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Executive summary

This report is the result of the final evaluation of the Project “Promotion of
Employment and Self-employment of the Population in Small and Medium-sized
Towns in the Republic of Belarus” (hereinafter referred to as “Small Towns”). The
Project “Promotion of Employment and Self-employment of the Population in Small
and Medium-sized Towns in the Republic of Belarus” was implemented in Belarus by
the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and Ministry of Economy of the
Republic of Belarus. The Project was financed by the Russia-UNDP Trust Fund
(45%), Development Bank of the Republic of Belarus (45%) and VISA Inc. (10%). The
Project was implemented at the central (national) and pilot levels in six selected
towns in Viciebsk and Mahiliou regions throughout 36 months (February 2017 — April
2020).

According to the Terms of Reference, the main objective of the evaluation is to make
preliminary evaluation of achievement of the Project outputs and to identify the
experience that may improve the sustainability of the Project and ensure
empowerment and enhance UNDP programmes on the whole.

Objectives of the evaluation:

To evaluate the Project’s achievements against the envisaged outputs;

To assess the extent and nature of target groups’ involvement;

To assess the quality and effectiveness of Project management;

To develop the recommendations for improving the implementation of such
projects in the future.

UNDP Country Office recruited Sergey Gotin to implement the final Project
evaluation; the Expert conducted the evaluation throughout the period from March
untii May 2020. The Evaluation Expert proposed the methodology based on
participation of all the stakeholders involved. The methodology was stipulated in detail
in the inception report, including the Evaluation Matrix, interview tools and structure; it
was also proposed to hold an online survey. The inception report was approved by
the UNDP; data was collected according to the plan (including during the field
mission).

The evaluation methodology was developed in the following way: the Expert
formulated his assumptions and hypotheses for every question. These assumptions
were developed based on the preliminary analysis of the documents (desk research).
The Expert developed a set of indicators based on every question and the formulated
assumptions; the indicators may be directly measured using qualitative and
guantitative methods. The data sources for each of the indicators and the links to
specific evaluation tools are listed in the table below. Some questions of the key
informant interviews and the online survey are also available in the table for
convenient analysis of the evaluation methodology. Thus, the facts and
recommendations were identified based on the Evaluation Matrix, comprehensive
understanding of the evaluation process and data sources for the indicators.

During the desk research, the Expert analyzed the Project documentation provided by
the UNDP and also the documents related to the Project available online.

As a result of the desk research, which included the work with the Project
documentation and preliminary consultations with the Project implementers, the
following Project stakeholder groups were identified:

Final Report on Evaluation of the Project “Promotion of Employment and Self-employment of the Population in Small and Medium-sized Towns in the

Republic of Belarus” (“Small Towns”), Atlas ID No. 00096107 7
S.V. Gotin, March-May 2020



Group A: Project implementers (including the Project Implementation Unit);
Group B: Donors;

Group B: Representatives of key institutional stakeholders in Belarus;
Group C: Community stakeholders, NGO representatives and consultants;
Group D: representatives of target groups (direct and indirect beneficiaries).

During the field phase in second half of April 2020, the Evaluation Expert conducted
direct observation of the respective Project subjects and activities. Direct observation
was used to evaluate the quality of the work of the SME infrastructure and the
services provided, as well as the quality of the support provided by the
entrepreneurship centers and infrastructure of the local partners.

The field evaluation phase was conducted in April 2020. The Expert held a range of
interviews in Cavusy, Mscislati, Horki, Or$a (the interviews in Krychat were cancelled
following the initiative of the local partner). Given that many implementers and
specialists engaged in Project implementation were unavailable for a meeting in
Minsk, and taking into account the difficult epidemiological situation during the
COVID-19 pandemic, the expert held a series of online key informant interviews with
the respondents from Viciebsk, Mahiliot, Hlybokae and Krychau, as well as the
majority of the representatives of the UNDP, donors and experts.

The Evaluation Expert held a total of 38 interviews (with total duration of 40 hours)
with the programme partners, stakeholders and beneficiaries.

The Evaluation Expert used the semi-structured interview form for the key informant
interviews. Throughout the process of the key informant interviews, the Expert asked
a number of key open questions with an invitation to “talk about ...”. At the same time,
the questions were specially designed for the representatives of certain stakeholders,
specific person or a group of people.

The Expert held the online survey via Google Forms and MailChimp. The
guestionnaire was easy to fill in from mobile devices; this ensured maximum
coverage and increased the share of the respondents filling out the questionnaire.
The structure of the questionnaire was based on the questions and indicators outlined
in the Evaluation Matrix. The invitation to participate in the survey was sent out to the
addresses listed on the databases provided by the Project team and to the registered
participants of the Project events (a total of 1500 contacts). The invitations to
participate in the online survey were sent out in three waves. The Project team also
referred to the respondents with the request to allocate time to the survey through the
entrepreneurship support centers. About 40% of the contacts of the database opened
the message with the invitation to participate in the survey (MailChimp system
tracking may be inaccurate), over 30% of these opened the link to the questionnaire
and over a half of these filled in the questionnaire or the form of motivated refusal.
Thus, a total of 118 unique users participated in the survey; 5 of these refused to
participate in the survey having justified the reason for doing so.

Executive summary of the conclusions

Relevance

The Evaluation Expert concludes that the Project significantly contributed to the
national development priorities, country programme outcomes and outputs, the UNDP
Strategic Plan and the SDGs and to the theory of change aimed at achieving the
existing Country Programme outcomes.
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The Project fully meets the context of the situation in the country; the Project was
flexible and adjusted to the changing conditions. Almost all the interviewed
respondents and the participants of the survey noted the importance of the Project for
economic development and entrepreneurship development. The respondents think
that entrepreneurship support in the form of entrepreneurship support centers and
training events and study tours made the biggest contribution into development of the
entrepreneurship support infrastructure. Thus, the Expert concludes that the Project
was responsive in due time and with due flexibility to political, legal, economic,
institutional, and other changes in the country.

Effectiveness

The Project made a significant contribution into achievement of the Country
Programme outcomes and outputs, the UNDP Strategic Plan and the SDGs and
national development priorities. All the interviewed representatives of local authorities
noted the contribution of the Project into achievement of target indicators on
increasing the number of SMEs, reducing the unemployment rate by self-employment
and growing entrepreneurial activity as a result of the expert support to the
entrepreneurship support centers on the issues of business registration and
management.

The participants of the online survey and the interviews formulated the following
factors:

- direct financial support to entrepreneurs;

- high level of expert support to entrepreneurs-beginners;
- development of the local business community;

- flexible structure of the Project;

- wide coverage of the participants;

- synergy with the local authorities.

Based on the analysis of the Project implementation, the Evaluation Expert identified
the following factors that made a significant contribution into achieving the Country
Programme outputs:

— Availability of specialists with experience of work in Minsk entrepreneurship
support center in two regional entrepreneurship support centers. Coordination
of these entrepreneurship support centers by the experts with experience of
work on the national/central town level created additional opportunities for
obtaining resources, transfer of piloted technologies and techniques of work
with the SMEs.

— Motivation and interest from the side of the representatives of the local
authorities (particularly deputy chairpersons of the district executive
committees) to economic development of the districts, in particular in SME
development.

— Structure of the UNDP Project that envisages allocation of funds directly to
entrepreneurs for development of their business while ensuring transparency
in procedures for allocation of such resources.
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The UNDP Partnership Strategy proved to be effective and ensured quality Project
response to the needs of the stakeholders at the national level. The possible areas for
improvement of the UNDP Partnership Strategy include the issues of engaging
stakeholders representing the interests of the vulnerable groups relevant to the
Project (women’s organizations, organizations working with people with disabilities,
etc.). The UNDP Partnership Strategy allowed the Project to respond in a flexible and
timely manner to changing priorities of the partners. The major part of the institutional
stakeholders was actively involved in implementation of the Project.

The activities of the Project lead to high-quality outputs, the use of the outputs leads
to effects that, when accumulating, lead to changes and then to impact; while the
structure of the Project objectives on the whole is clear, the objectives are achievable
and economically feasible.

The Evaluation Expert analyzed achievement of each of the three key Project
outputs:

Output 1. Development and promotion of the concept of socially responsible
approach to SME development in small and medium-sized towns of Belarus.

65% of the respondents (stakeholders and implementers) discussed the output during
the key informant interviews and noted positive changes in this sphere.

According to the APR 2019 (indicator 1.1), the number of people taking part in the
information and educational Project activities increased by 39% (the value of the
indicator is 277, while the target indicator is 200).

Output 2. Establishing business incubators/training centers for small and medium
businesses (SME) at the selected town-forming enterprises and supporting the
qgualifying small businesses, including through the credit line provided by the
Development Bank of the Republic of Belarus (DBRB).

This output was not achieved to the full extent due to the changes in the focus of the
Project (see R4). Business incubators and entrepreneurship support centers were
established in the pilot towns, which significantly influenced the SME support.
Financial support to the SMEs registered and operating in the pilot districts in
Viciebsk and Mahiliol regions was provided with the funds of the DBRB, while the
Project activities were not directly related to key town enterprises.

Taking into account the changes in the Project focus from key town enterprises to
SMEs; and changes in SME support from business incubators to entrepreneurship
support centers, one can note that 4 out of 6 entrepreneurship support centers
significantly improved the quality and increased the volume of work with the SMEs.
Two entrepreneurship support centers (in Krychau and Hlybokae) effectively used the
Project funds to support the activities for SMEs, however, they require for further
capacity building to ensure independent service provision to SMESs.

If one is to evaluate achievement of this output based on the indicator 2.3 (Small and
medium-sized enterprises established due to the measures to support
entrepreneurship and industrial cooperation in pilot towns), the number of registered
enterprises in 2019 amounted to 27, while the target value was 20.
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Output 3. Creation of favorable conditions for the development of small business and
production cooperation in small and medium-sized towns.

During the key informant interviews, 100% of the respondents noted positive changes
in the conditions for SME development and production cooperation in the pilot
regions. 60% of the online survey respondents noted creation of additional
opportunities for business education, 48,9% noted increase in the entrepreneurship
initiative, 35,6% noted positive changes in the entrepreneurship support
infrastructure.

Thus, the three Project outputs may be considered to be achieved to the full extent.

Implementation of the Project jointly with the Ministry of Economy contributed to
involvement of a wide range of stakeholders into the Project, allowed to strengthen
communication between the representatives of business community of the pilot
regions and local authorities. On the other hand, different approaches to the
procedures and implementation of the Project in governmental agencies and the
UNDP, as well as the lack of interaction experience (the Project was one of the first
projects implemented in this format in Belarus), had negative impact on the speed of
decision-making on certain issues (for example, selection and approval of pilot
regions). At the same time, a number of interviewees note that this Project
contributed to faster and more successful launch and implementation of international
projects (including UNDP projects) with economic focus.

6 pilot regions were selected in Belarus to implement the Project. The approaches to
organizing the entrepreneurship support centers and the Project outputs vary across
the districts.

When answering the question about the Project outputs, the respondents mentioned
the following most often: improvement in the infrastructure for entrepreneurship
support and business environment, increase in entrepreneurship activity and initiative,
business literacy, increase in the number of SMEs, craftsmen and self-employed. It
should be noted that the overwhelming majority of the answers are positive (89% of
the interviewees). This was facilitated by the big number of educational events,
consultations, establishment of the entrepreneurship support centers — information,
knowledge and skills received by the participants through the Project; the participants
developed confidence in their strength, new ideas on starting a business or in
business development.

The opinions of all stakeholders were taken into account throughout Project
development, management and implementation; participation of all the stakeholders
made a significant contribution to achieving the Project objectives and sustainability of
the results. The Project effectively responded to the changing conditions and
effectively adopted the adaptive management techniques.

Efficiency

The efficiency of the Project is evaluated as high. Despite the complex approval
procedures and changes that were made to the Project at various stages of its
implementation, all the main objectives of the Project Document were implemented.
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The financial resources of the Project were used in a cost-effective way. Distribution
of funds and procurement was carried out according to the UNDP procedures. 91% of
the respondents noted the transparency in the use of the Project funds. All the
respondents consider that communication with the Project team was clear and open.
64% of the participants of the interviews can name the key Project outcomes and give
a reasonable judgment about their contribution to achievement of the Project
objectives.

Sustainability

The sustainability of the Project is evaluated as high. Based on the Project Document
and Project reports, the Project activity focuses on investment (into the competences
of the local specialists, infrastructure, etc.). The entrepreneurship support centers
received minimal support for operational expenses and had to take care of the
operational sustainability of the entrepreneurship support centers from the very
beginning of the Project activity. 4 out of 5 interviewed entrepreneurship support
centers were able to describe how their operational sustainability strategy will be
ensured and announced specific amounts that will support the entrepreneurship
support center’s budget. At the same time, all the entrepreneurship support centers
emphasized that with the end of the Project they would not be able to carry out as
many events and consultations as when they were receiving UNDP funding; while the
direction of study tours will be basically closed down. Availability of financial and
economic resources to maintain the Project’s results at the operational level may be
evaluated as high, and in terms of ongoing investment, further development or
multiplication of the results it may be evaluated as low.

As for the likelihood that the level of stakeholder involvement will be sufficient to
preserve the outputs of the Project, on the one hand, one may conclude with
confidence that the investment in entrepreneurship training, entrepreneurship support
infrastructure, methodological manuals and materials will be sustainable. On the other
hand, the level of awareness of the methodological framework of the Project and its
strategy is too low, and there are very limited resources independent from the UNDP
to continue the activities initiated and piloted within the Project. Thus, at least one
more cycle of project financing from the UNDP or other organizations would be
required to ensure sustainability of the Project at the level of the system (rather than
infrastructure) of supporting entrepreneurship at the level of small towns.

When answering the question on environmental sustainability of the Project, the
Evaluation Expert came to the conclusion that the issues of environmental protection,
sustainable consumption, biodiversity and etc. were not in the focus of the Project
and therefore do not impact sustainability of the Project outputs. At the same time,
some Project partners are planning to build sustainability of their work with the help of
future partnership projects, including environmental projects with NGOs; while the
UNDP Country Office has implemented the required procedures within the framework
of SESP.

When analyzing the exit strategy, it should be noted that the quality of development
and planning the interventions implemented within the framework of the Project was
very high. Development of the entrepreneurship support infrastructure was in the
focus, along with capacity building an increase in the entrepreneurship initiative in
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small towns and adjacent districts of Belarus. According to the online survey, these
Project directions were most supported by the respondents: about 60% of the
respondents mentioned the additional opportunities created for business education in
SMEs as one of the most significant effects of the Project; about 48% of the
respondents noted increase in the level of entrepreneurship initiative in the sphere of
SMEs; about 35% of the participants of the survey think that entrepreneurship support
infrastructure significantly improved. During the interviews, the respondents
mentioned the focus on investment into infrastructure and capacity building as the key
to sustainability and long-term effect of the Project outputs. In this sense, the principle
of selecting Project activities may be considered as part of the successful exit
strategy.

The main challenge associated with the exit strategy is the lack of a post-project
activity plan for the entrepreneurship support centers (supported by the Project) and
the departments of economy at the level of the small town/district. There are some
elements of the vision formed based on the Project activities and there are some
planning attempts not related to the Project activities. In this sense, the exit strategy
planning system at the level of local partners requires additional attention from the
side of the UNDP when planning future SME development projects.

Impact

According to the respondents of the interviews, the Project has high potential for long-
term impact. Due to the fact that long-term effects are rather difficult to track at this
stage of evaluation, the Evaluation Expert identified the individual effects that may be
acknowledged as highly probable hypotheses describing the long-term impact of the
interventions carried out within the Project, and that may be evaluated in some time:

— The entrepreneurs understood that they may refer to the local authorities for
support; and they may receive the support.

— The fear of communicating with the officials was eliminated.

— The stakeholders learned to build partnerships and established partnerships
with other regions in the country and beyond.

— The stakeholders believe that international technical assistance projects may
be useful to regular people.

— The experience of implementing the “Small Towns” Project facilitated initiation
of a number of larger-scale economic development projects, such as “Local
Development” and etc.

Human rights and gender equality

Evaluating the impact of the Project as an activity that focuses on the poor,
indigenous and physically challenged, women and other disadvantaged and
marginalized groups, it can be concluded that they benefited from the Project
activities to a moderate extent, while women benefited from the Project to high extent.

During Project implementation, considerable attention was paid to the issues of
gender equality and women empowerment. The documentation analysis confirmed
that gender statistics separately registered data on participation of men and women in
Project activities. Indicator data (where applicable) additionally takes into account
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men and women. There is no data on gender identification other than “man” and
‘woman” in the Project documentation and reports. However, during the interviews,
none of the respondents raised this issue. Content analysis of the main printed
products of the Project demonstrated that the materials contain accents related to
promotion of the ideas of women’s entrepreneurship, interests of women; and
relevant statistics is provided.

Over 80% of the respondents clearly link the activities and outputs of the Project with
the interests of women and human development. Project documentation and
materials include elements of gender mainstreaming and promotion of the interests of
relevant vulnerable groups. The respondents did not mention the topic of human
rights and human rights-based approach in their responses.

Gender balance and equality of approaches may be observed among the
implementers, experts and beneficiaries of the Project. Several respondents noted
the bias towards supporting women’s interests as one of the unintended effects of the
Project.

Key recommendations

1. To increase the implementation timeframes and budget for such projects with
allocation of additional time and administrative resources for selection of pilot
regions/towns. Whenever possible, to identify pilot regions at the stage of drafting the
Project Document; to stipulate the mechanism for replacing the pilot regions.

2. To pay attention to the systemic organizational development of the
entrepreneurship support centers, in particular to the development of strategic
development plans for the entrepreneurship support centers after the end of support
within the framework of the Project. To pay attention to the strategy of supporting
entrepreneurship support centers after launching the activities for a longer period of
time. Whenever necessary, to pay attention to the strategic planning of SME
development at the district/regional level.

3. To initiate a new project as follow-up to the evaluated Project. To disseminate the
experience of the Project on entrepreneurship development in the regions of Belarus
in cooperation with non-profit organizations and associations. To promote
partnerships between national and local organizations.

4. In the future, when planning such projects, special attention should be paid to
planning the work of the Project Implementation Unit, primarily in order to reduce the
workload on the Project Manager and Administrative and Finance Assistant. This may
be conducted by using the National Implementation Modality mechanism to work with
the local partners with appropriate level of organizational development, mechanism
for providing sub-grants/holding contests of initiatives, engagement of additional
specialists to work in the Project Implementation Unit during the periods of the
greatest workload on the team.

5. In cases when there is significant amount of construction and installation works
envisaged in the Project Work Plan, it is recommended to consider the feasibility of
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engaging an engineering organization as a contractor to perform the functions of the
construction customer.

Lessons learned

Implementation of the activities by an experienced partner with national, central-
level experience, significantly increases the likelihood of success and sustainability of
the results of the activities (example of the pilot areas of Mscislal and Baran).

Entrepreneurship support centers being a part of unitary enterprises require for
additional capacity building efforts to ensure their efficiency and sustainability.
When planning activities based on such entrepreneurship support centers, it is
necessary to reserve additional time and resources for conducting approval
procedures with the local authorities or other supervising authorities.

In the event that the inception stage of the Project implementation occurs during the
changes in staffing of the position of the Programme Officer or Portfolio Manager,
additional involvement of the lead/senior UNDP Programme Officers is required to
ensure the continuity and effective use of the working time in communication
processes with the national Implementing Partner.
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1. Introduction and overview

This report is the result of the final evaluation of the Project “Promotion of
Employment and Self-employment of the Population in Small and Medium-sized
Towns in the Republic of Belarus” (herein after referred to as “Small Towns”). UNDP
Country Office recruited Sergey Gotin to implement the final Project evaluation; the
Expert conducted the evaluation throughout the period from March until May 2020.
The evaluation Terms of Reference raised a number of questions on evaluation of
relevance, effectiveness, sustainability and efficiency of the Project activities. The
Evaluation Expert proposed the methodology based on participation of all the
stakeholders involved. The methodology was stipulated in detail in the inception
report, including the Evaluation Matrix, interview tools and structure; it was also
proposed to hold an online survey. The inception report was approved by the UNDP;
data was collected according to the plan (including during the field mission).

During the evaluation, all stakeholder groups were interviewed (representatives of the
Ministry of Economy, UNDP, representatives of local authorities at the level of the
region and district centers, representatives of the entrepreneurship support centers,
representatives of small businesses). Due to COVID-19 outbreak, a significant share
of the interviews was conducted remotely. During the field mission, all safety and
social distancing requirements were met — UNDP, WHO and national requirements.
COVID-19 caused delays in both mission planning and data collection, so the report
was prepared with certain delay.

The report contains answers to questions and provides the necessary conclusions.
The report was drafted according to the structure set out in the ToR. The report is the
property of the UNDP and in accordance with the ToR will be used for the overall
improvement of the UNDP programmes. Target audience of the report: key Project
stakeholders, including UNDP in Belarus, Ministry of Economy of the Republic of
Belarus, Viciebsk and Mahiliou Regional Executive Committees, representatives of
the Development Bank of the Republic of Belarus and the Belarusian Fund for
Financial Support to Entrepreneurs, other beneficiaries and Project partners, such as
business incubators, etc., and other relevant users of the document.
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2. Brief outline of the evaluated intervention

The Project “Promotion of Employment and Self-employment of the Population in
Small and Medium-sized Towns in the Republic of Belarus” was implemented in
Belarus by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and Ministry of
Economy of the Republic of Belarus. The Project was financed by the Russia-UNDP
Trust Fund (45%), Development Bank of the Republic of Belarus (45%) and VISA Inc.
(10%).

