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1 Executive Summary
1.1

Project Summary Table

WARNING: The country office has provided false financial information to the MTR and has not provided
audit reports. It is unclear if the financial information presented here is reliable.
Project Title:
Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan
UNDP Project ID:
5392
PIF approval date
4th June 2015
th
GEF Project ID:
6913
CEO endorsement date:
28 November 2016
Atlas Business Unit,
UZB
Project document
11 April 2017
Award # project ID
00080813
signature date (date
00090382
project began):
Country:
Uzbekistan
Date project manager
1st: Jun 2017 – Sept 2017
hired:
2nd: Apr 2018 – Mar 2019
3rd: Mar 2019
Region:
Inception workshop
24 - 25th August 2017
date:
Focal Area:
Climate Change – CCM
Midterm review
15th October 2020
2
completion date:
FA Objectives, (OP/SP): SP2 – Promote market
Planned project closing
10 April 2023
transformation for
date:
energy efficiency in
industry and the
building sector
Trust Fund:
GEF Trust Fund
If revised, proposed
--operational closing date:
Executing Agency:
UNDP Uzbekistan
Other Partners involved: Ministry of Construction (formerly: State Committee for Architecture and
Construction)
Project financing
at endorsement (Million US$)
at mid-term (Million US$)
[1] GEF Financing
6,000,000
2,219,947 (35%)
[2] UNDP Contribution
300,000
244,325 (81%)
[3] Government
32,825,594
18,692,114 (57%)
[4] Other partners
97,539,505
50,886,340 (52%)
[5] Total co-financing
130,665,099
69,822,779 (53%)
Project total cost
136,665,099
72,054,951 (53%)

1.2

Project Description (brief)

The UNDP-supported GEF-financed Full-sized Project “Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural
Housing in Uzbekistan” started in April 2017 and is currently in its third year of implementation. The project
was funded by the GEF (USD 6 million) with co-financing from the Government of Uzbekistan, UNDP and
private sector partners.
The project seeks to transform the rapidly growing rural housing sector in Uzbekistan towards a more
sustainable and low-carbon development pathway by designing, piloting and scaling-up a green mortgage
market mechanism, which will boost the demand for low-carbon housing among the Uzbek rural population.
Rural housing provides an entry point into low-carbon and climate resilient rural development, since well-

Klinckenberg consultants

Mid-Term Review: Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan

2

constructed rural housing that provides a comfortable indoor climate for residents and affordable heating
and cooling options directly reduces exposure to these climate threats.
The objective of the project is to improve rural livelihoods in Uzbekistan by promoting the real estate market
transformation towards affordable, sustainable and low-carbon rural housing. The project design builds
directly on previous experience with sustainable, low-carbon and climate-resilient local development in
Uzbekistan.
The GEF CEO Endorsement Request (CER) and the Project Document (ProDoc) present different views on
the outcomes of the project. According to the CER, the project design’s principal outcome is the establishment
of the green mortgage scheme to incentivize and eventually scale-up the demand for low-carbon housing
(outcome 1), which will be supported and enabled by three complementary outcomes related to
strengthening domestic supply chain and capacities for construction of low-carbon housing (outcome 2),
introducing policies and regulations for low-carbon housing and settlements (outcome 3) and raising public
awareness about benefits and advantages of low-carbon housing (outcome 4). The Project Document presents
these same interlinked outcomes, however, does not specify a hierarchy between the outcomes.

1.3

Project Progress Summary (brief)

Assessing the progress of the project is hindered by substantial differences in the presentation of the
outcomes of the project between, on the one hand, the PIF and CER, and on the other, the ProDoc, as
described in the previous paragraph.
Component 1, on green mortgages, is supposed to be implemented by a subsidy mechanism for the
promotion of energy efficient and low-carbon rural housing, or a loan mechanism. The target is
unambiguous, however: it should deliver at least financial mechanism by the mid-term of the project, and a
non-grant mechanism by the end of the project. Currently, a subsidy mechanism is in place to promote
renewable energy systems in rural housing (routed via mortgages used for that rural housing). In 2019, the
planned annual budget of $460.000 was more than doubles to $1M, despite only renewable energy systems
being promoted (and no energy efficient housing as originally intended), and another $1M was spent in 2020,
also for renewable energy systems only.
A subsidy mechanism could qualify as a financial mechanism (mid-term target), however, it could not
qualify as a non-grant mechanism1 (end-of-project target). Both the PIF-CER and the ProDoc are clear about
the intended use of this financial mechanism, which is primarily to promote energy efficiency – considered to
be cost-efficient but underdeveloped – with a small share of the budget to promote renewable energy
systems – considered to be not cost efficient but necessary in the longer term. The PIF indicates a distribution
of 80% of the budget to be allocated to energy efficient housing and 20% to housing featuring both energy
efficiency and renewable energy systems; the ProDoc changes this to 95% for energy efficiency only and only
5% to demonstrating housing with energy efficiency and renewable energy systems. Thus, if one takes the
view that the description of the mechanism in the ProDoc prevails, one should also accept that of the total
budget only a share of 5% of it (5% of $3M = $150k) was intended for demonstrating renewable energy
systems; a large-scale promotion of renewable energy systems was not foreseen in either document. In fact,
the ProDoc states that “will develop two funding schemes that support low-carbon rural housing: 1) the
green mortgage incentive; and 2) a mechanism to support the installation of solar PV units in rural houses.”
All this points to one conclusion only: the funding mechanism put in place by the project is not in line with
the agreed project design and the budget used was intended for other purposes. As a result, this component
has not achieved any of its intended mid-term targets and is not on track to meeting its end-of-project targets.

1

“For the GEF, a Non-Grant Instrument (NGI) provides financing in a form that could generate financial returns, irrespective of whether such financial returns flow back to the GEF
Trust Fund”. GEF, Guidelines on the Project and Progam Cycle Policy, guidelines on identified topic areas in the project and program cycle, point 7
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Component 2, working with the supply chain, has resulted in a promising start in working with the supply
chain. Activities are useful and are delivering early impacts. Activities focused on the supply chain should
continue as planned, and there is a good prospect of meeting or exceeding planned results by the end of the
project. Energy audits were planned to have happened already, incorrectly since the houses that needed to be
audited could not have been ready. These audits have now started and need to be continued, as planned.
Component 3 has delivered an impressive set of building code revisions, already exceeding expectations.
There is good reason to continue work on building codes, however, as these deliver the largest impacts and
benefits for the country at the lowest cost, and there are further building codes (beyond housing) which
would benefit for revisions. Notably, building codes are, so far, the only instrument that the Government of
Uzbekistan has to capture energy savings that are cost-effective at the national level even if these are not
always cost-effective at the household level. A special issue of concern is the roll-out of building codes
beyond the Rural Housing Programme, for which there is currently no specific approach in place.
The marketing and communications component, component 4, has made a start in working with
communities to reinforce the role of climate change in their decision making. This has proven to be difficult,
and dedicated training has been initiated to increase the capacity of local decision makers in addressing
climate change challenges. Awareness raising activities have so far primarily focused on stakeholders and
professionals involved in housing construction. The project only recently started reaching out directly to
households and it is too soon to say whether this is having the desired effect of increased awareness.

1.4

MTR Ratings & Achievements Table

Several parts of the project have been rated for this review, in accordance with GEF and UNDP evaluation
guidelines. These ratings are summarised here and are substantiated in the sections of the report discussing
the various rated aspects. The rating for overall project results factors in all individually rated elements.
Measure
Project Strategy

MTR Rating Achievement summary
(no rating) The project strategy has useful components and
addresses a sound underlying idea, however, is
inconsistent, not based on a sound market
transformation strategy and is poorly elaborated with
almost useless indicators and targets.
Progress Outcome 1 (green
HU
This outcome has not resulted in meaningful results,
towards mortgage mechanism):
despite an unexplainable doubling of the annual budget
Results
for 2019. There is also no reason to assume that it will
reach its objectives.
Outcome 2 (supply
S
This outcome has resulted in meaningful impacts with
chain):
good prospects of achieving its objectives by the end of
the project. A Government decision to apply EE in all
rural housing was taken ahead of schedule, audits are
behind schedule.
Outcome 3 (policy and
HS
There has been excellent progress in developing and
regulatory reform):
implementing regulatory instruments, setting the project
up for exceeding targets in this crucial area.
Outcome 4 (marketing
MU
Marketing and awareness raising is falling behind, also
and promotion):
due to a lack of effort. Awareness raising among parties
not involved in the project has only just started.
Project Implementation &
HU
The project has financial irregularities, unexplainable
Adaptive Management
budget decisions, PIRs which don’t describe important
changes in the project, far too many staff changes, no
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effective impact monitoring, a too limited involvement
of the Project Board and it provided false financial
information to the MTR process.
The project appears to be on track to deliver sustainable
results. Apart from the financial issues, focused on
component 1, the only significant risk to the
sustainability stems from subsidised energy tariffs which
may hinder private sector uptake of energy efficiency.
Regulatory instruments developed by the project could
be employed to mitigate this risk.

Summary of conclusions

This review has resulted in the following conclusions for UNDP, MOC and the GEF:
•

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

The project is operating in a supportive Government environment and can build on Government
initiatives. This Government support is an important strength of this project, in particular when
comparing this to many other UNDP-GEF projects which lack such good support from the national
government.
The project is achieving important positive impacts, in particular with its work on regulations.
On a detailed level, the project’s strategy is a mix of logical and useful components, with a confusing
built-up and an inconsistent theory of change, out of touch with generally accepted market
transformation approaches for buildings. The project’s strategy is poorly elaborated.
The project’s “green mortgage” component was supposed to be the key ingredient for market
transformation, by demonstrating the benefits of energy efficiency. Inconsistent timing and
elaboration of the project’s strategy led to this demonstration being unnecessary, demonstrating that
the design was deeply flawed. Despite having lost its objective, as well as its stated approach, the
project continued with this component and even brought forward funding from later years to 2019,
resulting in a doubling of the annual budget. Results, however, are minimal.
Despite the very serious issues with the project’s green mortgages component, however, the project is
delivering useful results for the country and is progressing towards achieving, and possibly
exceeding, its targets.
The good working relationship with Government and the effective work on regulations and with the
supply chain have kept the overall progress on track. These are also typically two of the three core
ingredients of a successful market transformation strategy, and it is not surprising to see this project
achieve results through those components, even without its largest component (“green mortgages”)
delivering. Awareness raising for energy efficiency, within and outside the construction sector, is the
other typical core ingredient of successful market transformation strategies, and this component is
only partially on track.
Given the serious issues with the “green mortgage” component, with the largest budget, and
inconsistencies in the rest of the project, it is urgently needed to redevelop the project’s strategy, reset
indicators and targets and redevelop the project’s budget. This new strategy should be
independently verified. Until this has happened, no new spending should be approved for the
“green mortgage” component.
The project has experienced substantial challenges in its management with an unusually high
turnover of staff at crucial positions. The project has operated for at least 6 months without a
manager and even now, after already so many staff changes, UNDP allows core staff to leave the
project and take up positions in other UNDP projects.

Klinckenberg consultants

Mid-Term Review: Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan

•

•

•

1.6

5

Management and oversight by the country office has fallen far short of what should be expected, and
there are far too many financial, staff, reporting and implementation issues with this project, and a
lack of candor in reporting to UNDP oversight levels.
The project provided false co-financing data to the MTR and, when asked, provided a false
explanation for this data, followed later by yet another explanation. It has since provided corrected
data, however, the lack of openness raises questions about the reliability of this and other financial
data provided by the country office to this MTR.
The MTR encountered a claim of corruption, with indication that the prices for some contracts might
have been inflated. This was reported to the project team, which took immediate action (during the
MTR process) through its government partner. UNDP should closely follow the issue, also at
management level, and make sure that lessons are learnt and applied, and that a full report about
this potential; corruption claim is reported through proper channels to UNDP’s oversight and
management units.

Summary of recommendations

This review has resulted in the following recommendations for UNDP, MOC and the GEF:
1.

2.

3.

4.

Place the project in the enhanced oversight modality, replace the UNDP country office desk officer in
charge of this project and stop budgets flowing to the “green mortgage” mechanism, until an
independent review has confirmed that all decisions around the “green mortgage” mechanism have
been taken with the project’s best interest in mind and even then only if a redesigned project strategy
and strategic results framework establish that the project actually needs additional funding for PV
and solar water heater systems to meet its objectives.
Initiate an independent review of budget, procurement and staff decisions for this project and follow
up with corrective and disciplinary actions as needed. This review should include:
a. The provision of false co-financing data to this MTR, and misleading explanations for why
this has been the case. This should take into account that UNDP has specific responsibilities
towards project reviews, including a sole responsibility to provide accurate and complete
information about the project for such reviews;
b. Decision making leading around the budget for and changed approach of the “green
mortgage” mechanism, and whether these budget decisions meet UNDP Rules and
regulations and UNDP’s fiduciary responsibilities towards the GEF;
c. Whether any GEF-funds have been used for the preparation of a GCF proposal, following the
identification of five contracts for which there is reason to believe that this might be the case;
d. UNDP’s personnel management for this project, focusing on the frequent changes in project
and task managers, and what the reasons for these frequent changes were, why UNDP offers
positions to task managers on other UNDP projects when this project has seen so many
personnel changes already, whether enough was done to maintain core staff in their roles
and why UNDP allowed the project to continue for at least six months without a project
manager.
If such a review finds any indications of possible misconduct, matters need to be referred to
UNDP’s Office of Audit and Investigations for an investigation into possible fraud or
misconduct.
Follow-up on the government’s investigation into corruption allegations made by a company that bid
on a tender, review and where needed amend procurement procedures, and report findings to
UNDP oversight and management units.
Add explanatory notes to past PIRs and include sections in new PIRs discussing important changes
in the management of the project, such as changes in the national implementing partner, changes in
project management and in task management. In those discussions, the impacts of changes should be
discussed, and which measures are put in place to guarantee continuity in the project. Further,
explanatory notes and future PIRs need to reflect changes introduced in the “green mortgage”
mechanism.
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Re-assess the effectiveness of the entire component 1 of the project, taking into account that
subsidised energy tariffs and prescribed mortgage interest rates make normal green mortgage
products virtually impossible to implement effectively and that reforms of energy tariffs and
mortgage markets, although announced, have not yet been sufficiently implemented. Since it is
unlikely that such an approach can be developed and implemented successfully, given the regulatory
framework and the relatively small unspent portion of the budget, it is recommended to freeze
activities for “green mortgages”, focus attention on the other components of the project and reserve
the remainder of the budget for “green mortgages” for additional activities directed at promoting
energy efficiency in housing, for example at improving the correct application of insulation measures
in rural housing or demonstrations of housing at the highest performance level prescribed in national
standards.
Redevelop the project’s strategy to re-align activities around a sound market transformation theory,
with regulatory instruments at its core and supply chain and consumer awareness activities
prominently included. Since there is virtually not a single baseline, target or impact calculation for
this project that meets GEF guidelines, the project strategic results framework (one of the most
important parts of a project document and CER) need urgent repairing and redevelopment. This
should also include a redevelopment of the project’s baselines, indicators and targets, resulting in a
small set of objective- and outcome-oriented indicators and targets. See for example GlobalABC’s
Roadmap for suggestions for components of a market transformation strategy.
https://www.iea.org/reports/globalabc-roadmap-for-buildings-and-construction-2020-2050
Develop a plan to introduce higher energy efficiency levels to all construction, and in particular
private construction, assessing the barriers faced in this part of the market and ways to overcome
these.
Increase the level of effort going into components 2 and 3, and in particular for component 4. Annual
budgets for these components have, so far, been too low and need to be increased. The overall budget
for these components should give sufficient budget to increase annual spending. If budgets are then
still insufficient, a reallocation of budget from component 1 to other components should be
considered.
Conduct energy audits of realised houses with PV systems as soon as possible, combined with audits
of rural housing programme houses meeting energy efficiency requirements without PV systems,
and rural housing programme houses not meeting energy efficiency requirements, to make sure that
audits result in comparable data.
Remove co-financing for roads and other local infrastructure from the project. If not, the
environmental impacts of this new infrastructure, including for example increased GHG emissions
from extra car travel, need to be accounted for in the project’s GHG emissions projections.
Training for local spatial planners and decision makers needs to continue, and this needs to be
coordinated with support provided to local community-based decision making.
Extend the Project Board with the Ministry of Energy, as well as with IFIs such as the ADB and IDB ,
the private sector and civil society representatives, including representatives of rural communities.
Increase the frequency of interaction with the Project Board, through formal Board meetings as well
as lower-level consultations throughout the year, and involve the Project Board in decisions about
any budget changes and the annual work plan.
When designing projects, more attention is needed for meaningful baselines and targets at outcome
level. These should be based on measurable changes in the market or environment the project
wishes to influence, not on the project completing it’s activities. Implementing agencies need to pay
more attention to the quality of a project’s strategic results framework, as should the GEF secretariat
in its project review, and both should make sure that there are adequate internal procedures in place
that can identify and address significant gaps in project designs such as those seen for this project.
Make it standard practice for UNDP-GEF projects to present full annual budget overviews, stating
changes in planned spending. Such overviews need to clearly present any changes in budget
allocations per component and per year, discuss significant differences and provide explanations for
significant changes. Standard financial reporting through CDRs provides too little insight into project
‘s finances to allow for effective oversight.
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2 Introduction
2.1

Purpose and objectives of the Midterm Review

A Mid-term review is primarily a monitoring tool to identify challenges and outline corrective actions to
ensure that a project is on track to achieve maximum results by its completion. The output/deliverable of a
MTR process is the MTR report with issues and management responses that will be useful for the project
steering committee, implementing partner (MOC), Project management unit and UNDP for necessary
corrective actions (if any) and continued management and implementation of the project towards
achievement of its results by its completion.
The Mid-term review assesses progress towards the achievement of the project objectives and outcomes as
specified in the Project Document and assesses early signs of project success or failure with the goal of
identifying the necessary changes to be made in order to set the project on - track to achieve its intended
results. The MTR also reviews the project’s strategy and its risks to sustainability.

2.2

Scope & Methodology

The review aimed at assessing the projects relevance, design and performance, early signs of impact and
sustainability of results, identifying lessons learned, and making recommendations for the remainder of the
project. For this, evaluation questions have been developed, based on the evaluation issues relevant for
UNDP/GEF midterm project review. During the evaluation, fact-finding focused on collecting data
regarding these evaluation questions (next to general qualitative and contextual information about the
project), and during the analysis the projects results were valued against project targets and their indicators,
as well as evaluation questions. Information gathered through stakeholder interviews and site visits was
combined with data obtained through the review of project documentation.
Aspects of the project have been rated according to the assessment of the project on achievement of targets
and indicators, and performance on the various evaluation questions. Ratings, and the evaluation in general,
have followed the UNDP-GEF Evaluation guideline “Guidance for Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDPSupported, GEF-Financed Projects”. In addition, GEF-guidance has been used to verify the calculation of
energy and CO2-impacts.
The review included the following steps:
•

The desk review of (all kinds of) project documentation, including the project document, implementation
and progress reports, and technical outputs. This review has served to (a) generate an overview of the
project, its context, proceedings, outputs and outcome; (b) develop a list of evaluation questions for the
assessment of the project; and (c) to collect data regarding MTR issues and questions. A review of the
UNDP project archive has been conducted to track implementation issues and management decisions
during project execution, and to track financial aspects of the project. A list of reviewed documents is
included in annex 10 (Section 6.10 - List of documents reviewed).

•

Interviews with project officers and (representatives of) major stakeholders involved in the project. The
interview schedule is included in annex 6 (section 6.6 – MTR interview and site visit schedule). These
interviews have served to (a) complete the overview of the project, in its context, and the relevance and
(future) impact of the projects outcomes according to the involved organizations and stakeholders; (b)
complete the fact finding regarding the evaluation issues and indicators; and (c) assist in the assessment
of the project by asking the involved organizations about their impression of the projects results on
specific issues (indicators), where relevant. A questionnaire, developed during the desk review phase,
was used for these interviews (semi-structured interviews) (see annex 4 – section 6.4, Interview Guide).
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The analysis of the collected information, and assessment of the projects relevance, performance, success
and potential impact. Collected data have been analysed and structured according to the evaluation
matrix. Where target values for evaluation indicators exist (in the project document) the observed results
of the project have been compared to these target values. Where these target values did not exist, a status
quo description has been given and an assessment of the projects results based on a review of the project
documentation (and the implied assumptions in it), reference information from similar developments in
other situations, stakeholders opinions and the evaluators judgment. Ratings have been assigned based
on this information. Together with the overview and contextual information, this formed the basis for
this midterm review report.

Draft versions of the midterm review report have been shared with the UNDP Uzbekistan country office,
who has shared it with the project team and Regional Technical Advisers for comments. UNDP also provided
additional information with their comments. These comments and information have been addressed in
subsequent versions of the report, and a draft final report has been shared with the country office for a final
review and the option to express different views on (parts of the) report in a written statement. A final draft
version of the report was circulated by UNDP to stakeholders, however, no comments were received after an
extended deadline. Comments made by UNDP at final draft stage are recorded in a separate audit trail note.
Two national experts have supported this MTR: A first national expert has been involved from January to
May 2020. During this period, he visited project sites to assess constructed housing and discuss the project
with selected local stakeholders. His involvement was terminated due to insufficient availability. A second
national expert was recruited to support the remainder of the MTR, from July 2020 onwards. These changes,
as well as Covid-19 adaptations (see next section) have resulted in delays in the MTR.

2.3

Covid-19 adaptations

An MTR mission was scheduled to take place in March 2019, during which stakeholder discussions and site
visits were planned. This mission had to be aborted days before the scheduled start, due to the outbreak of
Covid-19 and the subsequent closing of borders and lockdowns in various countries (including Uzbekistan).
As of writing the MTR report, those restrictions had not been sufficiently lifted to allow for the mission to
continue, and the MTR process was adapted as follows:
a) A mission of the international reviewer was cancelled. All discussions with the project team, project
and government officers and stakeholders have been shifted to video meetings. The review has also
focused more on desk review and analysis of project documents, with emailed questions to the
involved parties, than direct conversations with stakeholders.
b) Three project sites were selected for visits during the MTR. Of these, one would be visited by the
national expert, and two by the international and national reviewer together. These site visits have
continued, however, only with the national reviewer.
c)

Stakeholder discussions have taken place by video calls, in which both the international and the
national expert participated. All interviews had to be conducted with all parties remotely, which has
limited interaction due to language barriers.

All stakeholders in Uzbekistan that could be reached have been able to participate in video calls, without no
significant limitations. Some international experts were interviewed by phone (in English, also without
significant limitations). Stakeholders all appeared comfortable with video and telephone conferencing and
the modality didn’t present any barriers to conversation.
Not all stakeholders were comfortable discussing in English. To help stakeholders, all questions for
interviews were shared in advance, in English, Uzbek and Russian. In the specific setting of a video
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interview, the language barrier was addressed through the national expert, fluent in Uzbek, discussing
questions with stakeholders and recording their answers. This was followed by a summary to the
international expert, which had the opportunity to ask follow-up questions, translated by the national expert.
The national expert, after the interview, then recorded a summary of the interview in English. Although this
interaction was slower than would normally be the case with a face-to-face interview, the process was largely
similar to stakeholder interviews in the national language in other MTRs.

2.4

Structure of the evaluation report

This report presents, after a brief overview of the project (section 3), an overview of findings in three major
areas: Project strategy (section 4.1); Progress towards results (section 4.2); Project Implementation and
Adaptive Management (section 4.3) and Sustainability (section 4.4). The final section presents Conclusions
and recommendations (section 5).
Annexes for this report include: the Strategic Results Framework as included in the Project document (section
6.1); a detailed overview of results achieved per activity of the project (section 6.2); the MTR evaluation
matrix (section 6.3); the interview guide used for stakeholder interviews (section 6.4); rating scales for rated
components of the project (section 6.5); the MTR interview and site visit schedule, including a list of persons
interviewed (section 6.6); a summary of meeting notes and field visits (section 6.8); a list of documents
reviewed (section 6.9); a detailed co-financing table for the project (section 6.10); the evaluation consultant
agreement form (section 6.11); the MTR clearance form (section 6.12); the audit trail for comments received on
the draft version of this report (section 6.13); a review of relevant midterm tracking tools (section 6.14); and
the terms of reference for the evaluation (section 6.15).
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3 Project description and development context
3.1

Development context: environmental, socio-economic, institutional and policy factors relevant to the
project’s objective and scope

According to UN estimates, the population of Uzbekistan will increase by more than 20 percent over the next
15 years. Approximately 16.8 million people, or about half of the country’s population, lives in rural areas. Of
these 3.4 million households (with an average household size of 5), approximately 1.5 million families are in
need of improved living conditions
The development of the Rural Housing Programme is underpinned by positive economic indicators for the
country as a whole: overall GDP growth was 8% in 2015, economic growth in the agricultural sector was
6.8%, and economic growth in the construction sector was 17.8% for the year. Participating banks have been
consulted regarding projected mortgage demand during the development of the concept and the project
documentation, and they have all stated that they forecast continued, strong demand for RHP mortgages
during the project lifetime.
The GEF CEO Endorsement Request (CER) and the Project Document (ProDoc) present different views on
the outcomes of the project. According to the CER, the project design’s principal outcome is the establishment
of the green mortgage scheme to incentivize and eventually scale-up the demand for low-carbon housing
(outcome 1), which will be supported and enabled by three complementary outcomes related to
strengthening domestic supply chain and capacities for construction of low-carbon housing (outcome 2),
introducing policies and regulations for low-carbon housing and settlements (outcome 3) and raising public
awareness about benefits and advantages of low-carbon housing (outcome 4). The Project Document presents
these same interlinked outcomes, however, does not specify a hierarchy between the outcomes.
The overall focus and approach of the project remains the same. The project consists of four inter-linked
outcomes:
1.

(The principal outcome is) the establishment of the green mortgage scheme to incentivize and
eventually scale up the demand for energy-efficient and low-carbon housing. This outcome will be
supported and enabled by three complementary outcomes;

2.

Strengthening domestic supply chain and the capacity to design and construct efficient and lowcarbon housing;

3.

Strengthening policies and regulations, particularly building codes for rural housing and rural
settlements;

4.

Raising public awareness about benefits and advantages of energy-efficient and low-carbon housing.

The project presents an efficient way to reduce future GHG emissions in the buildings sector for several
reasons:
●

The sector has a high potential for cost-effective mitigation efforts.

●

The sector offers entry points for renewable energy (such as solar) that are of interest to homeowners.
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Policy-related work, such as work to strengthen the energy performance requirements for residential
buildings, will generate large and lasting effects on emissions by ensuring that all future buildings
are more efficient.

The project is expected to leverage GHG emission reductions in a highly cost-effective manner. By covering
only a portion of the relatively low additional cost of EE and Low-Carbon house construction (3-6%), it will
reduce energy requirements and GHG emissions in a building by approximately 25%. Furthermore, the
project will leverage more than USD 130 million in co-financing; representing a co-financing ratio of more
than 20:1. Note that this cost effectiveness is due only to the energy efficiency components, representing
expected savings of 9,400 kWh per house per year (24.5% of its annual energy consumption) for an additional
investment of $1,900 (or around $0.20 per kWh annually). Renewable energy investments, in contrast, are
expected to result in additional savings of only 280 kWh per house per year (0.6% of its annual energy
demand) for an additional investment of $1,900 (or around $6.80 per kWh annually).

3.2

Problems that the project seeks to address threats and barriers targeted

Energy shortages in rural areas have been increasing. Power and gas supply in the winter, in particular, is
unreliable and intermittent, causing poor living conditions, health and social problems. A secondary effect of
these shortages has been to force some rural populations to switch to coal (which increases rural GHG
emissions); energy reliability issues also hinder long-term economic and social development. The low energy
efficiency of rural residential buildings, especially individual/private homes, combined with a lack of
compliance with minimum energy performance standards, have only exacerbated the need for fuel and
increasing GHG emissions from the housing sector.
These residential energy issues are closely intertwined with other local development challenges in rural
settlements. There is an urgent need to improve other community infrastructure as well, such as water
supply and treatment (currently, more households have a natural gas connection than have a tap water
connection) and waste disposal. Improving the efficiency of technologies in the rural water sector is also a
priority: energy intensive water pumps create excess costs and waste scarce water both in the buildings
sector and in agriculture, where there has been little change in water-intensive irrigation systems (losses are
estimated at 35-45%). Problems with housing quality and comfort combined with incomplete and/or
inefficient infrastructure have had a negative effect on socio-economic development in rural areas, which in
turn has created pressure to migrate to urban areas.
While the rural housing market is rapidly developing, several barriers prevent the spread of low-carbon rural
housing and settlements. The following table summarizes these barriers and the proposed project responses.
Table 1: Barriers to a Low-Carbon Rural Housing Market in Uzbekistan
Type of
Barrier
Financial

Description of Barrier

-

-

Higher up-front cost of low-carbon
housing units compared to previous
designs without insulation, efficient
windows, efficient appliances,
renewable energy applications
High interest rates for mortgages due
to competition for investment funds
with other sectors in a period of
economic growth
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-

Work with financial institutions
involved in existing mortgage
programs to create a non-grant
mechanism that will incentivise
purchases of low-carbon houses
and leverage the money currently
spent by the government for
housing construction
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Marketrelated

-

-

Policies
and
regulatio
ns

-

-

3.3

Domestic manufacturers may not be
aware of opportunities in low-carbon
construction materials and
technologies due to a lack of
experience in that sector (in which
there was previously no real demand)
Lack of experience with low-carbon
technologies and approaches, as those
technologies are primarily imports and
may not be known to potential
customers

-

Minimum energy performance
standards (MESPs) for rural housing
do not reflect full technical and market
potential and are not systematically
enforced by the authorities
Lack of policies and regulations
enabling low-carbon land-use
planning

-

-

-
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Provide technology needs
assessment, market studies, and
supply chain support
Demonstrate technologies in the
low carbon rural houses

Introduce new, more stringent
MEPS for rural housing and
strengthen enforcement capacities
of relevant bodies
Introduce new policies and
regulations promoting low-carbon
land-use planning

Project description and strategy: objective, outcomes and expected results, description of field sites

The project seeks to transform the rapidly growing rural housing sector in Uzbekistan towards a more
sustainable and low-carbon development pathway by designing, piloting and scaling-up a green mortgage
market mechanism, which will boost the demand for low-carbon housing among the Uzbek rural population.
The use of GEF funds for the green mortgage mechanism leverages substantial government and private
investments in the housing sector and develops an innovative product that can be replicated broadly in
Uzbekistan by the Government and other sources of funding, such as the Green Climate Fund.
Rural housing provides an entry point into low-carbon and climate resilient rural development that is
unique. While the housing units themselves can be constructed as energy efficient and low-carbon buildings
that utilise energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies, the construction of entire housing
developments also presents an opportunity to address climate threats, such as increasing air temperature,
changing rainfall patterns (and increased drought frequency), and an increase in extreme events, e.g. heat
waves. Well-constructed rural housing that provides a comfortable indoor climate for residents and
affordable heating and cooling options directly reduces exposure to these climate threats. Furthermore,
housing improvements in resource efficiency could reduce energy and water use, easing the acute stress on
diminishing water resources and reducing utility expenditures for households – both steps that would also
reduce vulnerability to climate change.
The objective of the project is to improve rural livelihoods in Uzbekistan by promoting the real estate market
transformation towards affordable, sustainable and low-carbon rural housing. The total project size is
estimated at $108 million, with a GEF/CCM contribution of $6 million. The project design builds directly on
previous experience with sustainable, low-carbon and climate-resilient local development in Uzbekistan.
The project document nor the CEO Endorsement request discuss how the project aligns with UNDP’s
country programme or its Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF), other than to list that the project
contributes to UNDAF outcome “By 2020, rural population benefit from sustainable management of natural
resources and resilience to disasters and climate change”. UNDP’s country programme includes generic

Klinckenberg consultants

Mid-Term Review: Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan

13

objectives related to inclusive economic development and resource efficiency which could include the current
project, however, the direct link between the country programme and this project has not been demonstrated.
The GEF CEO Endorsement Request (CER) and the Project Document (ProDoc) present different views on
the outcomes of the project. According to the CER, the project design’s principal outcome is the establishment
of the green mortgage scheme to incentivize and eventually scale-up the demand for low-carbon housing
(outcome 1), which will be supported and enabled by three complementary outcomes related to
strengthening domestic supply chain and capacities for construction of low-carbon housing (outcome 2),
introducing policies and regulations for low-carbon housing and settlements (outcome 3) and raising public
awareness about benefits and advantages of low-carbon housing (outcome 4). The Project Document presents
these same interlinked outcomes, however, does not specify a hierarchy between the outcomes.
Component 1: Green mortgage market mechanism to scale-up demand for low-carbon housing
Under this component, the project works with national financial institutions, primarily Qishlok Qurilish Bank
(Rural Construction Bank), to design, capitalise, and operationalise a green mortgage financial mechanism to
incentivize the demand for more energy efficient (EE) and low-carbon houses.
The green mortgage scheme builds on and complements the existing and highly popular mortgage
programme for rural housing implemented by the Rural Construction Bank. The Rural Construction Bank
provides mortgages to the families wishing to buy a house under the State Investment Program “Housing for
Comprehensive Rural Development” at 7% for 15 years. The demand for mortgages has been steadily
increasing since 2009 and the Bank plans to further expand its mortgage operations in the next decade.
Component 2: Construction and domestic supply chain for low-carbon housing and settlements
Component 2 is designed to facilitate the implementation of the financial market scheme in component 1 by
preparing and testing prototype designs for EE and low-carbon houses, strengthening the domestic supply
chain and manufacturing capacities for design and construction of low carbon housing and settlements, and,
more broadly, promoting application of a wide range of low-carbon technologies and approaches in the
planning and construction of new rural settlements.
The project also supports the identification and promotion of materials, technologies, and techniques for low
carbon housing through the Rural Technology Needs Assessment. A technology needs assessment has only
once been conducted in Uzbekistan, in 2001, and is now much outdated. The TNA under this output will
identify a series of environmentally and economically feasible technological solutions for
energy/water/sanitation systems in rural housing and infrastructure.
Component 3: Policy and regulatory reform to enable the scale-up of low-carbon housing and settlements.
This component facilitates implementation, as well as help ensure sustainability and scaling-up of the
financial mechanism introduced in component 1 by supporting the appraisal of EE and Low-carbon standard
designs and introducing mandatory standards for EE and low-carbon construction, thus effectively creating
sustained demand and client bases for green mortgages.
This will support the Government of Uzbekistan and, in particular, the State Committee for Architecture and
Construction (Gosarchitectstroy), in developing and enforcing dedicated policies and regulations to promote
and eventually mandate application of energy efficient and other “green” standards in new rural settlements.
This work shall involve the following activities: revising and updating existing energy performance
standards; developing more stringent building codes for new residential buildings; and proposing
requirements for RE systems in these buildings.
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Note that the State Committee for Architecture and Construction Gosarchitectstroy has since been absorbed
in the Ministry of Construction.
Component 4: Marketing and promotion of low-carbon rural housing and settlements
Finally, component 4 helps boost public demand for green mortgages and confidence in energy efficient and
low carbon housing via a series of PR and awareness raising activities both at national and local level.
Awareness-raising and outreach are provided to end-users (in particular, rural populations.). Activities
under this output are designed to increase the awareness of these groups to the potential benefits (and
potential savings in operating costs) of low-carbon houses and settlements. Outreach activities are designed
to raise awareness of the financial mechanism developed by the project to support low-carbon houses and
efficient appliances and lighting and thus generate demand for those products and services. They may also
include training and education for rural residents on how to use/apply/build affordable low-carbon
solutions for their homes and for sustainable solutions in the water supply and treatment and waste sectors
(and possibly in the agricultural sector).

