According to some SIM representatives, however, the conditions for establishing such a fund are not 

currently present on Sakhalin. In particular, the level of SIM self-organization is insufficient. There is a 

clear lack of knowledge and skills necessary for managing finances, reporting taxes and managing cash 

assets. Some respondents also said that internal divisions and squabbling made such a goal impossible to 

reach now, while others said that SIM were too easily manipulated and lacked the requisite skill sets to 

operate such a fund independently. Some also saw a danger in setting up such a fund prematurely 

without adequate preparation. One respondent, having experience in the SIMDP management structure, 

noted that the SIM have no specialists capable of managing such a fund: there are none or few 

financiers, accountants, and lawyers. Many respondents pointed to the fact that managing such a fund 

requires the establishment of a respected SIM body that could unite all SIM groups on the island and 

have their trust. 

 

There were some respondents who nevertheless were more optimistic about the possibility of 

establishing this fund, pointing with some justification to the valuable experiences that community 

members have been gaining while serving on the SIMDP governance bodies, and in establishing 

obshchinas and other community-based organizations. From this perspective, the overall assessment 

would be that this objective was partially fulfilled: some work was made to move the SIM in the direction 

of having the capacity to establish such a fund, but a substantial distance remains before that goal is 

reached. Section 4 of this report will touch on this issue in light of the aforementioned need for a 

renewed emphasis on training. 

 

 

 

2.4. Objective 4: Did the Plan Assist in Avoiding or Mitigating Potential Negative 

Environmental Impacts of the Sakhalin-2 Project? 
 

While concerns about the potential negative environmental impacts were the subject of intense interest 

during the period prior to the operation of the First SIMDP and during its implementation, these 

concerns had diminished greatly by the time of SIMDP2 implementation. The semi-annual reports 

provided by Sakhalin Energy to the Governing Board allayed their concerns, and the lack of major 

environmental accidents has also contributed to the near-complete disappearance of environmental 

issues from SIMDP-related events or community concerns. On the contrary, the PCET heard from many 

non-Company respondents that Sakhalin Energy probably performs better than any other oil and gas 

operator on Sakhalin in decreasing negative impacts on the environment (while other operators might 

even ignore confirmed spills).  

 

As for the SIMDP’s role as an instrument for avoiding and mitigating any negative impacts of the 

Sakhalin-2 Project, it should be noted that the Mitigation Matrix prepared by the Company has been a 

useful tool for informing the population about the impact of the Sakhalin-2 Project on the environment. 

At the same time, the SIMDP does not have any real means to influence the Project’s environmental 

impacts, so it is difficult to assess the success of one of the SIMDP in achieving this objective. 
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According to respondents, during the SIMDP2 implementation period the overwhelming majority of SIM 

did not witness any ecological incidents associated with the Sakhalin-2 Project implementation and 

hence did not participate in or witness any mitigation measures implemented within the SIMDP 

framework. In case of any emergency or negative impact associated with the Sakhalin-2 Project 

implementation, the population tends to appeal to local administrations or directly to Sakhalin Energy 

rather than involve the SIMDP governing bodies. Consequently, this objective has become almost 

irrelevant to the implementation of SIMDP2. 

 

 

2.5. What are the Partners’ Perspectives on Whether the Plan Met its Objectives? 
 

2.5.1. The Regional Council of the Authorized Representatives of the Indigenous Minorities 

of the North of Sakhalin (RCAR)  
 

When assessing the realization of the SIMDP2 goals, the RCAR representatives underlined the Plan‘s 

contribution to improving the lives and livelihoods of the SIM, to SIM capacity building, and to the 

preservation and development of indigenous cultures. The role of the SIMDP2 in the disclosure of 

Sakhalin-2 Project impacts on the environment was also noted. At the same time, the RCAR members 

pointed out that the objective of preparing for the establishment of the SIM Fund was less successfully 

realized, at least as compared to the other objectives. The RCAR is also concerned about growing 

competition between different SIM groups, districts and communities, particularly as it is associated with 

distribution of the SIMDP finances. Such competition oftentimes serves as the basis for rumors and 

unsubstantiated accusations.  

 

The RCAR believes that the SDF on the whole was more effective than the TEASP in meeting the Plan’s 

objective of improving the lives and livelihoods of the SIM. The SDF was particularly effective in 

stimulating a cultural revival and in supporting future generations of indigenous leadership through 

initiatives such as the School for Young Leader. The educational support that the SDF has supplied to 

students was also seen as quite valuable, even while recognizing that too many SIM students leave the 

island at the end of their studies. Furthermore, the RCAR also believes that the SIMDP2 has indeed raised 

the capacity of SIM.  

 

2.5.2. The Sakhalin Oblast Government (SOG) 
 

The SOG believes that the SIMDP2 has been generally successful in meeting its objectives and has helped 

improve the quality of life quality for the SIM. The government supported the initiative to increase SIM 

involvement in Plan governance, and is pleased to see that this did indeed occur. People have become 

more adept at completing grant applications and at understanding how to plan for business growth. 

Additionally, holidays and cultural traditions have been revived and there are now more connections 

between districts—all primarily due to SIMDP2 activities. The SIMDP2 has also united people, allowing 

the SIM across the island to connect with others. Furthermore, the educational and health benefits are 

greatly appreciated by the SOG, as is the successful collaboration they have with the SIMDP on these 

issues.  
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Also, the SOG believes that clan enterprises have benefited from TEASP programs through the provision 

of technical equipment, especially remarking that such support supplements SOG support to obshchina 

in a beneficial and effective manner. Self-Sufficiency grants have worked out particularly well, although 

there has not been a similar level of success with the Business Plan component. Micro-Loans have 

proven to be a successful program, although it has been compromised by the lack of reporting by the 

loan program’s partner, the Batani Fund. Representatives of the SOG also noted the important impact 

that the SIMDP has had on SIM capacity enhancing, and its positive effect on the social and economic 

conditions of some SIM groups, families and clan enterprises. According to some government 

representatives, the SIMDP has been aimed at development of SIM independence in making decisions, 

associated with management of the SIMDP.  