The Project was implemented at the central (national) and pilot levels in six selected
towns in Viciebsk and Mahiliou regions throughout 36 months (February 2017 — April
2020). The Project contributed to the development of employment in small towns by
stimulating entrepreneurial initiative in the field of small and medium-sized
businesses, encouraging the socially responsible approach to preventing the negative
social consequences of restructuring and/or modernizing main enterprises in the
town, which resulted in optimization of the number of employees and dismissal of
excess employees. The Project was aimed at facilitating the creation of conditions for
the development of the real sector of economy in small towns and increasing
competitiveness, including through introduction of various forms of industrial
cooperation and integration into technological and distribution chains. In general, this
should contribute to creation of new jobs and increase in the well-being of the
population in small and medium-sized towns in the Republic of Belarus.
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3. Sphere and goals of the evaluation

According to the Terms of Reference, the main objective of the evaluation is to make
preliminary evaluation of achievement of the Project outputs and to identify the
experience that may improve the sustainability of the Project and ensure
empowerment and enhance UNDP programmes on the whole.

Objectives of the evaluation:

To evaluate the Project’s achievements against the envisaged outputs;

To assess the extent and nature of target groups’ involvement;

To assess the quality and effectiveness of Project management;

To develop the recommendations for improving the implementation of such
projects in the future.

The methodology applied by the Expert allowed to focus the attention on all the main
aspects of planning, monitoring and implementation of the Project (LFA, PCM,
outputs, outcomes and impact), as well as on other important issues (timeliness of the
interventions within the framework of the Project, degree and nature of involvement of
the target groups, effectiveness of the partnerships, etc.). The evaluation process was
based on the information outlined in the Project Proposal and the Logical Framework,
as well as interim implementation reports and the results of the mid-term evaluation.

The evaluation report contains information about the lessons learned; the Expert
prepared recommendations for the Project partners to support similar initiatives in the
future. The data collection tools were designed to answer the key evaluation
guestions developed by the UNDP Country Office with a focus on relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, human rights and gender equality throughout
Project implementation.
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4. Evaluation methodology
General approach to the evaluation

To achieve the objectives of the evaluation, the Evaluation Expert introduced the
future-oriented participatory approach. In understanding of the Expert, the
participatory approach means openness and cooperation with the Project
stakeholders at all stages of the evaluation, including selection of appropriate data
collection methods; analysis, discussion and reaching consensus on facts,
conclusions and recommendations. Thus, the Evaluation Expert undertook a number
of actions that ensured the following:

- active and meaningful participation of the stakeholders at all stages of the
evaluation from the very beginning of the process, starting from joint planning
of the evaluation process,

- flexibility during implementation,

- prior to the online survey and key informal interviews with the Project
stakeholders, target groups and beneficiaries.

After applying the future-oriented approach, the Expert described the experience
gained, formulated specific practical recommendations for the Project stakeholders
and developed proposals for future interventions in the sphere under consideration.

The Expert developed a general framework for implementation of the evaluation
process, based on the principles recommended for evaluation of projects funded by
the UNDP (Logical Framework Approach, Project Cycle Management, DAC/OECD!?
Evaluation Criteria, UNDP Evaluation Policy?, UNDP Evaluation Guidelines®, UNDP
Programme and Project Management#). During data collection and evaluation
process, all standard project evaluation criteria were covered: relevance, coherence,
effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability, human rights and gender equality).
The evaluation questions were interpreted from the perspective of the DAC criteria,
taking into account the aspects of design and implementation of the Project identified
during the desk research phase, i.e. work with the Project documentation.

Key aspects and issues of the evaluation

Relevance (R):

According to the Cambridge Dictionary®, relevance is the degree to which something
is related or useful to what is happening or being talked about.. DAC defines
relevance as the extent to which the intervention objectives and design respond to
policies, and priorities of the target groups, beneficiaries and donor®.

Key questions related to Relevance (from the ToR):

1 http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/50584880.pdf
2 http://web.undp.org/evaluation/policy.shtml

3 http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/documents/PDF/UNDP Evaluation Guidelines.pdf

0b32d23bf3d5&Menu BusinessUnit

5 http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english /relevance

6 https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
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e RI1. To what extent did the project contribute to the national development
priorities, Country Programme outcomes and outputs’, the UNDP Strategic
Plan and the SDGs?

e R2. To what extent does the project contribute to the theory of change for the
relevant Country Programme outcome?

e R3. To what extent were the perspectives of those who could affect the
outcomes, and those who could contribute information or other resources to
the attainment of stated results, taken into account during the project design
processes?

e R4. To what extent has the project been appropriately responsive to political,
legal, economic, institutional, etc., changes in the country?

During the evaluation, the Expert assessed the extent to which the Project “Promotion
of Employment and Self-employment of the Population in Small and Medium-sized
Towns in the Republic of Belarus” (including Project design and methodology,
activities, outputs, effects and impact) was accepted and adopted by all the
stakeholders. All evaluation tools were used for this purpose: desk research, direct
observation, key informant interviews, and online survey.

Effectiveness (E):

Effectiveness is the extent to which the intervention achieved its objectives. DAC
defines effectiveness as the extent to which the Project activities led to achievement
of the set objectives®.

Key questions related to Effectiveness:

e E1. To what extent did the Project contribute to the Country Programme
outcomes and outputs, the SDGs, the UNDP Strategic Plan and national
development priorities?

e E2. To what extent were the project outputs achieved?

e E3. What factors have contributed to achieving or not achieving the intended
Country Programme outputs and outcomes?

e EA4. To what extent has the UNDP Partnership Strategy been appropriate and
effective?

e E5. What factors contributed to effectiveness or ineffectiveness (of the
Project)?

e EG6. In which areas does the project have the greatest achievements? What
and why have been the supporting factors? How can the project build on or
expand these achievements?

e E7.In which areas does the project have the fewest achievements? What have
been the constraining factors and why? How can or could they be overcome
now or in the future?

e E8. What, if any, alternative strategies would have been more effective in
achieving the project objectives?

e E9. Are the Project’'s objectives and outputs clear, practical and feasible
enough within its frame?

7 the wording of the levels of outputs according to
http://www.pravo.by/upload/docs/op/C21500972 1448571600.pdf

8 https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
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e E10. To what extent have the stakeholders been involved in the project
implementation?

e E11. To what extent are the project management and implementation
participatory and does this participation contribute towards the achievement of
the project objectives?

e E12. To what extent has the project been appropriately responsive to the
needs of the national constituents and changing partner priorities?

e E13. How and why the outcomes (listed as the outputs in the project
document) and the strategies contribute to the achievement of the expected
results?

e E14. Has the project been effectively undertaking adaptive management in
order to respond to changing conditions?

This group of questions sets forth the key direction for the evaluation. The “Small
Towns” Project has a clean logical framework with three main outputs. In practice,
with regards to evaluation, the Expert understands the effectiveness as the extent to
which the outcomes generated by the Project correspond to the outputs; and to what
extent these are based on the use of the Project outputs by the stakeholders, target
groups and beneficiaries. All methods of data collection (desk research, direct
observation, key informant interviews) were used to assess the effectiveness.

Given that many implementers and specialists engaged in Project implementation
were unavailable for a meeting in Minsk, and taking into account the difficult
epidemiological situation during the COVID-19 pandemic, the expert held a series of
online interviews with the key respondents (Viciebsk, Hlybokae, Krychal, as well as
the majority of the representatives of the UNDP). In some towns where there are
entrepreneurship support centers (Baran/Orsa — Viciebsk region, Cavusy, Horki and
Mscislai — Mahiliol region), the key respondents created new or expanded the
previously provided services, moved to bigger premises.

Efficiency (Y):

Efficiency measures how economically the resources (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are
used to achieve the outputs. According to the DAC, efficiency measures the outputs —
gualitative and quantitative — achieved as a result of inputs. This term has an
economic sense and means that the desired results were achieved in the most cost-
effective way possible, as compared to feasible alternatives in the context. This
generally requires comparing alternative approaches to achieving an output, to see
whether the most efficient approach has been used.

Key questions related to Efficiency:

e Y1. To what extent was the project management structure outlined in the
project document efficient in generating the expected results?

e Y2. To what extent have the UNDP project implementation strategy and
execution been efficient and cost-effective?

e Y3. To what extent has there been an economical use of financial and human
resources? Have the resources (funds, human resources, time, expertise, etc.)
been allocated strategically to achieve the outcomes?

The Evaluation Expert reviewed the Project budget, Project monitoring and self-
assessment reports, which were used as a source of information related to efficiency.
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The Expert was not granted access to financial reports and other more detailed
financial information. In practice, the Expert was able to generally evaluate the time,
human and financial resources spent on achieving the Project objectives, based on
the results of the key informant interviews with the Project partners (Project
management, experts, etc.), as well as based on the results of the desk research and
direct observations.

Sustainability (S):

Sustainability is the extent to which the services or processes continue after decrease
or end of resources (funding, materials, training, etc.). The DAC defines sustainability
as probability of continued long-term benefits from a development intervention after
major development assistance has been completed; and whether the project’s
achievements that are sustainable over the long term are vital. Projects are required
to be environmentally and financially sustainable.

Key questions related to Sustainability:

e S1. Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize the sustainability of the
project outputs?

e S2. To what extent will the financial and economic resources be available to
sustain the benefits achieved by the project?

e S3. Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize sustainability of
the project outputs and the project’s contributions to the Country Programme
outputs and outcomes?

e S4. Do the legal frameworks, policies, governance structures and processes
within which the project operates pose risks that may jeopardize the
sustainability of the project outputs?

e Sb5. To what extent did the UNDP actions pose an environmental threat to the
sustainability of the project outputs?

e S6. What is the risk that the level of stakeholders’ ownership will be sufficient
to allow the project benefits to be sustained?

e S7. To what extent do the existing mechanisms, procedures and policies allow
the primary stakeholders to carry forward the results attained on gender
equality, women empowerment, human rights and human development?

e S8. To what extent do the stakeholders support the project long-term
objectives?

e S9. To what extent have the lessons learned been documented by the project
team on a continual basis and shared with the appropriate parties who could
learn from the project?

e S10. To what extent do the UNDP interventions have well-designed and well-
planned exit strategies?

e S11. What could be done to increase sustainability and strengthen the exit
strategy?

The Evaluation Expert considered sustainability both from an operational point of view
(how sustainable the results are without external funding) and from the point of view
of the beneficiaries (whether the results are promoted and made available for further
use by the beneficiaries).
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Impact (I):

Impact is a result or effect that is caused or associated with a project or program. The
term ‘impact’ is often used to refer to the effects of higher-level programs that occur
over the medium or long term and may be intentional or unintended, positive or
negative. According to DAC, impact addresses the ultimate significance and
potentially transformative effects of the intervention. It seeks to identify social,
environmental and economic effects of the intervention that are longer term or
broader in scope than those already captured under the effectiveness criterion®.
Beyond the immediate results, this criterion seeks to capture the indirect, secondary
and potential consequences of the intervention. It does so by examining the holistic
and enduring changes in systems or norms, and potential effects on people’s well-
being, human rights, gender equality, and the environment.

The ToR did not contain any specific impact related questions, however the
description of the evaluation objectives mentioned that the long-term impact potential
should also be evaluated. Taking into account the fact that impact is an important
element of any evaluation, the Evaluation Expert added another evaluation question
related to impact:

e |1. What kind of potential for the long-lasting impact of the project interventions
can be identified?

The key Project partners and stakeholders at the national and regional levels are the
key source of information for evaluation of impact; information was obtained from
them through such evaluation tools as desk research and key informant interviews.

Human rights and gender equality (H):

e HI1. To what extent have the poor, indigenous and physically challenged,
women and other disadvantaged and marginalized groups benefited from the
work of the project?

e H2. To what extent have gender equality and women empowerment issues
been addressed in the design, implementation and monitoring of the project?

e H3. Is the gender marker data assigned to this project representative of
reality?

e H4. To what extent has the project promoted positive changes in gender
equality and women empowerment? Were there any unintended effects?

Avalilability of gender markers was evaluated during Project documentation review
(desk research). Such tools as key informant interviews and online survey
incorporated questions on how the Project involved various vulnerable groups in its
activities, how it worked with them and about the impact of such involvement. The
answers to the questions in this block are based on the analysis of how the topic of
gender equality and a human rights-based approach was described in the answers of
the respondents. The specific questions are available in the Evaluation Matrix (see
Annex 1).

9 https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
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Analysis of the Project stakeholders

After conducting the desk research, which included review of the Project
documentation and preliminary consultations with the Project implementers, the
following groups of stakeholders involved in the project activities were identified:

Group A: Project implementers (including the Project Implementation Unit):

— UNDP Country Office in Minsk and the Project team;
— Ministry of Economy of the Republic of Belarus.

Group B: Donors:

— Embassy of the Russian Federation to the Republic of Belarus;
— VISA Inc.;
— Development Bank of the Republic of Belarus.

Group B: Representatives of key institutional stakeholders in Belarus:

— Council for Entrepreneurship Development;

— Belarusian Fund of Financial Support to Entrepreneurs;

— Mabhiliou Regional Executive Committee, Department for Economy;
Viciebsk Regional Executive Committee, Department for Economy.

Group C: Community stakeholders, NGO representatives and consultants:

- Association of Franchisers and Franchisees “Belfranchising”;
- Business incubator for small businesses CJISC MAP ZAO;
- Project consultants and experts.

Group D: representatives of target groups (direct and indirect beneficiaries):

- Entrepreneurship support centers (Krychati, Hlybokae, Cavusy, Mscislad,
Horki, Baran);

- District Executive Committees in Krychati, Hlybokae, Cavusy, Mscislati, Horki
and Baran, agencies on employment in small and medium-sized towns;

- Representatives of the business community in small and medium-sized towns
(Krychati, Hlybokae, Cavusy, Mscislati, Horki, Baran).

5. Evaluation tools

The evaluation used a variety of data collection tools with a predominance of
gualitative methods that ensured the use of participatory approach, reaching the
widest possible range of stakeholders, obtaining answers to evaluation questions and
assessing the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability of project
interventions, as well as areas of cooperation.

The Expert used the following data collection and triangulation tools:

- desk research of the Project documentation;
- direct observation;

- key informant interviews;

- online survey.
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The evaluation was carried out in accordance with the principles outlined in the
UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation!®. A regular set of professional and ethical
standards was used for the evaluation process, including respect for all types of
differences, anonymity and impossibility to identify the respondents, and triangulation
of data sources. During key informant interviews, the Evaluation Expert took notes,
but the names of the respondents and the names of organizations are not mentioned
in the final report to avoid identification of the people who participated in the
evaluation. The representatives of the UNDP as well as Project Board members did
not participate in the evaluation activities, except for specific key informant interviews.
The Evaluation Expert ensured confidentiality of all data sources.

Desk research

During the desk research, the Evaluation Expert reviewed the Project documentation
provided by the UNDP, as well as other Project related documents available online.

The Project team provided over 20 documents for desk research. The documents
provided were in two languages (English and Russian) and included the following:

— Project Document;

— Interim Project reports;

— Mid-term evaluation report and reports on other types of (self)assessment
related to the Project;

— Minutes of the Project Board meetings;

— Documents of the Project partners related to Project Implementation;

— Communication Plan;

— Publications in the mass media.

In fact, desk research was carried out throughout the entire evaluation process. New
documents were reviewed as soon as they became available to the Evaluation
Expert.

Direct observation

The Evaluation Expert carried out direct observation of the relevant Project sites and
activities during the field evaluation phase held in the second half of April 2020. Direct
observation was used to evaluate the quality of the SME infrastructure and services
provided, quality of support provided by the entrepreneurship support centers and
infrastructure of local partners.

Direct observation is the ability to see and understand how exactly certain actions
were implemented, how the processes will go on after the end of the Project
intervention. In the case of the evaluated Project, the intervention processes were
predominantly completed by the time of the evaluation, and therefore could not be
observed at the activity level. The representative of the Evaluation Expert took part in
the forum “I myself” held on 4 March, 2020 in Minsk. Also, the Evaluation Expert was
able to observe how the practices implemented by the Project are being implemented
in the community: to what extent it is easy and feasible to gather people for
interviews, how they behave during the communication process, etc.

The Expert had the opportunity to directly observe the organizational infrastructure
created within the Project. The supported initiatives are generally simple in structure;

10 http://www.unevaluation.org/ethicalguidelines
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therefore, it was not feasible to conduct observation of these to assess the quality of
equipment selection or use. The audit of the purchased assets was also not the
purpose of the evaluation. However, the information on how the infrastructure was
organized provided additional insight on the sustainability of the initiatives, as well as
on the extent to which the Project activities contributed to the achievement of the
Project objectives.

When evaluating long-term projects, such as “Small Towns”, direct observation is
usually used by comparing the Evaluation Expert's view with the actual
implementation process, expected behavior of people in certain situations, their
reactions to questions and comments. The way that the meeting with the
stakeholders is agreed upon, the location chosen for the meeting; the way the
activities or organizations are introduced also provides information for conclusions of
the evaluation or triangulation of the findings.

In this case, the qualitative monitoring tool is the reflective feedback from the
stakeholders and the Project management to clarifying questions of the Evaluation
Expert, as well as testing the hypotheses formulated based on the observation results
using additional questions asked in subsequent interviews.

Key informant interviews with the Project participants

The Evaluation Expert used the form of semi-structured interviews for key informant
interviews. This form allows for flexible and informative discussion with the key
stakeholders.

Throughout the process of the key informant interviews, the Expert asked a number
of key open questions with an invitation to “talk about ...”. At the same time, the
guestions were specially designed for the representatives of certain stakeholders,
specific person or group of people.

If the interviewee openly shares their experience and information and freely reflects
on a given topic, then they are asked questions from the reserve list, otherwise
clarifying or verification questions are offered. Guiding questions are used as an
exception; the answers are noted and treated as confidential information. Notes are
not getting encrypted, edited or provided to the UNDP due to confidentiality policy.

Online survey

The Expert held the online survey via Google Forms and MailChimp. The
guestionnaire was easy to fill in from mobile devices; this ensured maximum
coverage and increased the share of the respondents filling out the questionnaire.

The Project team granted access to databases of the beneficiaries and target groups
(participants of the seminars, trainings, forums) to the Evaluation Expert. The
database for the survey was created by merging the contacts of all the databases; all
duplicate records were deleted after merging. The structure of the questionnaire was
based on the questions and indicators outlined in the Evaluation Matrix.

Evaluation constraints

1. Availability and motivation of the beneficiaries to participate in the evaluation
activities
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Due to the unfavorable epidemiological situation, the Expert used the online survey
as one of the quantitative data collection tools. After the desk research phase, the
Expert intended to target the online survey at the Project participants according to the
databases provided by the Project Manager.

The idea of interviewing the beneficiaries helped to obtain additional evidence and
strengthen the conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation. However, due to
technical limitations, it was not possible to interview all the respondents from the
database. In order to increase the number of filled in questionnaires, the Expert
approached the Project partners with a request to send a message to the
beneficiaries to motivate them to take part in the evaluation activities.

2. Evaluation of cost-effectiveness

The ToR contains a specific evaluation question on cost-effectiveness of the Project.
The Expert would like to emphasize that soft, random and qualitative methods were
used to collect data on cost-effectiveness. The Expert proceeded based on the fact
that financial audit of the Project was beyond the scope of this evaluation. The
proposed approach to evaluation of effectiveness and efficiency is introduced in the
section “Evaluation Methodology”.

Evaluation Matrix

The evaluation methodology was developed in the following way: the Expert
formulated his assumptions and hypotheses for every question. These assumptions
were developed based on the preliminary analysis of the documents (desk research).
The Expert developed a set of indicators based on every question and the formulated
assumptions; the indicators may be directly measured using qualitative and
guantitative methods. The data sources for each of the indicators and the links to
specific evaluation tools are listed in the table below. Some questions of the key
informant interviews and the online survey are also available in the table for
convenient analysis of the evaluation methodology. Thus, the facts and
recommendations were identified based on the Evaluation Matrix, comprehensive
understanding of the evaluation process and data sources for the indicators.

When choosing the tools and methods for collecting field data, the Expert combined
quantitative and qualitative methods. Qualitative data was also digitized using
respective indicators. The conclusions were formulated based on the quantitative and
gualitative data. When choosing the methods, the Expert focused on stakeholder-
based data collection methods as well as group and individual interviews.

The principle of triangulation was also used during data collection, which is
conventional for evaluations carried out using qualitative methods. The Expert also
used the principle of triangulation of data sources (independent data collection from
different groups of respondents) and triangulation of data collection methods (each
evaluation question was studied using two, and more often three data collection
methods). When analyzing the data, only the facts that were confirmed by several
sources were taken into account. The situations, when data sources or the tools
allowed to make controversial conclusions, we studied separately with the help of
additional interviews, request for additional documentation and additional
documentation analysis.

The Evaluation Matrix (Annex 1) incorporates all the developed assumptions,
hypotheses, indicators, based on the questions of the evaluation stipulated in the
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ToR. The Matrix also includes a wide range of key questions used by the expert in the
data collection tools (key informant interviews, online survey). The questions and
some examples of data collection tools are available in the Annexes to this document.

6. Data analysis

Documentation analysis was conducted in March 2020; over 25 documents related to
Project activities were studied. Additional documentation was requested during
subsequent work on Project evaluation.

The ToR including the evaluation methodology and matrix was developed and
approved with the Project management in April 2020.