3.4

Project implementation arrangements: short description of the project board and key implementing
partner arrangements

The project is financed by GEF, with UNDP as the GEF implementing agency. It is implemented under the
National Implementation Modality (NIM), Gosarchitectstroy as the national implementing partner. In this
modality, common for most UNDP_GEF projects, the national executing entity implements the project in
compliance with UNDP rules, policies and procedures, outlined in the UNDP Programme and Operations
Policies and Procedures (POPP) and the NIM guidelines. Note that Gosarchitectstroy has, after the start of the
project, been absorbed into the Ministry of Construction and that all its responsibilities for the project are
now the Ministry’s responsibilities.
A project management unit (PMU), following the Harmonised Programme and Project Management
Guidelines (HPPMG) agreed between UN Agencies and Government of Uzbekistan (GoU), carries out dayto-day management of the project.
The Project Board (often referred to as the Project Steering Committee) (PB) provides oversight of the Project
Management Unit (PMU). The PB consists of a Chairperson (Gosarchitectstroy – now Ministry of
Construction) and PSC members from various Government departments and agencies (see below). The
primary function of the PB is to provide sufficient direction for the project to function and achieve its policy
and technical objectives and to approve annual project plans and M&E reports.
Members of the Project Board
Institution
Gosarchitectstroy
The Ministry of Economy
The Ministry of Finance
National Bank of Uzbekistan
Uzhydromet
The State Committee on Land Resources, Geodesy, Cartography and State Cadastre
State Committee for Nature Protection
Qishloq Qurilish Bank
Qishloq Qulilish Loyiha
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Position in PB
Chairman
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
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Project timing and milestones

PIF was approved on June 4, 2015 and the project was endorsed by GEF CEO on November 28, 2016. The
project`s inception workshop was held on August 25, 2017 and the project is now in its fourth year of
implementation. Important dates relating to the project include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

First year PIR - April 2018
Second year PIR - September 11, 2019
Third year PIR – September 9, 2020
First meeting of the Project Board* – 26 September 2017
First meeting of the Project Board* – 21 December 2017
Second meeting of Project Board – 2 May 2018
Third meeting of Project Board – 20 November 2018
Fourth meeting of the Project Board – 8 November 2019

Note that the project has labelled both its September 2017 and November 2017 meetings as its first project board
meeting. While not having a direct bearing on the project, it would be advisable to check dates and order of
project board meetings, and renumber these accordingly.

3.6

Main stakeholders

There is a wide range of stakeholders involved with the rural housing market and the growth in the supply
and demand of energy efficient and low-carbon housing in Uzbekistan. Key stakeholders in the project are
listed in the table below.
Table 2: Stakeholder overview
Stakeholders
Government Stakeholders
Gosarchitectstroy
Ministry of Economy
Ministry of Finance
National Bank of Uzbekistan
(NBU)
Uzhydromet

The State Committee of the
Republic of Uzbekistan on Land
Resources, Geodesy,
Cartography and State Cadastre
State Committee for Nature
Protection
Regional and district municipal
authorities
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Roles in the NFB project

Gosarchitectstroy serves as the national implementing partner
The Ministry defines the exact geographical and financial scope of the
National Rural Housing Program implementation.
The Ministry of Finance provides the annual allocation in the state
budget for the National Rural Housing Program
The NBU will work with the project to develop and implement the
green mortgage mechanism
The mandate of this State Agency includes climate change, and it
oversees the preparation of National Communications and Biennial
Update Reports to the UNFCCC.
The State Committee oversees land-use planning issues in Uzbekistan.

The Committee develops and implements the unified nature
protection and natural resources saving policy, state control over
environment protection.
This group will be consulted on their capacity strengthening needs in
the area of land use planning and zone, integration of climate change
considerations into local decision-making.
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Local self-governance units; i.e.,
Makhallas and Village Citizen
Assemblies
Employees in rural health and
educational facilities
Private sector
Commercial Banks such as
Qishloq Qurilish Bank and
Ipoteka Bank
Qishloq Qurilish Loyiha (QQL)
Manufacturers and distributors
of construction materials and
technologies
Other organisations
Organizations supporting the
dissemination of efficient
technologies

Research organizations
Academic Institutions
NGOs
Rural homebuyers and
homeowners
Multilateral organisations
Asian Development Bank

Islamic Development Bank
UNECE

World Bank

WHO/GEF-SCCF
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The groups are consulted on their training needs in land use planning,
integration of climate change considerations into local decisionmaking.
UNDP has standing relationships with rural health and educational
facilities due to previous projects, and experiences from those projects
have been incorporated into the design of this project.
Banks are responsible for providing financing for the most feasible
type of financing mechanisms to support low-carbon rural housing.
QQL serves as the project partner for the design and construction of the
pilot Nearly-Zero Energy house constructed under the project.
Representatives of the construction industry were consulted during
project preparation.

These organizations, such as Energy Centre Uzbekistan, the
Association of Producers of Renewable Energy (APRE), and the
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Uzbekistan have all been
consulted regarding their experiences in technologies for rural housing,
rural infrastructure, and the construction sector.
The Institute of Energy and Automation has been consulted on
technologies and current R&D efforts.
Tashkent State Technical University educates architects and engineers
as part of its programs of study.
The Khorezm Rural Advisory Support Service (KRASS) provided key
inputs to the preparation of the project design.
Individual homebuyers are important stakeholders in the project,
because they are both beneficiaries and investors.
ADB will be consulted regularly regarding lessons learned to date
under the rural housing loan and its ongoing activities in Uzbekistan.
The Islamic Development Bank has provided USD 100 million to
support the construction of rural housing and infrastructure.
The project team will consult with UNECE regarding its support for
the Country Profile on Housing and Land Management for Uzbekistan.
The project team will consult with the Country Office regarding the
findings from its on-going projects in climate change mitigation
through sustainable agriculture and in metering and energy data
management.
WHO recently concluded a 5-year, $550,000 project, “Climate Change
Adaptation to Protect Human Health,” in partnership with
Uzhydromet.
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4 Findings
4.1

Project Strategy

4.1.1

Project Design & Formulation

This project was designed in 2014, following on from an earlier project on energy conservation in public
buildings. At that time, Uzbekistan’s population was growing rapidly and demand for housing was growing
equally fast. In response to the need for more rural housing, the Uzbek government has started (in 2009) its
Rural Housing Programme, supported by the Asian Development Bank, to rapidly expand the supply of
modern housing in rural areas and communities. Through its Rural Housing Programme, the government of
Uzbekistan intended to deliver, by 2020, 2,500 new settlements, 87,000 new houses, 1,400 new social facilities
(such as schools) and various infrastructure developments to rural parts of the country.
The project intended to build on this Rural Housing Programme and use it to mainstream energy efficiency
and low-carbon technologies, in rural housing and also in housing and construction in general. Following the
launch of the Rural housing Programme, the supply chain for construction materials had started growing,
with more companies offering energy efficient materials and equipment. At the time, the residential sector
was already responsible for half of Uzbekistan’s GHG emissions and more than half of its energy demand,
and this demand was set to row with the increase in demand for housing.
At the time, a few building standards existed requiring some energy conservation measures to be taken in
construction, however, these standards were not sufficient to capture the many cost-effective energy saving
opportunities available. It was estimated, at the time of writing the project strategy, that energy efficient rural
housing designs could reduce the energy demand by 47% (from 224 to 118 kWh/m2 per year) with the
potential of a further 6% reduction in energy demand through the use of renewable energy technologies.
The project’s objective was to improve rural livelihoods in Uzbekistan by promoting the real estate market
transformation towards affordable, sustainable and low-carbon rural housing. This was intended to be
achieved by four interconnected outcomes:
•

•
•
•

The first (and principal) outcome is the establishment of the green mortgage scheme to incentivise
and eventually scale-up the demand for low-carbon housing. This outcome will be supported and
enabled by three complementary outcomes related to:
Strengthening domestic supply chain and capacities for construction of low-carbon housing
(outcome 2);
Introducing policies and regulations for low-carbon housing and settlements (outcome 3); and
Raising public awareness about benefits and advantages of low-carbon housing (outcome 4).

The green mortgage scheme, listed as the main outcome, also has the highest budget: $ 3M in GEF-funding,
and $ 89M co-funding. This co-funding consists entirely of mortgages for rural housing, under the ADBsponsored Rural Housing Programme. The green mortgages were initially supposed to have interest rates
with a small additional subsidy, so that home buyers could offset the additional cost of energy efficient and
renewable energy technologies through lower monthly interest payments (and higher principal repayments),
thus resulting in, overall, a relatively small extra cost to the home buyer. It should be noted that mortgages
supplied through the Rural Housing Programme benefit from a heavily subsidised annual interest rate of 7%
(compared to an around 20% annual interest rate for non-subsidised mortgages in rural areas), which would
be reduced further to 6.7% annually for “green mortgages” – in the project’s original design (at PIF stage).
The design doesn’t discuss how an additional reduction of 0.3% annually would compare to the reduction of
around 13% in annual interest rates already provided through the Rural Housing Programme, and if such a
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small additional reduction would be noticeable to home buyers and incentivise them sufficiently to choose
for a green house.
The CER for this project does not mention any changes to this approach. It explicitly states that the overall
approach remains the same (see, for example, “While the overall alternative scenario remains the same,
consultations and research during the preparation of the project identified several opportunities that are now
reflected in the project activities and outputs. For example, stakeholders expressed interest in a financing
mechanism that would support solar PV units in both new and existing houses –activities supporting the
development of this mechanism are now included under Component 1.” - CER, Project justification,
Summary of modifications, p. 6).
The ProDoc, however, indicates that the loan mechanism as intended would cause complication in
Uzbekistan due to regulatory limits on borrowing and a government-set interest rate (which can’t be varied),
and instead describes a subsidy mechanism, routed via the government-mandated mortgage bank for the
rural housing programme, by which home owners would be compensated for the additional cost of energy
efficiency measures (in 95% of the cases) and of energy efficiency and renewable energy measures (in the
remaining 5% of the cases). It is unclear which of the two descriptions takes precedence, since GEF guidelines
don’t consider the possibility of discrepancies between CER and ProDoc.
The Inception report for the project seems equally confused, mentioning that “the project is now taking a
materially different approach in Component 1 from what was proposed in the Project Document – now
injecting project funds into the construction process to reduce the overall purchase price of the home, rather than
injecting funds into the mortgage process to reduce the size of payments due from the buyer”. (Italics by the
inception report - Inception report, Updates to planned activities, Green mortgages and affordable financing
for EE homes, Market transformation strategy as elaborated in the Project Document (p. 15)). It further states
that “This means that there is a need for terminological clarity about Component 1. The short-term goal is
not for the GEF subsidies to lead to “green mortgages,” but rather to the sale of EE and low-carbon homes
under normal mortgages. More broadly, the goal of the subsidies is to establish the market, on both the
supply side and the demand side, for EE and low-carbon homes.
The confusion about the true meaning of this component appears to be complete and UNDP, as the main
proponent of the project and guardian of project quality and GEF procedures, has full responsibility for the
chaos it has created by allowing such competing views of the project co-exist. Evident is that UNDP has
allowed the project to spend $2M out of a $6M budget without proper and clear justification. It is even more
worrying that, of this $2M spent without proper justification, half was approved after this MTR pointed out
the inadequate justification for this spending.
Additional components of the projects, according to the project’s initial design primarily in support of the
green mortgage component, include strengthening the domestic supply chain, policies and regulations and
raising public awareness. These don’t contribute to the project’s desired direct GHG emission impact, which
is to come solely from the housing built with green mortgages (including replication). The project’s initial
design claims that this green mortgage scheme is self-sustaining, however, fails to explain how a subsidy
(even an interest-rate subsidy) which is not paid back becomes self-sustaining.
The project’s initial design (PIF) also claims that the project is “highly innovative at the global level” because
it is “one of the first attempts to promote climate change mitigation in the rural housing sector and combine
specific climate mitigation activities with sustainable low-carbon planning and livelihood improvement for
rural communities”. It is unclear on what this claim is based, since climate change mitigation tends to include
climate mitigation activities and low-carbon planning, also in other places, and that livelihood improvement
is a common goal for rural housing developments. The project is far from being the global first in addressing
climate change in rural areas, and there is no basis for such a claim. The PIF includes more instances of such
self-praise and is high on buzzwords. That doesn’t disqualify the project, however, it does raise the question
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why project design documents don’t focus more on being insightful and informative where there are many
essential aspects of the project’s design that are poorly explained – or simply incorrectly presented.
A more serious cause for concern is the lack of a comprehensive market transformation framework
underlying the various components of the project. Market transformation theory has, by now, and also by
2014, clearly shown that markets are primarily driven by government regulations, improvement in the
supply chain and increased consumer demand for and appreciation of energy efficiency and low-carbon
technologies, and that a temporary, limited-scale financial incentive typically has at best a limited impact. It is
worth noting that the project’s original claim (in the PIF – whether or not that was still valid at CER and
ProDoc stage) that its primary intervention is to provide a 0.3% interest rate subsidy on top of the already
available 13-15% interest rate subsidy through the ADB-sponsored Rural Housing Programme, and one has
to wonder if there is a single home buyer in Uzbekistan who would be swayed not by that 13-15% interest
rate subsidy, but who would go for an interest rate just 0.3% higher. Given this serious concern, this review
can’t find a single reason for the emphasis placed on the green mortgage mechanism in the project’s original
strategy.
Most of the project’s impacts are assigned to this marginal intervention, ignoring the much stronger
interventions also present in the project’s design, and with ongoing effects assigned to the repetition of green
mortgages, however, the impact of established regulations stopping at the end of the project. Note that this is
similar between CER and ProDoc, despite changes made to the mechanism in the ProDoc. This is a
substantial mistake in the project’s design, however, it also suggests that there has been insufficient review of
the theory of change for this project and too limited understanding of market transformation theory in the
typical role of policy interventions. Given that both UNDP and the GEF secretariat have reviewed this
project’s design, the question must be raised why these professional organisations have managed to overlook
such a basic – and fundamental – error in this project’s design. Unfortunately, many project reviews indicate
similar failures of oversight by both UNDP and the GEF secretariat, and it would be out of the scope of this
review to discuss why both organisations repeatedly fail at their core duties.
All this, fortunately, doesn’t mean that the project is fundamentally flawed. Quite the contrary: the project
appears to have been designed at the right time, with the right focus, linked to the right Government policies
and with support in country. When this is the case, a project design can only be considered as a good one,
even if the elaboration in documents is poor. The project has identified a pressing need in the country (in this
case, the need for rural housing, and for addressing residential energy demand) as well as an possibility to
introduce changes in direction (introducing energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies through the
Rural Housing Programme) that would greatly benefit the country and set it on a different direction. It has
developed key elements needed to deliver such a change (regulatory reform, supply chain work and
consumer outreach) as well as a financial component (“green mortgages”) to create a starting point for action
and a focal point for other reforms. It has thus created a compelling package set for success.
The fact that the linkages between components of the project, from the perspective of market transformation,
are poorly elaborated doesn’t have to stop these components from delivering real results. It’s not clear
whether this is the result of a lucky break or of intentionally good project design hiding behind a flawed
“sales pitch”; the result is that the project still had all the elements it needed. Nevertheless, this poorly
elaborated focuses minds on the wrong aspects and can easily result in other – more essential – components
not receiving the attention they need. In addition, the (project objective in the) strategic results framework
and impact calculations need repair, as these are based on a flawed logic (of green mortgages being the main
driver for) market transformation and should not be used to assess – or manage – the project and its impacts.
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Strategic Results Framework / Logframe

The project strategy, translated into components and activities, is an interesting mix of too general, and too
specific objectives and targets. The overall objective is “To provide Uzbekistan’s rural population with
improved, affordable and environmentally-friendly living conditions”, which suggests that the project could
also have focused on any of the many aspects that determine living conditions and does not relate directly to
housing or construction. This objective is then linked to 6 different indicators, including GHG emission
reductions, lifetime energy savings, investment volume, number of users of low-GHG systems (and share of
female users), number of new partnerships developed and satisfaction of beneficiaries. Six indicators for one
objective is too much – and there are multiple problems with these indicators:
-

-

-

GHG emissions and energy demand target virtually the same issue, since the project aims to reduce
GHG emissions through reduced energy demand, with a rather linear relationship between the two;
The indicator for direct and indirect GHG emissions avoided has two different target values for
direct emission reductions – possibly annual and lifetime savings, as well as indirect emission
reductions from building codes. The ratio between – supposedly – annual and cumulative emission
reductions is different for every target (mid-term direct; end-of project direct; and end-of-project
indirect) and the results framework incorrectly refers to savings from green mortgages as direct, and
those from building codes as indirect – both should be listed as direct savings (since the project is
essentially a building energy policy project, and needs to be assessed as such). Savings estimates for
houses constructed with green mortgages seem to ignore the impacts of revised building codes (of
which three should have been in place at mid-term, thus affecting most of the houses that were
supposed to receive green mortgages), probably resulting in double counting of some savings.
The indicator for energy saved fails to differentiate between electricity and gas conserved, even
though these have a different cost and different emissions impacts.
The indicator for the volume of investment effectively counts whether the project has spent its money
in parallel to the mortgages provided through the RHP and is not an indicator at objective level.
The number of houses counts the number of households living in houses for which green mortgages
have been provided, assuming one household per house (which, given that these are one-family
households, is to be expected), and is also just counting whether green mortgages have been
distributed as planned. The share of females in this indicator mimics what is required already under
the RHP – the foundation for mortgages – and adds no additional value.
The indicator for new partnerships mentions that this is a “UNDP CPAP Indicator” (CPAP is
presumably the Country Programme Action Plan), however, is not sufficiently operationalised.
The indicator satisfaction of beneficiaries aims for satisfaction of occupants of green houses that is “at
least as high” as those living in standard houses, which seems rather unambitious given that this
assumes that green houses don’t improve the satisfaction of home buyers – whereas the objective
was for improved living conditions, not the same as before.

All in all, this part (on the project’s objective) of the strategic results framework contains virtually no useful
information.
Outcome indicators show an interesting mix of the same inadequate style of indicators and targets and quite
useful ones. Inadequate indicators and targets include those relating to the project simply performing its
planned activities (eg., providing mortgage subsidies, or organising a focus group), not breaking the law (eg,
new housing “will conform to applicable energy standards in building codes”) or adhering to the terms of
GEF-funding (eg, at the project mid-term, “a mid-term evaluation has been conducted and its findings
extracted”). Quite useful indicators and targets include, for example those for companies having established
sales of EE/RE materials; several building codes strengthened; number of specialists trained; and village
level land-use plans adopted. In total, the results framework includes 22 indicators at objective and outcome
level, some with multiple target values (effectively adding indicators), which is far too many to effectively
direct or oversee a project. Many of these indicators and targets are overlapping and/or inadequate and the
Project Results Framework and it is urgent need of a clean-up and revision.
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From this assessment, it must be concluded that the project design has a solid foundation, is addressing
urgent needs of the country with a well-targeted approach and is thus a well-designed project. The
elaboration of that good concept in a project strategy and document, however, shows far too many errors in
the elaboration of the design and also introduces a crucial error: to let this project impact revolve around
green mortgages, and not around core market transformation strategies. This had every potential to ruin a
project that was inherently sound; luckily, that doesn’t seem to have been the case. The review of the
implementation of the project, in further sections, suggests that while the project has been quite successful in
many ways, the poor design has hurt it in some aspects (discussed there).
No rating is requested for the project’s design and formulation, however, if a rating was to be given, it would
be highly satisfactory for the project’s core approach, and highly unsatisfactory for the further elaboration.
UNDP is recommended to take good note of this, and reconsiders how it approaches the elaboration of
projects. The GEF secretariat is highly recommended to consider how it assesses project designs and improve
its focus on the theory of change of projects and if these are internally consistent as well as in line with
generally accepted knowledge about policy interventions.

4.2

Progress towards results

This section discusses results achieved by the project so far, during the first 3 years of implementation. At
this stage of a project, it is normal to see many activity-based results (in line with the project strategic
framework) and first results at outcome level. Overall impact is often just emerging at this stage of a project.
Assessing the progress of the project is hindered by substantial differences in the presentation of the
outcomes of the project between, on the one hand, the PIF and CER, and on the other, the ProDoc, as
described in the previous paragraph.
Component 1, on green mortgages, is supposed to be implemented a subsidy mechanism for the promotion
of energy efficient and low-carbon rural housing, or a loan mechanism. The target is unambiguous, however:
it should deliver at least financial mechanism by the mid-term of the project, and a non-grant mechanism by
the end of the project. Currently, a subsidy mechanism is in place to promote renewable energy systems in
rural housing (routed via mortgages used for that rural housing). In 2019, the planned annual budget of
$460.000 was more than doubles to $1M, despite only renewable energy systems being promoted (and no
energy efficient housing as originally intended), and another $1M was spent in 2020, also for renewable
energy systems only.
A subsidy mechanism could qualify as a financial mechanism (mid-term target), however, it could not
qualify as a non-grant mechanism2 (end-of-project target). Both the PIF-CER and the ProDoc are clear about
the intended use of this financial mechanism, which is primarily to promote energy efficiency – considered to
be cost-efficient but underdeveloped – with a small share of the budget to promote renewable energy
systems – considered to be not cost efficient but necessary in the longer term. The PIF indicates a distribution
of 80% of the budget to be allocated to energy efficient housing and 20% to housing featuring both energy
efficiency and renewable energy systems; the ProDoc changes this to 95% for energy efficiency only and only
5% to demonstrating housing with energy efficiency and renewable energy systems. Thus, if one takes the
view that the description of the mechanism in the ProDoc prevails, one should also accept that of the total
budget only a share of 5% of it (5% of $3M = $150k) was intended for demonstrating renewable energy
systems; a large-scale promotion of renewable energy systems was not foreseen in either document. In fact,
the ProDoc states that “will develop two funding schemes that support low-carbon rural housing: 1) the
green mortgage incentive; and 2) a mechanism to support the installation of solar PV units in rural houses.”

2

“For the GEF, a Non-Grant Instrument (NGI) provides financing in a form that could generate financial returns, irrespective of whether such financial returns flow back to the GEF
Trust Fund”. GEF, Guidelines on the Project and Progam Cycle Policy, guidelines on identified topic areas in the project and program cycle, point 7
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All this points to one conclusion only: the funding mechanism put in place by the project is not in line with
the agreed project design and the budget used was intended for other purposes.

4.2.1

Progress towards outcomes analysis

Progress towards outcomes is assessed per component (expected outcome) of the project. A detailed
overview of results achieved per component and activity is included in annex 6.2. Note that none of the
components of the project have been named in the project strategic results framework; expected outcomes are
used to name the components.
Component 1: Green mortgage market mechanism to scale-up demand for low-carbon housing
The objective for this component / expected outcome is: Green mortgage market mechanism to scale-up
demand for low-carbon housing, with two indicators:
•

•

Status of non-grant mechanisms and/or incentives to invest in houses and other infrastructure
featuring low-carbon design and/or technologies, target:
o By the project mid-term, at least one mechanism to finance EE and RE technologies in rural
houses will be operational in Uzbekistan).
Capacity of financial institutions to design and operate dedicated financial products that are
accessible to both men and women for low-carbon housing is present, with targets:
o By the mid-term, financial products reach at least 750 households (3,750 people), and
o The proportion of participation by women as green mortgage borrowers should be equal to
or greater than the proportion of participation by women in the standard mortgages of the
RHP.)

Before discussing achievements for this component, it should be noted that the mid-term target for this
component does not match with the proposed Atlas budget. In particular, the strategic results framework
indicates that by mid-term of the project 750 green mortgages should have been provided, and 1,588 by the
end of the project – thus achieving 47% of the target by mid-term. The Atlas budget indicates that no
mortgage financing was foreseen during the first 2 years of the project, and only $0.47M out of a $3M budget
in year 3, putting the total budget for green mortgages at 16% of the total (and the budget per mortgage at
approx. $1,900 per mortgage / household). Since the amount available per mortgage is not supposed to
change over the years, this gives a serious mismatch between the targets and the budget plan.
By the end of 2019, the project reports that 800 households have received a green mortgage. Spending on
mortgages has totalled around $1M in 2019, setting the average amount per mortgage / household at around
$1,250. The project had planned to provide green mortgages for approx. 500 households, at a budget of $1M,
according to the minutes of the project board of 20 November 2018. It should be noted that while the project
board has approved this spending at the meeting, it did not discuss or approve an annual budget for 2019,
according to the minutes of the meeting (although the annual work plan was approved by the Implementing
partner at a later date). The project board has not discussed budgets or set targets for green mortgages for
2020 (at its annual meeting on 8 November 2019).
Note that the Inception report mentions that “the project should be ready to revise its numerical target that
such financial products should reach 1588 households for the purchase of EE and low-carbon homes, as this
target was based on the more expensive homes that constituted the core of the RHP before October 2016, as
well as currency exchange rates that have since changed dramatically. In light of the nine new designs and
changing value of the national currency, the project will assess incremental costs and energy savings before
developing a specific plan for how many homes it will subsidize. The new numerical target should be
defined within the first two years of the project and confirmed at the time of the Midterm Evaluation.” There
is no indication that such a definition has taken place.
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The green mortgages were originally planned to support and demonstrate energy efficiency improvements in
rural housing, with a small part of green mortgages additionally demonstrating renewable energy
technologies (called Low-carbon technologies in the project’s design): battery-connected rooftop PV systems
and solar water heaters. In parallel, the project was working (in component 3, activity 3.1.1 to 3.1.5) on
building codes mandating energy efficiency in rural housing. These building codes were supposed to be
ready by the middle of year 2 of the project, so before green mortgages were planned to be given out
(scheduled only from the third year onwards). It is thus doubtful that the planned demonstration effect (of
energy efficiency, through green mortgages) could ever have happened, given that the codes were supposed
to be ready already before green mortgages were even supposed to start.
As it turned out, building codes were introduced on time and the basis for supporting energy efficiency in
rural housing through green mortgages disappeared. This should have been obvious from the timeline
presented already in the ProDoc, however, it apparently wasn’t. The project team then decided to use all
budget set aside for green mortgages (primarily to demonstrate energy efficiency) for renewable energy
technologies, primarily to provide households with a small PV system (800 households in 2019, with another
500 to follow in 2020; additionally, 10 households were provided with a solar water heater in 2019).
Whether the mechanism used for the “green mortgages” was in line with the project’s strategy depends on
which version is used. What is clear is what has happened: Through an indirect mechanism with partner
bank QQB, the project has paid for the installation of small PV-systems (and a few solar water heater
systems), for houses subsidised through the ADB-sponsored Rural Housing Programme and complying with
government-mandated energy efficiency requirements. For these houses, UNDP deposits the entire sum
needed for that PV-system in the mortgage account of the home buyer. This increases the budget available
for the house, allowing the developer (QQI) to install the PV-system on the RHP-house. Crucially, this is
done without the home owner taking out a mortgage or regular loan to pay for this investment, it’s simply a
direct contribution, made by UNDP, via partner bank QQB, to partner project developer QQI. The home
buyer ends up with the same house, plus a free PV system, for the same cost and the same mortgage as any
other buyer of a house through the Rural Housing Programme. There is no repayment of the cost of PV
systems to UNDP.
This all means that, effectively, there are no green mortgages, nor is there any financing mechanism in place
for energy efficient technologies. What is in place is a scheme through which 800 lucky buyers of an – already
subsidised – house through the RHP end up with a free PV system. There is no indication that home buyers
actually ask for these free systems; it seems more likely that this is simply the offering they get. Home buyers
typically have to request and qualify for a house under the RHP, and for most rural households this
programme is the only option to buy a house. The most likely explanation is that home buyers will happily
accept the free PV system, whether they actually want it or not, since it comes with the much-desired house.
In all likelihood, there is no consumer decision, there is no impact on the mortgage nor on the purchase
decision for a house, and all that remains is a direct subsidy, routed through the mortgage bank, to install PVsystems on a number of rural houses. The mortgages for those houses are labelled as green mortgages, even
though there is no material impact on the mortgage itself.
The PV-system subsidies are part of a Performance Based Payment Agreement between UNDP and the
partner bank (QQB). Note that the use of a performance-based payments agreement was not mentioned in
the project design or inception documents since UNDP introduced this only in 2018. The performance-based
component of this agreement is that UNDP only provides subsidies for houses for which a mortgage
agreement was signed with the homeowner, and not for houses for which this is not the case. The actual
payment still happens before the construction of PV-systems, so before the actual performance is realised.
The project document, in contrast, lists the sequence of steps under the green mortgage programme, as
follows: (1) The house design is approved by Gosarchitectstroy as eligible; (2) A mortgage application is
submitted and approved; (3) The house is built; inspection and commissioning confirm compliance with
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eligibility rules; (4) An energy performance label is applied to the house; (5) Energy performance is
monitored by the project and used to inform the design requirements. The performance that could have been
required appears to be clear; unclear is why UNDP decided to only consider steps 1 and 2 for its performance
based payment agreement, leaving out steps 3, 4 and 5 in the steps set out in the Project document. The only
noticeble difference between the agreement as it currently is and a standard contract for goods and services is
that, now, UNDP pays in advance for goods even before their construction starts; this would normally not
happen under normal service contracts. This only goes to show that the phrase Performance Based Payment
Agreement is hollow: In a normal commercial agreement one only pays for things that are actually ordered,
and not for things that are not. It is thus less performance-based than agreements without that designation,
and it is actually misleading to call it performance-based.
It turns out that, around the time of the start of the project, UNDP changed its guidance and limited grant
payments to $150k max per recipient, and a maximum of 2 times per recipient over the course of a project.
This limit would have restricted the use of funds as the project had set out to do. This raises the question
whether the Performance-Based Payment agreement was introduced primarily as a way to circumvent
UNDP’s own financial rules which limited grant payments. The MTR cannot establish motives for the
decision taken at the time; it can only establish that the transaction did not require – or even allow – the use
of a performance based payment agreement and that the timing of events is suspect.
More than 50% of the recipients of “green mortgages” were women. The project had set out to make sure that
at least 30% of its contributions would end up with women and achieving a 50+% ratio is exceeding this
target. Note, however, that it should have been impossible to reach a ratio of under 30%, as that is already a
requirement of the ADB-sponsored RHP programme which underpins the houses on which PV-systems are
installed. Still, achieving a 20+% higher ratio is commendable.
Two partner banks (QQB and Ipoteka bank) participated in a 2018 study tour to the US to study green
mortgages and 320 bank staff members (of which 25% female) participated in training on green mortgages in
2019. Local branch offices of banks, in particular, lack marketing skills needed to promote green mortgages
and there is a lack of knowledge about the mechanism and benefits of green mortgages, even within banks.
It should be noted that, for the time being, mortgage interest rates are determined by the national
government; local banks have no mandate to vary interest rates. It is expected, however, that government
policy might change in the coming years, after which banks can start using their training to market green
mortgages.
UNDP Contributions for PV-system installations (the so-called green mortgages) are verified by an
independent assessor (international accountancy firm BDO). The assessor verifies whether the mortgage
contracts for which payment are actually exist, whether payments by UNDP to the mortgage bank (QQB) are
passed on the project developer (QQI) and whether amounts add up. Verifications use a generally accepted
statistical sampling method and include some calls to home buyers to verify that documents are real. This has
all confirmed that payments have happened according to what was agreed. Crucially, however, the
independent assessor does not check whether PV-systems are actually installed or how funds are handled
within the project developer (QQI). The assessor considers that the risk that houses are not built is quite
small, given that buyers would complain if they have to pay a mortgage for a house that’s not actually there;
since the PV-systems are actually a free gift, the same should not be similarly assumed for the “green
mortgage” payments and independent verification of PV-system is still needed.
Systems currently installed (in 2019) consist of a rooftop PV-installation of, typically, 2 panels of 150 Wp, with
a storage battery. Systems are not grid-connected and operate independently from the grid. This allows the
homeowner to make use of stored electricity during power blackouts, with many social benefits. It should be
noted that these social benefits (power for lighting during blackouts) come from the battery system, not from
PV, and a similar effect could be achieved by a normal battery system without PV. The capacity of PV
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systems is quite small, and 150Wp panels are, internationally, quite unusual (the market has generally moved
to panels of 250-300Wp). PV systems of this small size typically are relatively expensive, since the cost of
associated equipment, such as inverters, has to be covered by just those two small panels. The small size of
the system further limits use of the system to lighting, as there is insufficient capacity for household uses
with a higher power demand. The project is planning to install larger, 600 Wp, systems in 2020.
Uzbekistan is planning to introduce a feed-in tariff for PV-power, which would increase the economic
benefits for households as a grid-connected PV-system would allow them to sell electricity to the grid when it
is not needed (and eliminate the need for a battery). This assumes, of course, that Uzbekistan first eliminates
subsidised rates for electricity, as it is virtually impossible to make the economic case for PV-power against at
the current, heavily subsidised cost of electricity for consumers. The downside of grid-connected systems
would be that a these would normally not be able to provide power during outages, also eliminating the
social benefit of PV systems in rural areas, and there might be a better case for larger off-grid PV-systems for
rural housing, at least for the coming years.
Site visits, conducted as part of this MTR, have revealed some problems with those PV systems, as well as
with the energy efficiency features of the houses on which these were built. A technical review by the project
identified the following issues:
•
•
•
•

•

Many of the houses constructed with financial support from the project show faulty installation of EE
measures. The Ministry has followed up on this, however, with very limited success.
The project had commissioned the national rural housing design company Qishloq Qurilish Loyiha
(QQL) to design PV systems, in 2015. These designs were used in the project.
Verification of installed PV systems was done by the International Solar Institute in Tashkent.
Battery sizing was specified in the designs by QQL; the type of battery was not specified and some
suppliers opted to use cheaper lead-acid batteries. An updated design requires that only Lithium-ion
batteries are used.
The project design did not specify how inverters and collectors should be constructed. Some
suppliers used their own designs. One supplier opted to include a manual switch between grid and
battery operation. It was verified, however, that there is no fire or health hazard. Updated designs
require a hybrid (non-manual) solution.