 

The SOG representatives noted that inter-personal feuding has undermined the ability of SIMDP2 to 

meet its objectives, particularly during the last year or two. Nevertheless, the SOG representatives noted 

the equality of the three partners of the SIMDP and rejected what they felt were the unsubstantiated 

nature of accusations of excessive influence of the SOG on the decisions of the SIMDP governing bodies. 

 

2.5.3. Sakhalin Energy 
 

The Company representatives noted the important contribution of the SIMDP2 in improving the lives and 

livelihoods of the SIM, as well as the health of the SIM, and also its positive impact on the preservation 

and development of traditional SIM culture and languages, and on SIM capacity enhancing. The Sakhalin 

Energy representatives mentioned a notable growth of public activity among SIM, and the appearance of 

new SIM leaders able to deal with the acute issues of SIM lives. At the same time, the Company noted 

some aspects of rivalry among the SIM that arose out of competition for the distribution of the SIMDP 

funds.  

 

Sakhalin Energy sees the SIMDP as one of the Company’s successful partnership programs. It is proud to 

be a pioneer as a company, being unique in providing concrete support for economic development as 

well as social programs and for including all indigenous communities within the Plan’s activities, even if 

they are located in areas not affected by the Sakhlain-2 Project. The Company fervently supports the 

SIMDP2 goal to enhance the capacity of Sakhalin’s Indigenous Minorities, and particularly its young 

people. It views the limitation of the SDF Council and the TEASP Committee membership to only SIM as a 

very successful innovation that has enhanced SIM capacity for self-development. Training programs 

(some within the Plan and some financed separately by the Company) have raised indigenous capacity by 

inviting well-known experts to work with the SIM. 

 

The Company is therefore convinced that the Plan has contributed greatly to improving the lives and 

livelihoods of SIM, but also regrets that the last two years have seen some decline in the effectiveness of 

interactions between the three partners, and ties the dramatic increase in grievances these past two 

years to related rivalries in the SIM community. Nevertheless, the Company emphasizes the positive 

developments and points to improved ties between the Company and SIM communities, an effective 

grievance mechanism, and the widespread approbation the Plan has received both Russia-wide and 

internationally. Educational programs have had a significant and demonstrable positive impact on SIM, 

while the TEASP programs have also had a very salubrious effect on both SIM individuals and obshchina.  
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As for the other Plan objectives, Sakhalin Energy believes that SIMDP2 represented a step towards an 

independent SIM development fund, but that more preparation is needed. Regarding the environmental 

risks that the Sakhalin-2 Project might pose for the SIM, the Company believes that they have been fully 

transparent and welcoming in sharing information with the SIM regarding any and all environmental 

concerns. 

 

 

2.6. SIM Community Survey11: How do SIM Communities Assess the SIMDP2? 
 

The majority (more than 80%) of the SIM is to some extent informed of the SIMDP and is aware of its 

programs, components and activities. The SIM population is mostly positive about the implementation 

progress of SIMDP2. Nevertheless, the population often cannot tell the difference between the SIMDP 

and government indigenous support programs. 

 

The SIMDP is often viewed as the main program for providing financial assistance to SIM. The population 

recognizes the contribution of the SIMDP to improving SIM livelihoods by providing Sakhalin-2 Project 

benefits. The SIM also recognize the role of the SIMDP in developing the necessary skills and experience 

for implementing socio-economic and cultural projects that advance the interests of SIM. 

 

The SIM do not tend to view the SIMDP as an instrument for avoiding and mitigating negative 

environmental impacts of the Sakhalin-2 Project. During the SIMDP2 implementation period, the 

majority of the SIM did not witness any ecological incidents associated with the Sakhalin-2 Project 

realization. 

 

The majority of the SIM (51.72%) believe that they are not sufficiently involved in SIMDP 

implementation. The SIM population believes that SIMDP beneficiaries are the Indigenous Peoples' 

Organizations (IPOs) and units, as well as indigenous individuals who are involved in traditional economic 

and cultural activities. At the same time, the SIM population who is aware of the SIMDP have noted the 

SIMDP’s positive input into the development of cultural and educational projects and have noted with 

appreciation the improvement of the quality of life of the indigenous community on Sakhalin. 

 

SIM representatives participating in the SIMDP programs are mostly members of SIM clan obschchina or 

other SIM organizations. This fact suggests that the SIMDP contributes to the self-organization and 

promotion of indigenous public life on Sakhalin Island. The SIM also recognize the positive influence of 

the SIMDP on SIM capacity building, especially in terms of acquiring skills and knowledge necessary for 

participation in traditional economic and cultural activities and that these are important aspects of the 

SIMDP programs. 

 

Of those SIM representatives who are familiar with the Plan’s programs the vast majority (70%) has a 

positive impression of how the programs are being implemented.  

  

                                                           
11

 Based on the research carried out by Sakhalin State University’s Sociology Department, “Report on the Results of 
the Sociological Research under the Final Evaluation of the SIMDP (2011–2015).” 
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As a part of its assessment of the Plan, the SIM community is interested in the further development of 

programs and activities aimed at supporting Indigenous Minorities and considers it necessary to 

continue the SIM support programs within the framework of the SIMDP3. 