Data was collected and analyzed within the framework of the participatory approach.
Traditionally, to ensure implementation of this approach the EE aimed to cover a wide
range of stakeholders to respond to key evaluation questions and to evaluate general
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, timely implementation of the Project activities,
their sustainability and capacity for long-term impact.

Thus, the EE used two main tools: work with the documents, semi-structured
interviews with the representatives of various target groups and stakeholders and the
online survey of the participants of the Project activities. When collecting data, quality
methodologies were prioritized, specifically:

Evaluation tool Target groups
Documentation Project Implementation Unit
analysis Partner organizations and recipients of the support

Regulators, decision-makers

Interview Project Implementation Unit

Partner organizations in the regions
Representatives of the local authorities
Entrepreneurs

Online survey Participants of the Project activities

The field evaluation phase was conducted in April 2020. The expert held a range of
interviews in Cavusy, Mscislati, Horki, Or$a (the interviews in Krychat were cancelled
following the initiative of the local partner). Given that many implementers and
specialists engaged in Project implementation were unavailable for a meeting in
Minsk, and taking into account the difficult epidemiological situation during the
COVID-19 pandemic, the expert held a series of online key informant interviews with
the respondents from Viciebsk, Mahiliou, Hlybokae and Krychau, as well as the
majority of the representatives of the UNDP, donors and experts.

The Evaluation Expert held a total of 38 interviews (with total duration of 40 hours)
with the programme partners, stakeholders and beneficiaries.
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The online survey of the participants of the Project activities was organized via
Google Forms and MailChimp! in April 2020. The invitation to participate in the
survey was sent out to the addresses listed on the databases provided by the Project
team and to the registered participants of the Project events (a total of 1500
contacts). The invitations to participate in the online survey were sent out in three
waves. The Project team also referred to the respondents with the request to allocate
time to the survey through the entrepreneurship support centers. About 40% of the
contacts of the database opened the message with the invitation to participate in the
survey (MailChimp system tracking may be inaccurate), over 30% of these opened
the link to the questionnaire and over a half of these filled in the questionnaire or the
form of motivated refusal. Thus, a total of 118 unique users participated in the survey;
5 of these refused to participate in the survey having justified the reason for doing so.

11 https://mailchimp.com
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Online survey results

Distribution of the respondents

The below chart outlines the distribution of the respondents by the place of residence.
The options available for selection took into account the geography of the Project and
pilot districts. In addition to the respondents listed below there were 16 persons (14%)
from other towns and settlements of Belarus.

Minsk city - 26 participants

Orsa town and district - 14 participants
Horki town and district - 13 participants
Mabhiliou city - 12 participants

Mscislal town and district - 7 participants
Polack town - 5 participants

Viciebsk city - 5 participants

Babrujsk town - 4 participants
Navapolack town - 4 participants

Cavusy town and district - 2 participants
Krychau town and district - 2 participants
Baran town and district - 2 participants
Hlybokae town and district — 1 participant

113 respondents

Minsk
26(23%)

Mahilioti
12(10,6%)

Orsa town and district
14(12,4%)

Mscislati town and district
7(6,2%)

Horki town and district

13(11,5%)

Main occupation

The majority of the surveyed (31 persons or 27,4%) are the representatives of state
organizations (in the sphere of education, healthcare, culture). 15,9% — staff of profit
enterprises, 18,6% - individual entrepreneurs, 14,2% - staff of non-profit
organizations, 8,8% — staff of state enterprises.
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Role in the Project

The major part of the surveyed (87,6%) are the participants of the
seminars/conferences held within the framework of the Project, as well as training
events (business schools, consultations) — 35,4%. It is important to note that 13
participants of international study tours and 18 participants of the domestic trips took
part in the survey.

General breakdown by the number of attended events:

5. How many Project events have you attended (seminars, trips, conferences, trainings ...)

113 respondents

@ None
o1

2-5
® 510
@ 11-20
® 21-30
@ Over 30

Demand for the Project’s products

Educational event is one of the most in demand Project’s product (actively mentioned
by 49 respondents). The respondents were mostly interested in the contests of
business ideas, hackathons — 34 responses, exhibitions/fairs — 32 responses,
conferences/ forums — 30 responses, study tours — 29 responses. The respondents
demonstrated least demand for the match-making business sessions.
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Demand for Project’s products

o

10 20 30 40 50 60

Books, survey reports, manuals, publications

Training events: seminars, trainings, lectures, ...

Public events: conferences, forums

Contests of business ideas, hackathons

International study tours

Domestic study tours

Exhibitions, fairs

Entrepreneurship support centers

Business match-making sessions

Other (please comment below)

rwrwr

[ use sometimes B [use actively B Ineed
B Iam interested B Does not influence m Didn’t participate

m [find it difficult to respond
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As a comment to this question, the respondents mentioned most often the following
influence of the Project’s products: expanding the horizons, capacity building in the
sphere of business management, establishing business contacts, improving self-
confidence, adopting decision about starting a business or gaining ideas about
developing the existing business.

Project’s influence on the region

When responding to the question about the changes on the local level as a result of
Project implementation, the survey participants mentioned the following most often:
improvement in the infrastructure for entrepreneurship support and business
environment, increase in entrepreneurship activity and initiative, business literacy,
increase in the number of SMEs, craftsmen and self-employed. It should be noted
that the overwhelming majority of the answers are positive. Some respondents noted
no visible effect.

The content of the unique responses in available in the Annex 5.
Choice of the significant Project’s effects from the proposed options

The welfare of the population of the small and medium-
sized towns has improved

Additional opportunities for business education were
created in small and medium-sized towns

and medium-sized towns has improved

The number of cases of various production cooperation
has increased

The level of entrepreneurship initiative has increased in
the sphere of SME

The infrastructure for entrepreneurship support in small _

B Number of responses, %
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Events’ organization and holding quality
The below chart outlines the level of satisfaction of the survey participants with the Project events’ quality and organization:

One may see that average level of satisfaction with the Project event is high and very high. The areas for improvement may include
implementation of diverse approaches and methodologies used to present information and form the composition of the participants.

Project events’ quality and organization

Venue (comfort, organization, location)

_—
Information support and communication -
Organization of discussions, work with the participants’ feedback o

Diversity in approaches and methodologies to present information =

Composition of the participants

|
Competence of the lecturers, experts
||
Relevance of the materials, agenda
||
Usefulness of the information received for my daily work/studies
|
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Excellent Good Satisfactory B Unsatisfactory

Final Report on Evaluation of the Project “Promotion of Employment and Self-employment of the Population in Small and Medium-sized Towns in the Republic of Belarus” (“Small Towns”) , Atlas ID No. 00096107
S.V. Gotin, March-May 2020 34



Relevance of the thematic areas of the Project
The below chart outlines the survey participants’ assessment of relevance of feasibility of various thematic areas of the Project.

Relevance of thematic areas of the Project

Loans and programmes of the Development Bank of the Republic of
Belarus

Entrepreneurship support centers

Business match-making sessions and other services of the center

Loans and warrantees of the financial support fund ...
Legal and tax consultations
State support to small business
Women'’s entrepreneurship
Youth entrepreneurship

Social entrepreneurship

Clusters in the regions

Franchising

Fundamentals of entrepreneurship

o
AR
o
N
o
w
o
B
o
(2]
o

B I'm not aware of this area I Very useful = Useful m Useful alittle m Notuseful and not feasible
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The proposals and wishes of the respondents on other activities and directions that
would promote development of SMEs and self-employment are available in Annex 5.

Interests of the vulnerable groups of population

28 survey participants answered the question about the vulnerable groups affected
by the Project (about 25%). 27 participants responded that they do not know the
answer to this question. The answers featured the following vulnerable groups:
youth, women, rural population, population with low income and people with
disabilities.

Sustainability of the Project outputs

44 respondents evaluated the Project outputs’ sustainability as medium, and 17 as
rather low. At the same time, 19 respondents consider that the benefits created
within the framework of the Project are sustainable and that it is very likely that they
will continue being useful in the long-term perspective, and another 19 respondents
evaluate sustainability as rather high.

14. The UNDP Project will end soon. What is your opinion about the likelihood that the
benefits created within the Project (methodologies, experience, knowledge, contacts, O
infrastructure, support) will be sustainable and will continue being useful in the long-term
perspective?

104 responses

Highly likely. The benefits created
within the Project will be used...

Rather likely. The majority of the
Project benefits will be used ...

Medium likelihood. Only some Project
benefits will be used ...

Rather low likelihood. Some ...

The Project outputs are not sust...

[ find it difficult to answer

The benefits will be used, and further ...

The participants’ comments on selection of the options are available in Annex 5.

Main conclusions based on the results of the online survey:

The structure of the respondents’ answers of this survey mostly coincides with the
data collected within the framework of the interviews with the exception of the
answers on Project outputs’ sustainability.

The respondents from Minsk, Horki, OrSa and Mabhiliol districts were most active.
During the field phase the EE faced challenges in establishing contact with the
participants from Viciebsk, Hlybokae and Krychau due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
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The participants from these districts also demonstrated low level of engagement in
the course of the online survey.

Over 40% of the respondents left comments to the questions; these comments
explain the opinion of the respondents. This testifies to high level of engagement into
the Project and to the fact that people are interested in the Project outcome.

The survey respondents consider that the most tangible effect of the Project is the
contribution into building the competencies and improving the quality of the
population’s entrepreneurship initiative.
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7. Facts and conclusions
Answers to the evaluation questions

Relevance

R1. To what extent did the project contribute to the national development priorities,
Country Programme outcomes and outputs, the UNDP Strategic Plan and the SDGs?

R2. To what extent does the project contribute to the theory of change for the relevant
Country Programme outcome?

The Project complies with the key priorities of the National Programme of Social and
Economic Development, SDGs and UNDP Strategic Plan:

- The Project framework allows to track the link of the outputs and the
components of the National Programme of Social and Economic Development,
SDGs and UNDP Strategic Plan.

- Over 75% of the stakeholders talked about the real contribution of the Project
into social and economic development of Belarus and formulated specific
effects that are directly connected with the wording of the high level objectives.

- Almost 65% of the respondents mentioned the link of the Project and SDGs, as
well as the National Programme of Social and Economic Development.

- All relevant respondents (UNDP, Ministry of Economy) link the Project and the
UNDP Strategic Plan.

Thus, the Evaluation Expert concludes that the Project significantly contributed to the
national development priorities, Country Programme outcomes and outputs, the
UNDP Strategic Plan, and the SDGs and contributes to the theory of change aimed at
achieving the respective Country Programme outcomes.

R3. To what extent were the perspectives of those who could affect the outcomes,
and those who could contribute information or other resources to the attainment of
stated results, taken into account during the project design processes?

The process of Project development and the inception phase lasted for over three
years; a lot of experts from different fields were engaged into this work. This allowed
to ensure more in-depth study of the topic and to engage a wide range of
stakeholders during the planning stage.

On the other hand, constant changes in the staff of the UNDP and Ministry of
Economy had a rather negative impact on the feeling of involvement into the Project,
which is reflected on the impact/outcome levels and led to a shift in the emphasis on
the strategic level of Project implementation. The stakeholders involved in
implementation of the Project at present demonstrate a high level of awareness of
their participation. The level of local participation in the activities/outputs is high, in the
effects/impact it is medium.

R4. To what extent has the project been appropriately responsive to political, legal,
economic, institutional, etc., changes in the country?
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During the evaluation process it was identified that development of the Project
Document was initiated over 5 years ago and a number of socio-economic, political
and institutional changes took place throughout this period of time (for example, the
priority of downscaling state owned enterprises was replaced by the priority to
develop SME infrastructure). The Project evolutioned according to these changes.
The focus from ensuring employment for the employees dismissed during
restructuring processes of key town enterprises changed to promoting
entrepreneurship initiative in small towns and in rural areas and promoting
employment/self-employment in order to improve the population’s welfare. The
legislation and strategic approaches also changed quite significantly throughout the
indicated period of time: a number of regulatory and strategic documents was
amended on the national level, for example the range of measures aimed at
regulating the control over the work of SMEs was abolished or mitigated. Respective
changes also took place in the sphere of SME regulation and support policy at the
local level. When responding to this evaluation question, these factors definitely have
to be taken into account.

The Project fully meets the context of the situation in the country; the Project was
flexible and adjusted to the changing conditions. Almost all the interviewed
respondents and the participants of the survey noted the importance of the Project for
economic development and entrepreneurship development. The respondents think
that entrepreneurship support in the form of entrepreneurship support centers,
training events and study tours made the biggest contribution into development of the
entrepreneurship support infrastructure. Thus, the Expert concludes that the Project
was responsive in due time and with due flexibility to political, legal, economic,
institutional, and other changes in the country.

Effectiveness

Contribution to implementation of the UNDP Country Programme

E1l. To what extent did the Project contribute to the Country Programme outcomes
and outputs, the SDGs, the UNDP Strategic Plan and national development
priorities?

Project documentation (plans and reports) contains direct logical links to the Country
Programme outcomes, UNDP Strategic Plan and SDGs, and also contains links to
the relevant national strategies.

All stakeholder representatives with no exceptions at the national and regional level
can meaningfully discuss the Project’s contribution to the achievement of the relevant
strategic goals and indicators.

All interviewed representatives of the local authorities noted the Project’s contribution
into achievement of target indicators on increasing the number of small and medium-
sized businesses, reducing unemployment rate through self-employment and growth
of entrepreneurial initiative, which occurred due to the expert support on registration
and business management provided by the entrepreneurship support centers.
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E3. What factors have contributed to achieving or not achieving the intended Country
Programme outputs and outcomes?

As it has been mentioned above, the Project made a significant contribution into
achievement of the Country Programme outputs.

The participants of the online survey and the interviews formulated the following
factors:

- direct financial support to entrepreneurs;

- high level of expert support to the entrepreneurs-beginners;
- development of the local business community;

- flexible structure of the Project;

- wide coverage of participants;

- synergy with the local authorities.

Based on the analysis of the Project implementation, the Evaluation Expert identified
the following factors that made a significant contribution into achieving the Country
Programme outputs:

— Auvailability of specialists with experience of work in Minsk entrepreneurship
support center in two regional entrepreneurship support centers. Coordination
of these entrepreneurship support centers by the experts with experience of
work on the national/central town level created additional opportunities for
obtaining resources, transfer of piloted technologies and techniques of work
with the SMEs.

— Motivation and interest from the side of the representatives of the local
authorities (particularly deputy chairpersons of the district executive
committees) to economic development of the districts, in particular in SME
development.

— Structure of the UNDP Project that envisages allocation of funds directly to
entrepreneurs for development of their business while ensuring transparency
in procedures for allocation of such resources.

Stakeholder engagement

E4. To what extent has the UNDP Partnership Strategy been appropriate and
effective?

The representatives of strategic stakeholders, primarily represented by the national
partner, the Ministry of Economy, were actively involved in development and
implementation of the Project. Regional economic policy actors (at the regional level)
took part in Project implementation in terms of their institutional role and
competencies. The capacity of the local actors is insufficient to comprehend the
aspects of the Project that affect the strategic level, and accordingly, their
involvement in the Project is limited by the level of outputs, in some cases, effects.

The target pilot districts were not identified at the stage of Project planning; therefore,
it was not possible to involve stakeholders from among representatives of SMEs or
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other relevant actors into Project planning. Instead, UNDP specialists consulted a
wide range of experts, including non-profit organizations and business associations.

After the pilot regions of the Project were determined, the UNDP team established
close interaction with the majority of the local stakeholders. Unfortunately, the level of
organizational development of the local organizations does not allow them to be full-
fledged stakeholders in UNDP projects; the local partners do not have sufficient
capacity for strategic management, result-oriented management, do not fully
understand the roles of the actors involved in development activities. This leads to the
fact that often the interests of the stakeholders are formulated at consumer level, at
the level of actions/measures and infrastructure issues (repair of premises,
equipment, etc.). Therefore, the Project had to make additional efforts to form proper
understanding among the local organizations about the support and role of the UNDP
and the Ministry of Economy in the activities for regional economic development.

Possible areas for improvement of the UNDP Partnership Strategy include the issue
of engaging stakeholders representing the interests of the vulnerable groups relevant
to the Project (women’s organizations, organizations working with people with
disabilities, etc.).

The partnership with the Development Bank should also be noted. According to the
2019 Program Implementation Annual Review, the partnership with the Development
Bank of the Republic of Belarus successfully developed at various levels, including
signing a memorandum of intent and holding general educational and information
events. Inviting the experts from the Development Bank to participate in the trainings
improved the quality of the events and gave the participants the opportunity to get
first-hand information, and also helped to reduce the costs and conduct more
trainings than originally planned. As a result, the Project activities contributed to an
increase in the number of SMEs financed by the Development Bank in Viciebsk and
Mabhiliou regions.

During the interviews 100% of the interviewed representatives of the
entrepreneurship support centers and over 50% of the entrepreneurs noted the
significant contribution of the Project into development of the SMEs in their region.

Thus, the Expert concludes that the UNDP Partnership Strategy proved to be
effective and ensured quality response of the Project to the needs of the stakeholders
at the national level.

E12. To what extent has the project been appropriately responsive to the needs of the
national constituents and changing partner priorities?

The Project team was responsive to the maximum extent to the requests and
interests of the national partners in terms of adjusting the Project strategy to changing
demands and conditions. In some cases, Project efficiency issues were sacrificed to
this approach. In particular, almost all respondents (involved to one degree or another
into Project management) noted the fact that the start of the Project was delayed due
to the long period of determining the target regions of the Project. Moreover, this
delay was caused primarily by the desire to compromise between the requests and
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interests of the national side, the UNDP Project management procedures and the
donor’s policy.

The Evaluation Expert also observed, perhaps even excessive responsiveness of the
Project team to the requests of the local partners. Often, the Project team was
involved in discussing minor issues (choosing the tiles and the color of the tiles for
renovation of the premises, ensuring warranty obligations for sanitary equipment
installed within the Project). Local partners noted this responsiveness as an
advantage and thanked UNDP for flexibility. However, it is evident that this
willingness to be responsive to the interests of local stakeholders creates excessive
load on the Project team.

It should also be noted that, especially local partners and stakeholders, most often do
not have sufficient capacity to properly formulate their needs and objectives based on
a long-term strategy. During the interview process, the attempts to find out the
expectations of local stakeholders from future UNDP projects or possible changes in
the evaluated Project resulted only in expression of their wishes for investment into
equipment, infrastructure, renovation of premises, etc. and also expression of
expectation of continuation of the work of international projects in the region.
Therefore, capacity building for local partners should be a part of the UNDP
stakeholder engagement/Partnership Strategy in future projects.

Thus the Evaluation Expert concludes that the UNDP Partnership Strategy allowed
the Project to respond in a flexible and timely manner to changing priorities of the
partners.

E9. Are the Project’s objectives and outputs clear, practical and feasible enough
within its frame?

The Evaluation Expert concludes that given the activities of the Project lead to high-
quality outputs, the use of the outputs leads to effects that, when accumulating, lead
to changes and then to impact; while the structure of the Project objectives on the
whole is clear, the objectives are achievable and economically feasible.

E10. To what extent have the stakeholders been involved in the project
implementation?

As it has been mentioned, the major part of the institutional stakeholders was actively
involved in implementation of the Project. Engagement of stakeholders representing
the interests of the vulnerable groups relevant to the Project (women’s organizations,
organizations working with people with disabilities, etc.) could contribute to
inclusiveness of the Project activities. While individual efforts aimed at capacity
building for local key partners could contribute to increasing the level of awareness of
engagement into Project activities.

Project achievements and factors that influenced the achievements

E2. To what extent were the project outputs achieved?
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In order to respond to this question, the data on changes in the indicators was
analyzed (based on Annual Project Reports). In addition to that, during the interviews
the respondents were asked about their opinion about achievement or non-
achievement of the Project outputs. According to the indicator stipulated in the
Evaluation Matrix, each Project output was commented by at least 10% of key
respondents. The comments contained informed judgment regarding the
guantity/quality of the outputs. The findings for each of the three key Project outputs
are introduced below.

Output 1. Development and promotion of the concept of socially responsible
approach to SME development in small and medium-sized towns of Belarus

65% of the respondents (stakeholders and implementers) discussed the output during
the key informant interviews and noted positive changes in this sphere.

According to the APR 2019 (indicator 1.1), the number of people taking part in the
information and educational Project activities increased by 39% (the value of the
indicator is 277, while the target indicator is 200).

Output 2. Establishing business incubators/training centers for small and medium
businesses (SME) at the selected town-forming enterprises and supporting the
qualifying small businesses, including through the credit line provided by the
Development Bank of the Republic of Belarus (DBRB)

This output was not achieved to the full extent due to the changes in the focus of the
Project (see R4). Business incubators and entrepreneurship support centers were
established in the pilot towns, which significantly influenced the SME support.
Financial support to the SMEs registered and operating in the pilot districts in
Viciebsk and Mabhiliol regions was provided with the funds of the DBRB, while the
Project activities were not directly related to key town enterprises.

Taking into account the changes in the Project focus from key town enterprises to
SMEs; and changes in SME support from business incubators to entrepreneurship
support centers, one can note that 4 out of 6 entrepreneurship support centers
significantly improved the quality and increased the volume of work with the SMEs.
Two entrepreneurship support centers (in Krychau and Hlybokae) effectively used the
Project funds to support the activities for SMEs, however, they require for further
capacity building to ensure independent service provision to SMESs.