It appears that the initial design was quite old when it was used (2015 design, for a different type of
buildings, for 2019 installations, which is old in a fast-developing market) and that some suppliers choose
technical solutions which were not ideal. This has been addressed for the second round of installations, it
seems. It would have been better if systems designs had been updated just before systems were
commissioned, however, the project is adapting its approach which is the more important aspect.
In summary, by the end of 2019, 800 “green mortgages” (read: PV-system subsidies) were delivered. Since
none of these are actually green mortgages for energy efficient houses, the mid-term target of 750 households
has not been met, nor is it likely that the current approach will ever meet this target as there is also no nongrant financial mechanism under development. The project shifted its approach from mortgage subsidies to
demonstrate energy efficiency in buildings to only promoting renewable technologies, even though was not
the original objective of the component. Confronted with the need to change approach, after demonstrating
energy efficiency was – predictably – no longer needed, the project didn’t pause and replan; it more than
doubled the “green mortgage” annual budget (for 2019), moved forward without targets and without
linkages to other components of the project, and started handing out large sums of money without any stated
market transformation objective or any idea about non-subsidised deployment of PV-systems. In short: $2
million was taken from the original budget and misused for a subsidy largely not in the project’s design. A
question for further investigation, by auditors, is whether there ever was a mandate to spend this budget this
way. Additionally, of course, any further “green mortgage” activity needs to be stopped immediately.
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Component 2: Construction and domestic supply chain for low-carbon housing and settlements
strengthened
The objective for this component / expected outcome is: Construction and domestic supply chain for lowcarbon housing and settlements strengthened, with four indicators:
•

•

•

•

Level of dissemination of prototype EE and low-carbon designs for rural houses and settlements; i.e.,
the number of rural households with access to houses with EE/RE technologies, and target
o By the project mid-term, at least 750 households (3,750 people) have access to new rural
houses featuring advanced EE/RE technologies
Energy performance of the EE and low-carbon houses reflects significant improvements over
standard RHP houses
o By the project mid-term, at least 90 energy audits of rural houses constructed in 2018
conducted to demonstrate that the EE/LC houses complied with indoor climate regulations
with lower energy expenditures compared to a control group of standard RHP houses
Rural technology needs assessment (TNA) reflects current needs of both men and women
o By the project mid-term, at least one focus group of women is convened during the rural
TNA stakeholder consultations
Volume of sales through supply chain for low-carbon rural housing
o At the mid-term, at least 1-2 companies in each of the five pilot areas in Uzbekistan will have
multiple sales related to rural housing construction.

This component primarily aims to create standardised design solutions for energy efficient rural housing and
to improve the supply chain for the energy efficient technologies needed for that housing. It should be noted
that the indicator for design solutions relates to housing constructed with “green mortgages”, and thus not a
suitable indicator for work on prototype designs. The project has realised 24 designs for energy efficient and
low-carbon housing, which are nationally approved. This sounds like a good result, however, in the absence
of a target value, however, this result cannot be assessed for the MTR.
During implementation of the project, and within the overall objective of it, the Government of Uzbekistan
issued a Presidential decree, in November 2018, mandating that all housing constructed through the Rural
Housing Programme (comprising approx. 15,000 units per year) must be energy efficient (in line with the
prepared and approved designs) going forward. This represents a major step forward with substantial
(beneficial) impacts for energy efficiency and GHG reduction. The outcome, however, had not set targets for
the use of EE/LC designs, outside of the “green mortgages” (which need to be assessed in component 1),
making it impossible to assess this result against the project’s strategic results framework.
The project had planned to conduct 90 audits of houses constructed in 2018 “to demonstrate that EE/LC
housing complies with indoor climate regulations [and] with lower energy expenditures” compared to a
control group of standard RHP houses. This target presents two problems: (1) the project, in component 1,
didn’t plan to start building the EE/LC houses with green mortgages until 2019 – making it impossible to
perform those audits; (2) the project also planned, in component 3, to introduce improved building codes
which were supposed to be applied by all housing under the Rural Housing Programme, shifting the baseline
for “standard RHP houses” just at the moment that the comparisons were supposed to take pace. All in all,
this was an impossible target. These audits had to be postponed due to the Covid-19 crisis from a start in
March 2020 to a start in June 2020. To make sure that audits can result in a comparison of indoor climate and
energy cost, the project is including 10 standard rural houses constructed in 2018, 20 energy efficient rural
houses constructed in 2019, 20 EE and LC rural houses and 10 EE and LC rural houses with solar water
heaters in these audits, which will run from June 2020 to July 2021. This three-way comparison is quite useful
and should be able to show the impact of energy efficient designs in comparison with older, less efficient
designs, as well as any additional impacts of the renewable / low-carbon technology added through “green
mortgages”.
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The project has further conducted a technology needs assessment, covering technological and materials
needs in all regions of Uzbekistan. The assessment included 6 focus groups of women, of various social
backgrounds. No focus groups consisting of men are reported, which might hinder the objective of a rural
technology needs assessment which “reflects current needs of both men and women”. The target for the rural
needs assessment was set for “one focus group of women convened” (similar at mid-term and end of project).
This objective was exceeded, however, organising a focus group is not a suitable target for a needs
assessment. After all, the target allows for the project to have the focus group, and discard results of it the
next day. There is no indication that this has happened, however, a target needs to be set so that outcome of
the activity is measured, in this case a needs assessment that factors in the needs of all, including women, and
sets out what needs to happen to address those needs. The project has completed this needs assessment
which includes (in summary) technologies and materials needs, the supply chain needed, stakeholder
outreach and barriers. One outcome of the assessment seems to be that new PV systems will have a higher
capacity, allowing for more appliances to be connected to the PV system. The needs assessment appears to be
comprehensive and will probably factor in women’s needs, given that not one but six focus groups were
organised, however, in the absence of a target at outcome-level, it is again impossible to assess this aspect
against the strategic results framework.
The final aspect of this component is the work the project did on organising supply chains for energy efficient
and low carbon materials in Uzbekistan. The target for this aspect is, again, complicated: by mid-term, at
least 1 to 2 companies are supposed to have multiple sales in each of the five pilot areas, whereas, by the end
of the project, this has been scaled down to only one company per pilot area. Such a downscaling makes no
sense. This target is assessed, by the project, by looking at sales generated through “green mortgage”
activities, with the project reporting that 3 national companies have realised sales of renewable energy
technology, in response to the demand generated by the “green mortgage” component. This creates a circular
reasoning, and – thus – again a useless target: the technology sales reported for this activity is a direct result
of the project supplying funds for the purchase of that technology. That’s not an outcome impact, that simply
demonstrates that if the project buys things, they are also sold. A more meaningful reported impact relates to
work the project has done with a larger group of suppliers, providing business training, organising a
business forum and preparing a catalogue of domestic manufacturers and suppliers. These activities, though
not part of the target, likely create a meaningful contribution to improving the supply chain (other than by
simply buying products).
One aspect mentioned in interviews is that the cost of PV-panels has been dropping rapidly in recent years.
This is a global trend, probably not related to project activities, however, it helps developing the supply chain
in Uzbekistan. The cost of insulation material seems to have dropped as well, which may be due to the
increased demand resulting from all RHP housing having to be energy efficient, though the cost of windows
doesn’t seem to have changed much. Nevertheless, these are signals – indicative, not conclusive - that the
supply chain for these materials is developing.
Overall, it seems that the project has done good work in this component, providing many useful designs for
energy efficient and low-carbon rural housing which have been taken up by Government. This is an
important step forward. The needs assessment and other supply-chain activities are also activities which
should help improve the supply chain, and in line with what might normally be expected from a market
transformation project. Energy audits of realised houses could not have happened when they were planned
and are scheduled to happen at the first real possibility. It is important to make sure that these audits include
houses at various levels, to allow for meaningful comparisons.
Outcome 3: Policy and regulatory reform to enable the scale-up of low-carbon housing and settlements
The objective for this component / expected outcome is: Policy and regulatory reform to enable the scale-up
of low-carbon housing and settlements, with four indicators:
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Stringency of building codes with regard to energy performance of residential buildings (maximum
energy consumption per square meter)
o By the project mid-term, building codes on energy consumption and thermal performance
with revisions requiring 30 percent lower energy consumption for residential buildings will
be fully elaborated and submitted for approval by the Government.*
Rates of compliance with applicable energy performance standards in residential building codes
o By the project mid-term, all new houses constructed under the RHP will conform to
applicable energy standards in building codes
Number of specialists (architects, builders, designers, etc.) certified/successfully completing training
in the new codes, design review, certification, and compliance issues and techniques
o 500 specialists (architects, builders, designers, etc.), including 40 percent women*,
certified/successfully completing training by Year 3 of the project in the new codes, design
review, certification, and compliance issues and techniques
Number of land-use plans and/or zoning regulations improved to maximize efficient resource use
and incorporate climate considerations.
o By the project mid-term, at least one siting regulation and one village-level land use plan will
be developed that promote energy savings and/or climate considerations

* this indicator was updated at the project’s inception workshop.
In this component, the project worked on strengthening the thermal performance defined in building codes.
These building codes were developed during the first two years of the project. Three if these were formally
adopted by Government in January 2019 and a further two in October 2019. The thermal performance
improvement in these building codes in 29% to 30%, according to project reporting. The project additionally
developed code compliance manuals to support designers and construction professionals in the application
of requirements, also formally adopted. Adopted building codes include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

KMK 2.13.03-97-“Floors”,
KMK 2.13.10-95-“Roofing”
KMK 2.13.04-18-”Building Thermal engineering”,
KMK 2.13.16-18 “Solar Water Heater Installation”,
KMK 2.13.16-18 “Standards for Energy Consumption for Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning
of Buildings and Structures”.
Additionally, the code “Photovoltaic Units” was developed by the project and adopted by the
Ministry of Construction.

With this, the project exceeds the mid-term target for building code development.
The project has an additional target for building code compliance: by the mid-point of the project, all new
housing constructed under the Rural Housing Programme should comply with new energy efficiency
requirements (and virtually all housing construction in Uzbekistan by the end of the project). A November
2018 Presidential Decree mandates that all construction under the RHP must comply to those new
requirements, thus creating the regulatory framework needed to achieve this target. This decree was
expected to be in place by the mid-point of the project, and was in fact adopted one year earlier, exceeding
the target.
Unfortunately, compliance checking with new requirements has not yet taken place, for housing constructed
in 2019 or 2020. Compliance checking was planned for 2020 and started on 10 June 2020, after some delayed
due to the Covid-crisis. It is understandable that the performance of new housing could not be verified
straight away, however, it is unfortunate that there are not yet any measurement results available to indicate
the energy performance levels achieved. It should be noted that these audits would overlap with the
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(possibly more detailed) audits scheduled for component 2 and the project should make sure that audits for
both components are aligned if not combined.
In this component, the project further provided training to building sector professionals such as architects,
builders, designers in the application of new building energy codes. The training, in variety of tailored
training sessions, have reached national as well as local professionals and in total 1170 local experts were
trained, far exceeding the mid-term target of 500 trained professionals (and approaching the end of project
target of 1500 professionals). Training will probably need to continue, since training is an important element
to transforming the market form energy efficient construction, and it would probably be useful to continue
with training after the target of 1500 trained professionals has been reached. Unfortunately, the participation
of women in this professional training, at 14% has lagged the target of 40% participation of women. The
project will need to increase its efforts to encourage female professionals to participate in training sessions,
however, even then it remains doubtful whether the target of 40% women can be reached: the construction
sector is, unfortunately, a traditional sector and the share of female professionals is still relatively low in
many countries. A participation rate of 40% is a good ambition, however, was probably too ambitious as a
target value.
The project also started working on two spatial planning regulations (ShNK 2.07.01-03 and ShNK 1.03.02-04),
for which recommendations were provided to Government based on international best practices and
approaches. The target was for these two regulations to also be fully developed by the mid-term of the
project, which has not happened due to a lack of competence at the local design institute. The pilot has
provided training to local design specialists in August and September 2019 to increase their capacity to
developed land use plans, which should help this target move forward. The delay so far is limited and no
reason for concern, however, the project should monitor that local design institutes now are able to develop
those spatial planning regulations and be ready to provide further support or training if needed.
Overall, the project has progressed well with its work on building regulations, in several instances exceeding
expectations (building code development, wider application of regulations, training of professionals).
Continued attention is needed for the application of building codes outside of the Rural Housing Programme
(end of project target), for the capacity of local design institutes to draw up land use plans, and for the
participation of women in professional training. The nationwide roll-out of building regulations and spatial
planning will probably benefit from continued professional training activities, also after the end of project
target (of 1500 professionals) has been reached.
Outcome 4: Marketing and Promotion of Low-Carbon Houses and Settlements
The objective for this component / expected outcome is: Marketing and Promotion of Low-Carbon Houses
and Settlements, with three indicators:
•

•
•

Number of communities [or districts] that support incorporating climate change considerations into
decision-making
o By the mid-term of the project, at least 5 communities in project pilot areas have tested a
community-based mechanism of decision making to incorporate climate change
considerations into decision-making, with women constituting at least 30 percent of
participants*
Percentage of project stakeholders aware of EE and low-carbon housing and infrastructure
o No mid-term target
Percentage of rural homeowners aware of EE and low-carbon housing and infrastructure
o No mid-term target

* this indicator was updated at the project’s inception workshop.
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In this component, the project intended to raise the awareness of homebuyers of the advantages of lowcarbon housing, through awareness raising about the financial mechanism developed by the project, “green
mortgages” and by training to regional and district governments about incorporating climate change aspect
in their decision making. Even though the stated objective of awareness raising for home buyers is to
primarily educate home buyers about “green mortgages”, activities, in fact, have a broader focus including
low carbon solutions for homes and sustainable water and waste options.
The project has interviewed residents in 15 local communities (in 5 pilot regions) to better understand the
decision-making process at community and local level around energy consumption, environmental
protection and climate change impacts. It also has started engaging local citizens and officials in a number of
communities to obtain their inputs regarding community-based decision making around climate issues. The
project has also provided training to 180 local officials (including 12% women) in methods to include climate
change considerations in local decision making. Testing of a community-based mechanism for decisionmaking has not yet started, implying that the target for this activity (5 tests at community level) has not been
met and that progress towards the end of project target is too slow.
Awareness raising activities about energy efficiency and low-carbon technologies in housing, so far, seem to
have been focused on involved parties and stakeholders. The project reports a 90% awareness level among
project stakeholders, mentions capacity building activities for the marketing of green mortgages (also
reported under component 1) and marketing training for suppliers of energy efficient and low-carbon
materials and technologies. The only household-focused awareness-raising activity mentioned is the
preparation of a concept for the establishment or rural resource centres at 5 regional Ministry of Construction
departments. The project has provided hard- and software for these centres, however, the centres don’t seem
to be operational yet.
By mid-2019, only a fraction of potential home buyers was aware of the “green mortgages” and even those
who had actually bought a house with the “green mortgage” option were often not aware of what those
‘green mortgages” were (Note that “green mortgages” are essentially the same as a regular RHP mortgage
for the home buyer, apart from a free PV-system added to the house – it is not needed to understand that one
is getting a “green mortgage” to but the house). These levels don’t seem to have changed significantly by the
mid-point of the project.
The project’s implementation report (PIR 2020) doesn’t mention in its reporting on this component that the
project has been active in distributing its message through local and national media, including TV, radio,
newspapers, magazines, official websites and social networks, and has achieved dozens of news items and
other messaging. It has developed a comprehensive communications strategy with a direct focus on both
women's and men's roles and channels and hired, in June 2020, two PR companies to implement its
communication strategy across all regions of Uzbekistan. It is too soon to see the impact of this new
approach, and this needs to be measured going forward. Nevertheless, these new activities should be
reported in the annual project implementation reports, with specific, measurable targets.
The project has a specific target under this component, addressing that the communication strategy reflects
both men’s and women’s communications channels. Reporting on this target primarily discusses general
communication activities and is not relevant for the target – it should thus not be included. Relevant is that
the project’s communication approach specifically addresses separate communications channels, which
meets the target set. Not addressed, in the target, is that the communication strategy itself also needs to
address gender in messaging and the decision-making process for rural housing and household decisions. If
this is already part of the communications strategy, it should be made explicit and reported on; if not, it
should urgently be added.
Overall, household and community outreach seem to be falling behind considerably. This is perhaps not
surprising since the budget spent on this component is only half of the planned budget. Planned spending in
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the first year of the project was ridiculously low, at $1,500 for a whole year; actual spending was double that
amount; however, this still only amounts to $3k, rather insufficient even to plan activities. Year 2 spending
was only $28k (compared to $83k planned) and overall the project has spent only $108k on component 4 in
the first 3 years. With such low levels of activity, it is not surprising that results are falling behind.
This hasn’t hindered the project much in its core objective (of improving the energy efficiency of rural
housing), primarily since that could be reached via government intervention only. Given that energy
efficiency is mandated through a Government decision, making non-energy efficient rural housing
unavailable, and PV-systems are essentially given away as an add-on to normal RHP housing, only
household acceptance is needed, not an active decision. This will, of course, change if the project wants to
encourage all households in Uzbekistan to choose an energy efficient home and/or purchase renewable (low
carbon) technology, as is planned for the second half of the project.

4.2.2

Remaining barriers to achieve project objective

The project has focused on four main components:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Green mortgage market mechanism to scale-up demand for low-carbon housing
Construction and domestic supply chain for low-carbon housing and settlements strengthened
Policy and regulatory reform to enable the scale-up of low-carbon housing and settlements
Marketing and Promotion of Low-Carbon Houses and Settlements

Some of these components have reached or exceeded their mid-term targets and appear well underway to
achieving their end-of-project targets; other components are underperforming.
Component 1, on green mortgages, has not delivered its planned financial mechanism and there currently is
no loan mechanism in preparation that could deliver a non-grant mechanism by the end of the project.
Consequently, there are also no financial products that have reached households or are on track to reach
those households by the end of the project. This component, according to its description, served two
purposes: (1) to demonstrate the benefits of EE and RE technology, and (2) to establish a green mortgage
mechanism. The first part of this has been achieved by the national adoption of EE requirements for all
houses in the RHP, thus erasing the need for this activity. The project had also planned to demonstrate RE
technology in 79 houses (5% of 1,588). It has since subsidised PV systems in around 800 houses, of which 10
also with solar water heaters. Setting aside the question whether a mortgage scheme is suitable to finance
technology demonstrations, it can be seen that this goal has been met, albeit in a way that conflicts with the
project’s design, and that no further demonstrations are needed. No green mortgage scheme for energy
efficient housing has been developed, and it would be virtually impossible to do so given that the
Government specifies which mortgages are allowed and under which terms, leaving no room for the
variation that is needed for a green mortgage. The project document, notably, recognised this already.
Further, current - subsidised – energy tariffs in Uzbekistan make private investment in EE and RE technology
often financially unattractive, and the economic case for a green mortgage is typically poor or, more likely,
negative. Under those circumstances, it is impossible to implement an effective green mortgage mechanism
and the project would do well to wait until energy reforms have established market-based tariffs and the
mortgage market allows the flexibility needed for green mortgages. Until then, this component is best
stopped altogether, since there is no viable useful outcome in sight.
Component 2, working with the supply chain, has resulted in a promising start in working with the supply
chain. Activities are useful and are delivering early impacts. Activities focused on the supply chain should
continue as planned, and there is a good prospect of meeting or exceeding planned results by the end of the
project. Energy audits were planned to have happened already, incorrectly since the houses that needed to be
audited could not have been ready. These audits have now started and need to be continued, as planned.
Results will need to be analysed and discussed as soon as possible, as those results are relevant for other
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parts of the project and for Government policy in general. The project seems well aware of this urgency and
organised to deliver these audits.
Component 3 has delivered an impressive set of building code revisions, already exceeding expectations.
There is good reason to continue work on building codes, however, as these deliver the largest impacts and
benefits for the country at the lowest cost, and there are further building codes (beyond housing) which
would benefit for revisions. Notably, building codes are, so far, the only instrument that the Government of
Uzbekistan has to capture energy savings that are cost-effective at the national level (at the rate the
Government pays for energy) even if these are not always cost-effective at the household level (at the
subsidised rate the average household pays for energy). As the only instrument effective in a setting with
large Government control over housing designs and construction, and subsidised energy tariffs, these
building codes need to be placed at the centre of a strategy to deliver energy savings to the country.
A special issue of concern is the roll-out of building codes beyond the Rural Housing Programme. These
building codes include three levels of energy performance, with different levels applicable to different
situations. So far, the Government has mandated that all housing constructed through the Rural Housing
Programme must meet higher energy performance levels, whereas privately constructed housing is allowed
to meet only the lowest defined level of energy performance (Note that this lowest level has also been lifted
by the revision of building codes, however, it doesn’t capture all cost-effective measures). In the second half
of the project, it is planned to bring all housing construction to the same level as is required for the RHP. It is
yet unclear how this change will be introduced. The project needs to develop a plan, with stakeholders, for
the steps needed to roll-out these higher energy performance level to all new residential construction, to
make sure that it has a foundation for this final – important - step.
Work on improved spatial planning, which is done at the local level, has also been hindered by insufficient
local capacity. For this activity as well, the project has initiated training for local spatial planners to increase
their capacity to draw up local plans that are tailored to energy efficiency and low carbon technologies in
houses and other buildings. This training needs to continue, and additional efforts are needed to make sure
that local spatial planners are capable of designing those plans. Delivery on this aspect is somewhat delayed,
however, there remains sufficient time to make sure that the project achieves its end-of-project goal.
Coordination would be needed with support for local decision making in component 4, since spatial plans
often also require a local or regional approval, by the same decision makers being trained through
component 4.
The marketing and communications component, component 4, has made a start in working with
communities to reinforce the role of climate change in their decision making. This has proven to be difficult,
and dedicated training has been initiated to increase the capacity of local decision makers in addressing
climate change challenges. It appears likely that this training needs to continue and that additional efforts
will be needed to develop and test community-based decision-making mechanisms, elements of which then
need to be incorporated in the decision-making process of 15 communities. This should include those
elements needed for improved spatial planning decisions. It is unclear how likely it is that this activity will
result in the expected outcome, since changes in overall government policy can quickly change the landscape
and showcasing one successful example can trigger more communities to follow. Simply staying the course
appears to be the best available approach.
Awareness raising activities have so far primarily focused on stakeholders and professionals involved in
housing construction. The project only recently started reaching out directly to households and it is too soon
to say whether this is having the desired effect of increased awareness. The fact that the project prepared and
has started implementing a household-focused communications strategy is promising, however, increased
efforts are needed to make up for lost time in the first two years of the project. The project’s current annual
work plan includes a much higher budget for component 4 in 2020 than in previous years, and it needs to
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make sure that this higher level of activity is delivered. Awareness raising takes time and the project cannot
afford further delays in reaching out to households.
A new element to the project is that Uzbekistan’s Ministry of Energy is initiating a retrofitting programme for
renewable technologies, PV panels and solar water heaters, targeting 3,000 existing houses over the next
three years (2021-2023). The Ministry has asked the project for technical support for this initiative, since it is
in line with the project’s overall objective. The Ministry’s initiative indeed closely aligns with the goal of the
project and would provide not only the demonstration of renewable technologies that the project was
seeking; it would also create a mechanism for bringing these to a larger number of houses. Even though the
focus of the project has been on new housing, its objective was to improve rural housing in general and the
Ministry of Energy’s initiative would fit within that objective. It would be needed to re-assess the project’s
strategy to include this new initiative and align project activities to make sure that the initiative is wellembedded in the overall approach of the project and that indicators are targets are set to track progress and
report on results. The re-assessment of the project’s strategy was already needed to address discrepancies in
the design (such as the introduction of mandatory energy efficiency requirements before the start of “green
mortgages”, and the fact that “green mortgages” are actually not mortgages) and set better indicators and
targets for some of the components; this initiative offers a chance to reset the project with this new initiative
in hand and create a stronger overall package than was originally presented in the project document. Such a
redeveloped package should probably include a comprehensive strategy for the deployment of buildingrelated renewable energy in rural communities; the technical challenges this presents and actions needed to
address these; awareness raising needed for the large-scale introduction of renewable energy in rural areas;
and spatial planning issues related to renewable energy deployment. Further issues might emerge if and
when the project starts redeveloping its strategy around renewable energy systems.

4.3

Project implementation and Adaptive Management

4.3.1

Management arrangements

The project has experienced substantial challenges in its management with an unusually high turnover of
staff at crucial positions. During the first three years of the project, there have been three project managers as
well as three national project directors. In addition, there have been several changes in task managers, and
these latter ones are still ongoing (during the time of writing the MTR, two task managers left the project, and
one new one was installed; one task manager position was not filled when this MTR was concluded). During
the first three years of the project, Government has reorganised with the originally intended implementing
partner, Gosarchitectstroy, being absorbed in the Ministry of Construction; this has led to changes in
managerial positions with a resulting change in the role of the national project director; the other change is
unexplained. The first project manager (in place from May to September 2017) resigned for family reasons,
the second (in place from April 2018 to March 2019) without a stated reason; both within a year of being
appointed. The third project manager has now been in place since March 2019 only. Note also that the project
has been without a manager for at least half a year (September 2017 to March 2018). Task managers have left
the project to move to positions in other UNDP projects. It seems that only the country office desk officer has
remained in position for the duration of the project, and there’s a risk that, would one further staff change
happen, there would literally be no-one around anymore managing an active project, who has been around
since the start. That would be an unacceptable situation, and the country office needs to put in place
measures to improve the institutional memory for this project.
The change in implementing partner, while justified in itself (due to the absorption of all roles and
responsibilities of Gosarchitectstroy in the Ministry of Construction, was not discussed in the project’s
implementation report, nor were project manager changes discussed there. Such crucial changes should be
discussed, in detail, in the PIR with a discussion on how the continuation without delay of the project is
guaranteed.
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The project has seen substantial delays in its first two years of implementation, linked to staff changes and
the lack of project management. Each individual departure of a project manager or national project director
can be an unfortunate incident, however, the number of departures and the lack of a project manager
altogether for a half year suggest that UNDP needs better human resources management, make better hiring
decisions and a better staff retention plan. The fact that UNDP allowed the project to continue for 6 months
without a manager and still allows crucial staff, such as task managers, to move to other UNDP projects, even
after this project has suffered from frequent staff changes, suggests a substantial lack of oversight at the
country office and a disregard for the responsibilities it has towards the project.
The two task managers who left the project during the period of the MTR had the opportunity to move to
positions with more responsibilities. While it is understandable that individual task managers want to make
use of such opportunities, and that the country office wants to give team members an opportunity to grow
and thus contribute to a better pool of experts that can implement future project, this needs to be balanced
with the need of the project for continuity, institutional memory and a stable core of managers to lead the
implementation of the project.
That balance has been lost and UNDP should have paid more attention to the needs of this specific project.
Even though it is impossible to require that staff remains in their assigned position, it is entirely possible to
withhold offers for new positions to core staff who have not yet finished their ongoing assignment, in
particular when a project has already seen many staff changes. This may slow down the individual
development path of the individual, but the responsibility of the organisation must rest primarily with the
successful implementation of an already ongoing commitment. A review of staff movements on this project is
needed, to provide better insights into the circumstances that have led to the large number of staff changes
and which practices or approaches need to be put in place to create more continue in the staffing of this
project, which may also benefit future projects.
At the moment, the project seems to be managed well, although it is too soon to tell whether the recent
departure of two task managers will cause delays or other disruptions. The current project management
seems to have a good grip of the project and a good working relationship with crucial project partners.
The Project Board (generally known as the Project Steering Committee in UNDP projects) seems to have a
limited involvement in directing the project. It meets – only – once a year, when the annual progress is
discussed and general directions for the next year are discussed. It is not involved in discussing results of the
project in detail nor does it have a role in deciding on annual work plans. The Project Board’s composition is
rather narrow, consisting of involved Ministries and Government agencies and two state-mandated agencies
with a Government-appointed role in the Rural Housing Programme. The Board should also include private
sector and civil society representatives, to achieve a better balance of viewpoints, should meet more
frequently to be able to provide actual direction to the project and be given a formal role in the annual work
plan process.
UNDP, as implementing agency, has specific roles in the management of a GEF-funded project. Overall,
UNDP’s role has been satisfactory: it has supervised the project well and has provided good guidance for its
implementation. Some smaller areas for improvement are included below in the detailed discussion of
aspects the UNDP role (based on specific issues of the UNDP role to be addressed during MTRs):
1.