 

3. Governance: How Well did the Plan Work? 
 

3.1. Structure of Governance 
 

The SIMDP2 governance structure is divided into three levels: 

 

 The Plan itself, which sets out the basic structure of the SIMDP’s components and defines all 

governance bodies; this Plan was adopted by the free, prior and informed consent of the 

assembled SIM representatives in December 2010. 

 The Regulations (Polozhenya), which were adopted by each governing body in early 2011 and 

remains in effect during the entire 5-year Plan implementation period; these documents make 

up the basic implementing regulations for the Plan. 

 The annual “Concept Paper” (Contsepsia), which is adopted by both the SDF Council and the 

TEASP Committee at the beginning of each calendar year; the Concept Paper fine-tunes the 

Terms of Reference as regards budget allocations for the year between sub-components, and 

sets annual grant application timelines. 

 

During the SIMDP1 implementation period, these three levels remained fairly unchanged, with Concept 

Papers changing little beyond adjusting allocation levels between components and programs and setting 

scheduling targets. During SIMDP2, however, these Concept Papers have undergone more extensive 

revisions from year to year, giving rise to a few issues: 

 

 With frequent Concept Paper changes, confusion has spread as to what the rules for grant 

programs are, or even what programs are available.  

 Many of those involved in Plan governance have become confused as to the differing functions 

of the Regulations and the Concept Paper, and especially regarding what is said in them. Many 

quote them inaccurately, and are unsure which document takes precedence in different 

situations. 

 It has become increasingly unclear what the protocol should be if the Concept Paper is in conflict 

with the Regulations for a particular governing body. An example is the 2015 decision by the SDF 

(and of the TEASP the year before) to not consider grant applications that had been rejected by 

the Experts Group. The question arises as to which entity adjudicates this situation—the 

Coordinator, the Executive Committee, or the Governing Board. 

 

Despite these issues, the SIMDP objectives and contents are generally considered sufficiently clear by the 

majority of the respondents and do not evoke any opposition. At the same time, there are different 

interpretations of certain provisions and regulatory documents, such as the SDF and TEASP provisions 

and concepts. 
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It should be noted that some respondents suggested a more frequent rotation of the TEASP Committee 

and SDF Council members, arguing that this would enable more SIM representatives in all districts to 

obtain experience in SIMDP governance. Some respondents opposed this though, arguing that frequent 

rotation is undesirable and that the current term of office of the SIMDP governing bodies members 

should stay unchanged, which will allow these members to obtain sufficient experience. 

 

The SIM respondents also approve of the SIMDP2 rule of including only SIM representatives on the 

TEASP Committee and SDF Council. According to the SIMDP Committee and the Council members, they 

personally participate in SIMDP implementation, have responsibility for decision-making, and realize that 

they were selected to represent the interests of their districts. They further say that participation on the 

SIMDP governing bodies provides them with experience in the important areas of decision-making, 

including consensus-based decision-making and teamwork.  

 

 

3.2. Evaluation of the SIMDP2 Regulations 
 

The regulatory documents of the SIMDP governing bodies rarely receive negative criticism from 

respondents. On the whole, the representatives of the three partners on the governing bodies instead 

note the procedural expedience provided by existing norms, the clear regulating division of 

responsibilities, and also the detailed procedures for different SIMDP activities. For example, 

respondents view the provisions of the regulatory documents aimed at preventing a conflict of interest 

in the TEASP and SDF committees as being fair. According to respondents, the fact that the members of 

the TEASP Committee or the SDF Council cannot vote for applications that they themselves submitted is 

a valid measure.  

 

One consideration in the evaluation of how well the Plan worked is whether the rules that were 

established followed the intent or “spirit” of the Plan itself. Overall, the PCET believes that most rules 

and procedures did indeed follow the intent of both the Plan and its Regulations. For example, the Plan’s 

requirements for grant applications and loans did take into account the limited familiarity with 

bureaucratic procedures of most potential SIM beneficiaries. They also take into account that most 

potential SIM beneficiaries will have close ties to many people in their community, by both kinship and 

friendship ties, so that the usually strict guidelines for conflict of interest had to be slackened a bit to 

take such social realities into account.  

 

However, there were some instances where the rules, regulations and procedures followed by the Plan 

were arguably at odds with the principles of the Plan itself. These include: 

 

 Equal opportunity. Committee members (or their obshchina/organization, family, or friends) gain 

definite advantages in the process of applying for grants. Although the rules state that members 

of the SDF Council and TEASP Committee cannot vote on applications for their own projects, the 

fact that they can participate in discussions of competing applications as well as their own (and 

sometimes be present when other members vote) entails a distinct advantage over those not so 

connected. The same can be said of Expert Group members voting or being present for 
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discussions dealing with applications from their own organizations (whether from the RCAR or 

the SOG), as they will almost inevitably lend support to their colleagues’ proposals.  

 Transparency. The special arrangements that the Batani Fund has for its implementation of the 

Micro-Loans Program—with lines of authority and reporting that are unlike those of other 

partner organizations—has led to repeated calls for greater transparency in its operations. 

 Majority Rule. Apparently the Regulations for governing bodies allows a minority of votes to 

decide an issue if the bulk of the votes are abstentions. Some respondents believe allowing 

minority votes to be decisive in approving projects as opposed to the principle of majority rule. 