If one is to evaluate achievement of this output based on the indicator 2.3 (Small and
medium-sized enterprises established due to the measures to support
entrepreneurship and industrial cooperation in pilot towns), the number of registered
enterprises in 2019 amounted to 27, while the target value was 20.

Output 3. Creation of favorable conditions for the development of small business and
production cooperation in small and medium-sized towns.

During the key informant interviews, 100% of the respondents noted positive changes
in the conditions for the SME development and production cooperation in the pilot
regions. 60% of the online survey respondents noted creation of additional
opportunities for business education, 48,9% noted increase in the entrepreneurship
initiative, 35,6% noted positive changes in the entrepreneurship support
infrastructure.
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According to the 2019 APR, Output 3 indicators were achieved or over-achieved,
specifically:

- Indicator 3.2. Business matchmaking sessions (BMS) held to expand the
cooperation in the EAEU: actual number of sessions held in 2019 — 3, target
indicator for 2019 — 3.

- Indicator 3.3. Cooperation agreements signed, including businesses from the
Russian Federation and the Republic of Kazakhstan: actual number in 2019 —
9, target indicator for 2019 - 0.

- Indicator 3.4. Multi-stakeholder projects developed in the pilot towns to
facilitate the collaboration between Government, NGOs and businesses: actual
number in 2019 — 6, target indicator for 2019 — 5.

- Indicator 3.6. The professional capacity in the field of industrial cooperation
and investment attraction improved: experts trained to analyse value chains, to
apply international best practices in the social and economic development of
small towns and to enhance competitiveness of the selected regions: actual
number in 2019 — 27, target indicator for 2019 — 15.

E5. What factors contributed to effectiveness or ineffectiveness (of the Project)?

Implementation of the Project jointly with the Ministry of Economy contributed to
involvement of a wide range of stakeholders into the Project, allowed to strengthen
communication between the representatives of business community of the pilot
regions and local authorities. On the other hand, different approaches to the
procedures and implementation of the Project in governmental agencies and the
UNDP, as well as the lack of interaction experience (the Project was one of the first
projects implemented in this format in Belarus), had negative impact on the speed of
decision-making on certain issues (for example, selection and approval of pilot
regions). At the same time, a number of interviewees note that this Project
contributed to faster and more successful launch and implementation of international
projects (including UNDP projects) with economic focus.

E13. How and why the outcomes (listed as the outputs in the project document) and
the strategies contribute to the achievement of the expected results?

Output 2.1: National and subnational systems and institutions are able to achieve
structural transformation of productive capacities that are sustainable and geared
towards enhancement of employment and livelihoods.

The Project made a significant contribution into achieving the output: the system and
the structure of the entrepreneurship support centers (4 out of 6) operate within the
developed strategy; the level of interaction with the actors at the local and regional
level fully complies with the national priorities and SME support strategy. The services
of the entrepreneurship support centers are in demand. Various models of the
entrepreneurship support centers created within the framework of the Project
demonstrate a wide range of approaches and allow to use the experience of the
Project for dissemination and upscaling.
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Output 2.2: Inclusive and sustainable socio-economic policies developed and
implemented in selected sectors.

On the one hand, the Project made a significant contribution to an inclusive dialogue
on socio-economic policies in the pilot regions at the national level. This was
confirmed by 13 out of 15 interviewed stakeholders and regional partners. On the
other hand, lack of strategic planning for the development of individual territories is
observed at the local level (this was mentioned by three out of four interviewed
representatives of local authorities at the district level. The Project managed to launch
the process of agreeing on the vision, and in some regions forming the need for
strategic planning; which is an excellent result for a project with such a small budget
and tight deadline for implementation of the activities (all the interviewed
representatives of local authorities at the district level confirmed this).

E6. In which areas does the project have the greatest achievements? What and why
have been the supporting factors? How can the project build on or expand these
achievements?

6 pilot regions were selected in Belarus to implement the Project. The approaches to
organizing the entrepreneurship support centers and the Project outputs vary across
the districts.

When answering the question about the Project outputs, the respondents mentioned
the following most often: improvement in the infrastructure for entrepreneurship
support and business environment, increase in entrepreneurship activity and initiative,
business literacy, increase in the number of SMEs, craftsmen and self-employed. It
should be noted that the overwhelming majority of the answers are positive (89% of
the interviewees). This was facilitated by the big number of educational events,
consultations, establishment of the entrepreneurship support centers — information,
knowledge and skills received by the participants through the Project; the participants
developed confidence in their strength, new ideas on starting a business or business
development.

E7. In which areas does the project have the fewest achievements? What have been
the constraining factors and why? How can or could they be overcome now or in the
future?

Several interviewees (3 out of 27 who answered the question) noted lack of visible
Project effects. This may be due to the fact that these effects take a longer time to
develop. In addition, the COVID-19 pandemic and the pause in many sectors of the
economy had negative impact and became an obstacle to the development of the
potential effects (business creation and development). Another factor is the difficulty
in differentiation of the Project effects for direct evaluation: in the executive
committees the process of registration and liquidation of legal entities goes on
continuously, and statistics is collected by the total number over certain period of
time.
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Two entrepreneurship support centers out of six supported centers may be
considered very successful, two — moderately successful, two — requiring additional
efforts and improvement of the operation model. In order to develop the
entrepreneurship support centers, which are 100% managed by the local authorities
(utility enterprises), additional and significant efforts are required in the sphere of
capacity building in the future both at the level of management and the team of the
entrepreneurship support centers, and at the level of strategic planning and data
management system of the entrepreneurship support centers.

The practice of involving experts/organizations from Minsk into management and/or
development of local entrepreneurship support centers has proved to be effective;
from the perspective of evaluation, this is a good practice suitable for dissemination
and expansion.

E8. What, if any, alternative strategies would have been more effective in achieving
the project objectives?

When answering the question about alternative ways for Project implementation, 6
out of 15 stakeholders and implementers who took part in the interviews suggested
that it would be advisable to increase the timeframes for implementation of such
projects with allocation of additional time and administrative resources for selection of
the pilot sites, as well as for support for entrepreneurship support centers over a
longer period of time after launching the activities. In addition, the idea about the high
potential for entrepreneurship development in the regions in cooperation with non-
profit organizations and associations was mentioned. Some respondents who took
part in the study tours suggested that when choosing the sites to visit, preference
should be given to the less distant sites as the ones that are more promising from the
point of view of establishing connections for further cooperation.

Project management

E11l. To what extent are the project management and implementation participatory
and does this participation contribute towards the achievement of the project
objectives?

As mentioned above and in the E14 evaluation question, the Project team and the
local implementation partners (in 4 out of 6 regions) demonstrated high level of
involvement and participation. The established management mechanisms (in
particular, the Project Board) ensured that the main stakeholders of the Project are
involved in decision-making. At the local level, the Project worked closely with the
local and regional authorities. During the process of organizing the events and
consultations, the Project involved representatives of non-profit organizations as
contractors and partners. During the interviews and according to the survey data,
almost all the respondents noted the value of the Project activities to promote
partnerships at different levels: intersectoral partnerships, establishing partnerships
with entrepreneurs from other regions of the Project as well as with organizations in
the Russian Federation.

Analysis of the reports and publications of the Project demonstrated that the
partnership strategy was in the focus of the Project activities and was a priority. Many
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respondents also noted that the contacts and partnerships built within the framework
of the Project activities are valuable in terms of the further sustainability for both the
entrepreneurship support centers and the SMEs supported by the Project.

Thus, the opinions of all stakeholders were taken into account throughout Project
development, management and implementation; the participation of all the
stakeholders made a significant contribution to achieving the Project objectives and
sustainability of the results.

E14. Has the project been effectively undertaking adaptive management in order to
respond to changing conditions?

During preparation and implementation of the Project, the UNDP team faced several
situations when it was necessary to apply the principles of adaptive management and
change certain approaches to work.

1. During Project concept preparation, the strategy of activities was initially based
on the fact that the state policy of local economic development would focus on
downscaling the key town enterprises. The strategy changed later and by the
start of the Project, the focus switched to SME development and development
of entrepreneurship support structures. The Project had to revise the share
and content of a number of activities based on the changes in the focus (in
particular, within the framework of Outcome 2).

2. The inception stage of the Project involved quick selection and approval of the
pilot territories. This process was delayed due to a number of reasons, which
led to a general delay in implementation of a number of activities. Under these
circumstances, the Project team had to reorganize the order of Project
activities’ implementation.

3. The new Project area was added on development of women’s
entrepreneurship, supported by Visa Inc.

4. At the beginning of 2020 active phase of the global COVID-19 pandemic
coincided with the no-cost extension period of the Project, which led to
restrictions under the UN/UNDP procedures and national regulation of public
events. The Project team had to reallocate the resources that were to be used
during this period.

The analysis of respondents’ answers, Project documentation and data of the online
survey showed that the Project team coped with these challenges with the exception
of the situation with the delay in selecting the pilot territories, which has already been
described in detail earlier. The Project Board mechanism played an important role in
ensuring flexibility in decision-making; all significant decisions were adopted by the
Project Board. In the course of the interviews and online survey, a lot of respondents
expressed gratitude to the Project team; the respondents expressed high appreciation
the work of the Project team.

During implementation of the Project, the team regularly monitored and responded in
a timely manner to the problems and difficulties that it encountered while
implementing appropriate  management solutions. To optimize the processes
associated with implementation of construction and installation works, part of the
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tasks was outsourced to the Construction Engineering Specialist. The team worked in
close contact with the on-site contractors, which allowed to resolve all emerging
issues promptly.

Thus, the Project effectively responded to the changing conditions and effectively
adopted the adaptive management techniques.

Efficiency

Y1. To what extent was the project management structure outlined in the project
document efficient in generating the expected results?

The efficiency of the Project is evaluated as high. Despite the complex approval
procedures and changes that were made to the Project at various stages of its
implementation, all the main objectives of the Project document were implemented.

During the interview, 75% of the interviewed implementers were able to provide
explanations about the challenges they faced during the implementation of the Project
and the adopted response. 78% of the respondents associate the Project outputs with
the activities that were planned in the Project Document.

The fact that 100% of the procurement was carried out directly by the UNDP Project
team, on the one hand, contributed to high transparency of the procedures, and on
the other hand, this created a high burden for the Project team and negatively
affected the involvement of local partners and their capacity.

Y2. To what extent have the UNDP project implementation strategy and execution
been efficient and cost-effective?

Y3. To what extent has there been an economical use of financial and human
resources? Have the resources (funds, human resources, time, expertise, etc.) been
allocated strategically to achieve the outcomes?

The financial resources of the Project were used in a cost-effective way. Distribution
of funds and procurement was carried out according to the UNDP procedures. 91% of
the respondents noted the transparency in the use of the Project funds.

All the respondents consider that communication with the Project team was clear and
open. 64% of interview participants can name the key Project outcomes and give a
reasonable judgment about their contribution to achievement of the Project
objectives.

Almost all the respondents involved in Project management processes (respectively,
those who had access to information about the Project’s Work Plans) noted the delay
in implementation of the activities caused by protracted communication on the
approval of the pilot territories. This aspect is also reflected in the APR 2019: The
process of selecting the pilot towns took much longer than expected. By the end of
2017, 4 out of 5 pilot towns had been selected, and this situation led to a delay in
equipping the business incubators in accordance with Activity 2.5 of the Work Plan for
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2017. Initially, the Project Board decided to invite the local authorities of small towns
to participate in the Project through the regional executive committees of Viciebsk and
Mabhiliou regions, but this did not ensure sufficient number of applications.

After several discussions of this situation with those who were involved in
communication on the issue, the Evaluation Expert concluded that one of the reasons
for the delay was the changes in the key staff in the Ministry of Economy (Head of the
Department for Entrepreneurship) and in the UNDP (Programme Officer of the
Economic Portfolio) during respective period of time. The Project Manager could not
independently discuss these issues at the appropriate level. As a result, the delay
was eliminated only after the issue was discussed at a higher level of decision-
makers from the UNDP and Ministry of Economy.

Sustainability

Financial sustainability

S1. Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize the sustainability of the project
outputs?

Based on the Project Document and Project reports, the Project activity focuses on
investment (into the competences of the local specialists, infrastructure, etc.). The
entrepreneurship support centers received minimal support for operational expenses
and had to take care of the operational sustainability of the entrepreneurship support
centers from the very beginning of the Project activity. 4 out of 5 interviewed
entrepreneurship support centers were able to describe how their operational
sustainability strategy will be ensured and announced specific amounts that will
support the entrepreneurship support center’s budget. At the same time, all the
entrepreneurship support centers emphasized that with the end of the Project they
will not be able to carry out as many events and consultations as when receiving
UNDP funding; while the direction of study tours will be basically closed down.

Financial planning of both the entrepreneurship support centers and SMEs is very
short term. The interviews were conducted in April 2020, and according to Kill
respondents, the main risks to financial stability are associated with low demand for
the services of the entrepreneurship support centers due to COVID-19 pandemic,
which had an impact on all sectors of the economy. Small businesses have almost no
savings or reserves, so they are very vulnerable to changes in the economic
environment.

S2. To what extent will the financial and economic resources be available to sustain
the benefits achieved by the project?

Financial sustainability of the Project is evaluated as high. 4 out of 6 interviewed
entrepreneurship support centers established within the framework of the Project will
continue working after the end of the Project. The entrepreneurship support centers
are planning to rely on the income from consulting services, rental of premises,
events, participation in international technical assistance projects. 70% of the
interview participants can explain ways to support the sustainability of the Project
results.
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As mentioned above (in S1), based on the Project strategy the entrepreneurship
support centers had to take care of the operational sustainability, therefore each
entrepreneurship support center has a vision of how to ensure operation after the end
of the Project.

Availability of financial and economic resources to maintain the Project outputs at the
operational level may be evaluated as high, and in terms of ongoing investment,
further development or multiplication of the results, it may be evaluated as low.

Risk management

S3. Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize sustainability of the
project outputs and the project’s contributions to the Country Programme outputs and
outcomes?

Social and political risks such as changes in economic policy on small and medium-
sized enterprises and economic downturn were identified during the process of
Project document development. Accordingly, measures were taken to respond to
these risks. These aspects were regularly monitored by the Project team, which is
reflected in the annual reports to the donor. Implementation of the Project together
with the national partner allowed to effectively manage these risks and mitigate the
negative impact on the Project outputs.

All the interviewed respondents from among those influencing economic policy at the
local, regional (oblast) and national levels noted that the development of small and
medium-sized business is a priority. The number of newly registered enterprises, as
well as the number of jobs created by these is the indicator that is tracked within the
framework of the national monitoring system (monitoring of target indicators); local
authorities report on these indicators and their activities.

S4. Do the legal frameworks, policies, governance structures and processes within
which the project operates pose risks that may jeopardize the sustainability of the
project outputs?

The Project was developed taking into account the policy on SME development and
support, regulatory framework and management structure in the Republic of Belarus.
The Project activities were aimed at raising awareness, presenting best practices and
cases of SME development, and organization of consultations on topical issues of
legal and practical aspects of doing business. In this regard, the risk of negative
impact of the factors mentioned in the evaluation question on sustainability of the
Project results is minimal.

During the interview process, the respondents who were in general prepared to
discuss the topic of risks, most often mentioned the entrepreneurial risks of doing
business and external factors that affect their business at a given moment (in
particular, the issue of COVID-19 and decline in demand for goods/services). During
the discussion about the risks, significant risks associated with the level of economic
development were centered around the following topics a) planning and
implementation of investment projects (risk of termination of an investment agreement
and the need to pay incentive amounts received), b) risks of subsidiary liability of the
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owners in the event of business bankruptcy, c) risk of non-payment and delays in
settlements for services rendered/products supplied by state-owned enterprises that
dominate the economy of most districts (in particular, the belief that debt collection is
impossible in practice even through the courts).

However, the work with the above mentioned risks was not the subject of the Project
activities and was not envisaged, therefore this did not have a direct impact on the
sustainability of the Project outputs.

S5. To what extent did the UNDP actions pose an environmental threat to the
sustainability of the project outputs?

During the risk analysis of the Project, no factors that would pose environmental
threat were identified. None of the respondents mentioned risks or environmental
factors as important or relevant to the Project. At the same time, there are some
business projects introduced by entrepreneurs and one of the entrepreneurship
support center (Baran) that include environmental issues into their strategies. In
particular, within the agricultural cooperative established within the framework of the
Baran entrepreneurship support center the private household plot is planning sell the
products that were called “environmentally friendly” or “organic” by the respondents,
despite the fact that the farm and processing system did not undergo appropriate
certification. Also there is a farmstead among the beneficiaries of the Project in
Mscislal that positions its products as healthy and environmentally healthy.

Project documentation (Project Document, Project reports) does not contain specific
strategies, goals or indicators related to environmental issues. According to the
Project Document, the Project is categorized as “Low risk” under the Social and
Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP); respective report is Annex 1 to the
Project Document. The SESP procedure assumes that if people affected by the
Project express concerns and/or dissatisfaction with the social and/or environmental
performance of the Project during and after the implementation of the Project,
stakeholders will be able to use the complaints mechanism at the Project level and/or
at the UNDP Country Office level. According to the documents provided to the
Evaluation Expert, no such requests were received by the UNDP Country Office in
Belarus.

Throughout the direct observation process, there were no visible attributes identified
in the entrepreneurship support centers visited by the Evaluation Expert that would
reflect the concern of the staff about environmental issues (separate waste collection,
not using disposable tableware, other aspects of sustainable consumption). During
the interviews the entrepreneurship support centers in Baran and Mscislau (Mscislau
entrepreneurship support center also during the visit to the office) demonstrated
interest and/or experience of partnership with NGOs that keep the topic of
environment in their focus (New Eurasia Foundation, Support Programme of Belarus,
“‘Education for Sustainable Development Association”, “APB-BirdLife Belarus”).
However, partnership with these organizations is not part of this UNDP Project.

Therefore, the Evaluation Expert came to the conclusion that the issues of
environmental protection, sustainable consumption, biodiversity and etc. were not in
the focus of the Project and therefore do not impact sustainability of the Project
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outputs. At the same time, some Project partners are planning to build sustainability
of their work with the help of future partnership projects, including environmental
projects with NGOs; while the UNDP Country Office has implemented the required
procedures within the framework of SESP.

S6. What is the risk that the level of stakeholders’ ownership will be sufficient to allow
the project benefits to be sustained?

The Evaluation Expert reviewed the Project documentation and identified the key
stakeholders; the Expert held the interviews with these stakeholders. Almost all the
interviewees demonstrated high level of ownership of the Project activities, goals and
strategy of the Project, share its importance and usefulness for local development.
The Project Document also contains analysis of internal and external factors that may
affect the Project. 48% of the respondents can explain risk management methods and
their impact on Project sustainability.

In general, the analysis of the interest of the stakeholders in the Project showed
mainly the consumer nature of this interest (“it's great that they helped us”). It is only
the representatives of the Ministry of Economy, Development Bank and UNDP who
see the strategic perspective of the Project activities, evaluate it as a tool for testing
and piloting technologies and practices, a mechanism for establishing intersectoral
partnerships, etc.

The end beneficiaries (entrepreneurs) generally refer to the Project as a source of
gratuitous resources (for training, financial support, consultations) and note that the
“free of charge services” are one of the values of the Project; while the attempts to
discuss the issue whether they are prepared to pay for similar services (very valuable
services of the Project, according to them) lead to confusion. Accordingly, the
expectations from the Project are to “continue holding free events in the future to
provide free services”.

Local authorities and entrepreneurship support centers have a higher level of Project
awareness. In addition to the value of gratuitous aid, they declare an understanding of
higher-level objectives (support to SMEs as a mechanism for economic sustainability
of the districts and towns, creating jobs, employment and self-employment, etc.).
However, only one representative of the district executive committee and 3
entrepreneurship support centers managed to formulate a vision of how they would
continue the work initiated within the framework of the Project, mentioned the ideas
about attracting resources (mainly through international programs and grants),
requested expert assistance not only in the form of the possibility to pay experts and
speakers, but also in terms of organizational development for the entrepreneurship
support entities. And only the respondents of two interviews (from among direct and
end beneficiaries) managed to identify the key mechanisms for supporting
entrepreneurship, implemented by the Project and expressed the desire to continue
using them upon the end of the Project.

Therefore, on the one hand, one may conclude with confidence that the investment in
entrepreneurship training, entrepreneurship support infrastructure, methodological
manuals and materials will be sustainable. On the other hand, the level of awareness
of the methodological framework of the Project and its strategy is too low, and there
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are very limited resources independent from the UNDP to continue the activities
initiated and piloted within the Project. Thus, at least one more cycle of project
financing from the UNDP or other organizations would be required to ensure the
sustainability of the Project at the level of the system (rather than infrastructure) of
supporting entrepreneurship at the level of small towns.

Operations and methodological sustainability

S7. To what extent do the existing mechanisms, procedures and policies allow the
primary stakeholders to carry forward the results attained on gender equality, women
empowerment, human rights and human development?

By focusing on certain vulnerable groups (women, unemployed, residents of remote
regions, youth) the Project contributed to raising awareness about the problems and
rights of these groups of population, as well as about the mechanisms to support
them. The majority of the respondents indicated certain categories of beneficiaries
among women whose quality of life was significantly influenced by the Project (single-
parent mothers, girls-students, mothers with many children). None of the respondents
mentioned the issues of human rights and human rights-based approach as one of
the Project’s priorities.