2.

Maintaining an adequate focus on results: The project, at the moment, has a good focus on results.
Given the many changes in the project team, it is impossible to say whether that focus was also
present in the first two years of the project.
Quality and timeliness of technical reporting: Technical reporting for this project appears solid for
many aspects of the project, with realistic and timely information about technical matters. Reporting,
however, is grossly insufficient for the “green mortgages” component, which has seen no discussion
about the change from mortgage loans to subsidies or the move from demonstrating energy
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efficiency to renewable energy systems only. Reporting about this component is therefore considered
misleading and likely has hindered regional and HQ oversight for this component of the project.
Candor and realism in annual reporting: Annual reporting has been quite extensive, however, not
always insightful. Annual reports failed to discuss changes in crucial staff positions, or even a change
in implementing partner, and while high on detail, less focused on describing the contribution of
activities towards the objective of the project and how components interact. This has obscured that
activities in different components were not well-aligned and that there are overlaps (eg, audits in
both components 2 and 3) and interdependencies (eg, energy efficiency mortgages and energy
efficiency requirements; spatial planning preparations in component 2 and local decision making
initiatives in component 4).
Quality of risk management: Risk management has been limited to technical risks, for which the
project has taken steps to address observed shortcomings.
Responsiveness to implementation problems (if any): The project’s response to implementation
problems has been baffling. When it became clear that the “green mortgages” could not be
implemented as planned, and that a large part of the rationale had disappeared, the project decided
not to take stock and re-strategise, but to change the objective of “green mortgages”, change the
chosen approach, double the budget available and race ahead with “green mortgages”. It did not
seem to have asked advice from others within UNDP, nor verified if such changes were allowed, nor
considered the impact of these changes on the project’s objectives. This type of “responsiveness”
should not have a place in a professional organisation.
Mitigation of environmental or social risks: No substantial environmental or social risks emerged
during implementation of the project. The project’s design already considers the impact of the project
on the rural population, women and minority groups, and the approaches set out to address the
interests of these groups have been implemented adequately. The project, however, appears to
include a health risk, resulting from PV systems installed so poorly that households risk being
electrocuted. This needs immediate attention.

Work planning

Annual work planning for the project is difficult to assess. The project discusses high-level topics for next
year’s work plan at its annual Project Board meeting, however, that discussion appears to be limited and
minutes only record general directions. The project then produces an annual work plan, consisting of an
updated Atlas budget with brief indications of activities.
Annual work plans are not discussed, according to the project’s records, with the Project Board and are
agreed between the project manager, UNDP and the Implementing agency representative. The 2018 annual
work plan was not approved by the Implementing agency’s representative, even though the project is
operating under a NIM modality in which the Implementing agency has budget responsibility.
Annual work plans include – sometimes significant - budget revisions; with more than half of the annual
budgets per component showing deviations of the originally agreed budget (as included in the project
document) of more than 25%, and several items showing budget changes of more than 50% or even more
than 100%. None of these changes are documented, explained or explicitly agreed.
Budget changes per component are all evened out by opposite budget changes in future years, however, over
the first three years of the project, components show spending differences of -5%, -25%, -46% and +69%
respectively (Current versus ProDoc Atlas budget) and the project management budget has been 36% lower
than planned. Overall, spending has been 10% higher than expected. No explanation is provided for these
substantial deviations and whether it is realistic to expect the project to revert course in coming years.
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Finance and co-finance

UNDP follows the normal rules for NIM projects in its financial management. Spending is approved through
annual work plans (see also discussion in previous section) and recorded in Combined Delivery Reports
(CDRs). Project documentation provided included only CDRs for 2017 and 2018, presumably because the
2019 CDR report wasn’t ready at the start of the MTR process (in February 2020). As usual, CDRs do not
include a breakdown of spending per component or activity, and are, generally speaking, rather useless for
tracking the financial performance of a project. The project has provided an annual budget overview setting
out annual budget revisions, by component, which does provide insights into the project’s finances.
The annual budget overview shows that the project keeps track of its finances, on an annual basis, with
budget revisions. There are substantial swings in budgets per component per year, offset by opposite changes
in future years. The project seems to make sure that the total per component remains unchanged (minus a
minimal – 0.4% - variation between two components).
Overall spending of the project was 47% lower than planned in its first year of operation; 22% lower than
planned in its second year of operation; and 38% higher than planned in its third year. It should be noted that
the overspending in year three is entirely due to bringing forward funding from later years to 2019, resulting
in a doubling of the annual budget for “green mortgages” in that year; other spending of the project is still
10% below the planned level in year 3, and overall spending on the project is $325k below the planned
budget of over the first two years. Excluding “green mortgage”, this represents an underspending of 22%
over the first half of the project combined.
Spending per component has deviated significantly from planned amounts, with the following observations:
•

•

•

•
•

For component 1 (green mortgages) show somewhat lower spending than expected on all activities
in all years, except for subsidies provided to “green mortgages” in 2019. The “green mortgages”
budget was massively increased in 2019, as is discussed elsewhere in the report. It should be noted
that the described approach for this component, to support primarily energy efficient housing, was
abandoned and replaced with an approach to directly subsidise PV-system installations on
purchased houses, and for a much larger number of houses than in the project’s design.
For component 2 (supply chain), spending has consistently been lower, by 21% to 48%, than expected
during the first three years of the project. This lower spending may be related to energy audits,
which were budgeted to happen in the first three years of the project, not actually having started.
Note that it would have been impossible to start those energy audits since the houses to be audited
were not yet built when the audits were planned to happen.
For component 3 (policy & regulatory reform), spending over the first three years combined has been
more or less in line with the planned budget, and spending over the years has been consistent; more
consistent, in fact, than planned, as the originally planned budget for this component in year 1 was
just $1,500 – and it is hard to understand the rationale for a component that can run for a full year on
such a budget. Spending is in line with the results achieved, with more than expected results on
building codes, and some delays on (local) special planning work.
For component 4 (marketing & promotion), spending has fallen far behind planned amounts and the
overall amount for the first three years is just above half of the planned amount.
Project management spending has been substantially lower (-36%) than planned over the first three
years. Part of this may be due to the project not having had a project manager for at least six months,
and task managers missing for several months as well. A further possible explanation might be that
the project is charging virtually all project management cost to components, rather than project
management, thus obscuring the real cost of managing the project. Spending on this component is
consistent with the observation that some work (in particular on awareness raising) seems to have
started late in this component. Further delays are reported in the work on local decision making in
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this component, and it is possible that the amount of effort going into that work has been insufficient
to reach planned results.
The following table (next page) provides an overview of allocated budget and spending per component, in
the project document, in annual work plans and realisation (2017 to 2019; note that the 2019 budget compares
the annual budget set at the end of 2018 with the latest budget revision, presumably prepared in late 2019;
2019 actual expenditure was not yet available when financial data was collected for this MTR).
The project has not presented any audit reports for the project. More and more, project budgets are audited
as part of the overall audit of a country office’s finances, however, these are typically too generic to shed light
on the specifics of a single project. There is no reason to assume that there are financial irregularities with
UNDP’s management of finances, however, this could not be verified.
Table 3. Annual budget allocations and expenditure
WARNING: The country office has provided false financial information to the MTR and has not provided
audit reports. It is unclear if the financial information presented here is reliable.
Annual allocations & expenditure
Outcomes
Total Budget
2017
2018
2019
Total
Project document

6,000,000

100%

Annual work plan

122,500

100%

716,200

100%

1,086,000

100%

67,142

55%

577,120

81%

1,580,783

146%

Expenditure
65,289
53%
558,362
78%
1,506,296
Component 1: Green mortgage market mechanism to scale-up demand for low-carbon housing
Project document
3,500,000
58%
29,500
24%
149,000
21%
557,000
Annual work plan
21,446
18%
169,549
24%
1,102,900
Expenditure
21,446
18%
142,542
20%
1,076,199
Component 2: Construction and domestic supply chain for low-carbon housing and settlements strengthened
Project document

1,200,000

20%

Annual work plan

139%
51%
102%
99%

20,500

17%

327,000

46%

286,500

26%

10,727

9%

264,127

37%

218,042

20%

10,727
9%
258,064
36%
208,717
Component 3: Policy and regulatory reform to enable the scale-up of low-carbon housing and settlements

19%

Project document

Expenditure

500,000

8%

Annual work plan

1,500

1%

135,000

19%

106,000

10%

10,727

9%

99,154

14%

124,660

11%

8,875
7%
92,751
Component 4: Marketing and Promotion of Low-Carbon Houses and Settlements

13%

129,779

12%

Project document

Expenditure

1,500

1%

83,000

12%

114,000

10%

Annual work plan

520,000

9%

3,004

2%

29,178

4%

102,350

9%

Expenditure

3,004

2%

28,542

4%

76,432

7%

69,500
21,237

57%
17%

22,200
15,113

3%
2%

22,500
32,831

2%
3%

21,237

17%

36,463

5%

15,169

1%

Project management
Project document

280,000

Annual work plan
Expenditure
All amounts in USD

5%

In the absence of financial reporting which links expenditure to activities (and with only CDRs avaialnble,
which group all expenditure in broad categories), project budgets have been assessed based on available
annual work plans (2018, 2019 and 2020). This results in an incomplete view, however, the following
observations stand out:
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The project has barely used larger service contracts with companies, instead relying on – often very
small – individual contracts. The only large service contracts observed are related to the development
of standard designs (QQL, $119.000 + $30,000), a capacity needs assessment (unknown, $49,500), a
public relations company (unknown, $28,350) and a building code related to PV stations (unknown,
$26,500). These amounts are relatively low for a project of this size.
Staff costs constitute a relatively large share of the budget ($147,000 in 2018; $156,000 in 2019;
$158,000 in 2020). Remarkably, only 22% of this is listed under project management cost (as UNDP
contribution), the rest is split up in smaller parts and listed as costs per component. There is virtually
no staff cost recorded under project management cost for the GEF.
The project lists quite high travel costs ($68,100 in 2018; $56,400 in 2019; $143,718 planned for in
2020). This includes no less than four international study tours, in three years, adding up to almost
$160,000. Travel cost, for example, includes an item of $23,634, travel cost only, for trips to monitor
EE/LC housing and RE systems in nine regions for 2 people, or over $1,300 per person per trip.
The UNDP contribution of $224,340 over these three years includes $84,424 for DPC-staff, suggesting
that 38% of the co-financing provided by UNDP was used to pay for staff at the country office.

It is questionable whether allocating such high shares of project team staff costs to components of the project
is allowed under UNDP-GEF procedures. Further, the staff costs listed for both the project team itself and for
study tours are remarkably high and it is questionable whether four study tours in just three years, probably
fully paid for by the project, are indeed necessary. More prudence regarding study tours and travel costs are
needed, and it is recommended to consider whether larger service contracts for outcomes of the project
would help the project move faster, in particular on parts of the project where progress has been slower.
In discussions about the MTR, a (newly appointed) Regional technical Adviser mentioned that an enhanced
oversight team, put in place for this project after the draft MTR report identified various grounds for concern
for the project, had found five contracts for which there is reason to believe that these may have been paid
incorrectly from GEF-funds, when these should have been paid from non-GEF funds for work done for the
preparation of a project proposal to the Global Climate Fund. Note that this proposal is already mentioned in
the PIF of the project, which states: “The Green Climate Fund Readiness Programme (Germany) Uzbekistan
has been selected for the Green Climate Fund Readiness Programme, and a project proposal is currently
being developed (USD 1 million over a 2-year period). The German Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB) is providing the funding, and the proposed
project will communicate with this program in the area of capacity strengthening and awareness raising.”
According to information provided by the country office, this German programme was no longer available
for the development of the proposal. UNDP senior management is recommended to closely follow this
scrutinising of contracts and follow-up with corrective and disciplinary action if needed.
Co-financing for the project appears strong and is exceeding the level of co-financing expected at this stage of
the project. Note that the country office has provided false information as well as false explanations for this
false information, and that the MTR cannot verify whether financial data reported by the country office is
now correct – see also the following section. It should be noted that reported co-financing consists primarily
of the cost of housing and infrastructure under the Rural Housing Programme, which would have happened
also in the absence of this UNDP-GEF project and is actually partly financed by the Asian Development
Bank. This type of co-financing is allowed under GEF rules, and the project is fulfilling – and exceeding - its
obligations related to co-financing. UNDP and the GEF are recommended to consider whether this type of cofinancing actually has added value for a project’s funding decision, since it involves no new resources being
mobilised and allow, for example, the construction of roads in new villages (included as grant co-financing
delivered by Qishloq Qurilish Loyiha Design Company) being counted as co-financing towards energy
efficiency improvements in walls. Even under GEF rules, it is a stretch to include this as co-financing for wall
insulation and PV systems – though not necessarily forbidden. New resources mobilised are much lower, and
possibly limited to the in-kind contributions totalling around $600k.
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Given that the project has resulted in all new housing constructed under the Rural Housing Programme, the
project would be allowed to count the full construction cost of all those houses as co-financing, possibly
totalling over $1 billion over the years of the project. Tracking this in detail seems unnecessary, since the
amount is easily enough to exceed any co-financing target the GEF can come up with.
By including the cost of roads and other infrastructure as co-financing for the project, however, the project
indicates that these investments are part of the project. That requires that the climate change impacts of those
investments are also assessed, eg the increased emissions from road transport using those roads, and the
increased environmental pressure of water delivered through new water pipes. Such an assessment has not
yet happened and could substantially reduce the environmental impacts achieved by the project.
Reliability of co-financing information
Co-financing information was provided by UNDP on 20th February 2020, supposedly indicating the status of
co-financing on 10th February 2020. During stakeholder interviews, in September 2020, however, the MTR
team learned that some of the organisations listed in the co-financing overview mentioned not having
provided any co-financing at all. Upon requesting a clarification from UNDP and the project team, UNDP
informed the MTR team that: “Regarding the allocated in-kind co-financing for Association “Enterprises of
Alternative Fuels and Energy”, Chamber of Commerce and Industry and Tashkent State Technical
University, their in-kind co-financing has been envisaged (planned at the time of the co-financing
development in early 2020 before the COVID19 pandemic lockdown in Uzbekistan) as the initial deadline for
MTR completion was by 1 April 2020.
The nature and type of activities of those national stakeholders’ in-kind co-financing contributions are based
on their physical involvement and inputs to the capacity building activities related to PVs operation,
including familiarization of PVs performance indicators through monitoring visits to project sites,
familiarizations with energy audit findings, inputs to development of national EE/LC supply chain
(technologies/equipment/materials) and domestic market; analysis of barriers preventing greater utilization
of renewable energy options at the demand side, etc. Project was planned to start the indicated partnership
and cooperation in early 2020 but COVID pandemic did not allow to materialize the planned activities.
However, as soon the COVID related restrictions lifted in 2020, the activities will be initiated and will be
continued in 2021-2022.”
This explanation is insufficient, in three regards:
•

•

•

Co-financing information is supposed to represent delivered co-financing, not expected co-financing.
If expected co-financing is included, this needs to be clearly marked. Further, once it is clear that
information is incorrect, UNDP should take steps to correct this as soon as possible, and not wait for
questions based on stakeholder interviews to provide corrected information.
According to the explanation, co-financing was supposed to be delivered in early 2020, and this was
halted due to Covid-restrictions. Covid-restrictions. The first in-country Covid-restrictions in
Uzbekistan came into force on 24th March 2020, however, just days before the (then) supposed closure
date of the MTR. Even when assuming that “early 2020”, as used here, extends beyond the planned
end date of the MTR, it is hard to understand how two small associations and a university could
have planned to deliver $294,000 in co-financing, representing 65% of their total planned cofinancing, within in a window of either one week (assuming an end date of 1 April 2020) or maybe
up to two months (assuming that “early 2020” extended beyond the planned end date of the MTR.
The explanation doesn’t explain why the organisations supposed to be providing the co-financing
were not aware of that fact, which is particularly remarkable if they just would have had to rearrange for the delivery of a significant of co-financing.
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For comparison: the project team has a planned total budget, excluding “green mortgage” subsidies and cofinancing housing and infrastructure investments, of around $800,000 for the whole of 2020, or around
$65,000 per month. This intensity of co-financing suggested in this explanation would thus amount to adding
at least double the total level of effort in the project, or more than tripling the level of effort overall. This
comparison, combined with the other facts presented here, leave no room for any other conclusion than that
UNDP has provided false co-financing information initially, and has not provided an adequate explanation
for this false information. As a result, all financial information provided by UNDP must be questioned. As a
further result, this MTR is required, by UNDP guidelines, to refer this project for a fraud investigation.
Table 4. Co-financing information
WARNING: The country office has provided false financial information to the MTR and has not provided
audit reports. It is unclear if the financial information presented here is reliable.
Sources of co-financing

Committed
Type of coAmount
financing
(USD)

Delivered
Type of coAmount
financing
(USD)

Government of Uzbekistan
Ministry of Construction (previously
in ProDoc named as State Committee
for Architecture and Construction of
the Republic of Uzbekistan)

Grant

In-kind

9,094,228

550,000

Grant

In-kind

4,547,114
(50%)

330,000
(55%)
13,815,000
(59%)

Qishloq Qurilish Loyiha Design
Company (previously in ProDoc listed
as Rural Development Agency under
the State Committee for Architecture
and Construction of the Republic of
Uzbekistan - Gosarchitectstroy)
GEF Agency

Grant

23,181,366

Grant

UNDP

Grant

300,000

Grant

244,324.68
(81%)

Quishloq Qurilish Bank

Loans

86,431,914

Loans

Joint Stock Commercial Bank
“IPOTEKA BANK”
Other

Loans

10,607,591

Loans

43,128,259
(50%)
7,758,081
(73%)

Association “Enterprises of
Alternative Fuels and Energy”
Chamber of Commerce and Industry
of Uzbekistan
Institute of Energy and Automation
under the Academy of Science of the
Republic of Uzbekistan (abolished in
2016)
Tashkent State Technical University
named after Abu Raikhon Beruni
under the Ministry of Higher and
Secondary Vocational Education of
the Republic of Uzbekistan (as
cooperation partner of Energy Centre
of Uzbekistan)
Total

In-kind

250,000

In-kind

0

In-kind

150,000

In-kind

0

In-kind

50,000

In-kind

0

In-kind

50,000

In-kind

0

Private Sector

Klinckenberg consultants

41

Mid-Term Review: Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan

Sources of co-financing

Total

Committed
Type of coAmount
financing
(USD)
130,665,099

Delivered
Type of coAmount
financing
(USD)
69,822,778.68
(53%)

During stakeholder interviews for this MTR, one stakeholder mentioned having experienced a tender process
which was not open and fair. This tender was initiated by UNDP, however, proposals were assessed by the
project developer who also awarded the contract. This stakeholder had reported its concerns to the project
developer and a contact at the Ministry of Construction. The stakeholder had informally told a contact at the
project team about their concerns, however, without further information or supporting evidence. UNDP thus
didn’t take further action. Having been notified now by the MTR team, UNDP has referred the issue for
further investigation and, if necessary, action to the relevant authorities. It has also taken steps to discuss
procurement in the Project Board and review procurement procedures. These are all good and necessary
steps and the team’s pro-activity is commendable. UNDP should closely follow the issue, also at
management level, and make sure that lessons are learnt and applied, and that a full report about this
potential; corruption claim is reported through proper channels to UNDP’s oversight and management units.

4.3.4

Project-level monitoring and evaluation systems

As discussed earlier in this review, project monitoring and evaluation are hindered by the lack of outcomefocused targets and indicators in the project document. The project’s strategic results framework, which is
supposed to set out the objectives, indicators and targets for the project, is severely flawed, with objective
indicators with virtually no relevance for the project’s objective and many indicators that measure simply
whether the project is implementing its activities. There are some useful outcome-level indicators tough,
which would allow for some level of monitoring.
The project’s Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) plan includes the standard elements of any UNDP-supported,
GEF-funded project (inception workshop and report, APR/PIR, project boards, MTR, TE and annual audits),
all at the right time and with a normal budget. The terminal evaluation is planned at least one month before
project closure, at which point it should be possible to assess final results and impacts. Note, however, that
this leaves a small window for the terminal evaluation and that it is important to plan the terminal evaluation
well in advance, to make sure it can be started before the end of the project, while the project team is still in
place, even if it is finished after operational closure of the project.
The M&E framework further includes several distinct activities which should have resulted in effective
monitoring of parts of the project’s impact. These activities include:
•

•

•
•

Development of a Methodology for Measuring Building Performance and Related Emissions
Reductions, immediately following the inception workshop. The project is working with a calculation
method for emission reductions, suggesting that this activity was implemented.
Measurement of Means of Verification for Project Purpose Indicators, at the start, mid-term and end
of the project, whereby the project manager would oversee the hiring of specific studies [sic] and
institutions, and delegate responsibilities to relevant team members. This activity says little, apart
from suggesting that some monitoring studies should be taking place at these three moments. There
is no indication of specific monitoring or measurement studies at the start or mid-point of the project.
Periodic status reports, which are listed separate from the usual PIRs, to be prepared by the project
manager. No such periodic status reports were seen during this MTR.
Lessons learned, to be prepared annually by the project manager and the Regional Technical Adviser
(RTA) together. No lessons learned reports have been encountered.
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This suggests that, despite there being a relatively extensive list of specific monitoring activities in the
project’s design, only the development of a methodology for emission reductions has been conducted. This
view is amplified by PIR reports, which discuss in great detail the activities of the project and list the
progress towards targets that are essentially output-focused. There is typically little information about
outcome-level impacts, except where this can be generated from project activities (such as calculated energy
and GHG impacts from houses constructed by project partners).
Overall, the M&E plan primarily suffers from a lack of meaningful, outcome and final impact focused targets.
It further suffers from poor planning in the project, as a result of which some targets could not yet be
measured (due to houses not yet being built). There is no indication of dedicated impact monitoring
conducted by the project. In the re-development of the project’s strategic results framework (discussed and
recommended elsewhere) it is necessary to decide on meaningful outcome- and objective-level targets and
then to develop and conduct impact monitoring studies.

4.3.5

Stakeholder engagement

Stakeholder engagement in the project is excellent for the government stakeholders involved. Construction
and the housing market in Uzbekistan are heavily regulated and the national government is by far the most
important stakeholder in this sector. All relevant government ministries and agencies are involved in the
project and many represented in the Project Board. The Ministry of Energy, a relatively new entity in
Uzbekistan, is not yet represented in the Project Board, however, could be added.
Private sector involvement also seems to be good, with several companies and associations involved in
project activities and further collaborations, in particular for the supply chain component. There is no
reported involvement of civil society, however, and no direct representation of rural communities or
households in the project. Although government representatives indirectly also speak for those rural
communities, it is recommended and UNDP standard practice that the project establishes a direct connection
to the intended recipients of their support. The project should urgently develop connections to
(representatives of) rural communities and make sure that they are also represented in the Project Board. The
Project Board further needs to be extended with private sector representatives (eg a trade association of
construction companies) and civil society (eg an environmental or consumer NGO).

4.3.6

Reporting

Project reporting at first glance meets GEF and UNDP requirements. PIR reports, in particular, are extensive
and generally insightful. Remarkably, however, these reports have failed to discuss major changes in the
project, such as the change in the national Implementing partner, in the national project director position, in
the project manager position and in task manager positions. These reports also failed to mention crucial
changes in the “green mortgage” mechanism and that 50% of the project’s budget would now be spent
differently than was promised in the project document. Explaining these matters would at least have allowed
for effective oversight of the project; now, UNDP oversight had effectively no information on which they
could base their oversight for these crucial aspects of the project.
Reporting also was limited on financial matters. The Project Board doesn’t seem to have received financial
updates from the project and reporting within UNDP was limited to CDR-style summaries of the project.
These reports don’t show, clearly, how big the budget changes per year for project components have been,
also limiting the amount of oversight that could have taken place.
In addition to this, it would be useful, for this project (as for many others) to start producing annual briefings
in lay terms, of project activities and results. The “story” of the project, so important to understand what is
happening and why that is important, is easily accessible for an insider through formal reporting, however,
for an outsider, much of this formal reporting makes little sense. Telling the story of the project (which can
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be a short as a 1-2 page project summary per year) as it is evolving is relevant to enable a wider community
to follow the project; it is also important to be able to tell the impact of the project for Uzbekistan in years
after the project, when everyone involved has moved on and only formal reporting remains. Now, while the
project is active, is the best moment to start capturing that “story” and make sure that there is a coherent
overview of the project when it ends.

4.3.7

Communications

The project has communicated effectively with its target groups in the building materials industry. Now that
the focus of the project needs to shift more towards household demand for energy efficient houses and
renewable (low carbon) technologies, it is important to emphasise communication with this segment of the
market. The project has initiated the development of a communication strategy for rural households and it is
important that this initiative is continued, with support from the Project Board. Ideally, the project’s
communication strategy would include communication through government departments and agencies
(such as partners QQB and QQI) as well as directly from the project, to make sure that the full range of
options is considered, and the most effective communication option is used for each communication goal.

4.4

Sustainability

Project sustainability can only be properly assessed at the end of the project, or even after it. Nevertheless,
the mid-term review can look at early indicators of sustainability. When considering the sustainability of the
project, it is important to recognize that Uzbekistan’s government policy for the housing sector is progressing
fast and that there are regular changes in focus and direction.
Including energy efficiency in housing design, and implementing those designs, is a global trend which
seems to resonate also in Uzbekistan. Renewable energy technologies in buildings (“low carbon
technologies”) are less common in Uzbekistan and stakeholders have expressed substantial reservations
about the readiness of Uzbekistan for this technology. The project currently only employs a subsidy approach
for renewable energy technologies, many of which are not cost effective at Uzbekistan’s subsidised
household energy tariffs and the high interest rate in the country. The case for renewable energy deployment
in buildings in Uzbekistan remains unclear; perhaps a new collaboration with the Ministry of Energy can
provide some clarity about the long-term trajectory for PV and solar water heaters in the country.

4.4.1

Financial risks to sustainability

Financial risks to the sustainability of the project stem primarily from the “green mortgage” mechanism. This
mechanism has been reduced to a subsidy for PV systems (and a few solar water heaters). Subsidies, by their
nature, are not sustainable: once the budget runs out, the subsidy ends. Unless subsidies are designed to
serve a specific policy goal, such as moving the market beyond a certain size so that economies of scale kick
in, and subsidy amounts can gradually be reduced, there is often no easy way out of a subsidy scheme
without disturbing the market that has just been created or even letting that market collapse.
The “green mortgage” modality does not align with the project document, and is hardly relevant for meeting
the project’s objectives, and needs to be reformed or cancelled. If a new financial mechanism is introduced, it
needs to be set up with specific, realistic market transformation goals, and an exit plan which leaves the
market in a better place than it was before the mechanism was applied. To avoid confusion: The current
“green mortgage” approach does not have those specific goals nor an exit strategy, leaving in place a
financial risk.
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Socio-economic risks to sustainability

One specific risk to the project stems from subsidised energy tariffs in Uzbekistan. The Government has
announced energy tariff reforms, however, these reforms can be socially disruptive and are, in many
countries, prone to delays. At the moment, the project implements its activities primarily in governmentmandated construction (of rural housing, under a state programme), however, in the second phase of the
project it intends to expand this also to private construction. Cost effectiveness considerations are then much
more important, and a combination of subsidised energy tariffs and non-subsidised, high mortgage interest
rates can be very limiting for the willingness of private homeowners to adopt energy efficient housing
designs.
The project will need to develop, with its government partners, an implementation strategy for energy
efficiency in private construction and consider which government interventions or policies might be needed
to make sure that private construction makes the same transition towards energy efficient construction as is
now happening in the Rural Housing Programme.

4.4.3

Institutional framework and governance risks to sustainability

The institutional framework for the project is very supportive and seems to pose no risks. In fact, the
institutional framework is an important driver for the success of the project so far. Governance of the project
seems effective and is well organised with good representation of important government parties and a good
working relationship between the project and the relevant Ministry, also implementing partner of the project.

4.4.4

Environmental risks to sustainability

There are no identified environmental risks to the sustainability of the project, apart, of course, from the
observation that any new construction leads to increased pressure on the environment and that continued
efforts are needed to minimize that pressure. The development of new settlements, with new infrastructure,
in particular can lead to substantial increases in transport and other environmentally impactful activities and
it is important to continue efforts for spatial planning decisions which minimise climate impacts.
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5 Conclusions and Recommendations
5.1

Conclusions

The project’s objective is based on the Government of Uzbekistan’s desire to expand rural housing as well as
reduce residential energy demand, and the project builds on this. Its strategy has a robust foundation in
alignment with both the national Rural Housing Programme and the Ministry of Construction’s efforts to
introduce energy efficiency regulations in the country. As a result of this, the project is operating in a
supportive government policy framework and can build on government initiatives.
These are important positive aspects of the project and on the highest, objective, level, the project is
successful. In particular its regulatory work, helping the Government introduce energy efficiency building
codes, has delivered excellent results, amplified by the Government decreeing that all housing built through
its programmes must comply with the stricter requirements set (by those building codes).
The project’s strategy (presented in its strategic results framework) is poorly elaborated, with inadequate
indicators and targets, often targeting output-level results at outcome and objective-level, large overlaps
between indicators and timing errors, wherein one component is supposed to build upon the results of
another component well before those results were even planned to commence. Consequently, several parts of
the project are delayed and other parts were redesigned on the fly.
On a detailed level, the project’s strategy is a mix of logical and useful components, with a confusing built-up
and an inconsistent theory of change. The GEF CEO Endorsement Request (CER) and the Project Document
(ProDoc) present different views on the outcomes of the project. According to the CER, the project design’s
principal outcome is the establishment of the green mortgage scheme to incentivise and eventually scale-up
the demand for low-carbon housing (outcome 1), which will be supported and enabled by three
complementary outcomes related to strengthening domestic supply chain and capacities for construction of
low-carbon housing (outcome 2), introducing policies and regulations for low-carbon housing and
settlements (outcome 3) and raising public awareness about benefits and advantages of low-carbon housing
(outcome 4). The Project Document presents these same interlinked outcomes, however, does not specify a
hierarchy between the outcomes.
Differences are particularly large for the “green mortgage” component of the project. This component 1is
supposed to be implemented by a subsidy mechanism for the promotion of energy efficient and low-carbon
rural housing, or a loan mechanism. The target is unambiguous, however: it should deliver at least financial
mechanism by the mid-term of the project, and a non-grant mechanism by the end of the project. Currently, a
subsidy mechanism is in place to promote renewable energy systems in rural housing (routed via mortgages
used for that rural housing). In 2019, the planned annual budget of $460.000 was more than doubles to $1M,
despite only renewable energy systems being promoted (and no energy efficient housing as originally
intended), and another $1M was spent in 2020, also for renewable energy systems only.
A subsidy mechanism could qualify as a financial mechanism (mid-term target), however, it could not
qualify as a non-grant mechanism3 (end-of-project target). Both the PIF-CER and the ProDoc are clear about
the intended use of this financial mechanism, which is primarily to promote energy efficiency – considered to
be cost-efficient but underdeveloped – with a small share of the budget to promote renewable energy
systems – considered to be not cost efficient but necessary in the longer term. The PIF indicates a distribution
of 80% of the budget to be allocated to energy efficient housing and 20% to housing featuring both energy
efficiency and renewable energy systems; the ProDoc changes this to 95% for energy efficiency only and only
3

“For the GEF, a Non-Grant Instrument (NGI) provides financing in a form that could generate financial returns, irrespective of whether such financial returns flow back to the GEF
Trust Fund”. GEF, Guidelines on the Project and Progam Cycle Policy, guidelines on identified topic areas in the project and program cycle, point 7
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5% to demonstrating housing with energy efficiency and renewable energy systems. Thus, if one takes the
view that the description of the mechanism in the ProDoc prevails, one should also accept that of the total
budget only a share of 5% of it (5% of $3M = $150k) was intended for demonstrating renewable energy
systems; a large-scale promotion of renewable energy systems was not foreseen in either document. In fact,
the ProDoc states that “will develop two funding schemes that support low-carbon rural housing: 1) the
green mortgage incentive; and 2) a mechanism to support the installation of solar PV units in rural houses.”
All this points to one conclusion only: the funding mechanism put in place by the project is not in line with
the agreed project design and the budget used was intended for other purposes. As a result, this component
has not achieved any of its intended mid-term targets and is not on track to meeting its end-of-project targets.
For a sound market transformation approach, other aspects, including the project’s policy and regulatory
work, it supply chain activities and its marketing and communication work, need to be emphasised more
since these are the likely sources of lasting market transformation in the country – and not the subsidy
instrument. A coherent, well timed market transformation approach would have been particularly relevant
for the integration of the “green mortgage” component, which was supposed to demonstrate the benefits of
energy efficiency preparing the ground for regulations, and additionally include a small-scale demonstration
of renewable energy technology. In itself, this can be a useful idea, also applied successfully elsewhere. In this
project, however, “green mortgages” were not planned to start until the third year of the project, and
regulations were supposed to be finished in year two. This, obviously, eliminates the stated goal of those
demonstrations through “green mortgages”. It is baffling that the project was designed with such a timing
error in its core component, and equally baffling that reviews of the project document by – supposedly –
component reviewers at UNDP and the GEF secretariat managed to overlook such issues.
During implementation, this problem with the “green mortgages” emerged at some point, requiring the
project to change its approach. Rather than scaling down and re-strategising, as should have been expected
given that the component had lost its core purpose, the project decided to more than double the budget for
those “green mortgages”, support only renewable energy technology on a much larger scale than expected,
without targets, with little observable environmental benefits attached and no clear route to market
transformation. Such a level of disregard for procedures and agreements is incomprehensible, and reason to
initiative a review of decision making for the project.
Results in the country show that the installation of PV systems in the country has been distinctly different in
all three regions visited, indicating that the market is far from mature and not ready for the large-scale
support the project kicked off.
Despite these – very – serious issues, however, the project is delivering useful results for the country and is
progressing towards achieving, and possibly exceeding, its targets. The project’s progress, leaving aside the
“green mortgages” is partly ahead of schedule and partly somewhat behind. The level of effort going into
those components has been somewhat lower than expected, possibly also explained by the project having
been without a project manager and a team for at least six months. Nevertheless, its good working
relationship with the Government and the effective work on regulations and with the supply chain have kept
the overall progress on track. These are also typically two of the three core ingredients of a successful market
transformation strategy, and it is not surprising to see this project achieve results through those components,
even without its largest component (“green mortgages”). Awareness raising for energy efficiency, within and
outside the construction sector, is the other typical core ingredient of successful market transformation
strategies, and this component is only partially on track. Within the construction sector, the awareness for
energy efficiency seems to be growing fast and should, with continued efforts, lead to a good result by the
end of the project. Awareness raising for households, however, has only just started and it is too early to see
impacts. This needs to be closely monitored to make sure that the project also achieves increased awareness
among households.
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Given the serious issues with one component, with the largest budget, and inconsistencies in the rest of the
project, it is urgently needed to redevelop the project’s strategy, reset indicators and targets and redevelop
the project’s budget. This new strategy should be independently verified and, until this has happened, no
new spending should be approved for the “green mortgage” component.