 

 

3.3. Adherence to Rules 
 

Another issue that the PCET looked into was the degree to which the Plan’s rules were adhered to. In 

general, the PCET was impressed with the strong commitment of both the Governing Board and the 

Executive Committee to adhere closely to the rules (both Regulations and Concept Papers), even as they 

argued about the meaning of the rules. The governing bodies and the Coordinator were also found to 

adhere closely to the rules.   

 

At times, however, there have been instances of weak enforcement of the rules. For example: 

 

 There appears to be no consistent and reliable mechanism to enforce the rule of “no repeat 

application for purchase of the same equipment under TEASP within five years” for some 

categories of grants. Instead, there seems to be an ad hoc reliance on the Expert Groups, 

Committee/Council members, or the Coordinator to remember the rule and take charge of its 

application. 

 Similarly, there was no consistent and reliable mechanism or process to assure that SDF Council 

and TEASP Committee members disclose their connections with applicants during their 

meetings, as the rules require. 

 Rules regarding successful equipment purchases and their use for the purposes stated in the 

applications contain very few provisions as regards post-acquisition usage. A lack of adequate 

procedures for internal monitoring of such purchases has reportedly led to some abuse. 

 

There also were questions raised regarding the allegedly biased enforcement of rules. Although the PCET 

could not independently verify the accuracy of such claims, the Team was told by some respondents 

that: 

 

 The kinship ties of the Coordinator and others caused them to inconsistently apply the rules. For 

example, it was claimed that reporting requirements were strictly applied to some projects, 

while others seemed to get a pass on such requirements.  

 Some applicants were inappropriately given an opportunity to amend their applications after the 

official deadline for application submission had passed. According to other respondents, 

however, this kind of departure from the rules could be justified if an application was of high-

quality and merely had some minor formal or technical errors. In such cases, they argue, 
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providing additional time for application revision should be considered permissible, even if it 

violates specific terms of the formal application process. 

 

In some instances, transparency was also seen to be lacking, for example: 

 

 The group of people acting as “Credit Council” members for the Micro-Loan Program were not 

consistently updated or asked to review all applications, nor were Council minutes documenting 

their decisions distributed to relevant bodies. 

 Expert Groups advising both the SDF Council and the TEASP Committee were not informed 

directly about the results of the Council and Committee considerations of the Groups’ 

recommendations. Members of both Expert Groups asked that in the future the Council or 

Committee provide better feedback regarding their inputs. 

 

Another key issue, previously alluded to in this Report, was allegations of improper interference in the 

grant-making process and other activities by the Sakhalin Oblast Government or by Sakhalin Energy.  One 

of the arguments raised by respondents was that the SOG and Company representatives have been 

working on the SIMDP governing bodies for a long time, and therefore have substantial managerial 

experience and quite often participate in all meetings of the SIMDP governing bodies. In contrast, not all 

of the SIM representatives on the SIMDP governing bodies have the experience, knowledge or 

opportunity to attend all meetings of the governing bodies. Proponents of this view argue that the 

dominance of the SOG or Company representatives on (or even merely attending or “observing”) the 

SIMDP governing bodies serves to marginalize the indigenous voice. This is true, they maintain, despite 

the fact that only the indigenous representatives on the SDF Council and the TEASP Committee have the 

right to vote.  

 

The respondents making these allegations, as well as those who felt that there was no untoward 

influence over the process by any partner, were fairly insistent on their views. The PCET believes that 

both views probably have some element of truth to them, as both the SOG and Sakhalin Energy are 

authoritative Plan partner participants whose views are very influential with many Council and 

Committee members who pay special attention to their indicated preferences among the grant 

applications. The Third Plan should consider this issue carefully. 

 

According to some respondents, another breach of adherence to the rules—or at least of a contradiction 

between the Regulations and the Concept Papers—concerned the alleged excessive authority of the 

Expert Groups advising the SDF Council and the TEASP Committee over the last year or two. Critics 

claimed that the Expert Groups have actually become the ultimate decision-making authority on 

applications submitted to the Council and Committee. The respondents believe that this situation results 

from the interpretation of the new Concept Paper provisions (2014 for TEASP, and 2015 for SDF) that 

provide for the Council and Committee not to consider applications that the Expert Groups either i) 

advised against granting, or ii) recommended changes to but that the applicant did not follow. More than 

one respondent commented that such a situation violates the principle of independent decision-making 

by the Indigenous Minorities, as the TEASP Committee and the SDF Council consist solely of SIM whereas 

the Expert Groups do not have this principle-based legitimacy. Respondents believe that the decisions of 

the TEASP Committee and the SDF Council should be made independently of Expert Group 
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recommendations. They should instead consider all applications on their own merit while taking into 

account the opinion of the Expert Groups as a recommendation, but not as a mandate or directive. 

 

 

 

3.4. Partner Perspectives on Plan Implementation 
 

3.4.1. Status of Tripartite Cooperation 
 

Representatives of all three partners agree that the basic framework for tripartite collaboration has 

remained intact during the SIMDP2 implementation period, with cooperation occurring as needed. 

However, they also agree that relations among the partners have deteriorated over the last year or 

more. The criticisms they have of each other have been previously touched upon in this Report, with 

Sakhalin Energy’s commitment to joint promotion and implementation of the Plan being questioned, and 

both the SOG and the Company being criticized as inappropriately influencing the operation of the Plan.  

 

According to the RCAR representatives, the tripartite cooperation has positive dynamics and the role of 

SIM is increasing as they gain experience and new indigenous leaders appear. The representatives of the 

RCAR further noted their belief that Sakhalin Energy does not always consider the opinion of the RCAR 

representatives on the SIMDP governing bodies, and sometimes tries to use the authority of the 

Company representatives in the governing bodies to put pressure on other members of the SIMDP 

governing bodies to influence their decisions. 