As mentioned earlier, both at the Project level and at the level of the strategies for the
activities of the entrepreneurship support centers and businesses supported within
the framework of the Project, no special plans/strategies/procedures were developed
aimed at achieving specific results in terms of gender equality, women empowerment,
human rights and human development (except for the action plan under the
component of women’s entrepreneurship development, supported by Visa Inc.). Thus,
the activities related to gender equality and women empowerment were managed
through the UNDP procedures and gender equality monitoring system within the
UNDP; while the activities in the sphere of mainstreaming the interests of vulnerable
groups, people with disabilities, environment, human rights and human development
were not managed.

Thus, the mechanisms, procedures and strategies to motivate key stakeholders to
achieving the results related to gender equality, women empowerment, human rights
and human development were elaborated to quite small extent.

S8. To what extent do the stakeholders support the project long-term objectives?

As noted earlier, the results of the interviews with the stakeholders demonstrated a
high degree of support and ownership in relation to the long-term goals of the Project.
As mentioned in S6, the overwhelming majority of the respondents demonstrate
ownership of the Project activities, goals and strategy of the Project. At the same
time, the analysis of the interest of the stakeholders in the Project showed mainly the
consumer nature of this interest (“it's great that they helped us”). It is only the
representatives of the Ministry of Economy, Development Bank and UNDP who see
the strategic perspective of the Project activities, evaluate it as a tool for testing and
piloting technologies and practices, a mechanism for establishing intersectoral
partnerships, etc.
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The end beneficiaries (entrepreneurs) generally refer to the Project as a source of
gratuitous resources. Local authorities and entrepreneurship support centers have a
higher level of awareness, but they generally find it difficult to formulate a vision of
how they will continue the work initiated within the framework of the Project; and only
the respondents of two interviews (from among direct and end beneficiaries)
managed to identify the key mechanisms for supporting entrepreneurship,
implemented by the Project and expressed the desire to continue using them upon
the end of the Project.

Thus, on the one hand, one may conclude with confidence that the stakeholders
support the long-term Project objectives; on the other hand, this support is not clearly
translated into further plans or strategies. Such support is provided by operational
resources and is very limited in terms of development resources.

S9. To what extent have the lessons learned been documented by the project team
on a continual basis and shared with the appropriate parties who could learn from the
project?

The experience gained during the implementation of the Project was regularly
analyzed by the Project team and reflected in the reports, which allowed to promptly
respond to the changes and challenges. In addition to the Project progress data,
Project risk monitoring, incident analysis, the annual reports to the donor contain
lessons learned. Specifically, the 2019 report contains the following summary of the
documented lessons:

1. The Project received significant support from the local partners, which
accelerated procurement and delivery of equipment for the business
incubators in 2018. Local executive committees in small and medium-sized
towns in Belarus are highly respected, and as the Project team observed the
selection and equipment of the 6 pilot business incubators in the second half of
2018, they acted as highly supportive partners of the Project.

2. The activities organized to enhance cooperation between the Project partners
and beneficiaries were very productive. This is confirmed by the participants of
the internship organized in November 2018 for 15 representatives of the pilot
business incubators and participants of other Project events. This thesis may
also be traced in the reports of the mentors who provided expert advice and
monitored the implementation of the development plans for the pilot business
incubators.

3. The partnership with the Development Bank of the Republic of Belarus
successfully developed at various levels, including signing a memorandum of
intent and holding general educational and information events. Inviting the
experts from the Development Bank to participate in the trainings improved the
quality of the events and gave the participants the opportunity to get first-hand
information, and also helped to reduce the costs and conduct more trainings
than originally planned. As a result, the Project activities contributed to an
increase in the number of SMEs financed by the Development Bank in
Viciebsk and Mahiliol regions.

4. The process of selecting the pilot towns took much longer than expected. By
the end of 2017, 4 out of 5 pilot towns had been selected, and this situation led
to a delay in equipping the business incubators in accordance with Activity 2.5
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of the Work Plan for 2017. Initially, the Project Board decided to invite the local
authorities of small towns to participate in the Project through the regional
executive committees of Viciebsk and Mabhiliot regions, but this did not ensure
sufficient number of applications.

The description of each of the lessons learned contains recommendations for
addressing the identified problematic issues.

Thus, it may be concluded that the Project team documented the experience gained
on an ongoing basis and ensured proper analysis.

S10. To what extent do the UNDP interventions have well-designed and well-planned
exit strategies?

The quality of development and planning the interventions implemented within the
framework of the Project was very high. Development of the entrepreneurship support
infrastructure was in the focus, along with capacity building an increase in the
entrepreneurship initiative in small towns and adjacent districts of Belarus. According
to the online survey, these Project areas were most supported by the respondents:
about 60% of the respondents mentioned the additional opportunities created for
business education in SMEs as one of the most significant effects of the Project;
about 48% of the respondents noted increase in the level of entrepreneurship
initiative in the sphere of SMEs; about 35% participants of the survey think that
entrepreneurship support infrastructure significantly improved. During the interviews,
the respondents mentioned the focus on investment into infrastructure and capacity
building as the key to sustainability and long-term effect of the Project outputs. In this
sense, the principle of selecting Project activities may be considered as part of the
successful exit strategy.

The main challenge associated with the exit strategy is the lack of a post-project
activity plan for the entrepreneurship support centers (supported by the Project) and
the departments of economy at the level of the small town/district. There are some
elements of the vision formed based on the Project activities and there are some
planning attempts not related to the Project activities. In this sense, the exit strategy
planning system at the level of local partners requires additional attention from the
UNDP when planning future SME development projects.

Impact

The ToR did not contain any specific impact related questions, however the
description of the evaluation objectives mentioned that the long-term impact potential
should also be assessed. Taking into account the fact that impact is an important
element of any evaluation, the Evaluation Expert added another evaluation question
related to Impact:

I1. What kind of potential for the long-lasting impact of the project interventions can
be identified?

According to the participants of the interviews, the Project has high potential for long-
term impact. 82% of the interview participants associate the changes that occurred
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due to the Project with its goals and objectives. 6% of the respondents noted negative
factors of influence of the Project. In the online survey, each of the thematic areas of
the project received a response from at least 10% of the participants and positive
feedback. However, the attempts to discuss the effects of the impact level with the
respondents were usually limited to achievements that are at the level of results or
effects in the Project strategy. And the theses of the level of impact that we managed
to get during the discussion most often resulted in general wording, such as “the
business environment has developed” or “the interest in entrepreneurship has
increased”. Therefore, it is not possible to identify statistically significant or verified
triangulations of the impact level.

The Evaluation Expert identified the individual effects that may be acknowledged as
highly probable hypotheses describing the long-term impact of the interventions
carried out within the Project, and that may be evaluated in some time:

— The entrepreneurs understood that they may refer to the local authorities for
support; and they may receive the support.

— The fear of communicating with the officials was eliminated.

— The stakeholders learned to build partnerships and established partnerships
with other regions in the country and beyond.

— The stakeholders believe that international technical assistance projects may
be useful to regular people.

— The experience of implementing the “Small Towns” Project facilitated initiation
of a number of larger-scale economic development projects, such as “Local
Development” and etc.

Human rights and gender equality

H1. To what extent have the poor, indigenous and physically challenged, women and
other disadvantaged and marginalized groups benefited from the work of the project?

The Project was mostly targeted at supporting the unemployed, low-income residents
of sparsely populated and remote regions, women and youth. 78% of the respondents
were able to recall at least two vulnerable groups whose interests were taken into
account by the Project. Women and low-income residents were mentioned more often
than others. Women were often referred to in the context of “single women”, “single-
parent mothers” and “mothers with many children”. People with disabilities (different

wording) were mentioned by no more than 10% of the respondents.

The infrastructure sites of the Project have limited accessibility for people with
disabilities. The local partners have made almost no special efforts and do not have a
vision/plans for targeted involvement of people with disabilities and other specific
vulnerable groups in entrepreneurship activities, do not have stable contacts with
organizations that keep the interests of people with disabilities in their focus.

At the same time, the Project worked quite effectively to mainstream the interests of
women. Most of the respondents mentioned certain groups of women as groups that
received special attention and support within the framework of the Project. A number
of activities was implemented as part of the support from Visa Inc. within the
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framework of the Project; these activities were targeted at supporting women’s
entrepreneurship (see the answer to question H2 for more details).

Evaluating the impact of the Project as an activity that focuses on the poor,
indigenous and physically challenged, women and other disadvantaged and
marginalized groups, it can be concluded that they benefited from the Project
activities to a moderate extent, while women benefited from the Project to high extent.

H2. To what extent have gender equality and women empowerment issues been
addressed in the design, implementation and monitoring of the project?

As mentioned in the answers to questions H3 and H4, Project documentation pays
adequate attention to the issues of mainstreaming of the interests of women. Over
80% of the respondents clearly link the activities and outputs of the Project with the
interests of women and human development.

In the initial version of the Project Document, the topic of women’s entrepreneurship
was not identified as a separate focus, strategy or priority. However, the Project also
raised additional funds from Visa Inc. to implement a number of activities directly
aimed at developing and supporting women’s entrepreneurship. These activities were
properly planned and implemented, which may serve as an example of systemic and
purposeful activities targeted at the interests of women.

Monitoring data, annual reports data and indicator values (wherever relevant)
includes statistics on men and women. The analysis of the values of these indicators
of the annual reports demonstrates that there is a balance of the number of men and
women among the Project beneficiaries (even without taking into account the
component supported by Visa Inc.), and most often on the outcome the number of
women exceeds the number of men.

Thus, during Project implementation, considerable attention was paid to the issues of
gender equality and women empowerment.

H3. Is the gender marker data assigned to this project representative of reality?

The documentation analysis confirmed that gender statistics separately registered
data on participation of men and women in Project activities. Indicator data (where
applicable) additionally takes into account men and women. There is no data on
gender identification other than “man” and “woman” in the Project documentation and
reports. However, during the interview, none of the respondents raised this issue. The
content analysis of the main printed products of the Project demonstrated that the
materials contain accents related to promotion of the ideas of women’s
entrepreneurship, interests of women, and relevant statistics is provided.

H4. To what extent has the project promoted positive changes in gender equality and
women empowerment? Were there any unintended effects?

As mentioned in H2, over 80% of the respondents clearly link the activities and
outputs of the Project with the interests of women and human development. Project
documentation and materials include elements of gender mainstreaming and
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promotion of the interests of relevant vulnerable groups. The respondents did not
mention the topic of human rights and human rights-based approach in their
responses.

Gender balance and equality of approaches may be observed among the
implementers, experts and beneficiaries of the Project. Several respondents noted
the bias towards supporting women’s interests as one of the unintended effects of the
Project.
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8. Recommendations

1. To increase the implementation timeframes and budget for such projects with
allocation of additional time and administrative resources for selection of pilot
regions/towns. Whenever possible, to identify pilot regions at the stage of drafting the
Project Document; to stipulate the mechanism for replacing the pilot regions.

2. To pay attention to the systemic organizational development of the
entrepreneurship support centers, in particular to the development of strategic
development plans for the entrepreneurship support centers after the end of support
within the framework of the Project. To pay attention to the strategy of supporting
entrepreneurship support centers after launching the activities for a longer period of
time. Whenever necessary, to pay attention to the strategic planning of SME
development at the district/regional level.

3. To initiate a new project as follow-up to the evaluated Project. To disseminate the
experience of the Project on entrepreneurship development in the regions of Belarus
in cooperation with non-profit organizations and associations. To promote
partnerships between national and local organizations.

4. In the future, when planning such projects, special attention should be paid to
planning the work of the Project Implementation Unit, primarily in order to reduce the
workload on the Project Manager and Administrative and Finance Assistant. This may
be conducted by using the National Implementation Modality mechanism to work with
the local partners with appropriate level of organizational development, mechanism
for providing sub-grants/holding contests of initiatives, engagement of additional
specialists to work in the Project Implementation Unit during the periods of the
greatest workload on the team.

5. In cases when there is significant amount of construction and installation works
envisaged in the Project Work Plan, it is recommended to consider the feasibility of
engaging an engineering organization as a contractor to perform the functions of the
construction customer.

9. Lessons learned

Implementation of the activities by an experienced partner with national, central-
level experience, significantly increases the likelihood of success and sustainability of
the results of the activities (example of the pilot areas of Mscislat and Baran).

Entrepreneurship support centers being a part of unitary enterprises require for
additional capacity building efforts to ensure their efficiency and sustainability.
When planning activities based on such entrepreneurship support centers, it is
necessary to reserve additional time and resources for conducting approval
procedures with the local authorities or other supervising authorities.

In the event that the inception stage of the Project implementation occurs during the
changes in staffing of the position of the Programme Officer or Portfolio Manager,
additional involvement of the lead/senior UNDP Programme Officers is required to
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ensure the continuity and effective use of the working time in communication
processes with the national Implementing Partner.
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Annex 1. Evaluation matrix

Relevance

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
Project relevance to the main | R1 To what extent was the | At least 50% of the interviewed | Desk The project documentation assessment
priorites of the National | project in line with the | stakeholders can explain how the | Research . . .
Socio-Economic national development | project goals contribute to K The National Socio-Economic Development Programme
Development Programme, | priorities, the Country | achieving the National Socio- Iiy The UNDP CP, the UNDAF, Relevant the UN/UNDP’s
SDGs and UNDP strategic | Programmes’s outputs and | Economic Development nformant Strategic documents
framework outcomes, the UNDP | Programme, SDGs and UNDP Interview ) ] ]
Strategic Plan and the | Strategic Plan. Minutes of the Key Informant Interviews (KIl) with the
SDGs? stakeholders

R2 To what extent does the
project contribute to the
theory of change for the
relevant Country Programme
outcome?

R3 To what extent has the
project been appropriately
responsive to political, legal,
economic, institutional, etc.,
changes in the country?

The project structure allows to
trace the line with the National
Socio-Economic Development
Programme outputs and
outcomes, SDGs and UNDP
Strategic Plan.

KII1. What contributions of the project to the socio-economic
development of Belarus do you see? What do you think is the
benefit of the project for the country/region?

KlII2. What, in your opinion, was the essence of the project?
Why the UNDP initiated this project? What is the interest for
the UN to support it?

KII3. Please describe 3 strengths and 3 weaknesses of the
project, from design to management.
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Relevance

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data

analysis
To what extent the project | R4 To what extent were the | Not less than 50% of the | Key Minutes of Key Informant Interviews (KIl) with the
stakeholders demonstrate | perspectives of those who | representatives of the project | Informant stakeholders
good mindfulness of their | could affect the outcomes, | implementers and not less than | Interview

participation and high level of
local ownership?

and those who could
contribute  information or
other resources to the

attainment of stated results,
taken into account during the
project design processes?

30% of the regional implementers
can explain in their own words the
core essence of the project
(describe 3 levels of the project
objectives in the part of activities
related to them).

Kll4. Please, clarify your role in the project.

KlI5. Could you please explain the general project structure in

your own worlds?
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Impact

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
11 What kind of potential for | Minimum 50% of the feedback on | Key Minutes of Key Informant Interviews (KIl) with the
the long-lasting impact of the | the project impacts consistent | Informant stakeholders
project interventions can be | with one of the project objectives | Interview
identified? (Not specified in | or the overall objectives. Online
the ToR) Not more than 10% of the | Survey The Online Survey Data
feedback comments on

unexpected project impacts have
negative influence.

Each of the project outcomes has
comments from at least 10% of
Online Survey respondents

Kl116. How do you see the long-term effect of this project? How
did it influence the socio-economic development of Belarus?
Can you name some foreseen and unforeseen effects of the
project?

KII3. Please describe 3 strengths and 3 weaknesses of the
project, from design to management.
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Effectiveness

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
Country Programme E1l To what extent did the | In the documentation (plans and | Desk The UNDP CP, The UNDAF, Relevant the UN/UNDP
project contribute to the | reports) of the project, there are | Research Strategic documents
Country Programme | precise logical connections of . . .
outcomes and outputs, the | high level and strategy of the IK?y t thkmﬁsld of Key Informant Interviews (KIl) with the
SDGs, the UNDP Strategic | Country Programme, also there Intg;\r}?:vr; stakenolders

Plan and national
development priorities?

E2 What factors have
contributed to achieving or
not achieving the intended
Country Programme outputs
and outcomes?

are guidance on the relevant

national strateges. B
AOKYMeHTaumnn (nnaHbl U OT4YETHI)
npoekTa umetoTcs YyeTkne
nornyeckme CBSA3N Lenen
BbICOKOrO Mopsigka C LUensMu 1
cTparterven CTpaHOBOW
nporpammbl,  LYP,  umetotca

YKa3aHua Ha peneBaHTHbIe
HauMoHanbHble cTpaTernu.

100% of the national and regional
policy-level stakeholders (region
and district executive committee,
ministry  of economy) can
reflectively discuss contribution of
the project to achievement of the
relevant strategical objectives and
indicators.

K117 What are the benefits of the project to the district (region,
country)? How does the project aids in achieving the targets
brought to the district (region, at the Ministry level)?
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Effectiveness

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
The stakeholders’ | E3 To what extent has the | Not less than 50% of the | Key The Lists of the participants’ project activities
engagement, participation | UNDP partnership strategy | representatives of the project | Informant .
and needs assement been appropriate and | implementers and not less than | Interview The Online Survey Data
ive? 9 i i . . .
effective’ 30% of th_e r_eglon_al implementers Desk Minutes of Key Informant Interviews (KIl) with the
can explain in their own words the R h stakeholders
core essence of the project esearc
E4 To what extent have the | (describe 3 levels of the project | Online
stakeholders been involved | objectives in the part of activities | Survey . . -
in the project | related to them) Kll4. Please, clarify your role in the project.

implementation?

E5 To what extent has the
project been appropriately
responsive to the needs of
the national constituents and
changing partner priorities?

E12 Are the projects
objectives and outputs clear,
practical and feasible enough
within its frame?

Minimum 70% of the interviewed
respondents can name the key
project outputs and give
reasonable judgement on their
quality/quantity.

The number of covered direct and
indirect beneficiaries, confirmed
by the lists of participants, post-
training feedback questionnaires
and other documents

Activities lead to the outputs of
good quality; usage of the outputs
leads to the outcomes, which are
accumulated in changes and
impact. The outcomes and impact
indicators are out of the direct
zone of influence of the
implementers

Average mark of the outputs’

KII5. Could you please explain the general project structure in
your own worlds?

OS6. To what extent the various products of the project affect your
activities?
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Effectiveness

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
usefulness is 70% from the
maximal scoring
Project achievements and | E6 To what extent were the | Each of the project outputs has | Desk The project documentation assessment
influencing factors project outputs achieved? comments from at least 10% of | Research
Kl respondents  with  the The analysis of publications and success stories of the
reasonable judgement on their IK?V ) entrepreneurs published by the project and published in the
. : ; nforman
E7 What factors contributed | quality/quantity. Intgrvi:W press
to _effectiveness or _ Minutes of Key Informant Interviews (KIl) with the
ineffectiveness? Online stakeholders
Comments/feedback from the | Survey )
respondents KIl are mostly The Online Survey Data
E8 How and why the | positive (marks 3 and higher are
outcomes (listed as the | given by at least 2/3 of the
outputs in the project | respondents). The proposals on

document) and the strategies
contribute to the achievement
of the expected results?

E9 In which areas does the

following up and  further
improvement of the project
outputs are constructive and
applicable for further
development and expansion of
the project activities.

KlI3. Please describe 3 strengths and 3 weaknesses of the
project, from design to management.

Kl18. If you had to go back to the starting point of the project,
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Effectiveness

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for
data
analysis

Data collection methods/tools and sources

project have
achievements?  What and
why have been the
supporting factors? How can
the project build on or
expand these achievements?

the greatest

E10 In which areas does the
project have the fewest
achievements? What have
been the constraining factors
and why? How can or could
they be overcome?

E11 What, if any, alternative
strategies would have been
more effective in achieving
the project objectives?

The degree of satisfaction of the
target group representatives of
their participation in the project
activities

what would you have done

implementation?

differently  during

its

Project Management

E13 To what extent are the
project management and
implementation participatory
and does this participation
contribute towards the
achievement of the project
objectives?

E14 Has the project been
effectively undertaking
adaptive management in
order to respond to changing
conditions? OcyuiecTBnanock
nn B pamMkax npoekTa
AdekTnBHOE agjanTuBHoe

The project management hasn’t
faced any significant problems or
these difficulties have been
regularly monitored and timely
responded to by the appropriate
management decisions.

Desk
Research

Key
Informant
Interview

The project documentation assessment

Minutes of Key Informant

stakeholders

Interviews  (KII) with

KlI3. Please describe 3 strengths and 3 weaknesses of the

project, from design to management.

KI119. What challenges did you face during the project? What

steps were taken to overcome it?

the

Final Report on Evaluation of the Project “Promotion of Employment and Self-employment of the Population in Small and Medium-sized Towns in the Republic of Belarus” (“Small Towns”), Atlas ID No. 00096107

S.V. Gotin, March-May 2020

67



Effectiveness

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for
data
analysis

Data collection methods/tools and sources

ynpasneHve B Lensix
pearmpoBaHus Ha
U3MEHSIIOLLMECS YCIIOBUSA?

AdpekTBHO nm
OCYLLEeCTBNANOCL  adanTBHOE
ynpaBreHue NpoekToM B Lensix
pearvpoBaHus Ha

U3MeHsILLMeCs ycnosmsa?