5.1.1

Progress by component

Progress by component is, in summary, as follows:
1.

2.

3.

4.

By the end of 2019, 800 “green mortgages” (read: PV-system subsidies) were delivered. Since none of
these are actually green mortgages, the mid-term target of 750 households has not been met, nor is it
likely that the current approach will ever meet this target. This is already discussed in the general
part of this conclusions section. It is necessary to redevelop the strategy for the project and in
particular revise the approach for this component. Current activities in this component are not based
on the agreed project document and any further “green mortgage” activity needs to be stopped
immediately.
The project has done good work with the domestic supply chain for energy efficient construction. It
has provided many useful designs for energy efficient and low-carbon rural housing which have
been taken up by Government. This is an important step forward. The needs assessment and other
supply-chain activities are also activities which should help improve the supply chain, and in line
with what might normally be expected from a market transformation project. Energy audits of
realised houses could not have happened when they were planned and are scheduled to happen at
the first real possibility. It is important to make sure that these audits include houses at various
levels, to allow for meaningful comparisons.
In its component on Policy and regulatory reform to enable the scale-up of low-carbon housing and
settlements, the project has progressed well with its work on building regulations, in several
instances exceeding expectations (building code development, wider application of regulations,
training of professionals). Continued attention is needed for the application of building codes outside
of the Rural Housing Programme (end of project target), for the capacity of local design institutes to
draw up land use plans, and for the participation of women in professional training. The nationwide
roll-out of building regulations and spatial planning will probably benefit from continued
professional training activities, also after the end of project target (of 1500 professionals) has been
reached.
Progress in the Marketing and Promotion of Low-Carbon Houses and Settlements component is
more limited. Awareness raising activities about energy efficiency and low-carbon technologies in
housing, so far, seem to have been focused on involved parties and stakeholders. The project reports
a 90% awareness level among project stakeholders, which is good, however, is only addressing only
a small part of awareness raising. There are many parties in the construction sector not involved in
the project, and many relevant parties outside of the construction sector. Household and community
outreach seem to be falling behind considerably. This is perhaps not surprising since the budget
spent on this component is only half of the planned budget.

Difficulties in some of the components haven’t hindered the project much in its core objective (of improving
the energy efficiency of rural housing), primarily since that could be reached via government intervention
only. Given that energy efficiency is mandated through a Government decision, making non-energy efficient
rural housing unavailable, and PV-systems are essentially given away as an add-on to normal RHP housing,
only household acceptance is needed, not an active decision. This will, of course, change if the project wants
to encourage all households in Uzbekistan to choose an energy efficient home and/or purchase renewable
(low carbon) technology, as is planned for the second half of the project.
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Project implementation

The project has experienced substantial challenges in its management with an unusually high turnover of
staff at crucial positions. During the first three years of the project, there have been three project managers as
well as three national project directors. In addition, there have been several changes in task managers, and
these latter ones are still ongoing. It seems that only the country office desk officer has remained in position
for the duration of the project, and the country office needs to put in place measures to improve the
institutional memory for this project. UNDP has allowed the project to continue for 6 months without a
manager and still allows crucial staff, such as task managers, to move to other UNDP projects, even after this
project has suffered from frequent staff changes, suggests a substantial lack of oversight at the country office
and a disregard for the responsibilities it has towards the project. A full review of UNDP’s personnel
management around this project is recommended, also to shed more light on the circumstances that have led
to so many staff members leaving the project.
At the moment, the project seems to be managed well, although it is too soon to tell whether the recent
departure of two task managers will cause delays or other disruptions. The current project management
seems to have a good grip of the project and a good working relationship with crucial project partners.
UNDP has special responsibilities towards any GEF-funded project. It has to make sure that the project
remains focused on results, which the project is currently doing. It also needs to manage the quality and
timeliness of reports, and make sure that there is candor and realism in them. Reports were timely and are
generally well written, however, do not discuss crucial changes such as those to the “green mortgage”
element, or changes in key project staff. Reports focus primarily on – good – descriptions of activities, and
less on impacts. UNDP is further responsible for risk management and to respond to implementation
problems. Risk management has been limited to technical risks, for which the project has taken steps to
address observed shortcomings. The response to implementation problems seems to have been rather
insufficient, in particular around the “green mortgages” and the lack of project management for over 6
months. UNDP is, finally, responsible for the mitigation of environmental or social risks, none of which were
encountered during implementation. A possible health risk probably didn’t reach the country office before
this MTR.
Annual work planning shows that there are large budget changes from year to year. These have not been
clearly communicated to the Project Board nor with UNDP (regional) management. Annual work plans are
also not discussed in the Project Board. Financial management follows UNDP rules, however, there are no
audit reports for the financial management of the project.
Co-financing for the project appears strong, with some $70M already realised in co-financing, primarily
because all investment going into the rural housing that the project works with count as co-financing. Note,
however, that co-financing amounts reported by UNDP include false information and that it is impossible to
say to what extent reported co-financing is real. New resources mobilised for the project are only a fraction of
the overall amount. Co-financing includes the investments by state agencies in local infrastructure and roads
for new settlements. This implies that those investments are part of the project’s design, and thus their (often
negative) environmental impacts as well. So far, these impacts are not included.
Monitoring and evaluation of the project suffers from a lack of meaningful, outcome and final impact focused
targets. It further suffers from poor planning in the project, as a result of which some targets could not yet be
measured (due to houses not yet being built). There is no indication of dedicated impact monitoring
conducted by the project.
Stakeholder engagement in the project is excellent for the government stakeholders involved. Construction
and the housing market in Uzbekistan are heavily regulated and the national government is by far the most
important stakeholder in this sector. Private sector involvement also seems to be good, with several

Klinckenberg consultants

Mid-Term Review: Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan

49

companies and associations involved in project activities and further collaborations, in particular for the
supply chain component. There is no reported involvement of civil society, however, and no direct
representation of rural communities or households in the project.

5.1.3

Sustainability of results

The sustainability of results varies between components of the project. Its work on regulations and with the
supply chain is solid and on track to deliver lasting impacts. It’s “green mortgage” mechanism is not
delivering meaningful impacts, and work on marketing and awareness raising hasn’t progressed far enough
to determine the sustainability of results.
A specific financial risk relates to the “green mortgages”, for which there is no specific goal or exit strategy,
leaving a financial sustainability risk to the project’s results. A socio-economic risk stems from the planned
expansion of improved energy efficient building designs from government-mandated construction (now) to
all construction, including private sector construction (in the second half of the project). An implementation
strategy is needed to make sure that all elements are put in place to facilitate this expansion.
The institutional framework for the project is strong, although the Project Board needs to be extended with
non-government parties and more efforts are needed to involve the Project Board in direction the course of
the project, including the approval of annual work plans.

5.2

Recommendations

This section sets out recommendations for the project, including actions needed to correct the design,
implementation, monitoring and/or evaluation of the project, and recommendations for reinforcing the
project. All corrective actions relate to inadequately formulated baselines and targets in the strategic results
framework of the project; actual implementation is going well, and there are recommendations to build on
this to reinforce impacts.
Exceptionally, and in direct response to the seriousness of errors in the design of the project’s strategic results
framework and its impact calculation, baseline and targets, there is also a section with recommendations for
UNDP and the GEF (who both have a responsibility for the quality of these parts) to support a repair of this
framework and introduced improved procedures to prevent recurrence of similar mistakes in other projects.

5.2.1
1.

2.

Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project
Place the project in the enhanced oversight modality, replace the UNDP country office desk officer in
charge of this project and stop budgets flowing to the “green mortgage” mechanism, until an
independent review has confirmed that all decisions around the “green mortgage” mechanism have
been taken with the project’s best interest in mind and even then only if a redesigned project strategy
and strategic results framework establish that the project actually needs additional funding for PV
and solar water heater systems to meet its objectives.
Initiate an independent review of budget, procurement and staff decisions for this project and follow
up with corrective and disciplinary actions as needed. This review should include:
a. The provision of false co-financing data to this MTR, and misleading explanations for why
this has been the case. This should take into account that UNDP has specific responsibilities
towards project reviews, including a sole responsibility to provide accurate and complete
information about the project for such reviews;
b. Decision making leading around the budget for and changed approach of the “green
mortgage” mechanism, and whether these budget decisions meet UNDP Rules and
regulations and UNDP’s fiduciary responsibilities towards the GEF;
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3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.
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Whether any GEF-funds have been used for the preparation of a GCF proposal, following the
identification of five contracts for which there is reason to believe that this might be the case;
Actually delivered co-financing as well as for all financial data for the project;
d. UNDP’s personnel management for this project, focusing on the frequent changes in project
and task managers, and what the reasons for these frequent changes were, why UNDP offers
positions to task managers on other UNDP projects when this project has seen so many
personnel changes already, whether enough was done to maintain core staff in their roles
and why UNDP allowed the project to continue for at least six months without a project
manager.
If such a review finds any indications of possible misconduct, matters need to be referred to
UNDP’s Office of Audit and Investigations for an investigation into possible fraud or
misconduct.
Follow-up on the government’s investigation into corruption allegations made by a company that bid
on a tender, review and where needed amend procurement procedures, and report findings to
UNDP oversight and management units.
Add explanatory notes to past PIRs and include sections in new PIRs discussing important changes
in the management of the project, such as changes in the national implementing partner, changes in
project management and in task management. In those discussions, the impacts of changes should be
discussed, and which measures are put in place to guarantee continuity in the project. Further,
explanatory notes and future PIRs need to reflect changes introduced in the “green mortgage”
mechanism.
Re-assess the effectiveness of the entire component 1 of the project, taking into account that
subsidised energy tariffs and prescribed mortgage interest rates make normal green mortgage
products virtually impossible to implement effectively and that reforms of energy tariffs and
mortgage markets, although announced, have not yet been sufficiently implemented. Since it is
unlikely that such an approach can be developed and implemented successfully, given the regulatory
framework and the relatively small unspent portion of the budget, it is recommended to freeze
activities for “green mortgages”, focus attention on the other components of the project and reserve
the remainder of the budget for “green mortgages” for additional activities directed at promoting
energy efficiency in housing, for example at improving the correct application of insulation measures
in rural housing or demonstrations of housing at the highest performance level prescribed in national
standards.
Redevelop the project’s strategy to re-align activities around a sound market transformation theory,
with regulatory instruments at its core and supply chain and consumer awareness activities
prominently included. Since there is virtually not a single baseline, target or impact calculation for
this project that meets GEF guidelines, the project strategic results framework (one of the most
important parts of a project document and CER) need urgent repairing and redevlopment. This
should also include a redevelopment of the project’s baselines, indicators and targets, resulting in a
small set of objective- and outcome-oriented indicators and targets. See for example GlobalABC’s
Roadmap for suggestions for components of a market transformation strategy.
https://www.iea.org/reports/globalabc-roadmap-for-buildings-and-construction-2020-2050
Develop a plan to introduce higher energy efficiency levels to all construction, and in particular
private construction, assessing the barriers faced in this part of the market and ways to overcome
these.
Increase the level of effort going into components 2 and 3, and in particular for component 4. Annual
budgets for these components have, so far, been too low and need to be increased. The overall budget
for these components should give sufficient budget to increase annual spending. If budgets are then
still insufficient, a reallocation of budget from component 1 to other components should be
considered.
Conduct energy audits of realised houses with PV systems as soon as possible, combined with audits
of rural housing programme houses meeting energy efficiency requirements without PV systems,
and rural housing programme houses not meeting energy efficiency requirements, to make sure that
audits result in comparable data.
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10. Remove co-financing for roads and other local infrastructure from the project. If not, the
environmental impacts of this new infrastructure, including for example increased GHG emissions
from extra car travel, need to be accounted for in the project’s GHG emissions projections.

5.2.2

Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project

11. Training for local spatial planners and decision makers needs to continue, and this needs to be
coordinated with support provided to local community-based decision making.
12. Extend the Project Board with the Ministry of Energy, as well as with IFIs such as the ADB and IDB ,
the private sector and civil society representatives, including representatives of rural communities.
Increase the frequency of interaction with the Project Board, through formal Board meetings as well
as lower-level consultations throughout the year, and involve the Project Board in decisions about
any budget changes and the annual work plan.

5.2.3

Recommendations for UNDP and the GEF

13. When designing projects, more attention is needed for meaningful baselines and targets at outcome
level. These should be based on measurable changes in the market or environment the project
wishes to influence, not on the project completing it’s activities. Implementing agencies need to pay
more attention to the quality of a project’s strategic results framework, as should the GEF secretariat
in its project review, and both should make sure that there are adequate internal procedures in place
that can identify and address significant gaps in project designs such as those seen for this project.
14. Make it standard practice for UNDP-GEF projects to present full annual budget overviews, stating
changes in planned spending. Such overviews need to clearly present any changes in budget
allocations per component and per year, discuss significant differences and provide explanations for
significant changes. Standard financial reporting through CDRs provides too little insight into project
‘s finances to allow for effective oversight.
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6 Annexes
6.1

Strategic Results Framework (Project logical framework) as included in Project document

This project will contribute to achieving the following UNDAF/Country Programme Outcome: By 2020, rural
population benefit from sustainable management of natural resources and resilience to disasters and climate change
CPD Output: Appropriate policy/regulations/financial products (green mortgage) are in place to enable scaling-up of
construction of low-carbon housing/settlements
Country Programme Outcome Indicators:
Indicator 5.a Number of minimum-energy performance standards for rural housing adopted nationally.
Indicator 5.b Percentage of rural homeowners that invest in houses featuring low-carbon technologies
Primary applicable Key Environment and Sustainable Development Key Result Area:
1. Mainstreaming environment and energy
Applicable Outputs from the UNDP 2014-2017 Strategic Plan:
Output 1.5: Inclusive and sustainable solutions adopted to achieve increased energy efficiency and universal modern
energy access (especially off-grid sources of renewable energy)
Applicable Output Indicators from the UNDP Strategic Plan Integrated Results and Resources Framework:
Output 1.5 Indicator 1.5.1: Number of new development partnerships with funding for improved energy efficiency
and/or sustainable energy solutions targeting underserved communities/groups and women.
Applicable GEF Focal Area Objective: CCM-2: Promote Market Transformation for Energy-Efficiency in Industry and
the Building Sector

Strategy

GEF Project
Objective4: To
provide
Uzbekistan’s
rural population
with improved,
affordable and
environmentallyfriendly living
conditions

Indicator

Total Lifetime
Direct and
Indirect GHG
Emissions
Avoided
(tCO2eq)* *

Baseline

Mid-Term
Targets &
Milestones

End of
Project
Targets &
Milestones

Source of
verificatio
n

Risks and
Assumptions

No
significant
GHG
emissions
avoided –
current
construction
techniques
and
building
codes will
“lock in” a
higher-thannecessary
trajectory of
emissions in
the housing
sector.

By the project
mid-term,
direct GHG
emissions
avoided will be
at least 1,764
tCO2eq reduced
or avoided
from the EE
and RE
measures
implemented in
the green
mortgage
houses and
58,750 tCO2eq
from the
introduction of
stricter
building codes

Direct GHG
emissions
avoided:
52,712 tCO2eq5
reduced or
avoided
calculated
during the
project
lifetime from
the EE and RE
measures
implemented
and from
strengthened
building
codes

Project’s
verified
energy
saving and
GHG
monitoring
reports;
sectoral and
national
data from
Uzhydrome
t and the
State
Committee
on Statistics

The necessary
legal, regulatory,
institutional and
financial
prerequisites to
proceed with the
planned
investments and
other EE
(operational)
improvements
exist

Total direct
GHG emissions
avoided: 35,291
4
*
5

Total direct
GHG
emissions
avoided:
463,894

This GEF objective corresponds to the UNDPAtlas project output. It will be monitored quarterly in the ERBM and annually in the
APR/PIR.
Indicates a GEF Climate Change Tracking Tool indicator.
This estimate assumes that 1,588 houses are constructed (265 in Year 3 of the project, 525 in Year 4, and 798 in Year 5).
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tCO2eq over an
assumed
technology and
materials
lifetime of 20
years

tCO2eq over
an assumed
technology
and materials
lifetime of 20
years

Indirect GHG
emissions
avoided:
891,925 tCO2e
- 4.7 million
tCO2e over 20
years,
representing
bottom-up
and top-down
estimates,
respectively
Lifetime energy In the
By the midThe project
saved
absence of
term, the
achieves
(expressed in
the project,
project achieves energy
GJ)*
fossil fuel
energy savings savings of at
consumptio of at least
least 939,250
n will
32,376 GJ from GJ during the
continue to
direct
project
grow in the investement,
lifetime, or
rural
code
8,266,185 GJ
housing
strengthening,
over the of 20sector due
and other
year building
to increases measures.
lifetimes from
in the size of
direct
the housing
investment,
stock in
code
spite of
strengthening
selected
and other
energy
measures
efficiency
facilitated by
gains.6
the project.
Volume of
Investments By the midBy the end of
investment
in energy
term,
the project,
mobilized and
efficiency
investments of
investments
leveraged by
are not
at least USD 19 of more than
GEF for low
currently
million are
USD 129
GHG
made in the leveraged (not
million are
development
rural
including GEF
leveraged (not
(co-financing
housing
financing)
including GEF
and additional sector
financing).
financing)*

Number of
users of lowGHG systems

6

CENEf (2014). Tashkent: UNDP: 13.
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Low-GHG
systems are
not
currently

By the project
mid-term, at
least 750
households

By the end of
the project, at
least 1,588
households

See above

Final
evaluation

See above

Partners maintain
their financial
commitments,
Governmen and increased
t statistics
awareness among
on the Rural homebuyers and
Housing
financial
Programme institutions leads
to an increase in
investments in EE
and LC rural
houses.
RHP
Lending
records,
institutions will
project
continue to seek
gender balance in
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(number, of
which female)*

used to any
significant
extent in
rural areas
of
Uzbekistan

(appr. 3,750
people. of
which appr.
1,875 are
female) will use
low-GHG
systems in the
form of solar
PV units
and/or efficient
technologies

Number of new
development
partnerships
with funding
for improved
energy
efficiency
and/or
sustainable
energy
solutions
targeting
underserved
communities/g
roups and
women**

The baseline
for this
indicator in
the area of
rural
housing is
zero.

Local benefits:
Satisfaction of
beneficiaries
and other local
benefits
generated

Satisfaction
and benefits
accruing to
residents
are not
currently
measured.

By the midterm, project
activities will
result in at least
one new
development
partnership for
improved EE
and/or
sustainable
energy
solutions
targeting
underserved
communities/g
roups and
women.
Satisfaction of
EE and LowCarbon house
occupants with
their housing
and utility
services will be
at least as high
as the
satisfaction
measured in a
control group
of occupants of
standard RHP
houses (as
measured on a
five-point
scale).
Indoor air
temperature
compliance
with
recommended
norms will be
at least

**

UNDP CPAP Indicator
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(appr. 7,940
people, of
which appr.
3,970 are
female) will
use low-GHG
systems in the
form of solar
PV units
and/or
efficient
technologies
Project
activities will
result in at
least one new
development
partnership
for improved
EE and/or
sustainable
energy
solutions
targeting
underserved
communities/
groups and
women.

documentat
ion.

loan applications
and mortgages
granted.

Project
documentat
ion

Rural housing
will remain a
priority for the
government and
for other
development
partners.

Satisfaction of
new and
existing EE
and LowCarbon house
occupants
with their
housing and
utility services
will be at least
as high as the
satisfaction
measured in a
control group
of occupants
of standard
RHP houses
(as measured
on a fivepoint scale).

Project
monitoring
surveys

Indoor air
temperature
compliance
with
recommended

Reporting
on cofinancing

Data from
independen
t MTE and
TE

Suitable control
groups will be
identified for the
project-based
sample with
similar energy
provision
profiles.
Access will be
provided to the
intervention and
control groups.

55

Mid-Term Review: Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan

comparable
with houses in
the selected
control group.

GEF Outcome 17:
Green mortgage
market
mechanism to
scale-up demand
for low-carbon
housing

7

Status of nongrant
mechanisms
and/r
incentives to
invest in
houses and
other
infrastructure
featuring lowcarbon design
and/or
technologies

There is
currently no
mechanism
to leverage
existing
investments
in rural
housing to
cover EE
and RE
technologies
in rural
houses

By the project
mid-term, at
least one
mechanism to
finance EE and
RE
technologies in
rural houses
will be
operational in
Uzbekistan.

Capacity of
financial
institutions to
design and
operate
dedicated
financial
products that
are accessible
to both men
and women for
low-carbon
housing is
present

Banks in
Uzbekistan
do not have
experience
in designing
and
operating
dedicated
financial
products for
EE and RE
equipment
and
materials

By the midterm, financial
products reach
at least 750
households
(3,750 people)
[Mid-term
target for green
mortgage
lending to
women during
the
development of
the mechanism]

norms will be
at least
comparable
with houses in
the selected
control group.
Economic,
social, health,
and local
environmenta
l benefits of
the EE and
Low-Carbon
houses will be
assessed
(using
genderdifferentiated
data).
At least one
non-grant
mechanism to
encourage
investment in
energy
efficiency
and/or
renewable
energy is
operational in
Uzbekistan by
the end of the
project.
Financial
products
reach at least
1,588
households
(7,940 people)
in rural areas
by the end of
the project

Bank
records;
RHP
records;
project
surveys

Documentat
ion of
financing
agreements

The RHP will
continue to
maintain sexdisaggregated
databases on
ADB/RHP
mortgage
Documentat applications and
ion
lending

[Final target
for green
mortgage
lending to
women TBD
during the
development
of the
mechanism]

GEF outcomes are equivalent to UNDP Atlas activities. All outcomes will be monitored annually in the APR/PIR

Klinckenberg consultants
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GEF Outcome 2:
Efficient designs
and domestic
supply chains
are available for
low-carbon
housing and
settlements

Level of
dissemination
of prototype EE
and low-carbon
designs for
rural houses
and
settlements; i.e.,
the number of
rural
households
with access to
houses with
EE/RE
technologies
Energy
performance of
the EE and lowcarbon houses
reflects
significant
improvements
over standard
RHP houses

Standard
homes with
these
designs are
not
currently
available in
Uzbekistan

By the project
mid-term, at
least 750
households
(3,750 people)
have access to
new rural
houses
featuring
advanced
EE/RE
technologies

By the end of
the project, at
least 1,588
households
(7,940 people)
have access to
new rural
houses
featuring
advanced
EE/RE
technologies

RHP and
project
documentat
ion; loan
agreements;
constructio
n
documentat
ion

Continuing
political support
at the central
government
level, allocations
of adequate
budget and/or
other financial
resources to
support
continuing
operation

EE and lowcarbon
houses are
not
currently
available
under the
RHP
program in
Uzbekistan

By the project
mid-term, at
least 90 energy
audits of rural
houses
constructed in
2018 conducted
to demonstrate
that the EE/LC
houses
complied with
indoor climate
regulations
with lower
energy
expenditures
compared to a
control group
of standard
RHP houses

Energy
audit data
for EE/LC
houses and
control
houses
under the
RHP
program

Rural Housing
Programme
management will
allow access to
energy data for
monitoring
purposes

Rural
technology
needs
assessment
(TNA) reflects
current needs
of both men
and women

A rural
TNA has
not
previously
been
conducted

By the end of
the project, at
least 180
audits
conducted for
rural houses
constructed in
2018-2019 to
demonstrate
that the
EE/LC houses
complied with
indoor climate
regulations
with lower
energy
expenditures
than in a
control group
of standard
RHP house
At least one
focus group of
women is
convened
during the
rural TNA
stakeholder
consultations

Project
reporting,
TNA
documentat
ion

Women will be
willing to attend
a focus group on
rural technology
needs.

By the end of
the project, at
least one
company in
each of the 5
pilot areas of
Uzbekistan
will have
multiple sales
related to

Database of
EE and RE
companies
(previous
UNDP
project
records)

Companies will
be interested in
expanding their
sales to a new
market segment

By the project
mid-term, at
least one focus
group of
women is
convened
during the
rural TNA
stakeholder
consultations
Volume of sales Companies At the midthrough supply offering EE
term, at least 1chain for lowmaterials/
2 companies in
carbon rural
technologies each of the five
housing
and RE
pilot areas in
technologies Uzbekistan will
do not
have multiple
currently
sales related to
have a sales rural housing
chain for
construction.

Klinckenberg consultants
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GEF Outcome 3:
Policy and
regulatory
reform to enable
the scale-up of
low-carbon
housing and
settlements

At least 3
building codes
for housing in
Uzbekistan are
introduced
with
requirements
for energy
performance
that are at least
30% stricter
than existing
codes.

Rates of
compliance
with applicable
energy
performance
standards in
residential
building codes

Number of
specialists
(architects,
builders,
designers, etc.)
certified/succe
ssfully
completing
training in the
new codes,
design review,
certification,
and compliance
8

rural singlefamily
houses; they
sell to
public
sector
buildings,
or, to a
lesser
extent,
multi-family
residential
buildings in
urban areas
One
standard
has been
adopted

rural housing
construction8.

By the project
mid-term, at
least three
strengthened
codes with
stricter thermal
performance
requirements
(by at least
30%) will be
fully elaborated
and submitted
for approval by
the
Government
Baseline
By the project
compliance mid-term, all
has not been new houses
formally
constructed
documented under the RHP
for the
will conform to
residential
applicable
sector as a
energy
whole.
standards in
building codes

By 2020, at
least three
strengthened
building
codes with
requirements
for energy
performance
that are at
least 30%
stricter than
existing codes
will be in
place.

Project
monitoring
and
evaluation
reports;
regulations
published
by
Gosarchitec
tstroy

Continuing
political support
to the suggested
legal and
regulatory
changes

By the end of
the project,
there will be
near-universal
compliance
for new
residential
buildings
constructed in
Uzbekistan.

Audits on
RHP houses
conducted
by the
project
team.

Increased
enforcement and
training will lead
to improved
compliance.

Gosarchitect
stroy does
not
currently
appraise
rural
housing
designs
with a view
to a “lowcarbon”
designation
or other

1,500
specialists
certified/succ
essfully
completing
training by
the final
quarter of the
project
[precise
number TBD
at project
inception]

500 specialists
(architects,
builders,
designers, etc.)
certified/succe
ssfully
completing
training by
Year 3 of the
project in the
new codes,
design review,
certification,

The exact number will be determined during project inception.
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Enforcemen
t
documentat
ion from
Gosarchitec
tstroy
Annual
training
reports by
project staff;
independen
t mid-term
evaluation
and final
evaluation

Training needs
for the rural
housing sector
will be analogous
to those in the
public building
sector in terms of
curriculum
design and
approach
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GEF Outcome 4:
Marketing and
Promotion of
Low-Carbon
Houses and
Settlements

issues and
techniques

performanc
e standards

Number of
land-use plans
and/or zoning
regulations
improved to
maximize
efficient
resource use
and incorporate
climate
considerations.

Currently,
land-use
plans and
regulations
do not take
climate
consideratio
ns or
energysavings into
account

Number of
communities
[or districts]
that support
incorporating
climate change
considerations
into decisionmaking

Currently,
standard
practice
does not
involve
mainstreami
ng climate
or energy
managemen
t
consideratio
ns into local
decisionmaking

Klinckenberg consultants

and compliance
issues and
techniques
[precise
number and
target for
women’s
participation
TBD at project
inception]
By the project
mid-term, at
least one siting
regulation and
one villagelevel land use
plan will be
developed that
promote
energy savings
and/or climate
considerations

By the midterm of the
project, at least
5 communities
in project pilot
areas have
tested a
communitybased
mechanism of
decision
making to
incorporate
climate change
considerations
into decisionmaking [target
for women’s
participation
TBD at project
inception].

By the end of
the project, at
least one
siting
regulation
and one
village-level
land use plan
will be
adopted that
promote
energy
savings
and/or
climate
considerations
.
By the end of
the project, at
least 15
communities
take steps to
incorporate
climate
change
considerations
into decisionmaking
[target for
women’s
participation
TBD at project
inception].

State
Committee
on
Geodesy…
official
records;
project
reports on
Component
3

There will be
interest in
maximizing
resource use
efficiency at the
local level in
participating
villages.

Project
monitoring
and
evaluation
reports

Energy
management at
the sub-national
level will remain
a policy priority
for the
government.
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Percentage of
project
stakeholders
aware of EE
and low-carbon
housing and
infrastructure
Percentage of
rural
homeowners
aware of EE
and low-carbon
housing and
infrastructure

9

Awareness
of the
benefits of
low-carbon
housing and
infrastructur
e is very low;
the baseline
will be
determined
at project
inception.

By the end of
the project, at
least 90% of
project
participants
(defined as
participating
households,
participating
banks, and
relevant
government
agencies
involved in
project
implementati
on) are aware
of the benefits
of EE and
low-carbon
houses.9
By the end of
the project, at
least 10% of
all rural
homeowners
(including
owners of
new RHP
houses,
existing RHP
houses, and
other
privatelyowned singlefamily
houses) in
pilot areas are
aware of the
benefits of EE
and lowcarbon
houses.
Awareness
among project
beneficiaries
does not differ
significantly
between
women and
men in target
groups
surveyed.

Project
monitoring
and
evaluation
reports
Project
monitoring
survey;
other RHP
and ADB
data as
available

Rural residents
will be interested
in saving money
when the
relationship
between energy
savings and
household
expenses is
presented in a
clear way.

For all three indicators, awareness is measured as name recognition of the green mortgage program, a basic understanding of how to
save energy in housing, and a basic understanding of the linkages between energy savings, financial savings, and other benefits.

Klinckenberg consultants
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Activities
under the
project
communication
strategy that
explicitly
consider
gender

Monitoring and
Evaluation

Communicatio
n strategies will
reflect women’s
and men’s
communication
channels in
rural areas on
an ongoing
basis.
At the project
mid-term, a
mid-term
evaluation (TE)
has been
conducted and
its findings
extracted

Project staff
and
stakeholders
are aware of
gender issues
in project
monitoring and
evaluation

Klinckenberg consultants

A training
block on
gender
mainstreaming
will be
included in the
project
inception
workshop.