 

For its part, Sakhalin Energy sees the Company’s role as fully supportive of the Plan and of its 

commitment to working with RCAR and SOG representatives, pointing out it provides office space for 

meetings, office support for Plan implementation, and also funds the Coordinator’s salary and expenses. 

Furthermore, the Company also stressed that it funds accommodation and transportation for Council 

and Committee members to attend governance body meetings, while also promoting the Plan on 

national and international levels. The Government’s position is that it too is an enthusiastic participant in 

the co-management and promotion of the Plan, and that it particularly appreciates the opportunity to 

work closely with representatives of the other partners on the Plan. Government plans tend to be multi-

year programs that lack the flexibility of the SIMDP; therefore, when needs arise, the SOG (and Municipal 

Governments) appreciate the ability to collaborate with both the RCAR and Sakhalin Energy on the 

SIMDP to realize development opportunities for the SIM in a timely manner. 

 

One project supported by the Capacity Building12 component of the SDF demonstrates such positive 

collaboration. This was the “Pitul” (Nivkh for “renewal of Nature”) project, which aims to revive a 

customary Nivkh annual renewal ceremony that the noted Nivkh writer and community leader Vladimir 

Mikhailovich Sangi had urged two decades ago should be reborn. The Ministry of Culture, in the context 

of its “Sakhalin Oblast Center for Folk Arts,” has supported this endeavor, which was awarded SIMDP 

grants in 2013 and 2015. Co-financing the effort with government fund and working closely with local 

                                                           
12

 This project’s placement under Capacity Building was justified by the project’s potential to encourage ethno-
tourism, as another such grant did indeed accomplish in 2014. 
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SIM, this project is a good example of the collaborative work the SIMDP2 encourages among the three 

partners.   

 

 

 

3.4.2. Partner Perspectives on the Plan Coordinator 
 

The three partners are also responsible for oversight of the SIMDP’s Coordinator, and this shared 

responsibility has proved contentious over the last year or so of SIMDP2 implementation. The 

Coordinator was selected by the three Partners prior to the SIMDP2’s start in 2011, but was hired by 

Sakhalin Energy via a third-party employment agency. The issue has arisen as to whom the Coordinator 

reports, and who is responsible for her performance evaluation and whether this situation is in 

conformity with the national Labor Code. The Plan itself, in Section 4.4, states that the Coordinator will 

“guide SIMDP implementation with the close assistance and participation of the RCAR and the SOG and 

particularly the Indigenous Peoples Unit of Sakhalin Energy.” Section 4.6.1 states that Sakhalin Energy’s 

SIM Community Liaison Officer (CLO) will report to the Head of IP Unit of Sakhalin Energy and that this 

team will be sited in the Company’s External Affairs Department. However, the same section also states 

that the head of the Company’s Indigenous Peoples Unit will “manage the SIMDP2 on behalf of Sakhalin 

Energy.” Does this wording mean that the Coordinator reports to the Company or does it mean that each 

partner can appoint someone to “manage” the Plan? Would such a structure be feasible? In other words, 

the language of the Plan itself is somewhat ambiguous as regards individual reporting responsibilities 

and management authority over the Plan. This ambiguity needs to be addressed in the Third Plan, with 

clearer guidelines to ensure that the Coordinator represents the interests of all three partners. 

  

In general, however, the comments received by the PCET on the role of the SIMDP Coordinator 

demonstrated understanding by the public and the SIMDP governing bodies of the Coordinator’s 

function as the representative of the three partners. The ability of the Coordinator to adhere to this 

principled position is viewed by the respondents as an important condition for effective contribution of 

the Coordinator to achieve SIMDP goals and objectives. According to the Coordinator herself, this 

requirement is fulfilled by her completely. The Company concurs with this view, maintaining that the 

Coordinator is fully involved in the interaction between all three partners and the SIM communities, 

which ensures the Coordinator's objectivity and ability to represent the interests of all three parties. 

Some SIM respondents, however, believe that the Coordinator is too closely associated with Sakhalin 

Energy, pointing to the location of the Coordinator's office on the premises of the Company (as well as 

her having a Company email) and her having a contract with a Sakhalin Energy sub-contractor.  
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4. Recommendations for Preparation of SIMDP3 
 

4.1. Preparation of SIMDP3: Plan Regulations and Concept Papers 
 

To better integrate and harmonize conflicting Regulations and Concept Papers, the SIMDP3 WG should 

consider preparing for implementing regulations for the entire Plan, to replace or supplement 

regulations adopted by the SDF Council and the TEASP Committee. These regulations would standardize 

items such as the following:  

 

 Acceptance or non-acceptance of absentee voting (by written submission, email, and/or phone) 

and remote attendance at meetings (via live phone participation) 

 Differentiating content of Regulations from Concept Papers to clarify respective areas of 

authority, to establish which has pre-eminence, and to establish procedures for resolving 

contradictions between them 

 Clarifications on whether the barring from Plan participation of organizations or individuals 

found to be delinquent in reporting, or guilty of some other violation of the rules, should be 

applied across organizations or be restricted to the delinquent individual alone 

 

 

4.2. Plan Objectives 
 

For the SIMDP3 implementation period, the PCET recommends the following changes to SIMDP 

objectives:  

 

 Objective 1: Improving Lives and Livelihoods of SIM  

 

This objective should be recast to better incorporate the concepts of sustainability and “development” 

as defined by Sakhalin’s own Indigenous Minorities, moving the Plan explicitly away from mere benefits 

distribution to more strategic utilization of resources. 