Efficiency

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
How efficient have the project | Y1 To what extent was the | Not less than 50% of the | Desk The project documentation and reports (in specific — decisions
been used for achieving the | project management | representatives of the project | Research of the PSC and other relevant evidences on the management
objectives? structure outlined in the | implementers can explain how . decisions)
project document efficient in | they overcame the challenges Dtl)rect i The ob i fthe EE durina the field oh
generating the expected | faced during the project. observation € observations of the uring the hield phase
results? Key
Informant . .
Minimum 50% of the | Interviews Slég What challengtgs have you met during the project? How
representatives  connect  the Id you overcome it
project outcomes with the

planned in the project document
activities.

KII10. If we were planning our future activities, what kind of
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Efficiency

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
capacity building would you recommend for the PIU and the
Project Management? Please, justify.
How efficient have the main | Y2 To what extent have the | At least 70% of the respondents | Desk The project documentation
project resources been used | UNDP project | note transparency of the project | Research . . )
in achieving the objectives? implementation strategy and | spending. Direct The observations of the EE during the field phase
execution been efficient and 'ljrec i
cost-effective? observation )
At least 70% of the respondents | Key KII3. Please describe 3 strengths and 3 weaknesses of the
note clear and open | Informant project, from design to management.
Y3 To what extent has there | communication among the project | Interviews

been an economical use of
financial and human
resources? Have the
resources (funds, human
resources, time, expertise,
etc.) been allocated
strategically to achieve the
outcomes?

team

Minimum 50% of the interviewed
respondents can name the key
project outcomes and give
reasonable judgement on their
contribution in achieving the
project goals.

KlII11. How, in your opinion, the project provided the principle
of ‘maximum results with least resources’? Has it been
reached?
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Sustainability

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
Financial sustainability S1 Are there any financial | Minimum 30% of the respondents | Desk The Project documentation
risks that may jeopardize the | can explain the ways to support | Research . . )
sustainability of the project | the sustainability of the project Direct Observations of the EE during the field phase
outputs? outputs. rrect
observation
S2 To what extent will the Key Kll12. What resources (in your opinion) will be available to
financial and  economic Informant support the project benefits in the future?
resources be available to .
Interviews

sustain the benefits achieved
by the project?
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Sustainability

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
Risk management measures S3 Are there any social or | The project document contains | Desk The project documentation

political risks that may | the analysis of the internal and | Research . . )
jeopardize sustainability of | external factors that may affect Direct The observations of the EE during the field phase
the project outputs and the | the project. observation Minutes of Key Informant Interviews (KIl) with the
project’s contributions to the stakeholders
Country Programme outputs Key
and outcomes? No less than 50% of the | Informant

respondents can explain the | Interviews KlI3. Please describe 3 strengths and 3 weaknesses of the

S4 Do the legal frameworks,
policies, governance
structures and processes
within  which the project
operates pose the risks that
may jeopardize the
sustainability of the project
benefits?

S5 To what extent did the
UNDP actions pose an
environmental threat to the
sustainability of the project
outputs?

S6 What is the risk that the
level of stakeholders’
ownership will be sufficient to
allow the project benefits to
be sustained?

methods of risk management for
the project sustainability.

R3

project, from design to management.

KI18. If you had to go back to the starting point of the project,
what would you have done differently during its
implementation?
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Sustainability

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for

Data collection methods/tools and sources

data
analysis
S‘lgﬁzggg?oalical sustainabilﬁrmd §2c;§ni\gr?1§t %t:eergur((je(; ;23 All the factors identified in the ggzgarch The prolect documentaton
g Y i P interview process and the factors The observations of the EE during the field phase
policies  exist allow the that  negativel affect  the | Direct
primary stakeholders to carry _ feg y . , Minutes of Key Informant Interviews (KII) with theStakeholders
forward the results attained sustainability of the project results | observation
on gender equality, according to the respondents, are Key The Online Survey Data
empowerment of women, | €ither present in the project | | cormant
human rights and human | document (as the elements of the | |hterviews
development? strategies or risk analysis) or KII8. If you had to go back to the starting point of the project,
could not have been predicted at yvhat Woulc_i you have done differently during its
the time of the project implementation?
S8 To what extent do the | development, The respondents’ .
stakeholders ~ support the | strategies to improve the project | Online _ _ _
project long-term objectives? have Survey KII9. What challenges did you face during the project? What

S9 To what extent have the
lessons learned been
documented by the project
team on a continual basis
and shared with the
appropriate parties who could
learn from the project?

S10 To what extent do the
UNDP interventions have
well-designed and  well-
planned exit strategies?

sustainability are either
already been implemented, in the
project or could not have been
implemented within the project
budget and procedures.

H1
R4

steps were taken to overcome it?

KII3. Please describe 3 strengths and 3 weaknesses of the
project, from design to management.

0S9.  What other activities and products, in your opinion,
can be useful for the development of small and medium-sized
business? ?

0S13. The project ends soon. In your opinion, what is the
likelihood that the benefits of the project (methodologies,
experience, knowledge, contacts, infrastructure, support) will
be sustainable enough and will continue delivering benefiits in
the long term?

0S14. Please, choose one of the thesis above and give the
arguments for your choice.
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Human Rights Based Approach and non-discrimination

Key questions

Specific sub questions

Indicators / success standard

Methods for
data

Data collection methods/tools and sources

analysis
How were the interests of | H1 TO what .extent have the | 100% of the respondents can | Desk review The project documentat.ion, content analysis of the project The
vulnerable groups addressed poor, indigenous and | recall at least MO vulnerable Direct documents, the PSQ mlnutes and other relevant management
in the project? physically challenged, | groups whose interests were observation documents and publications.

. women and other | addressed in the project. Th tent analysis of the project documentation and
disadvantaged and Online e con ysi proj u I
marginalized groups Survey publications.
benefited from the work of | No less than 50% of the . . )
the project? respondents can clearly connect Key The observations of the EE during the field phase

the project activities and results to Informant
Interviews

the interests of women, human
rights and human development
mainstreaming.

100% of the project infrastructure
is friendly for the disabled.

The  project  documentation,
visibility materials and products
include elements of gender
mainstreaming, disability
mainstreaming and right based
approach and promotion of the
interests of relevant marginalized
groups and gender
mainstreaming

KII13. Were the interests of vulnerable social
addressed in the project? If so, which groups’ and how?

groups

Kll14. What, in your opinion, can be done and what have
already been done to support promoted positive changes in
gender equality and the empowerment of women?

0S12. The interests of which social groups were addressed in
the project? Could you please name them and describe briefly
either the positive or negative impact on a particular group?
By vulnerable groups, we mean all those (usually for objective
reasons) who are unable to provide themselves and their
families with the necessary living standard on their own. If the
project didn’t address the interests of such groups of people,
indicate “no”.
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H2 To what extent have
gender equality and the
empowerment of women
been addressed in the
design, implementation and
monitoring of the project?

H3 Is the gender marker
data assigned to this project
representative of reality?

H4 To what extent has the
project promoted positive
changes in gender equality
and the empowerment of
women? Were there any
unintended effects?

H5 What could be done to
strengthen exit strategies and
sustainability?

Gender balance in the group of
managers, experts and
beneficiaries, engaged into the
project implementation.

S3

S7

Desk review

Direct
observation

Online
Survey

Key
Informant
Interviews
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Annex 2. List of interviewees

KoHTakTHOE nuuo OpraHusauus/ e-mail TenecdoH
yuypexpeHue,
AOMKHOCTb
Kiryl Stsezhkin, The UNDP, Kiryl.stsezhkin@ | +37529 778 05 61

Programme Analyst

undp.org

Igor Severine

The UNDP, former
Programme Analyst
(project design
period)

igor.severine@gq

mail.com

Marina Kalinouskaya

The UNDP, Project
Manager

marina.kalinous

kaya@undp.org

+375 29671 63 27

Volha Pryshchepa

The UNDP,
Administrative and
Finance Assistant

volha.pryshchep

a@undp.org

+375 29 618 98 99

MaBen ®yHTUKOB

WHxeHep no
CTPOUTENbLCTBY

+375291113534

Erop HoBukos

The UN RC Office

BabayéHok NpuHa
BsiyecnaBoBHa

Entrepreneurship
Development
Department of the
Ministry of Economy
of the Republic of
Belarus, Aupektop

Bynrakos Omutpui KOpbeBu4

MoconbcTBO
Poccuiickon
®epepaumu B
Pecnybnuke
Benapycs, NepBbiii
cekpeTapb

dybulgakov@ya
ndex.ru

8033-333 9430

KOnusa Kaseukas

Belarusian
Development Bank

8029-6636645

Enena MaBuHcka (Olena
Gavinska)

VISA, PernoHanbHbin
odmc (Kues)

ogavinsk@visa.

com

+380 67 6256516
(whatsapp)

McTtomuHa JTrogmuna
AnekcaHapoBHa

PecnybnukaHckmi
doHAa cogencTend
pas3BuTUIO
npeanpuHUMaTenscTB
a

8029-676 0221

MeTp Bopucosny ApyLuaHbsaHL,

Benopycckuit ooHA
dhnHaHcoBOM
NoAAEPXKKN
npegnpvHMMaTensCcTB

8029-694 1675

Final Report on Evaluation of the Project “Promotion of Employment and Self-employment of the Population in Small and Medium-sized Towns in the

Republic of Belarus” (“Small Towns”) , Atlas ID No. 00096107

S.V. Gotin, March-May 2020

75


mailto:kiryl.stsezhkin@undp.org
mailto:kiryl.stsezhkin@undp.org
mailto:igor.severine@gmail.com
mailto:igor.severine@gmail.com
mailto:marina.kalinouskaya@undp.org
mailto:marina.kalinouskaya@undp.org
mailto:volha.pryshchepa@undp.org
mailto:volha.pryshchepa@undp.org
mailto:dybulgakov@yandex.ru
mailto:dybulgakov@yandex.ru
mailto:ogavinsk@visa.com
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KoHTakTHOE nuuo

OpraHusauus/
yuypexpeHue,
AOMKHOCTb

e-mail

TenecpoH

a, pykoBoauTenb

BbbikoBa TaTbsiHa [NeTpoBHa

PecnybnukaHckui
doHaa cogencTens
pasBUTUHIO
npegnpuHMMaTensCcTB
a, aupekTop

8029-320 5880
8-017-3378442

BepxoBogkuH AHapen
Bnagmmuposuy

3amecTutenns
npepcepatens
Yaycckoro
panncnonkoma no
9KOHOMWYECKNM
BOMnpocam

+375 29 352-22-47

Masen lNeoHngosny MapuHeHko

Mogilev Region
Executive Committee,
Economy Department

+375 29-376 48 31

Onbra CemeHoBHa AwunHa

Mogilev Region,
Executive Committee,
Economy Department

TpodumoB AnekcaHap BaHoBUY

BuTebckuin
obnucnonkom,
HavanbHuk oToena
pas3BUTKSA
npegnpuHMMaTensLCTB
a KomuTeTa
3KOHOMMUKM

vitpred@yandex

by

+37529 712 7731

Onbra JleoHTbeBa

Belfranchising NGO

8029-6153156

AnbbuHa BacunbeBHa
CamyceHko

YKIT «Morunesckumn
ropoACKOM LIEHTP
pasBMTUS Manoro
npeanpMHMMaTenbLCTB
a», HayanbHuk
oTaena

+375 29 605 70 22

"ensBep Bukrop Bukroposuy

L OoAO
«Kpu4eBcKuin pbIHOKY,
anpekTop

+ 375 29 845 0487

3yeB EBreHui

Lr Mctucnaene,
ONpPeKTop

+375 29-625 5025

Knnmenkos Cepreim

L ogo «Yaycckun
OM3HEC-LEHTPY,
pyKOBOAUTESb

+375 29 367 7699

CtatkeBny AMutpun

LiNn Fny6okoe,
pykoBoauUTESNb

+375 29 816-69-27
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KoHTakTHOE nuuo OpraHusauus/ e-mail TenecoH
yupexaeHue,
AOIMKHOCTb
MpegnpuHumartenn LMM
"my6okoe
MpeanpuHumaTenu L Kpuyes +375296358128

CtaHncnas Xpomos

+375296982769
BukTopus
AnekcaHgpa BonoaeHko WM, kocMm. kKabuHeT B
nomeweHmsax LMn
Yaychbl
OxkcaHa 3aBagckas WM, getckun ueHTp
pa3sutus, Yaycobl
AnekcaHgp CemeHoB Lnm Mctucnaens, +375299305101

3aMecTuUTernb
AMpekTopa

MpegonpuHumartenm —
nonyyaTeny NogaepxKku

LM Mctucnaenb

Onbra HukonaesHa

Panncnonkom
McTucnaene,
3amnpea ncnonkoma
No 9KOHOMWUKe

TatbsiHa

Arpoycagbba
«[dyxmsiHbl cag» 4.
Kopo64unHo,
McTucnaBckuii panioH

+375 29 3328104

AHgpen Tumaes

LM Mopkun

+375 29 528 85 10

MpeanpuHumaTenu r. Fopku

LIrM ropkum

Onbra HukonaesHa

Panuncnonkom "opku,
3amnpea ncnonkoma
Nno 3KOHOMWUKe

Bnagenbupl arpoycageb u
hepmepsl

LNmM Opwa/bapaHb

Ana

AgmuHucTtpatop LM
BapaHb/OpLuia

MapuHa N'ypbaHoBa

Y4yacTHuua npoekTa
«MpegnpuumymBas
3emrneBnagenvua
LM Opwa/bapaHb
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KoHTakTHOE nuuo OpraHusauus/ e-mail TenecoH
yuypexpeHue,
AOMKHOCTb
Pvma Enyp 000 «ANPUUNKO», +375296593418

ANPEKTop
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Annex 3. Framework of the interview questions

Ne Ne | B coomeemcmeuu ¢ mampuueli OUeHKU

n/n

1 4 | MNMoxanyncTa, yTOMHUTE CBOIO POSib B NPOEKTE.

2a |5 | He mornu 6bl Bbl 06BACHUTL 06LLYIO CTPYKTYPY NMPOEKTa CBOMMMW COBaMu?

28 | 2 | B yem, Ha Baw B3rnag, cytb npoekra? Noyemy NPOOH nHuuuuposana a1oT npoekT? Kakos
nHTepec ans OOH, yTobbl NnogaepxaTb ero?

3a |1 | Kakon Bbl BuMauMTe BKMag npoekTa B coOLManbHO-3KOHOMMYEcKoe pa3sButne benapycu Bbl
Buoute? KakoBa, ¢ Bawen TO4ykm  3peHuss, nomb3a OT  npoekta  Ans
cTpaHbl/obnacTtu/panioHa/pernoHa?

38 |7 | Kakas nonb3a oT npoekta Ana pamnoHa (obnactu, ctpadbl)? Kak npoekt nomoraer B
OOCTWKEHWM LeneBblX Mokas3aTene [OBEAEHHbIX [0 panoHa (obnactu, Ha ypoBHe
MWUHUCTEPCTBA) N KaKnNX?

4 6 | Kakum Bbl BuAUTE [ONrocpouHbit adpdekt oT aToro npoekta? Kak 3To noBnusno Ha
coumanbHo-3KkoOHOMMYeckoe passuTne benapycn? MoxeTe nu Bbl HasBaTb HEKOTOpble
NPOrHO3Mpyemble U HEMpeaBUAEHHbIE MOCNEACTBUSI NPOeKTa?

5 11 | Ckaxute, Kak, ¢ Bawen Toukm 3peHus, npoekT obecrneymBan MPUHUMN «MaKCUMarbHbIN
pesynbTaTt 3a MMHMMAarbHble AeHbMM»? Yaanock Ny 3Toro Aobutbea?

6a | 13 | YuuTbiBan nm NpoeKT MHTEpPEChl YS3BMMbIX rpynn obuwecTtsa? Ecnv ga, To Kakue rpynnbl U Kak
npakTuyeckn?

66 | 14 | Yto, no Bawemy MHeHuto, BbINO caenaHo 1M 4YTo MOrno Obl BbITb caenaHo Ansg Toro, YToobI
npoekT ewe bonblue cnocobcTBoBan MNO3UTUBHLIM U3MEHEHUSM B FeHOEPHOM paBeHCTBE U
pacLUMPEHMIO NPaB N BO3MOXHOCTEN XKEHLUNH?

7 3 | Onnwute 3 cunbHble n 3 cnabble CTOPOHbI MpoOeKTa — OT Au3ariHa A0 paboTbl KOMaHAbl
ynpaBneHus.

8 g | C Kakumn TpyaHOCTSIMK Bbl CTOMNKHYNIMCb BO BpeMsi NpoekTa? Kakue waru Obinv npeanpuHaThI
Ansa nx npeogoneHna?

9 8 | Ecnu Bam npuwnock BEPHYTLCS K Hayany npoekTa, 4To 6bl Bbl caenanv no-gpyromy Bo Bpemst
ero peanusaumn?

10 10 | Ecnu roBopuTb 0 Gyaytolen aestensHocTu, 4To Bel Mmornn 66l pekomeHngosate ans PIU n PM?
MoxanyncTa, o6ocHynTeE.

11 | 12 | Kakne pecypchl (Ha Baw B3rnsg) OyayT OOCTYMHbI OANs NoAOepKkU pesynbTaToB MpoekTa B

Bynywem?
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Annex 4. Online survey questionnaire

Iimacon

Innovation management consulting

Figssasn duaisaicuprymen
Pocadcand Dasep e

Onpoc y4aCcTHUKOB MEPONPUSTIUM
npoekTta [MPOOH "Maneble ropona”

NoBpsii gews!

Konanga KoHcanTuHrosoi rpynnet IMACON, no aaxaay NPOOH, npoeoguT oueHky
peaynbTaToR NpoekTa "CofeRcTBHE 3aHATOCTH M CAMO3AHATOETH HACENEHWUA B ManbiX i
cpegHdx ropofax Pecnybnnen Benapycs” ("Maneie ropoga”), peaniacBadHoro B nepuog,
2017-2020 rr. NPOOH ¥ MUHHCTERCTEOM 3KOHOMAKY Pecnybnunkin Benapyce.

Mel npurnackni Bac k y4acTHio B 3TOM ONpoce, NOCKONLKY Bbl NEUMHAMANK yyacTie B
MeponpHATHAX NpoekTa "Mansie ropoga’. Momanycra, yaenate 5-7 MUHYT CBORTO
BpeMeHd Ha 3aN0NHeHHE AHKETE! W NOMOTMTE HaM OUEHHTE KA4YeCcTBO M NONe3HoOCTL
paapaboTaHHbIxX AOKYMEHTOR M NPOBESEHHBIX MEPONPUATHA. Bawa noMows odeHs BaxHa
anan POBAHWA HALeR g wed padoTo!

YuacTve B onpoce ABNAGTEA AOBPOBONLHBIM, Mbl FAPAHTHRYEM COXpAHEHHE
KOHGMAEHLMANEHOCTH NPEAOCTABNEHHEX AAHHBIX.

Hudiopmalma (B TOM YMcne nep HanA) GyaeT uen HCKMIOHHTENEHO B

Ly BHae, No oip AHHBIM PeayNeTaTamM SYAET HEBOIMOMHO OTCNEANTE
aTEETEl OTAENBHBIE YHACTHUKOE oNpoca. Bonpochl, 0TMEYEHHbIE 3Be30HKOR, ABNAKITER
0BAATENE HEIMK.

Ecnu y Bac BOIHUKHYT Kakue-NKG0 BONDOCK! W 3ATPYAHEHAA B 3aN0AHEHKMA aHKeThl, Bl
MOMETE 3a4aTk HX KOopAHHATOPY onpoca TaTeAHe badageik no TenedioHy +375293761860
MK 3NexTpoHHoR noyte info@imacon.org. Mel ¢ pagocTeo oTeeTHm Ha ece Baww
Bonpoch!

* DBA3ATENBHO

1. MoxanywncTa, ykaxute Baww nma n damunmio (Bonpoc He sensetca

oBsa3arenscHbiM. Bl MOXETE OTBETUTE BHOHUMHO. MepcoHanbHble AaHHbIe He
GyAayT Mcnonb30sakbl B OTYETE):

Moit oTeer

2. NoxanyicTa, ykaxute Balwe mecTo npoxusaHus *

@)

OO0OO0O0OO0O0O0O0O0OO0O0

r. Morunes

Haycbl U paitoH
Mcrucnaens ¥ panox
Kpuuyee 1 paioH
lopxy 1 paio
Burebck

Opwa v paioH
BapaHb u panoH
ny6okoe u panox
Munck

Apyroe:
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4. Kakosa Bawa ponb B npoekTe “Mansie ropoaa"” Ha npotsxeruu 2017-2020 rr.?