Communicati
on strategies
will reflect
women’s and
men’s
communicatio
n channels in
rural areas on
an ongoing
basis.
By the end of
the project, a
terminal
evaluation
(TE) has been
conducted,
and its results
and lessons
learned have
been made
available to all
relevant
parties.

Project
communica
tion
strategy;
documentat
ion of
project
outreach
activities

Preferred
communication
channels for
women and men
can be identified.

APR/PIR
combined
reports
MTE and
UNDP
response to
MTE
findings
TE and
UNDP
response to
findings
Project
inception
report

Training will
provide project
staff and
stakeholders to
monitor gender
issues effectively.
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6.2

Results per project activity table

An overview of results achieved per activity is included in the table below. Only results achieved are
indicated; empty cells indicate that, in that year, no results were reported. It should be noted that projects are
assessed at their results in terms of overall progress towards their objective and progress per outcome;
activity-based results are an important indicator and a relevant tracker for project management and
oversight, however, they are not a goal in themselves.
Note that the colour coding applied to target descriptions in this section represents the mandatory “indicator assessment
key”, with green = achieved; yellow = on target to be[ing] achieved; and red = not on target to be[ing] achieved.
Outcomes

Mid-Term
Results achieved
Targets &
Milestones
2018
2019
Outcome 1: Green mortgage market mechanism to scale-up demand for low-carbon housing
MTR rating: Highly Unsatisfactory
Indicator 1:
Status of nongrant
mechanisms
and/or
incentives to
invest in
houses and
other
infrastructure
featuring lowcarbon design
and/or
technologies

Target 1: ,
at least one
mechanism
to finance
EE and RE
technologie
s in rural
houses will
be
operational
in
Uzbekistan
.

• Current system of
funding the mortgages
for affordable rural
housing within the
corresponding National
Program on
construction of
affordable rural
housing in Uzbekistan,
including national
(national banks) and
international soft loan
funding sources (ADB
and IsDB) analyzed
• A firm to be
competitively hired to
assess viability and, if
viable, define details of
a fully commercial
green mortgage
banking product. TOR
for the assignment
finalized and circulated.
The consultant will
develop models and
tools necessary for
green mortgage
product analysis with
scenario and sensitivity
analysis.
• HACT micro
assessment of QQB
started.
• QQB and Ipoteka Bank
representatives are
invited to a study tour
on green mortgage to
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• Green mortgage
mechanism using GEF
funds to subsidize
low-carbon measures
is established.
• As of June 30, 2019,
the investments
amounted to US $13.8
million are leveraged
(not including GEF
financing) as cofinancing on
mortgages of 530 rural
households (private
sector) through
piloting the green
mortgage scheme
(based on $1 mln
grant funding from
GEF covered
incremental costs of
LC rural houses) by
the project in
cooperation with the
national Qishloq
Qurilish Bank (QQB).
• Moreover, those 530
affordable rural
houses are
constructed through
mortgage funding
provided by the ADB
as a targeted soft loan
to the Government of
Uzbekistan
(amounted to US
$26,628)

2020

• Green mortgage
mechanism using GEF
funds to subsidize lowcarbon measures
established and is
operated by the national
mortgage bank (Qishloq
Qurilish Bank, i.e. QQB).
• Cumulatively, the project
delivered 800 green
mortgages in 2019,
included 530 delivered by
30 June 2019 and the
remaining 270 ones
completed by August
2019.
• An international
contractor hired by the
project has conducted
independent
assessment/verification of
QQB performance as per
the terms of Performance
Based Payment
Agreement and verified
proper execution of EE
and LC measures as well
as financial delivery for
these 800 LC affordable
rural family houses. The
proportion of
participation by women
as green mortgage
borrowers equaled 53% of
the total 800 borrowers.
• New Performance Based
Payment Agreement
signed between UNDP
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the USA in September
2018.
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• Analysis of green
mortgage scheme
banking product
included international
best practices, as well
as models and tools
for analysis of
viability of fully
commercial green
mortgage on fully
commercial terms
conducted by the
national company
Perfect Balance
• HACT micro
assessment of QQB
was completed and
resulted in low risk
rating of the bank for
piloting the green
mortgage scheme
through Performance
Based Payment PBP
modality newly
introduced by UNDP
in 2018.
• QQB and Ipoteka
Bank representatives
familiarized with
green mortgages
approaches and
practices within the
study tour to the USA
• Performance Based
Payment Agreement
signed between
UNDP and QQB in
early March 2019 for
US $1 mln of GEF
funding to cover
incremental costs of
green mortgage
downpayments for
800 green mortgages
to construct lowcarbon affordable
rural houses in the 5
regions in Uzbekistan
•
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and QQB in early March
2020 for US $1 mln of GEF
funding to cover
incremental costs of green
mortgage for 528 green
mortgages to construct 22
multi-apartment LC lowcarbon affordable
buildings in the 5 pilot
regions of Uzbekistan.
However, due to COVID19 outbreak and related
quarantine measures,
there is a delay in issuing
green mortgages. It is
anticipated that green
mortgage agreements will
be signed starting from
July 2020.
• The success in provision
of 800 green mortgages
for construction of
affordable LC housing in
rural areas contributed to
decision of the President
of Uzbekistan President
(November 2019) to
develop and introduce a
new system for providing
both urban and rural
households with financing
for home purchases,
issued by the national
lending banks with less
state subsidy and greater
involvement of
commercial finance and
private developers’
funding for construction
(http://uzdaily.uz/en/po
st/53224).
• This was followed by the
adopted Presidential
Decree “On Additional
Measures to Improve
Mortgage Lending
Mechanisms” (December
2019), which set a new
course for providing
housing through
mortgage loans based on
market principles (see
http://uzdaily.uz/en/po
st/53607 and
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(http://uzdaily.uz/en/po
st/53628.)
Indicator 2:
Capacity of
financial
institutions to
design and
operate
dedicated
financial
products that
are accessible
to both men
and women
for low-carbon
housing is
present

Target 2:
financial
products
reach at
least 750
households
(3,750
people)
The
proportion
of
participatio
n by
women as
green
mortgage
borrowers
should be
equal to or
greater
than the
proportion
of
participatio
n by
women in
the
standard
mortgages
of the RHP.

• Current system of
funding the mortgages
for affordable rural
housing within the
corresponding National
Program on
construction of
affordable rural
housing in Uzbekistan,
including national
(national banks) and
international soft loan
funding sources (ADB
and IsDB) analyzed
• A firm to be
competitively hired to
assess viability and, if
viable, define details of
a fully commercial
green mortgage
banking product. TOR
for the assignment
finalized and circulated.
The consultant will
develop models and
tools necessary for
green mortgage
product analysis with
scenario and sensitivity
analysis.
• HACT micro
assessment of QQB
started.
• QQB and Ipoteka Bank
representatives are
invited to a study tour
on green mortgage to
the USA in September
2018.
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• Green mortgage
mechanism has been
established in QQB
with the gender
sensitive criteria
applied for selection
of borrowers and
resulted in issuance of
530 green mortgages
(among which 297 are
females) issued (as of
30 June 2019) for the
purchase of lowcarbon housing.
• Qishloq Qurilish Bank
(QQB) has undergone
a HACT microassessment, yielding a
low risk rating.
• Capacity building
seminars on
subsidized green
mortgage scheme and
benefits of green
mortgage as a
banking product have
been conducted for
regional staff of QQB
in 12 regions of the
country. Around 300
bankers have
participated in these
trainings in total, 15%
of which were female
participants.
• Performance Based
Payment Agreement
has been developed
and signed between
UNDP and QQB to
finance dedicated
financial product for
EE and RE equipment
and materials.
• International
Company done an
independent
assessment/verificati
on of QQB
performance as per
the terms of
Performance Based

• Project delivered green
mortgages to 800
households (4,000 people)
as of the end of 2019, with
482 more mortgages at an
advanced stage of the
process as of June 2020,
with participation of
women as green mortgage
borrowers exceeding 50%.
• Over 320 bankers (25%
female) as the staff of
QQB enriched their
knowledge on the
subsidized green
mortgage scheme and
benefits of green
mortgage as a banking
product through
participation in trainings
and capacity-building
seminars conducted in 13
regions and the Republic
of Karakalpakstan in
October-November 2019.
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Payment Agreement,
and verified the 530
contracted green
mortgages by QQB as
of 30 June 2019. The
proportion of
participation by
women as green
mortgage borrowers
equaled 56%.
COMPONENT 2: Construction and domestic supply chain for low-carbon housing and settlements strengthened
MTR rating: Satisfactory
Indicator 1:
Level of
dissemination
of prototype
EE and lowcarbon designs
for rural
houses and
settlements;
i.e., the
number of
rural
households
with access to
houses with
EE/RE
technologies

Target 1: at
least 750
households
(3,750
people)
have access
to new
rural
houses
featuring
advanced
EE/RE
technologie
s

• Seminars on project
activities covering
building codes and
regulatory aspects of
achieving energy
efficiency in rural
houses conducted
jointly with Islamic
Development Bank
(IDB) in six regions in
November-December
2017. Total number of
participants 427,
including 91 women
• IDB project
implementation unit in
Uzbekistan is duly
informed about the
process of development
of new designs for
potential use of the
designs by IDB rural
house construction
project.
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• 22 energy efficient
and low-carbon
housing designs have
been developed by the
project, nationally
adopted for mass
construction under
the national
Affordable Rural
Housing Program
(RHP) for 2019-2021.
• 530 households
(owners of housing
units, among which
297 or 56% are
women-head
households) have
purchased low-carbon
housing based on
designs and mortgage
mechanisms
developed by the
project. Thus, the
households’ families
(2,120 persons, and up
to 50% are female)
have access to new
rural houses featuring
advanced EE/RE
technologies.
• Based on the adopted
energy efficient
designs of rural
houses handed over
by the project to IDB,
869 rural houses are
being constructed by
IDB in 5 regions of
Uzbekistan in 2019.
Thus, the households’
families (4,345
persons, of which up

• 800 households (4,000
people) have access to
new LC affordable rural
family houses
commissioned in the 5
pilot regions of
Uzbekistan as of 30 June
2020.
• Those, green family
houses constructed based
on the LC design
developed by the Qishloq
Qurilish Loyikha Design
Company with the project
support and adopted
nationally for mass
dissemination.
• Cumulatively, the project
has now completed 24
EE/LC designs with the
completion of low-carbon
designs for a 4-storey, 24apartment LC building
and a 5-storey, 30apartment LC building)
that are nationally
adopted for mass
construction RHP for
2020.
• Moreover, to open a new
horizon for greater
decarbonization of
housing, design of a
Nearly Zero Energy
Building/House with 2storey, 5 rooms total area
of 150 m2 developed in
cooperation of with a
private design company
and with inputs from the
international experts as
well as the International
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Indicator 2:
Energy
performance
of the EE and
low-carbon
houses reflects
significant
improvements
over standard
RHP houses

Target 2: ,
at least 90
energy
audits of
rural
houses
constructed
in 2018
conducted
to
demonstrat
e that the
EE/LC
houses
complied
with
indoor
climate
regulations
with lower
energy
expenditur
es
compared
to a control
group of
standard

• Qishloq Qurilish Loyiha
(QQL), a specialised
design firm, hired to
develop prototype EE
and low-carbon house
designs.
• ToR for international
consultant on EE and
low-carbon house
designs developed and
cleared. Tender to be
issued imminently as of
late June 2018.
• A firm will be
competitively hired to
identify required data,
data collection methods
and data analysis tools
to statistically
demonstrate economic
and financial benefits of
EE and low-carbon
houses. Relevant TOR
finalized and circulated.
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to 50% are female)
will have access to
new EE rural houses.
• 1,080 energy efficient
rural houses are being
constructed by ADB
based on the adopted
EE designs in 5
regions of Uzbekistan
in 2019. Thus, the
households’ families
(7,520 persons, of
which at least to 40%
are female) will have
access to new EE rural
houses.
• Overall, 15,010
households (60,040
people) will have an
access to energy
efficient and lowcarbon housing under
RHP by the end of
2019 – beginning of
2020 (as per the
Presidential Decree of
November 2018).

Solar Institute
professionals. A 0.04hectare site for pilot
construction for
demonstration of this
design selected in
cooperation with the
responsible government
agencies and the city
administration of
Nurafshon town.

• Additionally to 22
efficient and lowcarbon housing
designs nationally
adopted for mass
construction under
the national
Affordable Rural
Housing Program
(RHP) in 2018,
another 2 prototypes
(4-story residential
buildings) of EE/LC
rural housing designs
in 2019 are under
development by the
national design
company Qishloq
Qurilish Loyiha
(QQL)
• Revision of the
adopted LC designs
was conducted by an
international
consultant, and
subsequent
improvements on the

• Energy audits of the
selected 60 representative
EE/LC and standard
(inefficient) affordable
rural houses constructed
in 2018-2019 was planned
to start by end-March
2020 but was postponed
due to COVID19
lockdown in the country.
Energy audits were
started on 10 June only as
soon the COVID related
restriction have been
slightly lifted.
• Certified national
company was selected
through a competitive
tender process to conduct
the energy audits in the 5
pilot regions (Ferghana,
Surkhandarya,
Samarkand, Bukhara and
Khorezm).
• The document review
stage of these audits has
been completed. The
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RHP
houses
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designs and
engineering solutions
have been proposed
for the use of solar
water heater for
seasonal hot water
needs and PVs for the
generation of
electricity for lighting
needs based on best
international practices
• Surveys on actual
energy consumption
(for 12 months period
in 2018-2019) in the
standard rural
housing constructed
under National Rural
Housing Program
(RHP) in 2018 were
conducted in 4
regions of Uzbekistan
to establish wellinformed baselines to
compare with the
energy consumption
in low-carbon rural
houses as soon they
are commissioned and
occupied by
homeowners.
Comparative table of
energy consumption
by various types of
rural house
constructed under
standard (non-energy
efficient) designs
(2018) and those being
constructed based on
the EE/LC designs
(2019) developed.
• Energy audits have
not yet been
conducted yet but are
planned for 2020 as
soon as the pilot 800
low-carbon rural
houses in 5 regions of
Uzbekistan are
commissioned and
occupied by the
homeowners. Control
groups of the
standard (reference)
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instrumental audit stage
(field measurements) is
being commenced since 10
June 2020, after a delay
related to the national
COVID-19 lockdown.
• Four types of rural houses
are to be audited
(standard, EE, LC with
PVs and LC with PVs and
SWHs). Audits will track
energy consumption for
12 months, covering all
seasons.
• The project conducted
technical oversight of the
construction of 800 EE/LC
rural houses in JulyNovember 2019 in five
pilot regions, with timely
identification and
reporting of technical
deficiencies to the
Ministry of Construction
with initiative to address
them. Similar technical
supervision of
construction of EE/LC
rural houses has been
initiated in newly selected
five (Karakalpakstan,
Kashkadarya, Bukhara,
Namangan and Tashkent)
regions where 528 green
mortgages will be issued
in 2020.
• In cooperation with the
International Solar Energy
Institute (ISEI), the project
conducted technical and
expert support in
installation and testing of
photovoltaic systems
(PVs), solar water heaters
(SWHs) in selected rural
houses of five pilot
regions and ensured
development of
recommendations to
address technical
deviations of PVS and
SWH.
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RHP houses
constructed in 2018 in
the each of 5 regions
selected for being
energy audited. At
least, 10% of the
commissioned 800
low-carbon rural
houses will be
audited. Thus, 160
energy audits will be
conducted in 2020 by
a licensed national
company to be
contracted in 2019.
Indicator 3:
Rural
technology
needs
assessment
(TNA) reflects
current needs
of both men
and women

Target 3: at
least one
focus
group of
women is
convened
during the
rural TNA
stakeholder
consultatio
ns

• Initiated recruitment of
a local consultant on
construction materials
to review domestic
supply of construction
materials and features
for EE houses and to
prepare a catalogue of
materials and features.
• Research and
preparation of policy
advice on lifeline tariffs
undertaken. Fully
recruited a team of
consultants to prepare
the policy brief on
lifeline tariffs.
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• 6 (2 in each regions)
focus groups of
women (in total 156)
(in 3 regions of
Uzbekistan were
consulted within TNA
conducted: 52 women
in Fergana region, 54
women in
Kashkadarya region,
and 50 women in the
Republic of
Karakalpakstan. The
participants
represented various
social categories
(school and
kindergarten teachers,
farmers, nurses,
entrepreneurs, and
housewives).
• Assessment of
technological and
material needs, and
supply chain analysis
is initiated.
• Policy brief on lifeline
tariffs developed,
published and
distributed among 11
relevant national and
line ministries and
agencies,
parliamentary
committee, energy,
gas and oil
companies, academia,
ADB and WB

• 6 focus groups of women
convened in connection
with their technology
needs assessment.
• Technology Needs
Assessment (TNA) for EE
and LC rural housing,
which covered
technological and material
needs and supply chain
analysis in all regions of
Uzbekistan: a) identified
needs on EE/LC
technologies, materials,
volumes/quantities and
services required for the
construction of EE/LC
rural houses; b) analysed
supply chains in all
regions; c) analysed
stakeholder outreach; and
d) assessed barriers and
developed
recommendations on
reducing them.
• TNA developed and
finalized electronic and
hard versions designed in
3 languages (English,
Uzbek, Russian). TNA
brochure electronic
version envisioned to be
displayed in the website
of partner organizations
(Ministry of Construction,
QQI, QQL).
• Also, in relation to
technology assessment,
the project collaborated

Mid-Term Review: Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan

68

with the Ministry of
Construction, Qishloq
Qurilish Invest, Qishloq
Qurilish Loyiha,
manufacturers/suppliers
of PVS and facilitated
identification of
appropriate technical
parameters of PVs of 600
Watt to be installed in 4storey 24-apartment
blocks in newly selected
pilot regions. The 600 W
PVs represents an increase
in generation capacity, in
response to needs
identified based on the
stakeholder engagement
during the TNA process.
The new PVs should
provide stable electricity
supply in rural LC
affordable multiapartments buildings and
address more electric
energy needs of
households, including
women, on a daily basis.
Indicator 4:
Volume of
sales through
supply chain
for low-carbon
rural housing

Target 4: at
least 1-2
companies
in each of
the five
pilot areas
in
Uzbekistan
will have
multiple
sales
related to
rural
housing
constructio
n.

• Initiated recruitment of
a local consultant to
identify companies
offering EE
materials/technologies
and RE technologies
and prepare a catalogue
of suppliers of these
materials and
technologies.
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• Electronic catalogue
on domestic
manufacturers/suppli
ers of EE/LC
technologies and
materials prepared,
and accessible on
memory sticks with
UNDP/GEF logo. 27
local companies
specialized in
construction of
housing were
provided with the
catalogue.
• 20 domestic
manufacturers/suppli
ers of EE/LC
technology and
materials were
supported/financed
for demonstration of
their EE/LC products
and latest
technologies at
International

• 3 national companies
(manufacturers and
suppliers of PVs and
SWHs) selected through a
competitive tender
process involved green
criteria developed by the
project and contracted.
These firms sold their
equipment and services to
Qishloq Qurilish Invest
(total value approximately
US $985,000), which is the
single customer for all LC
housing constructed
under RHP. These
companies then
implemented the LC
measures in all five pilot
regions in 2019 (800 PVs
of 300 W units and 10
SWHs of 200 L). The
growth of these
companies’ sales volume
increased by 40%
compared to 2018.
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exhibition
“UzStroyExpo 2018”
in Tashkent during
31.10 - 02.11.2018
• 50 representatives of
domestic
manufacturers/suppli
ers of EE/LC
technology and
materials
strengthened their
capacities through
business training
organized by the
project during
“UzStroyExpo 2018”
in Tashkent on
01.11.2018.
• 20 domestic
manufacturers/suppli
ers were surveyed
during the
“UzStroyExpo 2018”,
from which the
identified ratio of
female employees
ranges from 16% to
44% across the
companies, and
absence of women at
the managerial
positions was
identified.
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• The project has been
supporting the expansion
of businesses in EE and
LC housing much more
broadly as well. Over 100
representatives of
domestic
manufacturers/suppliers
of EE/LC technology and
materials and
construction companies
trained on ways to
increase their capacity in
business development
and marketing, in training
sessions delivered in the 5
pilot regions and
Karakalpakstan in JulyAugust 2019.
• The project also organized
a business forum in
Tashkent in November
2019, entitled Energy
Efficient Solutions in
Uzbekistan: Current
Status and Development
Perspectives. 170
participants (20% women)
from domestic
manufacturers/suppliers,
construction companies,
commercial banks, design
institutions and firms,
potential buyers of EE/LC
houses took part. The
event served as a platform
to discuss the necessary
measures to expand the
available market
solutions, accelerate the
introduction of new
EE/LC technologies, to
exchange ideas and to
establish networking
among the relevant
parties. The event also
included an exhibition,
where 25 local companies
presented/displayed
EE/LC technologies.
• Memory sticks with
UNDP/GEF logo
containing an electronic
catalogue of EE/LC
technology suppliers and
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business courses
distributed to over 100
local companies (16%
women-owned).
• The project has identified
needs of domestic
companies for subsequent
business training, to be
delivered in five regions
in 2020.
• In June 2020, the project
delivered practical on-site
training on applying
energy efficiency
measures (floor, wall and
roof insulation) in
construction of rural
houses for construction
companies in
Karakalpakstan and
Kashkadarya. The project
has planned similar
training for 2020 in the
Bukhara, Namangan and
Tashkent regions.
Component 3: Policy and regulatory reform to enable the scale-up of low-carbon housing and settlements
MTR Rating: Highly Satisfactory
Indicator 1:
Stringency of
building codes
with regard to
energy
performance
of residential
buildings
(maximum
energy
consumption
per square
meter)

Target 1:
building
codes on
energy
consumpti
on and
thermal
performanc
e with
revisions
requiring
30 percent
lower
energy
consumpti
on for
residential
buildings
will be
fully
elaborated
and
submitted
for
approval
by the

• Current national
regulations and
procedures for the
development/reviewin
g the regulatory
documentation related
to buildings
construction, including
stages of
consultations/consider
ations and approval
procedures analyzed.
• Analysis of normative
documentation
periodically published
by the State Committee
for Architecture and
Construction done. List
of regulatory
documentation related
to energy consumption
in residential buildings
developed and is
available.
• In consultation with the
Ministry of
Construction, revision
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• 3 strengthened
building codes with
stricter thermal
performance
requirements (by 2930%) have been
developed by the
project, and nationally
adopted in January
2019 by the
Government.
• Revision of the
adopted building
codes was conducted
by an international
consultant, and
subsequent
improvements based
on best international
practices have been
proposed.
• More 4 building codes
are under
revision/developmen
t by the local company
“ToshUyJoyLITI” to
introduce stricter

• Cumulatively, the project
managed to get nationally
adopted 5 building codes
(2 of them in October
2019) with the
strengthened thermal
performance requirements
(ranging from 29 to 30%).
Also, 3 code-compliance
manuals to accompany
the three codes revised
previously developed and
adopted to support the
designers and building
constructor to observe the
introduced stricter energy
efficiency requirements.
This work was led by the
national design company
(LLC ToshuyjoyLITI) with
the support of the project.
The documents have been
formally adopted by the
Government as of October
2019, as follows:
• Building codes:
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Indicator 2:
Rates of
compliance
with
applicable
energy
performance
standards in
residential
building codes
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Governme
nt.

of three building codes
on energy efficiency
and PVs/SWH in
buildings prioritized for
Year 2018.
• Teder announced for
revision of three
building codes in 2018.
The target is to improve
energy efficiency of
buildings by 30%.
• In cooperation with
Procurement Unit of
UNDP Country Office,
a meeting explaining
bidding process to
potential bidders
organized.

energy efficiency
standards/requireme
nt and use of solar
energy units in
residential housing
along with 3 guidance
manuals on how to
apply the EE building
codes. This will be
supported by an
international
consultant who will
transfer knowledge on
best international
practices on MEPS
related to EE/LC
building codes related
to housing.

o KMK 2.13.03-97
“Floors”;
o KMK 2.13.10-95
‘Roofing’;
o Code Compliance
Manuals:
o KMK 2.13.04-18
“Building thermal
engineering”;
o KMK 2.13.16-18 “Solar
Water Heater
Installation”;
o KMK 2.13.16-18
“Standards for Energy
Consumption for
Heating, Ventilation
and Air Conditioning
of Buildings and
Structures”;
• Also, a new building code
on “Photovoltaic Units”
developed by the project
and submitted for
consideration and
adoption by the Ministry
of Construction.

Target 2:
all new
houses
constructed
under the
RHP will
conform to
applicable
energy
standards
in building
codes

• Building codes
identified (on energy
efficiency and
PVs/SWH in buildings)
and process of revision
initiated. Upon
approval, the codes will
become mandatory and
all newly constructed
buildings under the
RHP would have to
conform with their
requirements.

• Compliance rates with
new requirements not
yet verified as the 3
EE building codes
have been revised and
adopted in late 2018.
To enable their
application by local
professionals, 3
guidance manuals on
how to apply the EE
building codes are
being developed to
enforce their
compliance.
• Survey on the rates of
compliance with
energy performance
standards set in EE
building codes in the
baseline standard
(non-EE) rural houses
constructed in 2018
was conducted in 3
regions: 3 houses in
the Republic of
Karakalpakstan, 2

• As related to the designs,
all new housing
constructed under the
RHP in 2019 and 2020
does comply with the
adopted EE building code
requirements.
• The project has not yet
formally assessed
compliance in actual
construction and building
performance, but in its
work on energy audits of
EE and LC housing, the
project will seek to
confirm what levels of
compliance are actually
being achieved. This
work has begun as of 10
June 2020, after some
delay related to the
COVID-19 lockdown.
• To endure quality of the
constriction of 800 LC
affordable rural houses,
additionally to the state
overseeing and
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Indicator 3:
Number of
specialists
(architects,
builders,
designers, etc.)
certified/succe
ssfully
completing
training in the
new codes,
design review,
certification,
and
compliance
issues and
techniques

Target 3:
500
specialists
(architects,
builders,
designers,
etc.),
including
40 percent
women,
certified/s
uccessfully
completing
training by
Year 3 of
the project
in the new
codes,
design
review,
certificatio
n, and
compliance
issues and
techniques

• Revision of three
building codes on
energy efficiency and
PVs/SWH in buildings
initiated. Tender for the
revision is announced.
• QQL is hired to develop
new EE/LC house
designs.
• Introductory seminars
on project activities
covering building codes
and regulatory aspects
of achieving energy
efficiency in rural
houses conducted
jointly with Islamic
Development Bank
(IDB) in six regions in
November-December
2017. Total number of
participants 427,
including 91 women
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houses in
Sukhandarya region; 3
houses in Tashkent
region. Results of the
survey proved that all
those houses are at the
first level of thermal
protection standard
(lowest level) and EE
solutions were not
implemented.

monitoring system
performed by the State
Architectural and
Construction Inspectorate
under the Ministry of
Construction, and design
company (QQL), project
established a group of 10
national experts worked
in pilot 5 regions (2 expert
in each), who monitored
and reported on
conformity or
shortcomings with
meeting the required
standards related to the
building envelops and
PV/SWH installations in
all 800 LC family houses.

• Since the project start,
820 (135 women, i.e.
16%) local specialists
(architects, builders,
designers, etc.) were
trained. In particular,
during July 2018 –
June 2019:
• 204 (21 female) local
specialists
familiarized with best
international practices
on EE/LC designs;
• 16 (4 women) local
specialists trained in
EE building codes
related to construction
of housing;
• 159 (16 women)
national professionals
in 5 regions trained in
the new EE/LC
designs adopted for
mass construction
under RHP and newly
adopted EE building
codes
• 14 national
professionals (3
women) and
government officials
represented the
Ministry of
Construction and its
regional sub-

• Cumulatively, 1170 local
specialists (architects,
builders, designers, etc.,
including 160 females)
trained on code
compliance, EE/LC
design, planning, and use
of relevant guidance
manuals. However,
despite the project’s
proactive gender
sensitivity, the gender
disparity is evidently the
result of the existing
proportion of women
specialists in these fields.
• The project conducted the
following specific
activities during July 2019
– June 2020:
• * More than 170 specialists
(9 female) trained in
master plan development,
taking into account
climate change
considerations, effective
land use and zoning;
• * 180 specialists and
responsible local officials
(21 female) received
training on how to take
climate change
considerations into
account in local decisionmaking in Fergana,
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divisions, design
companies “Qishloq
Qurilish Loyiha”,
“ToshUjJoyLITI” from
Tashkent (capital) and
from Khorezm reqion,
Qishloq Qurilish Bank
and Qishloq Qurilish
Invest Company
familiarized with the
experience and
expertise in
construction and
regulation of energyefficient, low-carbon
and nearly-zero
energy houses designs
and performance
within the study tour
to the Republic of
Armenia held during
24-31 March 2019
Indicator 4:
Number of
land-use plans
and/or zoning
regulations
improved to
maximize
efficient
resource use
and
incorporate
climate
considerations.

Target 4: at
least one
siting
regulation
and one
villagelevel land
use plan
will be
developed
that
promote
energy
savings
and/or
climate
considerati
ons

• A consultant on general
spatial planning for
rural settlements
recruited.
• Draft review of the
current general spatial
plans and plan
development process
completed.
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• 6 regulations and 5
land use plans
analyzed. In the most
of them, energy
savings and climate
change considerations
are not integrated into
development of land
use plans.

Samarkand, Bukhara,
Surkhandarya and
Khorezm.

• Cumulatively, the 8
regulations and 5 land use
plans were analyzed.
Recommendations on
reworking of the two
latest spatial planning
regulations: ShNK 2.07.0103 "Planning for the
development and
building of territories of
urban and rural
settlements" and ShNK
1.03.02-04 “Instructions on
the composition,
procedure for the
development,
coordination and
approval of urban
planning documentation
on development planning
and development of
territories” were
formulated based on
international best
practices and approaches.
However, at present, local
design institute does not
have enough competency
to rework them based on
these recommendations.
• To cover the knowledge
gaps of the national
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designers, 170 specialists
(9 women) represented
the local specialists and
representatives of relevant
local governmental bodies
(architects, spatial
planners, designers,
engineers, constructors,
representatives of State
Committee of the
Republic of Uzbekistan on
Land Resources, Geodesy,
Cartography and State
Cadastre and Ministry of
Construction of the
Republic of Uzbekistan)
familiarized with the
climate and energy
efficiency considerations
to be introduced to those
regulations through
training sessions
conducted in 5 pilot
regions during AugustSeptember 2019.
• The project also delivered
training on master plan
development with climate
and energy efficiency
considerations to in the 5
project pilot regions.
Component 4: Marketing and Promotion of Low-Carbon Houses and Settlements
MTR Rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory
Indicator 1:
Number of
communities
[or districts]
that support
incorporating
climate change
considerations
into decisionmaking

Target 1: at
least 5
communiti
es in
project
pilot areas
have tested
a
community
-based
mechanism
of decision
making to
incorporate
climate
change
considerati
ons into
decisionmaking,
with

• Seminar on project
objectives and energy
efficiency in six regions
in November-December
2017. Total number of
participants 427,
including 91 women, of
various level of
authority attended
seminars.
• Initiated recruitment of
a national consultant on
communication strategy
development.
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• 5 rural districts were
selected in the 5 pilot
regions to conduct an
analysis of the
decision-making
process and how
climate change and
energy management
consideration are
incorporated into this
process through
consultations with
members of rural
communities, rural
self-government (such
as makhallas, i.e.
neighborhood
associations, and
village citizen
assemblies) and local
administrations.