 

 Objective 2: Enhancing  the Capacity of SIM to Participate in Management of SIMDP and Similar 

Programs  

 

This objective needs to be reemphasized and further detailed to include key skills such as accounting, 

report-writing, and leadership (and “capacity building” defined for purposes of the SIMDP3). Each Plan 

component should consider SIM capacity building on the collective or individual level as an objective. 

Furthermore, each successive SIMDP should build on previous Plan experience to advance SIM capacity.  

 

 Objective 3: Assisting SIM to Prepare for Establishment of Independent SIM Development Fund  

 

This objective might conceivably be tied to Objective 2, i.e., capacity building focusing on SIM developing 

the skills to not only manage the SIMDP, but also an independent SIM Development Fund that might 

conceivably replace the SIMDP in the future. 
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 Objective 4: Avoiding/Mitigating Potential Negative Effects Caused by Operation of Sakhalin-2 

Facilities  

 

This objective is largely a legacy of the First SIMDP. The PCET has found that this objective cannot be fully 

realized by means of the SIMDP alone, as the Plan does not have the appropriate technical, financial and 

organizational capacity to manage project environmental impacts. By contrast, special infrastructure has 

been put in place under the Sakhalin-2 Project to prevent and mitigate any negative environmental 

impacts of the Project. This infrastructure, as well as the interactions between the Sakhalin Energy and 

the Russian government authorities and agencies, can be regarded as a real and effective mechanism for 

preventing and minimizing negative environmental impacts of the Sakhalin-2 Project on SIM traditional 

territories. On the other hand, the accumulated experience of SIMDP implementation periods has shown 

that the disclosure to SIM communities of the Sakhalin-2 Project impacts has been a largely positive 

experience. The PCET therefore recommends modifying Objective 4 so that it provides for “timely, 

objective and complete provision of 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.” 

 

 

 4.3. Plan Programs 
 

The PCET recommends that the two SIMDP2 programs—the Social Development Fund and the 

Traditional Economic Activities Support Program—both be continued into SIMDP3, with the addition of a 

new, third program for Capacity Building (see Section 4.3.2).  

 

In addition, the Team recommends that: 

 

 Each program or component should have its own objective. For example, some have suggested 

that the education component of the SDF give priority to students or teachers of indigenous 

languages and cultures, or that the Business Plan component be changed to a contest pinned to 

an annual theme, such as ethno-tourism. Alternatively, the SIMDP3 could set preferences in 

awarding SDF and TEASP grants to projects which focused on a limited number of themes over 

the course of the Plan. These changes would enable the SIMDP to better target its components 

to meet Plan objectives.  

 A discussion between the Partners and the Working Group should take place regarding the 

proper balance between the two moral principles guiding the various components and sub-

components of the Plan. During discussions with both proponents and critics of the Plan, the 

PCET realized these two principles were somewhat unconsciously guiding the Plan and molded 

individuals’ views and evaluations of the Plan and Plan performance. These two alternative and 

competing moral principles are: 

o the Egalitarian Principle, which emphasizes the spread of benefits as evenly as possible, 

and to as many people as possible, and which underlies SIMDP1 and SIMDP2’s approach 

to the health, micro-loan, and some education sub-components. This principle explains 

the tendency to favor lower-quality projects that benefit many people over higher-

quality projects that affect fewer people. This principle can also be seen in the desire of 
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some to give preference in grant distributions to those who have not yet received grants 

and to limit the number of grants awarded to the same individual within the context of 

the same Plan component (e.g., the Self-Sufficiency grants). 

o the Merit Principle, which advocates the distribution of benefits according to how close 

applications come to meeting predetermined criteria by an open competitive process 

that produces winning and losing applications (as seen in the SDF annual cultural 

contests and some educational programs, as well as with TEASP’s Self-Sufficiency and 

Business Plan components).  

 

 

4.3.1. TEASP and SDF 
 

The PCET recommends the following measures regarding implementation of the TEASP and SDF: 

 

 Establish and maintain a database of all beneficiaries by name (both individuals and legal 

entities), disaggregated by TEASP/SDF components and by districts of the Sakhalin Region. Given 

that this would include names, it should remain confidential and only used by the SDF Council 

and the TEASP Committee so as to be aware of applicants’ previous records of receiving grants 

when deciding on new awards 

 Provide full information about each grant application and applicant to the members of the 

Expert Groups and the TEASP Committee and SDF Council, including information on previously 

received grants under the TEASP or SDF. This information should be provided well in advance of 

meetings. 

 Continue to provide information on the number of applications on a yearly basis (i.e., complete 

information for the previous year of the Plan’s implementation is provided at the beginning of 

the following year) to the SIMDP Committee/Council and the Governing Board, including 

information on the number of successful and unsuccessful applications in each District, a list of 

named beneficiaries in each District, and information on the distribution of funds between the 

districts in absolute figures (in both rubles and dollars) and the percentage shares per district. 

 Consider prioritizing the recipients of each TEASP component along the lines suggested by 

numerous informants, as follows: 

o Self-Sufficiency for individuals, particularly those who are not dependent on wage labor 

income and for those living away from urban areas most of the year (in other words, 

returning to the original vision of Self-Sufficiency grants from SIMDP1) 

o Business Plans for new obshchinas (and not those already relatively financially stable) 

o Micro-Loans for all financially qualifying applicants, with the proviso that larger 

obshchinas can apply for larger amounts with an extended repayment schedule and at a 

slightly elevated interest rate; 

 Given the increasing difficulty for many SIM to carry out traditional economic activities profitably 

and legally, consider expanding the range of economic activities that the TEASP could support in 

some areas (e.g., agriculture in Chir-Unvd or ethno-tourism in a number of districts). 