Nocewy; PONPUATUR/ pbi/ hepeHyru B KayecTae yHacTHUKa

NPUHUMAIO YHACTHE B MEPONPUATHA B KaYecTae CNUKepa, NeKTopa, TpeHepa,
AOKNAJ4MKA, YHACTHUKA AUCKYCCHIA, "KPYTNbIX cToNoR"

Yyacrayio B 3apy6 0By ax

Yyacrayio 8 oby r e benapycu

Yyacraeyio 8 06pasopaTenbHbIX MEPONPUATUAX: B nbt ANA
NpeaAnpUHAMAaTENel, TEMATUYECKHE CEMUHAPDI, KOHCYNbTaL UK

YyacTaylo B KOHKYPCax Su3Hec-uAei 1 xaKaToHax
ABNAOCH NONyYaTeNem rPaHTOBoR NOALLDKKA
MNapTHep npoexra

Uenrp Mopaepxu MNpegnpuHumarenscrea

3. Kakosa Bawa ocHoBHas cdepa peatensHocTu? Ecnm Bol sBnsetecs
npeacrasuTenem asyx v Gonee rpynn, noxanyicTa, oTMeTsTe He Gonee asyx
BapUaHTOB, ABNAIWMXCA ANnA Bac npuopuTeTHbiMK. *

[J rocynapcrsennsin

D COTpYAHKK rOCYAAPCTRBEHHOTO NPEANPHUATHS (Np ACTBEHHOE, p oe, 5. Kak MHOro MeponpusTuia NpoekTa (CeMuHapbl, Noe3aKu, KoHpepeHuuu,

MoApAA4MK NPOEKTa (OKAZBIBAK YENYTK NPOLKTY)

O0000O0 000 OO

Apyroe:

CTYA@HT, MarMCTPAHT, ACNHPAHT

Cotpyanuk/pykosogurens Lientpa Mopgaepxxu MNpeanpuHumarenscrea

Apyroe: - l / I

KoMMyHantHoe) TPEHUHTW...) BbI noceTUnu? *
0 COTPYAHKK rOCYAAPTCTBEHHOTO y4pexaeHnA (06p ap p ;
KyNbTypbl...) O Hu opHoro
D CoTpyaHKK YacTHoro ( pueckoro) npeanpuaTHa (6 ) O 1
D COTPYAHKK HEKOMMEPUECKOM OpraHnaaLum O 2.5
D Co6eTBeHHrK Guaneca O
6-10
D " yanbHbiA Npeanp Tenb
O n20
D PemecnerHnk
O 2130
[ axenepr, koncyneranr
[:] O Bonee 30

Final Report on Evaluation of the Project “Promotion of Employment and Self-employment of the Population in Small and Medium-sized Towns in the Republic of Belarus” (“Small Towns”) , Atlas ID No. 00096107
S.V. Gotin, March-May 2020



6. B KaKow CTeneHu pasnyyHbie NPOAYKTLI NPOEKTa OKa3biBaIoT BMsHUE Ha Bawy 7. OnuwmTe, NOXanyncTa, Kak y4acTue 8 MEPONPUATUAX, KOTOpbIe Bbl oTMeTnK

pesTensHocTL? * BbILUE, NOBNWANO Ha Bally NMUHYIO U NPOGECCUOHANEHYIO AEATENEHOCTS?
s H Mo# oTeert
e biabie Ho KTHEH
H i BbiabipaeT  WHorpa  AKTHBHO
yuacteosan(a) UHTEPEC MCNONBAYIO MCNONBAYIO UE
enuser ;
ne
K sriaTe o6 8. Onuwue Kak, ¢ Bawweit TOUKN 3peHus, RERTENLHOCTb NPOEKTa NOBNUANA Ha
HCCNEROBAHMAX, O O O O O cutyaumio B BawemM ropoge, paitore, pernone? Kakue Npon3owwnit M3MeHeHns
nocobua, nynnkaymu 6naropaps NpoexTy?
Obyqalowme
MEPONpPUATHA: Mot oTeer
CeMUHapB, TPEHHHTH,
R (@) o O O O
WHANBKEYaNEHbIE
KOHCYNBTALMH

9. Bbl TONbKO YTO ONKCaNM TO, Kak NPOEKT Nosnuan Ha Bac v Ha Baw ropoa/
paitoH. OTMeTbTe Huxe He Gonee 3x yTeepAeHWA, KOTOpble Hanbonee BepHO
xapaxTepu3yloT Bawe onucaHue.

Maccossle
MEpPONPHATURA:
KoHbepeHyuu, hopymbl
[:] YAyuwnnoch 6NarococTOAHKE HACEARHUA MANbIX U CPEAHUX TOPOJOE
Koukypeel 6uanec-
WAen, XaKaToHbl [:] Bbipoc ypoBeHb NPeAnpHHUMATENbCKOM MHHUMATUEL! B chepe MANOro ¥ cpeaHero
6uaneca
Obyyalowme noeaaku

3apybexHble YBenuuunocs YHCNo pasnnyHolx GopmM NPOKIBOACTEEHHON KOONepaumu

MORBUNKCE SONONHUTENEHBIE BOIMOKHOCTH ANA GH3HEC-06PAZOBAHNA B MANBIX U
CpesHHX ropogax

OByyalowme noesaku 8
Benapycu

Ynyylwunacs MHGPACTPYKTYPa NOJALPKKM NPEANPUHUMATENLCTEA B MaNbiX U

BbicTaBKM, ApMAPKi CpeAHUX ropoax

OO0 OO0

LieHTpsl NoaaepxKM Opyroe:

npeanpuHUMaTenscrea

KouTakTHo-
KOONepPaUnoHHsIe
Brpxu

Qe O G O | O O i)
Q@ Q) 0| e O D
g O e a8 O @
Q O 9@ O @
g e 9 e O e

Apyroe
(npokommeHTHpyiTe
HUXE)

. O e

@)
@)
@)
(@)
@)
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10. NoxanyncTa, OUeHUTE KaYeCTBO OPraHn3aLMm U NPOBEAEHUS MEPONPUATUI -

Kaxapiit acnexkT no wkane 1-4 (1 - HeyAOBNETBOPUTENEHO, 4 - OTAWYHO): *

Noneanocts
NoNy4eHHON
uHdopmMaumn Ana
MO NOBCeAHEBHON
pa6oTbl / yyebsi

AKTYyanbHoOCTh
Mavepuana/
nporpammbt

KomnerenTHocTs
NEKTOPOR, 3KCNEpToR

Cocrae y4acTHUKOB

Paanco6paane
NOAXOZ0E W METOR0B
nogauu uHbopmayun

Oprasuaauma
AucKyccui, paboTa ¢
0BpaTHOM CBA3BKD OT
YHACTHUKOB

UHdopmaynoHHoe
obecneyedue u
KOMMYHUKaUKs

Mecro nposegedus
(komdopr,
opraH1aayns,
MecTopacnonoXexnue)

QL9 Q

O

O Q9 O

O

O B a B

(@)

& M e B

O

11. OueHnUTe Ha CKOMBbKO MONE3HbIMKU ¥ NPUMEHUMBIMK Ha NPakTuke, Ans Bac

NNYHO, OKa3anvce Cnegyiowme TeMaTu4ecKne HanpasnexHns Meponpummﬁ
npoexTa (1- Gecnoneskbl HENPUMEHUMbI, 4 - 0YeHb NonesHbl, WCNOoNb3Ylo Ha

npaktuke): *

OcHoBb!
nNpeAnpuHUMaTenscTea

DpaHyaRanHr

Knacrepbl B peruoHax

CoumansHoe
NPeAnpUHHMATENLCTEO

MonogexHoe
NpeAnpUHUMaTENLCTBO

Heuckoe
NPeAnpPUHAMATENLCTEO

locynapcrseHHan
NOALEPKKA MANOTO
6uaneca

lOpuauyeckune u
Hanoroesie
KOHYNbTaLM#

KpeauTb! it rapanTim
houga duHancoron
NoAfepKKN
npeanpuHUMaTeNnscTea

KoHTpakTHO-
KOONEePaUnOHHbIe
GUpPXU W APYTUe yenyru
ueHTpa
CYGKOHTPaKTALMK

LieHTpbl NOAAEPKKH
npeanpuHUMaTenscTea

KpeauTbi nporpamMmbt
Bauka Paapurna Pb

He anakom ¢
TaKuMn
NpoAyKTamu

@)

Q| OO Ol 0

(@)

G| MO SO MO B0 MO HE)

@)

IR & AR @ TS B @ i o

@)

2 B S & I S & A o Sl )

O

QO © 0 © B 0O

(@)
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15. MNpuseguTe, NOXanywucTa, apryMeHTsl B NOAQepXKy BoiGpaHHoro Bamu sbiwe

Tesuca.
12. Kakue euje MeponpuaTus, CepBUChI M NPOAYKTLI, Ha Baw B3rnag, MoryT GeiTh
nonesHsl 4NA Pa3BUTUA Manoro U CpegHero NpeanpUHUMaTenscTea 8 Bawem Moit oTBeT
ropoge/pernoHe?
Moit oTeeT
Mei 6narogapum Bac 3a cotpyaHuyecTso! Bawe MHEHWE oMeHb LEHHO ANS Hac.
Ecrm Bbl xoTuTe 4To-TO fo6aBnTL AN 9KCMNEPTOB NO OLEHKE NPOEKTa, OCTaBsTe
3Ty MHGOPMaLMIO B PACNONOXEHHOM Hiwxe none. MNoxanyicTa, HaxMnTe KHONKY
13. MiHTepech! Kakvx YA3BUMBIX FPYNN HaCENeHus 3aTPOHy NPOeKT? "OtnpasuTs’ ANA 3aBepuweHns onpoca.

MNoxanyWcTa, NEPEYUCNUTE U KPATKO ONULUMTE NONOXUTENBHOE UK

OTPULATENBHOE BNMAHME Ha OTAENbLHYIO rpynny. Mo ya3suMsiMM rpynnami Mbl Mo oTBeT
MOHKWMaEM BCEX TeX, KTO (kak NpaBmno, No 06bEKTUBHLIM NPUHMHEM) He

cnoco6eH CaMOCTOATENLHO B NONHOK Mepe o6ecneuunts cebe 1 cBoeit cembe

HEOBXOAMMBIN XUIHEHHBINA YPOBEHD. >
T CTpaHuya 1 a1 npasnuTh

Ma# oTeer Huxorga He ucnonesywre dopmet Google Ans nepeagud napones.

PopMa co3AaHE B AoMEHE Gotin.org. CoOSUEHNE 0 HADVIIEHUA

Google dopmbi
14. NpoekT MNPOOH ckopo 3akaHumsaeTcs. Mo Bawemy MHeHUIO, kakoBa
BEPOATHOCTbL TOrO, YTO CO3AaHHbIE NpoekToM 6nara (MeTogonorvu, onbIT,
3HaHWA, KOHTaKTbi, UHGPACTPYKTypa, noaaepxka) GyayT yCTOMYUBLI U
MPOACNXAT NPUHOCKTH MONb3Y B 4ONMOCPOMHON NepcnekTuee?

O Bbicokan BEPOATHOTHOCTE. CO3anHble B paMKax npoexrTa 6nara GyayT
WCNONbICBATLCA ¥ PACNPOCTPAHRTHCA 6e3 yqacTus NNPOOH

O Ckopee 8bICOKaR BepOATHOCTL. Bonbluas YacTs 6nar npoexra ByayT
WCNONbLAOBATLCA U PACNPOCTPAHATLECA 6ea ywacTus MNPOOH

CpeaHAn BepoATHOCTL. TONBKO HEKOTOPbIE W2 Bnar NpoekTa 6yAyT ACNTOCPOLHO
O MCMNONbI0BATLCA. ONbIT NPOEKTa He ByAeT PACNPOCTPAHATCA 63 AONONHUTENbHbIX
pecypcos NMPOOH u Apyrux MeXAyHapoAHbIX Oprad3auni

CKopee HH3Kaa BePOATHOCTb. EAUHUYHbIE 6Nara NpoekTa 6yeT MCNoNb3oRaTLLA,
O ecnu He SyfeT UHOM NOJALPXKK CO CTOPOHBI NpoexTa NPOOH unu apyrix
MENAYHAPOAHBIX OPraHA2aLMi.

MpoeKTHBIE Pe3yNbTaThl HE MMEIOT YCTORYMBOCTMI U HE MOTYT 6bITh HCNONb30BAHBI B
yayuem ez a TeNBHOKN i NOAACDKKM.

(@)

O toe: p &
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Annex 5. Answers of the online survey participants to
the questionnaire questions

OTBeTbl Ha 7,8 BONPOCHI aHKETbI:

o «Jllogn cranu «pBurateCca Bnepén». MM MHTepecHO 3aHuMMaTbCs
CENbCKMM XO3SIUCTBOM, OHW MPOSIBNAT MHUUMATUBY. Takke MHorve
oTKpbIn JINX 1 akTnBHO paboTatoT».

e «Y[OayHO OpraHM3oBaHHble CcTapTanbl B pamkax npoekta ©OyayT
cnocobcTBoBaThb TOMYy, 4TO »>xuTenm McTucnaBckoro panoHa B
AanbHenwemM CMOryT  CaMOCTOATENbHO  HaxoauTb Ana  cebs
onpeerneHHbIn BUua AesTenbHOCTU U OpraHn3oBbIBaTh Npouecc Tpyaa,
OCYLLECTBNAEMbI B paMKaX JIMYHbIX UM CEMENHbIX JOMOXO3SNCTB U
nX Koonepauuu, pesynbTaTbl KOTOPOro obecnevar UM OeHEXHbIA Unu
HaTypanbHbIA Aoxon, YTO npeanonaraeT KapavHanbHOe W3MEHeHue
TPyAoOBOM MOTMBALMW M COOTBETCTBYIOLLErO MOBEAEHUs, BCrneacTeune
MOSMIHOW OTBETCTBEHHOCTW 3a MNOMNOXUTENbHbIE UMM OTpuLAaTENbHbIE
pesynbTaTbl paboTbly.

e «EcTb pesynbTaThbl y4acTusi B BbiCTaBke W 3akasax rpyrnn Ha Typbl B
Morunesckyto obnacte. LM Mornnesobntypuct, HecMmoTpsa Ha
Manbln cpok paboTbl, cTtanu ©6onee W3BECTHbl W YBENUYUIIOCH
KonuyecTtBo obpalleHun B LIEHTP, 3aMHTEPEeCOBaHHOCTb B COBeTax,
KOHCyNnbTauuaX W OpUEeHTUpax npu OTKPbITUM HOBbIX OOBLEKTOB
WHPaCTPYKTYpbl Typuama Ha Tepputopun Morunésckon obnacTu.
OueHb nomoraetr 3HakomcTBO C apyrumu UMM » onbitom  ux
AEATENbHOCTMN.»

e «B manoHaceneHHom ropoge, yaaneHHOM OT 06MacTHOro LEHTPa,
OpraHn3oBaH LUEeHTp pas3BuUTUsS NS AeTein ¢ 0COBEHHOCTAMN pa3BUTUS,
B KOTOPOM >KMTENM MOryT MOMYyYnTb KayeCTBEHHble YCryrn B
HenocpeacTBEHHON OnM30CTM OT MecTa XUTeNbCTBa. OTO CHUXaeT
TPaHCMOPTHbIE pacxoabl cemMen, NoBbiWaeT JOCTYNHOCTb 0Opa3oBaHNs
ANsa geTen n B3pOCbIX Pa3HbIX UMYLLLECTBEHHbIX KATErOpUn».

e «C TOYKM 3peHuss npocBeLleHns - 3TO BONbLUOM TOMYOK AN MHOMMX
noaen, KOTopble WUCKanu CBOK HULLY M He 3HanW, C 4Yero nydwe
HadvaTtb. [MpoekTy 3 roga, HO y3Hana s 0 HeM TONbKO B koHue 2019
roga. He 3Haio noyemy? BO3MOXHO, Obinv OrpaHM4yeHbl pamMkuM no
pekname npoekrta? XoTenocb 6bl, 4YTOObI B nocnegywwem nwogen
6onble nHpopmmpoBanu 0 NogOOHbLIX MPOEKTaXy.

e «busHec nHkybaTOp B Hawem ropoae - 3TO MeCTo, rge MOXHO Bcerga
nonyuntb nomoulp. MNMobbiBaB Ha ceMunHapax, 1 obpaTtuna BHUMaHue,
YTO BCerga MHOro MPUCYTCTBYET CTYAEHTOB, Y HUX €CTb XXenaHue
obyyaTbCsl, BCTpeyaTbCss C MNpakTukamm OusHeca, TeOoputo OHMU
nony4yarT Ha 3aHATUAXY.

e «Oxuna Morunesckas obnacTb. Tam aKTUBHO Havanu
peanu3oBbiBaTbCA MNPOEKTbl 3a CYET CpPeacTB MeXayHapOoaHbIX
AoHopoB. Jltogn Hayumnucb 6usHec-mblwneHuo. B Mornnesckon
obnactm nosiBUNNCb WHUUMATUBHbLIE TPYyNnbl  noaen, damunmm
KOTOpbIX Ha crnyxy n B Morunese, u B MuHcke».

e «[onyunnu He meHee 40 3anpocoB OT XUTeNen ropoaos, B KOTOPbIX
NpoLnM MeponpuaTUsA, 0 co3gaHum u/vnu passutum mnx bmusHeca. He
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MeHee 10 HoBbix npegnpuatun MCI1 (npeanpuHumMaTtenen) Havanu
CBOI eATerIbHOCTb M0 UTOraM NpPoBeAEHHbIX MEPONPUATUINY.

o «PasButne nHpacTpyKkTypbl B ManbiX ropogax, Yto B CBOK ovepedb
GnaronpuaTHO CKa3blBaeTCA Ha MOBbLIWEHMU NPeaAnpUHMMATENbCKOM
aKTMBHOCTM WM CO CTOPOHbl BU3Hec-uHKybaTopoB - nogaepXkka
HaYMHalLWKUX NpeanpuHuMaTenem».

o «OTkpbInca busHec-nHKybGaToOp, B KOTOPOM BCEerga MOXHO MONyYnTb
KOHCynbTauuio, 6bi10 NPoBEAEHO MHOXECTBO CEMWHAPOB, KOTOpble
NO3HAKOMUIN N CNANOTUNN MECTHOE B3HEC-COOBLLIECTBOY.

o «losBneHne "LeHTpa noggepxku npegnpuHMmartenscrTea” ans
KoonepauumM caMO3aHATbIX M 3eMrieBrnajenuu, BOBMeYeHue Opyrux
Xutenem B NpouecCc  CaMO3aHATOCTU  (MOTMBaUMS  JIMYHBIM
NPUMEpPOM)».

e «YBbl, CrOXHO oTBeTUTL. Cam He Buagen m He owywan. A PR B
NPOEKTe OPUEHTMPOBAH TOSMbKO Ha "AelueBble" coumanbHble POSIKKU,
No3TOMY MHOM MHAOPMaLMK HE UMEID (M HE TOJSTbKO 51)».

e «[lpoeKkT Ha camoM [fene 04eHb UHTEPECHbIN U MHpopMaTMBHLIN. HO B
ycrnosusax benapycum He Bce Tak ONTUMMUCTUYHO, Kak NpeacTaBnsaeTcd
CO CLeHbl 1 B NMpe3eHTaunmy.

e «Ctano Oonblle  nekuun " MacTep-KrnaccoB no Teme
npegnpuHuMmaTenscTBa. He 3Hal, KakoB MPOLEHT M3 MNOCETUBLUMX
nekumm ctanu UMN. B MoeM OKpy>XeHUN Taknux HeT».

e «Hapetocb, noenuana no3nTmBHO. O4YeHb XO4yeTcs BepuUTb, YTO
AEeBOYKM, KOTOpble XoTenu nonpoboBaTb CBOW CUMbl B BU3Hece, HangyT
B cebe cunbl».

e «OyeHb noBenuana, Hayvanu paboTaTb pasfuUyHble MNPOEKTbl MO
pas3BUTUIO MHPACTPYKTYpbl, COTPYOHMYECTBY C oOpraHuvsaumsamu B
pasnuyHbIX cdoepax».

e «[loBbllWaeT MOTMBALUMIO, KOHLIEHTPAUMIO Ha BaXHbIX BOMNpocax,
nopoxagaeT HOBble MAEW W MPEAnoXeHUs ero Xutenewn, passuBaeT
HETBOPKUHI .

e «MHOMMe >XEeHLUHbI-y4acTHULbI 3aropenncb XernaHnem BOMMOTUTL
CBOM Kaeun, OJHaKO cuUTyauuss C KOPOHaBMPYCOM BHecrna CBOM
KOPPEKTUBbI».

e «YBenuuMnacb AenioBasi akTMBHOCTb XEHLUH ropoaa, BO3HUK UHTepecC
NMPUHATb y4acTu B NOAOGHbBIX MpoeKkTax y cocenemn u 3HaKOMbIX».

e «[loBnMsAnNo Ha yBenMYeHWe aKTUBHOCTU rpaxdaH, MOBbICUIIO UX
CaMOOLEHKY, BOOXHOBWIO Ha HOBble MNOAXOA4bl K peanusauuu
3aMbICOBY.

e «bbiNnO MHOrO 3aMHTEPECOBAHHbLIX YYaCTHWKOB, Kak noBnvsna
AeATerlbHOCTb NPOEeKTa B LleNioM Ha ropof, OTBETUTb 3aTPYAHACHY.

e «CospgaH 6Gu3Hec-uHKybGaTOp, KOTOPbLIN  CTAHOBUTCA  LIEHTPOM
NPUTSKEHUS NS HAYUHAKOLWKWX N OENCTBYOLWMX NpeanpuHuMmaTenemy.

e «B r.Mctucnaenb - nosiBMnacb He KOMMeEpYEecKasi U He roc. CTPyKTypa,
oKasblBaloLLasa NpakTU4eCcKyo NoaaepXKy npegnpuHuMmaTensmy.

e «bnarogapss nonyyYyeHHoOM  MHoOpMauMM  MOXHO  y3HaTb 06
anbTepHaTMBax B OEeATENbHOCTU U BO3MOXHOCTAX peanu3aumm ngemy.

e «MHOro wWHUUMATUBHLIX nNOAEN MO3HAKOMUNUCL JOpYyr C ApYrom,
BO3HWKIIN COBMECTHbIE MPOEKTbI, 3apoAnsiacb HOBbIE MAENY.
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e «Korga pekomeHayo Opyrnm NOASM, BUXKY UX 3aUHTEPECOBAHHOCTb, U
OHM 3anuCcbIBalOTCA Ha AanbHenwmne nporpaMmmbly.

e «YcuneHne wummugka Yaycckoro Ou3Hec-LUeHTpa W YBENUYEHUE
npeanpuHUMaTenbCKOM akTUBHOCTU HA TEPPUTOPUNY.

o «[lpeanpuHumaTtenamM Halwero ropoga yadanocb peanu3oBaTb CBOU
NpoekThbl. MosiBUNMCch HoBble paboyne mecta.

e «[lonoXuTeneHO - MNOCETUTENN MEPONPUATUIA  MNONYYUIIN  MHOTO
MHOPMaUUKN 1 CBEXUX Uaen, MoTUBaLUSA».

e «[lMosiBunocb Gonblle akTUBHbLIX NOOEN, HepaBHOAYLUHbIX K CBOEMY
oyayliemy, pemecrneHHukos, UMy,

e «Pacwupunca cnektp ycnyr ana npeanpyuHuMartenen, nosiBUNUCH
OU13Hec-aKTBHbIE FPyNMbly.

e «Hwukak, HUKOMY KpOME OpraHM3aToOpOB W Y4aCTHUKOB 3TO 6bINo, He
0C0B0 MHTEPECHOY.

o «bonbwe  nwogen BOBIeKaeTcs B npegnpMHMMaTenbCTBO.
HanaxwunBaloTca cBs3M, nogaepxkar.

e «Ctano 6onbwe Ul n pemecneHHUKoB, cTano Oonblie Ansi MeHs
3aKasoB Mo UX pekramey.

o «busHec cpema ynyywwumnace. HO pagukanbHbIX W3MEHEHUH, K
coXareHuio, He yBuaen».

e «Kutenu ropoga crtanu 6onblie BHMMaHUS obpallaTb BHMMaHUSA Ha
NNYHYIO KYNbTYpPY».

e «bonblwe HabniogaetTca MHUUMATMB OT HaAcemneHus Ans OTKpbITUSA

cBoero busHeca».