 Regarding the Micro-Loan Program: 
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o Reorganize the relationship between the Micro-Loan implementing partner-organization 

so as to bring it fully under the control of the TEASP Committee and the Governing Board 

in terms of reporting and guidance  

o Integrate the current Credit Soviet’s responsibilities into the TEASP Experts Group   

 Develop clear provisions regarding the sale or transfer of SIMDP-provided equipment. 

 Develop clear provisions for penalties or steps to be taken in case of violation of SIMDP 

regulations. 

 Prepare guidelines regarding SIMDP access for those in marriages/families involving non-SIM 

members. 

 

 

4.3.2. A New Program: Capacity Building  
 

The PCET recommends that a new program based on Capacity Building become a separate third program 

of SIMDP3, to give renewed emphasis to the Plan’s objective of raising SIM capacity. Previously capacity 

building has suffered from lack of systematic and strategic planning, with the Capacity Building 

component of SDF even serving as a convenient budget line from which to deduct administrative fees for 

other components. Establishing this as a separate program would replace the proper stress on this 

critical Plan objective. 

 

This program would have its own SIM committee (with members selected from the seven SIM districts, 

similarly to the other two committees) and would focus on two tasks and tied to two Plan objectives:  

  

i) Encouraging and enhancing the development of basic legal, financial, management and 

administrative skills, so as to develop a new cadre of SIM individuals that are able to lead 

programs and activities for both the general SIM public and more specifically for SIM joining 

SIMDP governance bodies. This would also include targeted training sessions for those 

serving on or planning to serve on bodies like the TEASP Committee or the SDF Council (with 

the expectation that once these Council and Committee members are trained, they could be 

better positioned to assist applicants for grants or loans in their districts). General public 

skills could include driving license courses, basic accounting, job-hunting techniques, and 

emphasis on the successful practice of traditional activities by indigenous communities, IPOs 

and SIM commercial enterprises. Support for initiatives such as the Young Leaders School 

would also fall under this component.  

ii) Preparing for the establishment of an Independent SIM Development Fund. This could take 

the form of a new Working Group charged with the task of establishing a trial or mini-Fund 

during the second half of SIMDP3 or during SIMDP4; the WG would also need to determine 

what type of projects this fund would support and how its aims or operation would differ 

from that of the SIMDP. This would be a truly collaborative effort by the three partners, with 

financing or in-kind support contributed by all three partners.   

 

Within the framework of these two objectives, the development of knowledge and skills in the following 

areas is of particular importance: 
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 Business-planning for small businesses and enterprises 

 Participation of non-profit organizations in grant projects (document management, competition 

requirements, and familiarity with grant programs, including those outside of the Plan) 

 Legal regulation of the activities of SIM legal entities  

 Financial management in non-profit organizations 

 Tax reporting for non-profit organizations 

 Familiarity with Russian legislation that regulate the activities of private non-profit foundations 

 Accounting and auditing for non-profit organizations 

 Familiarity with Russian legislation that regulates the formation and use of non-commercial 

organization endowments 

 

 

4.4. Governance 
 

4.4.1. Committee and Council Governance 
 

Recommendations from the PCET regarding SDF Council and TEASP Committee governance include:  

 

 Both the Council and the Committee should prepare Terms of Reference for their members. 

These should specify what the expected responsibilities for all members are, including such 

items as: 

o Expected frequency of reporting to their local communities regarding grant program 

application periods and results of Council/Committee grant decisions (including 

explanations of the reasons behind application rejection or requests for revision) 

o How to assist SIM in their districts interested in SIMDP programs whether as applicants 

or participants in SIMDP-sponsored activities 

 Consider term limits for Committee/Council members (with consideration of governance service 

in previous Plans or on other SIMDP bodies). 

 Committee/Council members should sign a confidentiality agreement so that applicant personal 

data are not revealed or shared without permission. 

 The respective roles of the Governing Board and Executive Committee regarding SDF Council and 

TEASP Committee decisions need to be clarified, both in the Plan itself and in the Terms of 

Reference for Council and Committee members. 

 

4.4.2. Expert Groups 
 

As there was broad consensus among respondents that the Expert Groups for the SDF Council and the 

TEASP Committee serve valuable functions. The PCET therefore recommends that they be retained in 

SIMDP3. Other recommendations include: 

 

 For the TEASP Expert Group, there should be a revision in its scope so that the Group reviews 

applications both for Business Plan support and for Micro-Loans, as the criteria for these are 

quite similar. The PCET agrees with the suggestions of members of this Expert Group that as 

applications for Self-Sufficiency grants are the most difficult for Expert Group members to 
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evaluate, this task should be removed from their jurisdiction and instead be made the 

responsibility of local district councils (perhaps including IPOs, LPOs, the District SIM Specialist, a 

representative from Social Protection Services, and others), who would be familiar with local 

applicants and who prioritize district applications based on pre-established TEASP Committee 

and local criteria. 

 The powers of the TEASP Committee and the SDF Council regarding grant application decision-

making should be clearly stated in the Regulations of each body. As Regulations, they should not 

be amendable by annual Concept Papers; if there is a desire to revise the relationship between 

the Expert Group and the governance body, then the Regulations should be revised rather than 

inserting such innovations into the annual Concept Paper. In any event, it would be advisable to 

clearly state in the Regulations that the decisions of the Expert Groups are advisory in nature, 

and that a negative assessment of an Expert Group concerning a particular application is not 

sufficient grounds for refusal to consider or reconsider that application by the TEASP Committee 

or the SDF Council. 

 The Expert Groups and the Council and Committee need to communicate more effectively, with 

the Expert Groups explaining in greater detail the reasons for their assessment (which becomes 

more feasible if they are only evaluating Business Plans and Micro-Loans). Similarly, the Council 

and Committee should report the results of their deliberations to their respective Expert Group 

so that they are made aware of how their advice is utilized and can learn from that.   

 To avoid any misunderstanding, applications to SIMDP programs should include in their forms an 

explanation of the role of the Expert Groups. 

 

4.4.3. Grievance Mechanism 
 

As previously mentioned, there was a significant increase in the number of grievances filed during the 

last two years or so of the SIMDP2 implementation period. Despite earnest attempts by the Executive 

Committee to investigate all grievances via a specially designated working group for each grievance 

made up of EC members, the process was delayed and drawn out due to the difficulty of arranging 

schedules of representatives from all the three partners. To address and respond to this and other 

grievance-related issues in the next Plan, the PCET recommends the following: 

 

 The issue of delays due to scheduling difficulties needs to be dealt with by permitting the 

Executive Committee to appoint non-Committee members of the Governing Board to Grievance 

Working Groups; given confidentiality concerns, all members of the grievance working groups 

should sign a confidentiality pledge. 

 Pursuit of either of the above-mentioned alternative Grievance Working Group staffing 

procedures would also address a problem encountered when a grievance filed, namely 

grievances involving the actions of one of the Plan partners. This would provide a way to avoid 

clear conflicts of interest situations for members of the Executive Committee. 

 The Executive Committee should prepare guidelines for the Working Group (or for any Grievance 

facilitator[s]) regarding whether or not interviews with the filers of grievances can be recorded 

(on video or audio), as well as other related guidelines. 
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 If grievances concern the actions of any SIMDP governance body, members of that body should 

be informed of the filing of that grievance, while adhering to confidentiality guidelines, so that 

those bodies are aware of the reactions their actions provoke. 

 

4.4.4. Plan Coordinator 
 

Some respondents noted that to ensure the true independence of the SIMDP Coordinator, it would be 

appropriate to have the Coordinator's office outside the office premises of the Sakhalin Energy, and to 

pay the Coordinator’s salary from the SIMDP funds (augmented beyond the budget allocated to 

programs), rather than via the SEIC’s sub-contractor. According to some SIM representatives, it is also 

advisable to develop a detailed procedure for the appointment and recall of the SIMDP Coordinator, as 

well as to provide him/her with a code of conduct or scope of work. According to this view, the SIMDP 

Governing Board should be able to serve as a high-level supervisor of the Coordinator, as well as possess 

the right to replace the Coordinator. The representatives of the SOG and RCAR further noted that the 

Coordinator should thus be more accountable to the SIMDP governing bodies, and that this should be 

reflected in the general provisions of the SIMDP concerning the role of the Coordinator. The PCET 

therefore recommends that the coordinator’s authority, responsibility and Code of Conduct be 

enshrined in the text of the SIMDP3. 

 

In addition, it is advisable to establish criteria for assessing the Coordinator’s conduct, aimed at 

identifying his/her ability to adequately represent all three partners of the SIMDP. These criteria may 

include the following: 

 

 a detailed description of possible conflicts of interest for the Coordinator, and clear instructions 

on how to prevent such conflicts; 

 guidelines on how to remain neutral in the administration of duties (i.e., not commenting on the 

quality of applications, not interpreting rules on his/her own, limited comments during 

Council/Committee decision-making meetings); such guidelines should be written so as to not 

prevent the Coordinator from conveying relevant information regarding an application as 

needed; 

 the grounds for early termination of the Coordinator, including a detailed description of the 

procedure for the adoption of such a decision (assuming that such a decision can only be made 

by the mutual agreement of all three partners of the SIMDP); 

 designated reporting and supervision lines of authority and work performance evaluation criteria  

(such as the timeliness and thoroughness of tasks assigned by the SIMDP Governing Board and 

the Executive Committee). 

 

Lastly, there is a need to ensure that the Coordinator—as a party representing the interests of all three 

partners--not be too closely affiliated with any one of the partners (either directly or indirectly). 

Therefore, the PCET recommends that the Coordinator’s position be seen as that of a person equally 

capable of representing the positions of all three partners, while not being identified with any of them. 

To help create this joint, three-party identity, the following measures could be taken: 
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 Provide the Coordinator with a non-Sakhalin Energy email address (perhaps via an email alias) 

 Include in SIMDP  materials distributed to the public a clear explanation of how the Coordinator 

acts on behalf of all three partners equally; 

 Hold quarterly or semi-annual performance evaluation meetings between the Coordinator and 

representatives of the three partners (or the Governing Board) to review the work of the 

Coordinator.  

 

4.4.5. Internal Monitoring 
 

According to those who have taken part in annual visits to districts covered by the Plan, tripartite 

monitoring has proven both effective and useful. However, as the monitoring is to a large degree based 

on written records, criticisms have been raised that such monitoring cannot check on reports that 

equipment distributed by the Plan has on occasion been resold or redirected from approved purposes. 

Some respondents suggested that more intensive monitoring be carried out by an independent monitor 

or monitors from adjoining districts.  

 

4.4.6. Tripartite Governance 
 

To enhance the tripartite collaborative spirit, the Coordinator and others involved with the Plan should 

be careful to scrupulously ensure that all SIMDP materials, equipment, and promotion activities 

prominently acknowledge SIMDP3 as a three-party endeavor. 