«[lMpexae Bcero Ha aTy TeMy CTanu roBOpUTb U YTO-TO AenaTby.

«B Halwem HaceneHHOM NyHKTe HUYEro noka He NPoOXOAnT.

«JIM4HO 9 He 3ameTuna M3MeHeHNn, HO AyMato OHU ECTb.

«HoBble 3HakOMCTBa, HOBblE NAEN, HOBblIE BO3MOXHOCTUY.

«bornbLue XeHWMH akTMBHO pa3BMBalOT CBOE Aeroy.

«YNyYLWUINCb rOPU3OHTarbHbIE CBA3NY.

OtBeTbl Ha Bonpoc 12:

e «HyxHO o06paTuTb BHMMaHME Ha OpraHM3auul OesTerbHOCTU
LWkonbHon BusHec-KomnaHmm B y4ebHbIX 3aBedeHUsX panoHa. ITo
NOBbICUT NPEANPUMMHYMBOCTbL LUKOJTbHMKOB, CO34aCT MNEPCNEKTUBHYHO
nnaTtgopmMy pasBuUTUS perMoHanbHOW NapTHEPCKOW ceTu ANs BeOeHMs
Ou3Heca M nocne OKOH4YaHMs NpoekTa, MOBLICUT O0bpasoBaTenbHbIN
YPOBEHb MOMOAbIX MNpegnpuHMMmaTenen, HayyuT B3avMOAEWNCTBUIO C
NnoTeHUManbHbIM1U UHBECTOPAMWN Y.

e «bonblwoe 3HayeHMe wuMeeT perynspHoOCTb MNPOBEAEHUs BCTpeu,
CEMMHApPOB U T.M., EQUHUNYHbIE MEPONPUATUS HE HOCAT BraronpusiTHOM
Xapaktep, BaxHO, 4TOObl npeanpuHMMaTEnbCkoe CcoobLecTBO
NOHMMano M 3Hamno, YTO BCTPEYM PErynspHbl, TEM CaMbiM CO34aeTcsd
cpefa ans NOBbIWEHUS akTUBHOCTU M BOBMEYEHHOCTU, OBMeEHY naen u
OMNbITOM».

e «OHnnanH-BebMHapbl, canTbl C HeobxoAMMbIMK  OPUOANYECKUMU
AOKYyMEHTaMu 1 CepBUCOM BbICTPOro noucka nocrnegHnx U3MeHeHun un
AOMOSIHEHMI, CEPBUCHI, TAE MOXHO NpoaHanuM3npoBaTb MNEepPCneKkTuBy
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pasBuTMs M (UHAHCOBYK CTabUNBHOCTL MpeaAnpUHMMAaTENbCKON
noen»

«Ob6pasoBaTefibHble MepOnpuUsaTUS MO pasBUTUIO Manoro 6musHeca B
ManbIX ropogax W CerbCKOM MECTHOCTM C ucnonb3oBaHuem IT-
TexHonormn. WHopMaUMOHHbIE MepPOonpUATUS O  BO3MOXHOCTAX
dunHaHcuposaHns HAHNHAKOLWEIO manoro 6usHeca B benapycuy.
«Ha wmeponpuatna xogsat ogHM M Te xe nogu, obnagatwowme
Heobxogmmon komneTeHunen. bonble mHdopmaumn Onsa Tex, KoMy
HY)XXHbl TakMe CeMuHapbl, npuBnevYeHve Apyron ayguTtopuun, 6Gonee
LUMPOKME NHPOPMALMOHHAA KOMNaHWs SOMKHA ObITby.
«KoHCynbTaUMOHHbIE M WHAOPMAUVOHHbLIE OHSIaMH pecypcbl  NO
BOMpOCaM CO3aHus U passBuTus OM3Heca C LUMPOKOW ayanTopuen u
aKTyansHom NHopMaLmen. [ononHuteneHble nporpamMmmel
uHaHcnpoBaHus/kpegutoBaHus MCrl1y.

«MeponpuaTnua 3KOHOMUYECKOro MaHa, a He NPOCTO pacCyXOeHUsa Ha
TemMy npegnpuHumMatensctBa. Hago Oomnblwe TOYHOCTM, UUdp,
KOHKPETHbIX NPUMEPOB, @ He COBCTBEHHbIX CYOBEKTUBHbIX CY>XAEHUN
BbICTYNAOLLMX.

«BaxHa opraHusauusi perynspHbix  meponpuatuin - gns - LT:
WHopmMmmnpoBaHne, obyyeHne, OOMEH OMbITOM, KOOpPAWHAUMS
B3aMMOZENCTBUA, MOMOLb B CcTaHoBneHun Accounauum UMM n
Ou13Hec-nHKybaToOpOBY.

«B03MOXHO, KakOMN-TO LLeHTPann3oBaHHbIN MH(POPMAaLIMOHHBLIN NopTan,
roe 6yayTt cobpaHbl Bce OM3HECHI panioHa BMECTE C KOHTaKTaMu U
MHO 06 nx ycnyrax v NpoayKTax».

«Pa3Butne duHaHCOBOM nNOOAEPXKKM B pPermoHax Ha npumepe
co3gaHus bornee Kpenkon CBA3W MeXay MeCTHOW BnacTbto, GaHkamn u
WHCTUTYTaMn (PHAHCOBOW NOAOEPXKKM»

«CyObeKTbl X035IMCTBOBAHUA pavioHa Marno y4yacTBYKT B KOHKypcax
cTtapTanoB u nporpammax, peanudyembix EC n NMPOOH B Benapycu no
nogaepkke manoro 6musHeca».

«bnenguHr Blending (cBsdaHHasi MMKporpaHToBasi nogaepka, nocne
KOTOPOW HacTynaeT nosfiydeHne KOMMep4ecKoro Kpegura)y.
«Tpyooycponctso poautenen(s OCHOBHOM MaM) ,BOCMUTLIBAIOLLNX
JeTen-nHBanmaoBy.

«CosgaHne O6wen nnatdopMbl ANA  B3aMMOLEWCTBUA  BCEX
3aMHTEPECOBAHHbIX NULY.

«CoTpyaHu4decTBo 6msHec ueHTpoB 1 HKO».

«JKCMOPTHbIE MPOrpamMMbl».

OTBeTbl Ha Bonpoc 14:

«Butebek ctan 6onee yBepeHHbIM, Morunes ctan 6onee akTUBHbLIM.
BusHec-akTMBHOCTbL NtoAen HUKyaa He nponageT, oHa OyaeT uckatb
BbIxofda. Yxe Habnwogaetcsa yBenuyeHme OM3HEC-aKTUBHOCTU, He
OTHOcALeeca K NpoekTy. Kak akcnepT no oTtbopy MMKPOrpaHTOBbIX
3aaBok no npoekty EC «CeTeBoe B3avmogenctsue Ans yryylleHUs
BO3MOXHOCTEN 3aHATOCTM B CeNibCKMX paroHax Morunesckon
obnactu» OTMeYalo, YTO MHULUMATUBHbIE TPYNMbl, BKAKOYABLUME TeX
nogen, KotTopble Npuxoaunu Ha cemuHapbl npoekTta "Manble ropoaga”,
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noaroToBunn 3asBkM Oonee BbICOKOrO YPOBHA, W MpeTeHAylT Ha
MUKPOrPaHTOBYIO MOAAEPXKKY CBOUX KNacTepoB, U UHULMATUB BHYTPU
9TUX KNacTepoB. 2) MHUUMATUBHbBIE TPYNnbl Havyanu 6onee akTUBHO
pernctpupoBatb HoBble HIFO. Opugmyeckue nuua HUKyLa HE UCHE3HYT
6nwxanwwue 5 net, a 6yayT nckatb HOBble MPOEKTbI. Takum obpasom,
Ha ypoBHe panoHoB co3gaHbl LM, koTopble 6yayT NOCTOSIHHO MUCKaTb
HOBble MpOEeKTbl. JTO [acT NoAAepXKy npeanpuHMMAaTeNbCKOM
aKTUMBHOCTU 1 Mocre npoekTay.

e «3a Bpems npoBeaeHnsa npoekta 6bino paspaboTaHo M peann3oBaHo
MHOXECTBO WHCTPYMEHTOB ANA pPasBUTUA NpeanpuHMMaTesbCKON
aKTMBHOCTM B MarnblX 1 cpegHunx ropogax. JanbHenwas nogaepxka co
cTopoHbl NMTPOOH mnu nHbIX MeXxXayHapoAHbIX OpraHn3auumn KkacaeTcs
CYLLLEeCTBOBaHUA U OEATENbHOCTU LEHTPOB NOAAEPXKKM N MHKYBATOPOB,
OTKPbITbIX B ManbIx ropogax. CBA3aHO 370 C TeM, YTO CaMOCTOATENBHO
cyuwiectBoBaTb U OblTb OKynaemoW CTPYKTYpOW [OCTaTOYHO, T.K.
aKTUBHOCTb HaceneHusl Hu3kas u nnartexecnocobHocTb TeM 6onee,
4yTObbl MMETb BO3MOXHOCTb OMNfladYMBaTb WU KOHCynbTauuu, Wnu
obyyeHune u 1.n. MNMNoaTomy Ana AanbHENLWero pa3BuTUS Takux CTPYKTYp
BaXXHa BOBMEYEHHOCTb, aKkTMBHas NO3MUMS CcaMuUX JMOepoB
opraHvsaumn, BHelwHee UHAHCUPOBaHME W nNogAdepXka roc.
CTPYKTYpP».

e «Cuutalo, 4TO nony4vyeHHas WHdoOpMauMa M BO3MOXHOCTM OyayT
NCNoNb30BaTbCA Yy4YaCTHUKaMW MPOBEOEHHbIX MEPONPUATUN, OAHAKO
BWXY HeobxoaMMOCTb npoBedeHnd nogobHOro pogda MPOEeKTOB C
Uernbio MOMOLLM U KoOpAUHAUUK B AaribHEeWWeM pasBuTUMM , a Takke
fOonbliero oxeaTa 3auvHTepecoBaHHOM ayauTopuu. JInyHO 49 C
yOOBOSMBbCTBMEM MPUMY ydacTue B MNOCMedyroLmnx MepornpuaTuax wu
Oyay cTapaTbCA NMPUMEHATb MOSTYYEHHYKD WH(OPMAaLMIO U 3HaHMSA B
CBOEN [anbHeunwen [OeaTenbHOCTM UM camopasBuTun. [lonb3yschb
cnyyaem Xo4y Bblpa3uTb ©OnarogapHOCTb 3a  OpraHW3oBaHHble
MEepOonNpUATUS, COXarnet NULb O TOM, YTO NO3AHO y3Harna O NPoeKTey.

e «OTmenbHbIM 3bdeKkTOM peanusaumm npoekTa cTana akTuBM3auums
HaceneHuss McTucnaBckoro pavoHa W BO3POCLUMW  UHTepec K
npeanpuHUMaTeNbCKOM  AEATENbHOCTM UM PasBUTUIO  TEPPUTOPUMN.
Pacwupunoce  COTPYAHWYECTBO  MECTHbIX  OpraHoB  BracTy,
opranmsaumn n UMM ¢ cybvektramm no Bcen benapycu. Ykpenunocb
napTHépcTBo LI ¢ npeactaButenamMm pamoHHbIX OPraHoB BriaCcTuy.

e «[lonyyeHHble KOHTaAKTbI U CBA3WN NOLAEPXKMBAIOTCS YXKe nontopa roga
6e3 yyactus npoekta. [lNocobusa no dpaH4YanauHry u knacrepam
aKkTyarnbHbl U MHTEPECHbI NO COAEPXKAHMUIO YXKe Ha NPOTSHKEHUN 2-X NeT.
OnbIT co3gaHHbIx LM n3yvyaetca n nepeHnmaeTcs B pamkax Apyroro
npoekTa, dopmupyetcs ceTb LM n 6GusHec-mHkyb6aTopoB».

e «OnpeneneHHas YyCTONYMBOCTb pes3ynbTaToB npoekTta
obecneumBaeTcs co3gaHnem WHCTUTYTOB pasBuTUS
npeanpuHMMaTenbcTBa (oby4eHue, OCHallleHue, nepegavya

MatepuanoB u MeToauk, dopmMumpoBaHme wux OusHec-mogenen), a
TaKkKe 3aMHTEepPeCOBAHHOCTbIO MUHUCTEPCTBA 3KOHOMWKW B Pa3BUTUU
nHgpacTpykTypsl NN B pernoHax».
e «HeT GonbloOW WMHUUMATUBHOW T[PYMMNbl JOAEW, FOTOBbIX BECTUM 3a
cobo B uUensax npoaoskeHus paboTbl Hag npoekTom. HyxHa
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noagepka, Hy)XeH OnbIT ApYrnx nogen, OOMKHO ObiTb ABMXEHME B
pamKkax npoekTa, Ana MNpOABWXEHUS  Hawero ropoga, Kak
NepcneKkTUBHOIO Typuctmyeckoro obvekta Mornnesckon obnactmy.

e «[lns Tex, KTO TONbKO Hayan cBowW BU3HEC, Hy)XHa NoadepXka B Buae
KOHTaKTHbIX BUpX, y4acTusi B KOHKypcax BM3HeC-nNpoeKToB, NonyveHne
3HAHMN MO MOCTOAHHO  MEHSWMMCS 3akoHam B obnactu
npegnpuHMMaTensCcTBa, oMHAHCMPOBaHNA Manoro GusHeca.

e «bonbwMHCTBO fpencTBurM B coepe OusHeca, Aaxe coumanbHOro,
TpebyoT OMHAHCOBbLIX BNOXEHUI - XOTS Obl MMHMMAanbHLIX. B CBA3M C
3TUM - HeT (UHaAHCMPOBaAHWUA (ornnaTta 3KCNepToB, KOHCYIbTAHTOB,
apeHaa) - HET AeATENbHOCTMY.

e «f cuutato, 4yto 6e3 koHTponda 6narammn Npoekta ByayT NonNb3oBaTbCA
TONbKO ONbITHblE B GU3Hece noan, a He Te, KTO pewwun B TpyAHoe
BpeMs HayaTb CBOW OW3HEC: TakMM HyXHa [OONONHUTENbHAas
nogaepka u CoaencTemey.

e «B Hawewm ropoge lNopkn paboTaeT oTnMYHaAs KoMaHda, Yy KOTOpOM
MHOrO NfaHoB M uaen. A yBepeHa, YTo Co3[aHHble B pamKax npoekTa
Onara 6yayT wucnonb3oBaTbCsA W PacrpoCTpaHATbCA. ATO MM MO
cunam!!!!y

e «Co3gaHHble cybbekTbl MHGpacTpykTypbl nogaepxkn MCIT n 6a3sbl
3HaHW ByayT OOCTYMNHbLI BCEM 3aUHTEPECOBAaHHbIM, NAapTHEPbI NPOEKTa
NONYYUNN UHCTPYMEHTbI, KOTOPbIMW MPOAOMKAT Monb30BaThCs A5
passutua MCI1y.

o «[1pOEKT XOpOoLLM N HYXXHbBIA, HO NS OCYLLECTBNEHUS B JalbHeNLLeM
HY)>XHO (PMHaHCMpOBaHWe, T.K. JIOAWU, KOTOpble ero peannsoBblBaloT,
TaKke [OOSPKHblI MonyvaTb 3apnnaty W npurnawaTb  akTyasnbHbIX
CMKEPOBY.

e «5 Bblbpana CcpegHI BEPOATHOCTb W 3TO AN MeHd
ONTUMMUCTUYECKUI NPOrHO3. A BUXKY, YTO Ntoan yesxarT u3 benapycy,
UMEHHO Te, KoTopble Mornu Obl passBuBaTbCcsa B OusHece. Ho Tak
CNOXWUIOCb».

e «B Hawem ropoge cosgaHo OTNIMYHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO M1 COBMECTHOM
paboTbl. YBepeHa, 4To 1 ganbHenwem oHo ByaeT dyHKUMOHUPOBATL U
npuBneKkaTb HOBbIX MHTEPECHbIX NIEKTOPOB, CMINKEPOBY.

e «B yctonumBoctn 3amHTepecoBaH pykoBoguTenb LleHTpa (Yaycebl.
Knumenkos C.W.), ero akTMBHOCTWU MOAAEPXKMBAOTCH ChyLlaTensamu,
€CTb 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTb BACTU».

e «busHec-uHuuMaTMBbl, cTapTanbl, Manbin 6Gu3HEC B CenbCKOWn
MECTHOCTWU He TrOTOBbl NNaTUTb, a rOCY4apCTBEHHbIX MNpPOrpaMm
NoaAEPXKKN OEeATENBHOCTU LEHTPOB HETY.

e «CuTyaums B LENOM B MMPOBOW 3KOHOMMKE HE MNO3BOSIUT ObICTPO
HayaTb OeATEeNbHOCTb TeX, KTO MOMy4YMn 3HaHWUS B CUIY CHUXEHUS
NOKynaTenbCKOro cnpocay.

e «Xo4yeTca BepuUTb, 4YTO OydeT NpoAomMKaTbCHA, HO Kak MpaBumio, B
Hawen cTpaHe OecnnaTHble NpPoekTbl, 6e3 CNOHCOPCKON MOMOLLM,
cnabo pas3BMBaKTCAY.

o «[lpoekT 3agan HanpaBneHue OedTenbHOCTU, onpegenun mogens. A
Aanbwe - cam He nnowan. O6beanHsancs, pasBuMBancsa - MNonyyan
A0X0[4 1 YOOBOSMbCTBUEY.
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e «OTO HYXHO NMOAAM B MOEM ropoAde WM y HUX XBaTUT SHTy3nasma Ha
OCYyLLECTBMNEHNE WU3MEHEHMA UM uX paboTy nocne 3aBepLUeHus
npoeKkTa.

e «Hanpumep, HeoGxoaum aBTOpPUTETHBIM "MOTMBaATOpP", "akTmuBaTop",
"kaTanusartop" n B psiae cnyvyaeB MOLLHaA oMHaHcOBasa noanepxka.

e «Cucrema oOLLECTBEHHbIX OTHOLWIEHUN He nomeHsanacb. Kro 6yaer
(PMHaAHCOBO NoaaepXuBaTb YCTOMYMBOCTb pe3ynbTaToB NpoekTa?»

e «HyxHa duHaHcoBas nogaepxka, BO3MOXHOCTb Y4acTUS B KOHKypcax
O13Hec-NPOeKTOB, NOyYEeHNEe HOBbIX AEefOBbIX KOHTAKTOBY.

e «OnbIT npoekta [[OMKEH B JanbHEWWEM pPacnpoCTPaHATLECA U
nogaepxusatbea NMPOOH u ap. mexayHapoaHbIMU OpraHn3auusamMmy .

e «bnarogapa npoekty 6bIM  co3gaHbl  MAEW, KOTOPble  aKTUBHO
pas3BuBasniMCb 1 Tenepb NOMOratoT pasBMBaTLCS APYrUM».

e «Matepunansl, HapaboTaHHbIe B Npouecce peanuaaumm NpoekTa, MoryT

ObITb NOME3Hbl U A5151 HOBbIX MPOEKTOBY.

«Hy>Ha nocTosHHas cMcTtema BCECTOPOHHEro obpasoBaHus».

«XopoLluas opraHmsaums, Ho opManbHOE UCTIONTHEHNE Y.

«MeHTanuTeT niogen MeHseTca o4eHb MeaTIEHHOY.

«CnoxHaga akoHoMu4eckasa cuTyaumst B CTpaHey.
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