• The project’s work on
incorporating climate
change into community
decision-making has not
yet reached the stage of
testing mechanisms.
• ● The project has,
however, continued to
make progress in the
difficult work of engaging
local citizens and officials
in numerous communities
and obtaining their input
on this very new subject
matter.
• 322 respondents, (237
women) in 15
communities in 5 pilot
regions interviewed to
analyze the existing
decision-making process
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women
constitutin
g at least 30
percent of
participant
s

Indicator 2:
Percentage of
project
stakeholders
aware of EE
and lowcarbon
housing and
infrastructure

Target 2:
(not set or
not
applicable)
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at community and local
administration level with
a focus on decisions taken
about the siting,
settlement infrastructure,
land allocation, permits
for construction, use of
building materials and
other issues related to
energy consumption,
environmental protection
and climate change
impacts.
• On the basis of this input
(including disaggregation
of responses based on
gender), national experts
summarized findings on
awareness, information
and knowledge gaps
about climate change and
gender considerations of
the population and local
governing bodies, and
issued recommendations
on how these
considerations could be
incorporated into
decision-making
processes for community
members and specialists
of regional authorities and
relevant bodies.
• 180 specialists and
responsible local officials
(21 female) received
training on how to take
climate change
considerations into
account in local decisionmaking in Fergana,
Samarkand, Bukhara,
Surkhandarya and
Khorezm.
• Meetings were held
with QQB high-and
mid-management levels
to promote project
objectives, to identify
potential
administrative,
organizational and
logistical issues for
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• 82% of project
stakeholders (project
participating
institutions) aware of
EE and low-carbon
housing and
infrastructure
through:
• Familiarization with
the experience and

• 90% of project
stakeholders (project
participating institutions)
are aware of EE and lowcarbon housing and
infrastructure through the
following outreach, as
also noted above:
• Capacity building
seminars on subsidized
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disbursement of funds
via QQB.
• Seminar in six regions
to increase awareness
about benefits of EE
and low-carbon
housing participated by
427 representatives of
various level of local
authority, including 91
women.
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expertise in
construction and
regulation of energyefficient, low-carbon
and nearly-zero
energy houses designs
and performance by
the representatives of
the Ministry of
Construction and its
regional subdivisions, design
companies “Qishloq
Qurilish Loyiha”,
“ToshUjJoyLITI” from
Tashkent (capital) and
from Khorezm reqion,
Qishloq Qurilish Bank
and Qishloq Qurilish
Invest Company
within the study tour
to the Republic of
Armenia;
• Learning green
mortgage financing
approaches and
practices by the
representatives of the
Ministry of
Construction,
Ministry of Finance,
MFA, and national
mortgage banks
within the study tour
to USA under the US
Government OnDemand International
Visitor Leadership
Program;
• Familiarization with
green mortgage
scheme and benefits
of green mortgage as
a banking product by
12 regional
subdivisions QQB;
• Training in EE/LC
technology and
materials of 20 local
manufacturers/suppli
ers of construction
materials and EE/LC
equipment/technolog
ies during

•

•

•

•

green mortgage scheme
and benefits of green
mortgage as a banking
product have been
continued to be conducted
for regional staff of QQB
and other banks
participating in State
Rural Housing
Programme in 12 regions
of the country in second
half of 2019. Over 320
bankers have participated
in these trainings in total,
25% of which were female
participants.
Over 100 representatives
of domestic
manufacturers/suppliers
of EE/LC technology and
materials and
construction companies
received training from the
project to increase their
capacity in business
development and
marketing, in sessions
delivered in the 5 pilot
regions and
Karakalpakstan in JulyAugust 2019.
More than 170 specialists,
including 9 women,
participated in trainings
on master plan
development in 5 pilot
regions.
180 specialists and
responsible local officials
including 21 women
participated in conducted
trainings on how to make
decisions and how to take
climate change
considerations into
decision-making process
at community and selfgovernment in the 5 (five)
pilot regions (Fergana,
Samarkand, Bukhara,
Surkhandarya and
Khorezm).
In addition, to further
reach interested parties
for effective monitoring of
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Indicator 3:
Percentage of
rural
homeowners
aware of EE
and lowcarbon
housing and
infrastructure

Target 3:
(not set or
not
applicable)

• QQB and QQI
identified as main
channels of promoting
project pilot EE/LC
rural houses.
• Designer for
promotional materials
recruited.
• Methodology for
distribution of pilot
EE/LC rural houses by
region and by house
type identified.

Klinckenberg consultants
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“UzStroyExpo 2018”
in Tashkent;
• Training in
application of new
EE/LC designs and
newly adopted
building codes of 5
regional departments
of the Ministry of
Construction;
• Sharing energy
efficient designs
adopted for mass
construction under
RHP with IDB

project activities in the
regions, as well as for
creating more efficient
flow of information, the
project engaged a national
consultant to assess the
information technology
capacity of the Ministry of
Construction.
• The project also
developed a concept for
establishment of rural
resource centers at 5
regional Ministry of
Construction departments
(Ferghana, Bukhara,
Jizzakh, Surkhandarya
and Republic of
Karakalpakstan) and
formulated
recommendations on
equipping these resource
centers to efficiently and
effectively deliver
information on energy
efficient and low-carbon
housing. Based on these
recommendations, the
project provided
hardware and software
for establishment of these
centers. The project has
also developed Terms of
Reference an IT company
that will develop a userfriendly software on
monitoring and
evaluation.

• 14% of potential
mortgage borrowers
are aware of a “green
mortgage” based on
the survey conducted,
and very few
mortgage borrowers
are aware among the
530 borrowers of LC
rural housing
mortgages provided
by QQB with the
project support as per
the verification report
(as of 30 June 2019).

• The project has not yet
conducted a broad survey
of homeowner awareness
of EE/LC housing and its
benefits.
• It can already be noted,
however, that the
advantages of EE and LC
housing are being
disseminated to the public
(see section below on
communications) and that
these advantages are
clearly recognized by
participants in the green
mortgage program.
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• 18% of potential mortgage
borrowers are aware of a
“green mortgage” option
based on the survey
conducted, but still very
few mortgage borrowers
are specifically aware of
LC rural housing
mortgages provided by
QQB with the project
support as per the
verification report (1221
borrowers in 2019, plus
441 new borrowers in
another 4 regions and in
Bukhara region (as of 30
June 2020).
Indicator 4:
Activities
under the
project
communicatio
n strategy that
explicitly
consider
gender

Target 4:
Communic
ation
strategies
will reflect
women’s
and men’s
communica
tion
channels in
rural areas
on an
ongoing
basis.

• Data gathered on
gender mainstreaming
among rural house
mortgage borrowers
under Rural Housing
Programme and project
baseline is established.
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• A communication
strategy to raise
awareness among the
population and
project beneficiaries
about construction of
energy-efficient and
low-carbon rural
housing and green
mortgage lending
developed. Please see
the PIR file library for
the communication
strategy.
• A number of public
awareness events
implemented out
within the framework
of the communication
strategy:
• 3 posts at UNDP web
site;
• 6 posts, in UNDP
facebook webpage;
• 4 posts at webpage of
the Ministry of
Construction
• 4 articles published by
the main newspaper
of construction
industry "O'zbekiston
Bunyodkori".
• Links to these
publications are listed
in the J section

• The project has developed
a comprehensive
communications strategy
(see previous column)
with a direct focus on
both women’s and men’s
roles and channels, and
has operationalized this
strategy with a team and
associated Terms of
Reference. Thus the
midterm target for this
outcome indicator has
been fulfilled.
• As of June 2020, the
project has hired two PR
companies under the LTA
modality. These
companies are tasked
with implementing the
project’s communications
strategy, across all regions
of the country and various
modes of media outreach.
This work is also
consistent with a new
gender gap analysis done
in October in 2019.
• So far 3 quarters have
been successfully
completed under these
LTA agreements. A
number of PR outputs
including articles,
infographics, interviews
on local TV and radio
channels and social
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(Communication
impacts).
•
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networks, and news
coverage have been
carried out. About 30% of
published and distributed
PR materials have
coverage specific to
gender issues. See Section
H below (Communication
Impact) for various
resources, including a
success story prominently
featuring women and
girls.
• The PR companies have
carried out 12 visits to the
regions to cover the
project’s activities,
including training for
more than 370 local
specialists, more than 70
of whom are women.
• 68 references about the
project’s activities have
appeared in local and
national media, including
television, radio,
newspapers, magazines,
official websites of the
Ministry of Construction
and UNDP, as well as
social networks including
Facebook and Twitter.
• Links to those
publications are listed in
the H section
(Communication
impacts).
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MTR Evaluation matrix

Evaluative questions
Indicators
Sources
Methodology
Project strategy: To what extent is the project strategy relevant to country priorities, country ownership,
and the best route towards expected results?
How does the project
• Consistence between the
• PIF
• Review project
objective align with
Project objectives and
• Project document &
documents;
national
outcomes with national
CER
• Interview key
strategies/programs
strategies/programs’
• UNDP country
stakeholders
and to what extend?
priorities and approach for
strategy
achieving project objectives/ • Stakeholder views
outcome within the project
time frame
• Country ownership
Is the project strategy
• Consistency between project • Project document & • Review project
relevant for achieving
objective, situation analysis
CER
documents;
its objective
and project strategy
• Inception report
• Interview key
• PIRs
stakeholders
• Stakeholder views
Is the project strategy
• Sound and complete
• Project document & • Review project
efficient to deliver
baseline analysis
CER
documents;
expected results?
• Relevant mix of regulatory,
• Stakeholder views
• Interview key
market, research,
stakeholders
demonstration and
communication activities
• Use of relevant information
• Project document & • Review project
from other countries in
CER
documents &
project design
• PIRs
PIRs;
• Exchange of information
• Stakeholder views
• Interview key
with other countries during
stakeholders
implementation
Progress towards results: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project been
achieved this far?
Does the project
• Consistent set of targets,
• Project document & • Review project
LogFrame have
indicators and means of
CER
documents
meaningful targets,
verification which are wellindicators and sources
founded on the baseline
of verification for the
analysis
project?
Is the project on track
• Relative achievement of the
• PIRs
• Review PIRs and
to deliver its outcomes
project (on outcomes)
• Monitoring reports
monitoring reports
compared to end of project
• Stakeholder views
• Interview key
targets and mid-term targets
stakeholders
Is the project on track
• Relative achievement of the
• PIRs
• Review PIRs and
to deliver its overall
project (on overall goal)
• Monitoring reports
monitoring reports
goal?
compared to end of project
• Stakeholder views
• Interview key
targets and mid-term targets
stakeholders
Project implementation and Adaptive Management: Has the project been implemented efficiency, cost
– effectively, and been able to adapt to any changes conditions this far? To what extent are project –
level monitoring and evaluation system, reporting and project communications supporting the project’s
implementation?
Does the project
• Does the project have a
• Project document & • Review project
effectively track
suitable M&E plan and is
CER
documentation
progress at outcome
that plan implemented?
• Monitoring reports
and goal level?
• PIRs
Is the project strategy
representing best
international practice?
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Evaluative questions

Indicators
Sources
Methodology
• Are systems set up to
monitor or model project
impacts?
Is the project’s
• Annual (or more frequent)
• PIRs
• Review project
strategy amended in
review of project outcomes,
• Steering Committee
documentation
response to
impacts and strategy
meetings
• Interview key
implementation
• Structured efforts to track
• Stakeholder views
stakeholders
challenges and/or
the market (outside of the
new insights?
project) and validate the
relevance of project activities
• On-going stakeholder
consultations (beyond
project partners)
Is the project
• Does the project have a
• Project
• Review project
communicating
formalized communications
documentation
documentation
effectively about it’s
strategy?
(communication
• Interview key
objective, activities
• Is communication aimed at a
specific)
stakeholders
and results to all
wide enough group of
• Project monitoring
stakeholders and
stakeholders?
reports
society at large?
• Are there measureable
(communication
impacts of communications
specific)
activities?
• Stakeholder views
Sustainability: To what extent are there financial, institutional, socio-economic, and/or environmental
risks to sustaining long-term project results?
Has the project
• Does the project actively
• PIRS
• Review project
effectively managed
manage its risk log?
• Steering Committee
documentation
its existing risks?
• Does the project regularly
meetings
discuss financial,
institutional, socio-economic
and environmental risks
with partners and
stakeholders?
Are there new risks to • Have new risks emerged
• Project
• Review project
sustainable impacts of
that could endanger the
documentation
documentation
the project?
sustainability of the project’s • Stakeholder views
• Interview key
impact?
stakeholders
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6.4

Interview Guide

General (All)
1. Overall impression of the project?
2. Suggestions for activities to be strengthened, and those to that could be scaled back
Project management questions (NPC, Project manager, UNDP)
3. Can you give an overview and time line of the project?
4. What results have been achieved so far?
5. What were key issues / difficulties / milestones during project implementation?
6. Did the project encounter any new challenges (not foreseen in the project strategy)?
7. How is the interaction with government institutions and project steering committee?
8. How is the interaction with key non-governmental stakeholders and the general public?
9. Is there any collaboration with other UN projects? Other non-UN projects addressing sustainable
rural housing?
10. How is project progress monitored? How were market impacts monitored?
11. Has co-financing / spending by project partners been tracked? Where is this reported?
Stakeholder questions (All other parties)
12. What is / was your role in the project?
13. How does the project benefit your organisation? How does it benefit the country?
14. What were key issues / difficulties / milestones during project implementation so far?
15. What are, in your view, the most valuable results so far of the project?
16. Would you recommend any additional activities or changes in approach, by UNDP, by the
Government or by another party?
Interview closing (All)
17. Do you have further recommendations for the project, the Ministries involved and/or UNDP
regarding the use of energy-efficient building materials?
18. Is there something else you would like to discuss?
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83

Rating scales

Ratings for Progress Towards Results: (one rating for each outcome and for the objective)
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve or exceed all its end-of-project
Highly
6
targets, without major shortcomings. The progress towards the
Satisfactory (HS)
objective/outcome can be presented as “good practice”.
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets,
5 Satisfactory (S)
with only minor shortcomings.
Moderately
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets
4
Satisfactory (MS)
but with significant shortcomings.
Moderately
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve its end-of-project targets with major
3 Unsatisfactory
shortcomings.
(HU)
The objective/outcome is expected not to achieve most of its end-of-project
2 Unsatisfactory (U)
targets.
Highly
The objective/outcome has failed to achieve its midterm targets, and is not
1 Unsatisfactory
expected to achieve any of its end-of-project targets.
(HU)
Ratings for Project Implementation & Adaptive Management: (one overall rating)
Implementation of all seven components – management arrangements, work
planning, finance and co-finance, project-level monitoring and evaluation
Highly
6
systems, stakeholder engagement, reporting, and communications – is leading to
Satisfactory (HS)
efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive management. The
project can be presented as “good practice”.
Implementation of most of the seven components is leading to efficient and
5 Satisfactory (S)
effective project implementation and adaptive management except for only few
that are subject to remedial action.
Implementation of some of the seven components is leading to efficient and
Moderately
4
effective project implementation and adaptive management, with some
Satisfactory (MS)
components requiring remedial action.
Moderately
Implementation of some of the seven components is not leading to efficient and
3 Unsatisfactory
effective project implementation and adaptive, with most components requiring
(MU)
remedial action.
Implementation of most of the seven components is not leading to efficient and
2 Unsatisfactory (U)
effective project implementation and adaptive management.
Highly
Implementation of none of the seven components is leading to efficient and
1 Unsatisfactory
effective project implementation and adaptive management.
(HU)
Ratings for Sustainability: (one overall rating)
Negligible risks to sustainability, with key outcomes on track to be achieved by
4 Likely (L)
the project’s closure and expected to continue into the foreseeable future
Moderately Likely Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some outcomes will be sustained
3
(ML)
due to the progress towards results on outcomes at the Midterm Review
Moderately
Significant risk that key outcomes will not carry on after project closure, although
2
Unlikely (MU)
some outputs and activities should carry on
1 Unlikely (U)
Severe risks that project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustained
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6.6

MTR Interview and site visit schedule

Note that no mission was possible for this MTR, due to the global Covid-19 crisis. This is further discussed in
the methodology section. Presented here is a list of interviews (including their modality) and site visits
conducted.
Date

Organisation

Person interviewed

Modality

4-Feb20
4-Mar20
5-Mar20
5-Mar20
5-Mar20
5-Mar20
7-Mar20
13-Mar20
16-Mar20
27-Apr20
17-Jul20
22-Jul20
23-Jul20
26-Aug20

UNDP RTA

John O’Brien

Video interview

MTR
team
members
*
FK

UNDP PBP expert

Lucas Black

Phone interview

FK

UNDP Country office, desk officer

Rano Baykhanova

Video interview

FK

UNDP project team, international
technical adviser
Project document developer
(consultant)
UNDP project team, former project
manager
Project site visit, Khorezm region

Mark Chao

Phone interview

FK

Susan Legro

Phone interview

FK

Dosbergen Musaev

Phone interview

FK

(no interview)

Site visit

BE

Project site visit, Bukhara region

(no interview)

Site visit

BE

Project site visit, Samarkand region

(no interview)

Site visit

BE

UNDP Project Team, project manager

Murod Rasulov

Video interview

FK, BE

GEF OFP

Jakhongir Talipov

Video interview

FK, OS

Bank representative

Nizomiddin
Rahmanov
Fahriddin Abdalov

Video interview

FK, OS

Video interview

FK, OS

Video interview

FK, OS

26-Aug20
27-Aug20

Qishloq Qurilish Loyiha

Video interview

FK, OS

Video interview

FK, OS

27-Aug20
27-Aug20
28-Aug20
28-Aug20

Qishloq Qurilish Bank

Sadikov Bakhodir Head of department;
Zagrutdinov Marat ICT Department
Safayev Safobek Deputy director
Kambarov Jasurbek,
Head of urbanisation
department.
Zulayho opa and
Afize Ametova
Davron Dustnazarov,
Finance department
Otabek Murodov

Video interview

FK, OS

Video interview

FK, OS

Video interview

FK, OS

Ravshan Yunusov

Video interview

FK, OS

Alisher Utemisov

Video interview

FK, OS

Timur Ibragimov

Video interview

FK, OS

28-Aug20
28-Aug20

Wholesaler, energy efficient
construction materials
Ministry of Construction

Ministry of the Economy

Qishloq Qurilish Invest
Otabek Murodov - Task Manager on
Promotion
Ravshan Yunusov - National
Coordinator of the SDG Integration
initiative in the Aral Sea region
Alisher Utemisov - UNDP-UNESCO
Joint Project and UNDP-UNFPA Joint
Programme Manager
Timur Ibragimov - Task Manager on
Finance Component
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2-Sep20
2-Sep20

Islamic Development Bank

Mamadvaliev
Tohirjon
Djalilov Begzod,
Specialist in
Economics
Ilhom Aliyev

Video interview

FK, OS

Video interview

FK, OS

2-Sep20
2-Sep20
3-Sep20
3-Sep20
3-Sep20
10-Sep20
10-Sep20

National Bank of Uzbekistan

Video interview

FK, OS

Video interview

FK, OS

The Association of the Enterprises of
Alternative Fuel and Energy
Ministry of Energy

Sherzod
Kattakhodjaev
Khakimov Muzaffar,
Head of department.
Ilhom Aliyev

Video interview

FK, OS

Video interview

FK, OS

All Solar - PV supplier

Muzaffer Tilavov

OS

BDO – mortgage assessor

Thomas Acland

Telephone
interview
Video interview

Knauf – insulation materials
manufacturer
Qishloq Qurilish Invest

Ruslan Pak

Asian Development Bank

Chamber of commerce and industry

FK

Emailed
FK
questions
Davron Dustnazarov,
Video interview FK, OS
Finance department
(failed); emailed
questions
(failed)
* FK: Frank Klinckenberg, team leader; OS: Olimjon Saidmamatov, national expert; BE: Bahtiyor Eshchanov, national
expert.
Note that this project has had three project managers. The second and third project managers have been
interviewed for this MTR. The first project manager has been invited for an interview, however, did not
respond to this request.
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6.7

List of people interviewed

See the “MTR Interview and site visit schedule"
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Meeting notes and summary of field visits

No meeting notes are provided of stakeholder interviews, to protect the confidentiality of those interviews.
Three site visits were conducted by one national expert, Bahtiyor Eshchanov, a summary of which is reported
here. In addition, one national expert, Olimjon Saidmamatov, reviewed project site visit reports to obtain an
impression of the various project sites, since the Covid-19 crisis had made site visits impossible.
Summary of observations from site visit reports by the project team:
Khorezm region (24-26 April, 2019)
• 112 rural houses are built in the Khorezm region (30 in kushkupir, 64 in Khiva, 18 in Yangiarik districts). In
2019, At the request of the project team, Solar PV and solar water heating have been added to the designs
of the houses which have big importance due to lack of access to gas supply infrastructure in the districts.
• Insulation of floor and roof composition thickness were revised to 75 mms while the PVS section and solar
water heating section were included in the main design document. In 2019, design and sitting documents
in all of the districts of Khorezm region have gone through State examination. Construction went ahead
according to schedule in the Kushkupir and Yangiarik districts, whereas there was a slight delay in the
Khiva district.
• After meeting with local stakeholders (i.e., Khokimiyat, QQB, QQI, QQL) it was identified that local
contractors need practical training on installation of PVS and solar water heaters while these green
technologies are highly requested by rural communities.
Fergana region (8 July, 2019)
• Training was conducted to teach marketing skills, business development to local EE/LC technology
suppliers, construction companies, design institutes, regional construction department.
• Project team conducted monitoring visits to 11 pilot districts (Kuvosoi, Besharik, Toshlok, Uchkuprik,
Kushtepa, Rishton, Bogdod, Uzbekistan, Farghona, Oltiarik, Dangara) to ensure compliance of
construction with project design documents. The following shortcomings were identified:
• 15 mm insulation material installed in roofing and floor instead of 75 mm of EE material as specified in
approved design document;
• There is no heat resistant EE material installed in wall behind radiators and there is no individual shut-off
screws for each radiator;
• Wall perimeter coverage was 50 mm (density 036-060 kg/m3) instead of required 60 mm (density 160
kg/m3).
• In order to comply with the high quality of the construction work, the project team initiated a letter, dated
22.07.2019, from the Ministry of Construction to the regional government of Fergana on identified
shortcomings and requested to address them immediately.
Samarkand region (14-17 July, 2019)
• 176 houses were built in 8 districts (Pakhtachi, Toyloq, Kattakurgon, Narpay, Oqdaro, Jomboy, Urgut,
Qoshrabod) of Samarkand region. Project team conducted monitoring activities and identified the
following shortcomings in application of EE components to rural houses:
• All districts in Samarkand region have the similar deviation from or in this violation of the project design
document and that is insulation of the walls are done from inside and not from outside;
• Wall perimeter insulation used from inside is 50 mm (density 036-060 kg/m3) instead of the required 60
mm (density 160 kg/m3) to be used from outside.
• 15 mm insulation material installed in roofing and floor instead of 75 mm EE material as specified in
approved design document;
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• There is no heat resistant EE material installed in wall behind radiators and there are no individual shutoff screws for each radiator;
• There is deviation in window installation from required norm, windows are installed in the center where
supposed to be installed at 12 cm from the exterior side of the wall.
• Due to the aforementioned inconsistencies, the construction process was not complete and of high quality.
To mitigate these problems, the Ministry of Construction sent a letter to the regional government of
Samarkand on 25.07.2019 to address the identified deviations/violations immediately.
Surkhandarya region (21-25 July, 2019)
• Project team conducted monitoring of construction process of EE and LC rural houses pilot districts
(Kumgurgon, Boysun, Shurchi, Uzun, Sariosie) and identified serious shortcomings:
• 20-50 mm insulation material installed in roofing and floor (in some houses not installed yet) instead of 75
mm of EE material as specified in approved design document;
• There was no heat resistant EE material installed in a wall radiators and there is no individual shut-off
screws for each radiator;
• There was no wall perimeter EE coverage work conducted as it is required 60 mm EE coverage (density
160 kg/m3);
• There is a deviation in window installation from required standard.
• It was also found that the technical and author`s control are not complete and not in good quality. It
should be noted that all construction and installation works were performed incompatible with the design
and estimate documentation. As a result, the Ministry of Construction sent a letter on 26.07.2019 to the
regional government of Surkhandarya to address the identified shortcomings immediately.
Bukhara region (20-21 November, 2019)
• Ms.Doina Munteanu, deputy resident representative and the project team visited Bukhara and met with
Mr.Narzulla Khamdamov,, deputy governor of the Bukhara region. During the meeting, Ms.Munteanu
informed that all participants of the State rural housing programme in the Bukhara region, including
Qishloq Qurilish Loyiha, Qishloq Qurilish Bank, Qishloq Qurilish Invest as well as contractors, have
performed at a high professional level at all stages of introduction and implementation of energy efficient
and low carbon solutions within the framework of the project.

Summary of site visits by Bahtiyor Eshcharov:
Khorezm region (7-8 March 2020)
•

•

•

In the Khorezm region, three different settlements were visitied (Kushkupir, Khiva and Yangiarik
districts), with in total 112 houses. Of these, two were equipped with solar water heaters, with a 200l
storage tank, and the rest with PV systems composed of 2 panels of 150 Wp capacity with an inverter
and battery storage.
Local representatives of QQI explained that most of the houses were already finished and occupied
by the time the installation of PV systems started. The PV supplier installed systems in those houses,
using their own crew.
At one inspected house (Hosiyon settlement, Kushkupir district) the PV system was installed three
months after completion of the house. The house is unoccupied, and the system has never delivered
any electricity to the house. The lead battery connected to PV panels is bubbling due to overcharging.
Panels have not been installed accordingly to the blueprints provided by QQI, with panels in the
wrong location and at the wrong angle.
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At another inspected house (Adolat settlement, Kushkupir district) the occupant mentioned that the
PV system had burned out when the occupant had tried connecting it to the electric network of the
house (NB the PV system runs a separate, battery operated electric network which needs to be
connected to the house’s electric network through manually plugging in connectors). It was
mentioned that the same had happened to another home owner in the same settlement.
After installation of the system, the supplier had provided training only to male members of
households, on how to connect the separate PV system network to the house’s electric network. An
instruction video shows that this is a rather complex process, requiring non-qualified people to
connect live wires to bring power to the house. Installed systems don’t include a circuit-breaker or
other safety mechanism to prevent short circuiting and burned out systems in case of a wrong
connection during the manipulation of live wires.
The PV supplier has installed lead-acid batteries in houses in Khorezm, instead of the prescribed
Lithium-ion batteries. Lithium-ion batteries are approximately 5 times as expensive as lead-acid
batteries in Uzbekistan, however, have different technical characteristics. It is unclear why the
supplier opted to install lead-acid batteries and whether this was approved by QQI.
Inverters installed in the Khorezm region, and connectors of the PV system (to the regular electric
grid) are of a different and less convenient type, requiring a more complex switch between the PV
system and the grid.

Bukhara region (13 March 2020)
•
•

•

In the Bukhara region, 121 houses have been constructed in 9 different settlements. Of these, three
settlements (Rabotikalmok, Kosari and Nurafshon settlements) were visited.
The general appearance of the houses in the Nurafshon settlement is good, with an attractive “look”,
which is different from the uniform and sometimes drab appearance of other settlements. Houses
have been equipped with solar PV-systems, however, this has not generated demand for more
systems from other households. The electric grid is quite reliable in the region, without blackouts in
the past year, and households don’t feel the need for a backup system.
Several houses were visited in the Dekhoji and Kasari settlements, each with installed PV systems.
All of these appeared to be working well. The quality of installations, provided by a different
supplier, was different - and much better – than observed in the Khorezm region. It appears that one
supplier was selected for each region, using local staff to install systems.

Samarkand region (16 March 2020)
•

•

•

•

•

In the Samarkand region, 176 houses were built with renewable energy systems, of which two with
solar water heaters and the rest with PV systems. There are in total 15 settlements where houses were
built, of which one was visited.
The overall appearance of houses is not so good, and the façade showed a relatively uneven finishing
and flatness, numerous cracks and unfinished corners at the bottom, where air inlet between the wall
and the mineral wool panel was visible.
The auxiliary equipment used for the solar BV system (inverter, battery system) are different from
those applied in Bukhara and in Khorezm – the three sites have entirely differently constructed
equipment installed.
One house visit was organised, with a large local delegation welcoming the visiting expert. The
house was equipped with a partially grid-connected system, so that the house could draw power
from the batteries as long as there was electricity in there, and otherwise from the grid, without the
need to manually change connections. The system did not allow the supply the grid with PV
electricity.
A local QQL expert indicated that the UNDP project had chosen a PV system suppler from Tashkent,
whereas local suppliers could deliver a system for a 40% lower cost. This claim could not be verified.
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6.9

List of documents reviewed

UNDP and the PMU have made the following documents available for review during the MTR:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

PIF
UNDP Initiation Plan
UNDP Project Document
GEF CEO Endorsement Request
UNDP Environmental and Social Screening results
Project Inception Report
Project Implementation Reports (PIR’s) for 2018, 2019 and 2020 (draft report reviewed)
Quarterly progress reports and work plans of the various implementation task teams
Finalized GEF climate change mitigation focal area Tracking Tool (METT) at CEO endorsement and
midterm
Oversight mission reports
Financial and Administration guidelines used by Project Team
Minutes of the UNDP-GEF full-sized project titled “Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural
Housing in Uzbekistan” Board Meetings and other meetings (i.e. Project Appraisal Committee
meetings)
Project site visit reports

Audit and monitoring reports were a part of the mandatory set of documentation to be reviewed, however,
these have not been made available.
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6.10 Co-financing table
This co-financing table includes delivered co-financing up to 10 February 2020.
WARNING:
THERE ARE INDICATIONS THAT FINANCIAL INFORMATION FOR THIS PROJECT IS NOT RELIABLE
Sources of co-financing

Committed
Type of coAmount
financing
(USD)

Delivered
Type of coAmount
financing
(USD)

Government of Uzbekistan
Ministry of Construction (previously
in ProDoc named as State Committee
for Architecture and Construction of
the Republic of Uzbekistan)

Grant

In-kind

9,094,228

550,000

Grant

In-kind

4,547,114
(50%)

330,000
(55%)
13,815,000
(59%)

Qishloq Qurilish Loyiha Design
Company (previously in ProDoc listed
as Rural Development Agency under
the State Committee for Architecture
and Construction of the Republic of
Uzbekistan - Gosarchitectstroy)
GEF Agency

Grant

23,181,366

Grant

UNDP

Grant

300,000

Grant

244,324.68
(81%)

Quishloq Qurilish Bank

Loans

86,431,914

Loans

Joint Stock Commercial Bank
“IPOTEKA BANK”
Other

Loans

10,607,591

Loans

43,128,259
(50%)
7,758,081
(73%)

Association “Enterprises of
Alternative Fuels and Energy”
Chamber of Commerce and Industry
of Uzbekistan
Institute of Energy and Automation
under the Academy of Science of the
Republic of Uzbekistan (abolished in
2016)
Tashkent State Technical University
named after Abu Raikhon Beruni
under the Ministry of Higher and
Secondary Vocational Education of
the Republic of Uzbekistan (as
cooperation partner of Energy Centre
of Uzbekistan)
Total

In-kind

250,000

In-kind

0

In-kind

150,000

In-kind

0

In-kind

50,000

In-kind

0

In-kind

50,000

In-kind

0

Private Sector

Total
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6.11 Evaluation Consultant Code of Conduct and Agreement Form
Evaluators:
1.

Must present information that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and weaknesses so
that decisions or actions taken are well founded.

2.

Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and have
this accessible to all affected by the evaluation with expressed legal rights to receive results.

3.

Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide
maximum notice, minimize demands on time, and respect people’s right not to engage. Evaluators
must respect people’s right to provide information in confidence, and must ensure that sensitive
information cannot be traced to its source. Evaluators are not expected to evaluate individuals, and
must balance an evaluation of management functions with this general principle.

4.

Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be
reported discreetly to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with other
relevant oversight entities when there is any doubt about if and how issues should be reported.

5.

Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in their
relations with all stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
evaluators must be sensitive to and address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They
should avoid offending the dignity and self-respect of those persons with whom they come in contact
in the course of the evaluation. Knowing that evaluation might negatively affect the interests of some
stakeholders, evaluators should conduct the evaluation and communicate its purpose and results in a
way that clearly respects the stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth.

6.

Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible for the clear,
accurate and fair written and/or oral presentation of study imitations, findings and
recommendations.

7.

Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the evaluation.
Evaluation Consultant Agreement Form

Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System
Name of Consultant: Frank Klinckenberg
Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant): Klinckenberg Consultants BV
I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct for
Evaluation.
Signed at Meerssen, The Netherlands on 21 February 2020
Name of Consultant: Bahtiyor Eschanov
I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct for
Evaluation.
Signed at Tashkent, Uzbekistan, on 25 February 2020
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Name of Consultant: Olimjon Saidmamatov
I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct for
Evaluation.
Signed at Urgench, Uzbekistan, on 1 July 2020
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6.12 Signed MTR final report clearance form
Added on cover page. Note that this requires signing by UNDP, not by the MTR team.
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6.13 Audit trail from received comments on draft MTR report
A final draft version of the report was circulated by UNDP to stakeholders, however, no comments were
received after an extended deadline.
Comments made by UNDP at final draft stage are recorded in a separate audit trail note.
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6.14 Relevant midterm tracking tools
The tracking tool, in its target at CEO endorsement stage, adequately reflects impacts expected for the project,
as set out in the project document. This includes an assessment of the project as if it is investment project,
discussed elsewhere in the report.
The tracking tool provided to the MTR team does not include an update at the project’s mid-term.
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6.15 MTR Terms of Reference
Terms of reference for the Mid-Term Review are annexed on the next pages. Please note that this consists of
two documents: one for the international consultant and one for the national consultant.
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UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
TERMS OF REFERENCE / INDIVIDUAL CONTRACT

I. Position Information
Position Title:
Type:
Project Title/Department:
Duration of the service:
Duty station:

International Consultant/Evaluator
Individual Contract (International)
UNDP/GEF project “Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural
Housing in Uzbekistan”/Sustainable Development Cluster
21 working days during the period from October – 15 February
2021
Home-based

Reports to:

Resource Management Associate (M&E focal point) in Country
Office, UNDP Uzbekistan

II. Background
The objective of UNDP/GEF and the Ministry of Construction of the Republic of Uzbekistan project
“Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan” is to support the
Government of Uzbekistan in provision of rural population in the country with improved, affordable
and environmentally friendly living conditions. The project design builds directly on previous and
ongoing experience with sustainable, low-carbon and climate-resilient local development in
Uzbekistan. Specifically, the project aims at lowering the energy intensity trajectory of Uzbekistan
by promoting the construction of new energy-efficient and low-carbon rural housing.
The project consists of four inter-linked outcomes. The first outcome is the establishment of the
green mortgage scheme to incentivize and eventually scale-up the demand for low-carbon
housing. This outcome will be supported and enabled by three complementary outcomes related to
strengthening domestic supply chain and capacities for construction of low-carbon housing
(Outcome 2), introducing policies and regulations for low-carbon housing and settlements
(Outcome 3) and raising public awareness about benefits and advantages of low-carbon housing
(Outcome 4).
The Project is planned for six years (April 2017 – April 2023), and its planned budget amounts to
$136,665,099, including $6,300,000 (GEF and UNDP) and $130,365,099 co-financing. It covers
pilot sites in all regions of Uzbekistan. Project stakeholders include the Ministry of Construction as
the national partner implementing agency, other relevant government agencies, regional and local
administrations, self-governments, banking sector, academia and NGOs, private sector and rural
homebuyers and homeowners, multilateral international organizations.
Under the overall supervision of the Leader of Sustainable Development Cluster, the International
Consultant will be responsible for conducting the Midterm Review (MTR) of the UNDP-GEF project
“Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan” (PIMS 5392) jointly
implemented by the UNDP and Ministry of Construction of Uzbekistan. MTR process must follow
the guidance outlined in the document Guidance For Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDPSupported,
GEF-Financed
Projects
(http://gef.undp.org/uploads/HJk1_dCXqGqaPG4BlccvA/Guidance_for_Conducting_Midterm_Reviews_of_UNDPSupported_GEF-Financed_Projects_Final_June_2014.pdf), and shall be conducted through
fulfilling the following tasks.

III. Functions / Key Outputs Expected
I.

Objective of the Mid-Term Review

The MTR will assess progress towards the achievement of the project objectives and outcomes as
specified in the Project Document and assess early signs of project success or failure with the goal

of identifying the necessary changes to be made in order to set the project on-track to achieve its
intended results. The MTR will also review the project’s strategy, its risks to sustainability.
II. MTR Approach & Methodology
The MTR must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. The MTR
team will review all relevant sources of information including documents prepared during the
preparation phase (i.e. PIF, UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Environmental & Social Safeguard Policy,
the Project Document, project reports including Annual Project Review/PIRs, project budget
revisions, lesson learned reports, national strategic and legal documents, and any other materials
that the team considers useful for this evidence-based review). The MTR team will review the
baseline GEF focal area Tracking Tool submitted to the GEF at CEO endorsement, and the
midterm GEF focal area Tracking Tool that must be completed before the MTR field mission
begins.
The MTR team is expected to follow a collaborative and participatory approach1 ensuring close
engagement with the Project Team, government counterparts (the GEF Operational Focal Point),
the UNDP Country Office(s), UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisers, and other key stakeholders.
Engagement of stakeholders is vital to a successful MTR.2 Stakeholder involvement should include
interviews with stakeholders who have project responsibilities, including but not limited to the
executing agencies, senior officials and project team/component leaders, key experts and
consultants in the subject area, Project Board, project stakeholders, academia, local government
and CSOs, etc. ((Ministry of Construction, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Economy, State
Committee for Land, Geodesy, Cartography and State Cadastre, Centre of Hydro-meteorological
Service under the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Uzbekistan, State Committee for Ecology
and Environment Protection, Chamber of Commerce and Industries of Uzbekistan, central and
local authorities in rural regions, self-government bodies such as makhallas and village councils,
and local communities). Additionally, the MTR team is expected to conduct field missions (as soon
as COVID lockdown ends-up and restrictions for travels to regions are cancelled) to the 5 project
pilot regions: Bukhara, Samarkand, Khorezm, Surkhandarya and Fergana provinces, including the
following project sites: low-carbon massifs of affordable rural housing in each pilot region.
The final MTR report should describe the full MTR approach taken and the rationale for the
approach making explicit the underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses about
the methods and approach of the review.
Detailed Scope of the MTR
The MTR team will assess the following four categories of project progress. See the Guidance For
Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects for extended
descriptions.
i. Project Strategy
Project design:
• Review the problem addressed by the project and the underlying assumptions. Review the
effect of any incorrect assumptions or changes to the context to achieving the project results as
outlined in the Project Document.
• Review the relevance of the project strategy and assess whether it provides the most effective
route towards expected/intended results. Were lessons from other relevant projects properly
incorporated into the project design?
• Review how the project addresses country priorities. Review country ownership. Was the
project concept in line with the national sector development priorities and plans of the country
(or of participating countries in the case of multi-country projects)?
• Review decision-making processes: were perspectives of those who would be affected by
project decisions, those who could affect the outcomes, and those who could contribute
1

For ideas on innovative and participatory Monitoring and Evaluation strategies and techniques, see UNDP Discussion Paper:
Innovations in Monitoring & Evaluating Results, 05 Nov 2013.
2
For more stakeholder engagement in the M&E process, see the UNDP Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for
Development Results, Chapter 3, pg. 93.
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•
•

information or other resources to the process, taken into account during project design
processes?
Review the extent to which relevant gender issues were raised in the project design. See Annex
9 of Guidance For Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects
for further guidelines.
If there are major areas of concern, recommend areas for improvement.

Results Framework/Logframe:
• Undertake a critical analysis of the project’s logframe indicators and targets, assess how
“SMART” the midterm and end-of-project targets are (Specific, Measurable, Attainable,
Relevant, Time-bound), and suggest specific amendments/revisions to the targets and
indicators as necessary.
• Are the project’s objectives and outcomes or components clear, practical, and feasible within its
timeframe?
• Examine if progress so far has led to or could in the future catalyse beneficial development
effects (i.e. income generation, gender equality and women’s empowerment, improved
governance etc...) that should be included in the project results framework and monitored on an
annual basis.
• Ensure broader development and gender aspects of the project are being monitored effectively.
Develop and recommend SMART ‘development’ indicators, including sex-disaggregated
indicators and indicators that capture development benefits.
ii. Progress Towards Results
Progress Towards Outcomes Analysis:
• Review the logframe indicators against progress made towards the end-of-project targets using
the Progress Towards Results Matrix and following the Guidance For Conducting Midterm
Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects; colour code progress in a “traffic light
system” based on the level of progress achieved; assign a rating on progress for each
outcome; make recommendations from the areas marked as “Not on target to be achieved”
(red).
Table. Progress Towards Results Matrix (Achievement of outcomes against End-ofproject Targets)
Project
Strategy

Indicator3

Objective:

Indicator (if
applicable):
Indicator 1:
Indicator 2:
Indicator 3:
Indicator 4:
Etc.

Outcome
1:
Outcome
2:

Baselin
4
e Level

Level in
st
1 PIR
(selfreported)

Midterm
5
Target

End-ofproject
Target

Midterm
Level &
Assess
6
ment

Achieve
ment
7
Rating

Etc.

Indicator Assessment Key
Green= Achieved
Yellow= On target to be
achieved
In addition to the progress towards outcomes analysis:
3
4

Populate with data from the Logframe and scorecards

Populate with data from the Project Document
If available
Colour code this column only
7
Use the 6 point Progress Towards Results Rating Scale: HS, S, MS, MU, U, HU
5
6

3

Red= Not on target to be
achieved

Justific
ation
for
Rating

•
•
•

Compare and analyse the GEF Tracking Tool at the Baseline with the one completed right
before the Midterm Review.
Identify remaining barriers to achieving the project objective in the remainder of the project.
By reviewing the aspects of the project that have already been successful, identify ways in
which the project can further expand these benefits.

iii. Project Implementation and Adaptive
Management Management Arrangements:
•

•
•

Review overall effectiveness of project management as outlined in the Project Document. Have
changes been made and are they effective? Are responsibilities and reporting lines clear? Is
decision-making transparent and undertaken in a timely manner? Recommend areas for
improvement.
Review the quality of execution of the Executing Agency/Implementing Partner(s) and
recommend areas for improvement.
Review the quality of support provided by the GEF Partner Agency (UNDP) and recommend
areas for improvement.

Work Planning:
•
•
•

Review any delays in project start-up and implementation, identify the causes and examine if
they have been resolved.
Are work-planning processes results-based? If not, suggest ways to re-orientate work planning
to focus on results?
Examine the use of the project’s results framework/logframe as a management tool and review
any changes made to it since project start.

Finance and co-finance:
•
•
•
•

Consider the financial management of the project, with specific reference to the costeffectiveness of interventions.
Review the changes to fund allocations as a result of budget revisions and assess the
appropriateness and relevance of such revisions.
Does the project have the appropriate financial controls, including reporting and planning, that
allow management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for timely flow of
funds?
Informed by the co-financing monitoring table to be filled out, provide commentary on cofinancing: is co-financing being used strategically to help the objectives of the project? Is the
Project Team meeting with all co-financing partners regularly in order to align financing priorities
and annual work plans?

Project-level Monitoring and Evaluation Systems:
•

•

Review the monitoring tools currently being used: Do they provide the necessary information?
Do they involve key partners? Are they aligned or mainstreamed with national systems? Do
they use existing information? Are they efficient? Are they cost-effective? Are additional tools
required? How could they be made more participatory and inclusive?
Examine the financial management of the project monitoring and evaluation budget. Are
sufficient resources being allocated to monitoring and evaluation? Are these resources being
allocated effectively?

Stakeholder Engagement:
•
•
•

Project management: Has the project developed and leveraged the necessary and appropriate
partnerships with direct and tangential stakeholders?
Participation and country-driven processes: Do local and national government
stakeholders support the objectives of the project? Do they continue to have an active role
in project decision-making that supports efficient and effective project implementation?
Participation and public awareness: To what extent has stakeholder involvement and public
awareness contributed to the progress towards achievement of project objectives?
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Reporting:
•
•
•

Assess how adaptive management changes have been reported by the project management
and shared with the Project Board.
Assess how well the Project Team and partners undertake and fulfil GEF reporting
requirements (i.e. how have they addressed poorly-rated PIRs, if applicable?)
Assess how lessons derived from the adaptive management process have been documented,
shared with key partners and internalized by partners.

Communications:
•

•

•

Review internal project communication with stakeholders: Is communication regular and
effective? Are there key stakeholders left out of communication? Are there feedback
mechanisms when communication is received? Does this communication with stakeholders
contribute to their awareness of project outcomes and activities and investment in the
sustainability of project results?
Review external project communication: Are proper means of communication established or
being established to express the project progress and intended impact to the public (is there a
web presence, for example? Or did the project implement appropriate outreach and public
awareness campaigns?)
For reporting purposes, write one half-page paragraph that summarizes the project’s progress
towards results in terms of contribution to sustainable development benefits, as well as global
environmental benefits.

iv. Sustainability
•
•

Validate whether the risks identified in the Project Document, Annual Project Review/PIRs and
the ATLAS Risk Management Module are the most important and whether the risk ratings
applied are appropriate and up to date. If not, explain why.
In addition, assess the following risks to sustainability:

Financial risks to sustainability:
•

What is the likelihood of financial and economic resources not being available once the GEF
assistance ends (consider potential resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public
and private sectors, income generating activities, and other funding that will be adequate
financial resources for sustaining project’s outcomes)?

Socio-economic risks to sustainability:
•

Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize sustainability of project outcomes?
What is the risk that the level of stakeholder ownership (including ownership by governments
and other key stakeholders) will be insufficient to allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be
sustained? Do the various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that the project
benefits continue to flow? Is there sufficient public / stakeholder awareness in support of the
long-term objectives of the project? Are lessons learned being documented by the Project
Team on a continual basis and shared/transferred to appropriate parties who could learn from
the project and potentially replicate and/or scale it in the future?

Institutional Framework and Governance risks to sustainability:
•

Do the legal frameworks, policies, governance structures and processes pose risks that may
jeopardize sustenance of project benefits? While assessing this parameter, also consider if the
required systems/ mechanisms for accountability, transparency, and technical knowledge
transfer are in place.

Environmental risks to sustainability:
•

Are there any environmental risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes?

Conclusions & Recommendations
The MTR team will include a section of the report setting out the MTR’s evidence-based
5

conclusions, in light of the findings.8
Recommendations should be succinct suggestions for critical intervention that are specific,
measurable, achievable, and relevant. A recommendation table should be put in the report’s
executive summary. See the Guidance For Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported,
GEF-Financed Projects for guidance on a recommendation table.
The MTR team should make no more than 15 recommendations total.
Ratings
The MTR team will include its ratings of the project’s results and brief descriptions of the
associated achievements in a MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table in the Executive
Summary of the MTR report. See Annex E for ratings scales. No rating on Project Strategy and no
overall project rating is required.
Table. MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table for the UNDP-GEF full-sized project
titled “Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan”
Measure
Project
Strategy
Progress
Towards
Results

Project
Implementation
& Adaptive
Management
Sustainability

MTR Rating
N/A

Achievement Description

Objective
Achievement
Rating: (rate 6 pt.
scale)
Outcome 1
Achievement
Rating: (rate 6 pt.
scale)
Outcome 2
Achievement
Rating: (rate 6 pt.
scale)
Outcome 3
Achievement
Rating: (rate 6 pt.
scale)
Etc.
(rate 6 pt. scale)

(rate 4 pt. scale)

IV. Deliverables and timeframe
The total duration of the MTR will be approximately 21 working days during the period from May –
15 October 2020 and shall not exceed five months from when the consultant(s) are hired. The
tentative MTR timeframe is as follows:
TIMEFRAME
August - September 2020: 10
w/days
2 October – 12 October 2020;
10w/days
16 October, 1 w/day
15 February 2021
15 February 2021

ACTIVITY
MTR mission: Video interviews will commence at the end of August and
early in September 2020. Due to COVID-19, decision is made that all
interviews will be conducted through videoconferencing tool on a Zoom
platform.
Preparing draft report
Incorporating audit trail from feedback on draft report/Finalization of MTR
report
Preparation & Issue of Management Response
Expected date of full MTR completion

Options for site visits should be provided in the Inception Report.
#
1

Deliverable
Draft Final Report

Description
Full report (using

Timing
Within 3 weeks of

Responsibilities
Sent to the

2

Final Report*

guidelines on content
the MTR mission
outlined in Annex B) with (subject to COVID
annexes
lockdown
restrictions for
travels to regions
lifted): 16 October
Revised report with audit Within 1 week of
trail detailing how all
receiving UNDP
received comments have comments on draft:
(and have not) been
15 February 2021
addressed in the final
MTR report

Commissioning Unit,
reviewed by RTA,
Project Coordinating
Unit, GEF OFP
Sent to the
Commissioning Unit

*The
final MTR
in English.
If applicable,
the Commissioning
Unit may choose to arrange for a
translation
of thereport
reportmust
into be
a language
more
widely shared
by national stakeholders.

IV. MTR Arrangements
The principal responsibility for managing this MTR resides with the Commissioning Unit. The
Commissioning Unit for this project’s MTR is the Sustainable Development Cluster, UNDP Country
Office.
The commissioning unit will contract the consultants and ensure the timely provision of per diems
and travel arrangements within the country for the MTR team. The Project Team will be
responsible for liaising with the MTR team to provide all relevant documents, set up stakeholder
interviews, and arrange field visits.
V. Team Composition
A team of two independent consultants will conduct the MTR - one team leader (with experience
and exposure to projects and evaluations in other regions globally) and one team expert, usually
from the country of the project. The consultants cannot have participated in the project preparation,
formulation, and/or implementation (including the writing of the Project Document) and should not
have a conflict of interest with project’s related activities.
The selection of consultants will be aimed at maximizing the overall “team” qualities in the following
areas:
•
•

Recent experience with result-based management evaluation methodologies (5 points);
Experience in applying SMART indicators and reconstructing or validating baseline
scenarios (5 points);
• Competence in adaptive management, as applied to climate change mitigation (5 points); •
Experience working with the GEF or GEF-evaluations (10 points); • Experience working in
the Central Asia region (10 points);
7

•
•
•
•
•
•

Work experience in relevant technical areas for at least 10 years (10 points);
Demonstrated understanding of issues related to gender and climate change mitigation;
experience in gender sensitive evaluation and analysis (10 points);
Excellent communication skills (5 points);
Demonstrable analytical skills (5 points);
A Master’s degree in energy, including energy efficiency and renewable energy, energy
economics, or other closely related field (5 points);
Project evaluation/review experiences within United Nations system will be considered an
asset.

VI. Payment Conditions and Specifications
This is a lump sum contract that should include costs of consultancy and international travel costs
(in-country travel cost will be covered by the project), accommodation and meal (DSA or per
diems in Tashkent and provinces) and visas costs required to produce the above deliverables.
Payment will be released in 2 installments:
40% upon submission of the draft MTR report
60% upon finalization of the MTR report
upon timely submission of respective deliverables and their acceptance by the Supervisor and
UNDP CO
VI. Application Process9
Recommended Presentation of Proposal:
a) Letter of Confirmation of Interest and Availability using the template10 provided by UNDP;
b) CV and a Personal History Form (P11 form11);
c) Brief description of approach to work/technical proposal of why the individual considers
him/herself as the most suitable for the assignment, and a proposed methodology on how they
will approach and complete the assignment; (max 1 page)
d) Financial Proposal that indicates the all-inclusive fixed total contract price and all other travel
related costs (such as flight ticket, per diem, etc), supported by a breakdown of costs, as per
template attached to the Letter of Confirmation of Interest template. If an applicant is employed
by an organization/company/institution, and he/she expects his/her employer to charge a
management fee in the process of releasing him/her to UNDP under Reimbursable Loan
Agreement (RLA), the applicant must indicate at this point, and ensure that all such costs are
duly incorporated in the financial proposal submitted to UNDP.
All application materials should be submitted to “UNDP Jobs” by navigating to the link below and
by clicking “APPLY NOW”, no later than the date indicated on the “UNDP Jobs” website:
UNDP Job Site – https://jobs.undp.org/cj_view_job.cfm?cur_job_id=77605 (cut and paste
into browser address bar if the link does not work).
NOTE: The Financial Proposal should not be uploaded to “UNDP Jobs”. The password protected
Financial Proposal should be submitted to bids.uz@undp.org on or before the deadline indicated
on the “UNDP Jobs” website. Please include in the subject of email message the following
reference:
“IC/…./19 – Financial Proposal”.
9

Engagement of the consultants should be
https://info.undp.org/global/popp/Pages/default.aspx

done

in line

with

guidelines

for hiring

consultants

in

the

10

https://intranet.undp.org/unit/bom/pso/Support%20documents%20on%20IC%20Guidelines/Template%20for%20Confirmation%20of%20
Interest%20and%20Submission%20of%20Financial%20Proposal.docx
11
http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/corporate/Careers/P11_Personal_history_form.doc
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POPP:

Failure to submit the Financial Proposal by the deadline or without reference to the subject above
will result in disqualification. ONLY if requested by the Procurement Unit, password to the
Financial Proposal should be shared within 24 hours from the date of such request.
Incomplete applications will be excluded from further consideration.
Criteria for Evaluation of Proposal: Only those applications which are responsive and compliant
will be evaluated. Offers will be evaluated according to the Combined Scoring method – where the
educational background and experience on similar assignments will be weighted at 70% and the
price proposal will weigh as 30% of the total scoring. The applicant receiving the Highest
Combined Score that has also accepted UNDP’s General Terms and Conditions will be awarded
the contract.
VII. Recruitment Qualifications
A Master’s degree in energy, including energy efficiency and
Education:
renewable energy, energy economics, or other closely related field
• Work experience in relevant technical areas for at least 10 years;
• Recent experience with result-based management evaluation
methodologies;
• Experience applying SMART indicators and reconstructing or
validating baseline scenarios;
• Competence in adaptive management, as applied to climate
change mitigation;
Experience:
• Experience working with the GEF or GEF-evaluations;
• Experience working in the Central Asia region;
• Demonstrated understanding of issues related to gender and
climate change mitigation; experience in gender sensitive
evaluation and analysis;
• Project evaluation/review experiences within United Nations
system will be considered an asset.
Excellent English communication and writing skills, knowledge of
Language Requirements:
Russian would be an asset
• Excellent communication skills;
Others:
• Demonstrable analytical skills
UNDP is an equal opportunity employer. Qualified female candidates, people with disabilities, and
minorities are highly encouraged to apply. UNDP Gender Balance in Management Policy promotes
achievement of gender balance among its staff at all levels.
VII. Signatures - Post Description Certification
Incumbent (if applicable)
Frank Klinckenberg
Name

Signature

30 January 2021
Date

Resource Management Associate (M&E focal point) in Country
Office, UNDP Uzbekistan
Ms. Kamila Alimdjanova
Name / Title

Signature
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Date

ToR ANNEX A: List of Documents to be reviewed by the MTR Team
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

PIF
UNDP Initiation Plan
UNDP Project Document
UNDP Environmental and Social Screening results
Project Inception Report
All Project Implementation Reports (PIR’s)
Quarterly progress reports and work plans of the various implementation task teams
Audit reports
Finalized GEF climate change mitigation focal area Tracking Tool (METT) at CEO
endorsement and midterm
10. Oversight mission reports
11. All monitoring reports prepared by the project
12. Financial and Administration guidelines used by Project Team
The following documents will also be available:
13. Project operational guidelines, manuals and systems
14. UNDP country/countries programme document(s)
15. Minutes of the the UNDP-GEF full-sized project titled “Market Transformation for
Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan” Board Meetings and other meetings (i.e.
Project Appraisal Committee meetings)
16. Project site location maps
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ToR ANNEX B: Guidelines on Contents for the Midterm Review Report12
i.

ii.
iii.
1.

2.

3.

4.

Basic Report Information (for opening page or title page)
• Title of UNDP supported GEF financed project
• UNDP PIMS# and GEF project ID#
• MTR time frame and date of MTR report
• Region and countries included in the project
• GEF Operational Focal Area/Strategic Program
• Executing Agency/Implementing Partner and other project partners
• MTR team members
• Acknowledgements
Table of Contents
Acronyms and Abbreviations
Executive Summary (3-5 pages)
• Project Information Table
• Project Description (brief)
• Project Progress Summary (between 200-500 words)
• MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table
• Concise summary of conclusions
• Recommendation Summary Table
Introduction (2-3 pages)
• Purpose of the MTR and objectives
• Scope & Methodology: principles of design and execution of the MTR, MTR approach and
data collection methods, limitations to the MTR
• Structure of the MTR report
Project Description and Background Context (3-5 pages)
• Development context: environmental, socio-economic, institutional, and policy factors
relevant to the project objective and scope
• Problems that the project sought to address: threats and barriers targeted
• Project Description and Strategy: objective, outcomes and expected results, description
of field sites (if any)
• Project Implementation Arrangements: short description of the Project Board,
key implementing partner arrangements, etc.
• Project timing and milestones
• Main stakeholders: summary list
Findings (12-14 pages)
•
•

Project Design
Results Framework/Logframe

4.2 Progress Towards Results
• Progress towards outcomes analysis
• Remaining barriers to achieving the project
objective 4.3 Project Implementation and Adaptive Management
• Management Arrangements
• Work planning
• Finance and co-finance
• Project-level monitoring and evaluation systems
• Stakeholder engagement
• Reporting
• Communications

5.

12

• Financial risks to sustainability
• Socio-economic to sustainability
• Institutional framework and governance risks to sustainability
• Environmental risks to sustainability
Conclusions and Recommendations (4-6 pages)
5.1 Conclusions

The Report length should not exceed 40 pages in total (not including annexes).
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•

Comprehensive and balanced statements (that are evidence-based and connected
to the MTR’s findings) which highlight the strengths, weaknesses and results of the
project

•

Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the
project
Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project
Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives

•
•
6.

Annexes
• MTR ToR (excluding ToR annexes)
• MTR evaluative matrix (evaluation criteria with key questions, indicators, sources of
data, and methodology)
• Example Questionnaire or Interview Guide used for data collection
• Ratings Scales
• MTR mission itinerary
• List of persons interviewed
• List of documents reviewed
• Co-financing table (if not previously included in the body of the report)
• Signed UNEG Code of Conduct form
• Signed MTR final report clearance form
• Annexed in a separate file: Audit trail from received comments on draft MTR report
• Annexed in a separate file: Relevant midterm tracking tools (METT)
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ToR ANNEX C: Midterm Review Evaluative Matrix Template

Evaluative
Questions

Indicators

Sources

Methodology

Project Strategy: To what extent is the project strategy relevant to country priorities, country
ownership, and the best route towards expected results?
(include evaluative
question(s))

(i.e. relationships established,
level of coherence between
project design and
implementation approach,
specific activities conducted,
quality of risk mitigation
strategies, etc.)

(i.e. project documents,
national policies or strategies,
websites, project staff, project
partners, data collected
throughout the MTR mission,
etc.)

(i.e. document analysis, data
analysis, interviews with
project staff, interviews
with stakeholders, etc.)

Progress Towards Results: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project
been achieved thus far?

Project Implementation and Adaptive Management: Has the project been implemented efficiently, cost
- effectively, and been able to adapt to any changing conditions thus far? To what extent are projectlevel monitoring and evaluation systems, reporting, and project communications supporting the
project’s implementation?

Sustainability: To what extent are there financial, institutional, socio-economic, and/or
environmental risks to sustaining long-term project results?
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ToR ANNEX D: UNEG Code of Conduct for Evaluators/Midterm Review Consultants13
Evaluators/Consultants:
1. Must present information that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and weaknesses so
that decisions or actions taken are well founded.
2. Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and have this
accessible to all affected by the evaluation with expressed legal rights to receive results.
3. Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide
maximum notice, minimize demands on time, and respect people’s right not to engage. Evaluators must
respect people’s right to provide information in confidence, and must ensure that sensitive information
cannot be traced to its source. Evaluators are not expected to evaluate individuals, and must balance
an evaluation of management functions with this general principle.
4. Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be
reported discreetly to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with other relevant
oversight entities when there is any doubt about if and how issues should be reported.
5. Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in their
relations with all stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, evaluators
must be sensitive to and address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They should avoid
offending the dignity and self-respect of those persons with whom they come in contact in the course of
the evaluation. Knowing that evaluation might negatively affect the interests of some stakeholders,
evaluators should conduct the evaluation and communicate its purpose and results in a way that clearly
respects the stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth.
6. Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible for the clear, accurate
and fair written and/or oral presentation of study limitations, findings and recommendations.
7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the evaluation.
MTR Consultant Agreement Form
Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System:
Name of Consultant: __________________________________________________________________
Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant):
__________________________________________
I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code
of Conduct for Evaluation.
Signed at _____________________________________ (Place)
____________________________ (Date)
Signature: ___________________________________

13

www.undp.org/unegcodeofconduct
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ToR ANNEX E: MTR Ratings
Ratings for Progress Towards Results: (one rating for each outcome and for the objective)
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve or exceed all its end-of-project
Highly
6
targets, without major shortcomings. The progress towards the objective/outcome
Satisfactory (HS)
can be presented as “good practice”.
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets,
5 Satisfactory (S)
with only minor shortcomings.
Moderately
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets
4
Satisfactory (MS)
but with significant shortcomings.
Moderately
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve its end-of-project targets with major
3 Unsatisfactory
shortcomings.
(HU)
The objective/outcome is expected not to achieve most of its end-of-project
2 Unsatisfactory (U)
targets.
Highly
The objective/outcome has failed to achieve its midterm targets, and is not
1 Unsatisfactory
expected to achieve any of its end-of-project targets.
(HU)
Ratings for Project Implementation & Adaptive Management: (one overall rating)
Implementation of all seven components – management arrangements, work
planning, finance and co-finance, project-level monitoring
and evaluation
Highly
6
systems, stakeholder engagement, reporting, and communications – is leading to
Satisfactory (HS)
efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive management. The
project can be presented as “good practice”.
Implementation of most of the seven components is leading
to efficient and
5 Satisfactory (S)effective project implementation and adaptive management except for only few that are
subject to remedial action.
Implementation of some of the seven components is leading to efficient and
Moderately
4
effective project implementation and adaptive management, with some
Satisfactory (MS)
components requiring remedial action.
Moderately
Implementation of some of the seven components is not leading to efficient and
3 Unsatisfactory
effective project implementation and adaptive, with most components requiring
(MU)
remedial action.
Implementation of most of the seven components is not leading to efficient and
2 Unsatisfactory (U)
effective project implementation and adaptive management.
Highly
Implementation of none of the seven components is leading to efficient and
1 Unsatisfactory
effective project implementation and adaptive management.
(HU)
Ratings for Sustainability: (one overall rating)
Negligible risks to sustainability, with key outcomes on track to be achieved by
4 Likely (L)
the project’s closure and expected to continue into the foreseeable future
Moderately Likely
Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some outcomes will be sustained
3
(ML)
due to the progress towards results on outcomes at the Midterm Review
Moderately
Significant risk that key outcomes will not carry on after project closure, although
2
Unlikely (MU)
some outputs and activities should carry on
1 Unlikely (U)
Severe risks that project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustained
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ToR ANNEX F: MTR Report Clearance Form
(to be completed by the Commissioning Unit and UNDP-GEF RTA and included in the final document)

Midterm Review Report Reviewed and Cleared By:
Commissioning Unit
Name: _____________________________________________
Signature: __________________________________________
_______________________________

Date:

UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor
Name: _____________________________________________
Signature: __________________________________________
_______________________________
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Date:

I. Position Information
Position Title:
Type:
Project Title/Department:
Duration of the service:
Work Status:
Duty station:
Expected travel site:
Reports to:

National Consultant/Evaluator
Individual Contract
UNDP/GEF project “Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural
Housing in Uzbekistan”/Sustainable Development Cluster
30 working days during the period from October – 15 December
2020
Part-time
Home based

Resource Management Associate (M&E focal point) in Country
Office, UNDP Uzbekistan

II. Background
The objective of UNDP/GEF and the Ministry of Construction of the Republic of Uzbekistan project
“Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan” is to support the Government
of Uzbekistan in provision of rural population in the country with improved, affordable and
environmentally friendly living conditions. The project design builds directly on previous and
ongoing experience with sustainable, low-carbon and climate-resilient local development in
Uzbekistan. Specifically, the project aims at lowering the energy intensity trajectory of Uzbekistan
by promoting the construction of new energy-efficient and low-carbon rural housing.
The project consists of four inter-linked outcomes. The first outcome is the establishment of the
green mortgage scheme to incentivize and eventually scale-up the demand for low-carbon housing.
This outcome will be supported and enabled by three complementary outcomes related to
strengthening domestic supply chain and capacities for construction of low-carbon housing
(Outcome 2), introducing policies and regulations for low-carbon housing and settlements
(Outcome 3) and raising public awareness about benefits and advantages of low-carbon housing
(Outcome 4).
The Project is planned for six years (April 2017 – April 2023), and its planned budget amounts to
$136,665,099, including $6,300,000 (GEF and UNDP) and $130,365,099 co-financing. It covers
pilot sites in all regions of Uzbekistan. Project stakeholders include the Ministry of Construction as
the national partner implementing agency, other relevant government agencies, regional and local
administrations, self-governments, banking sector, academia and NGOs, private sector and rural
homebuyers and homeowners, multilateral international organizations.
Under the overall supervision of the Leader of Sustainable Development Cluster, the National
Consultant will be responsible for conducting the Midterm Review (MTR) of the UNDP-GEF project
“Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan” (PIMS 5392) jointly
implemented by the UNDP and Ministry of Construction of Uzbekistan. MTR process must follow
the guidance outlined in the document Guidance For Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDPSupported,
GEF-Financed
Projects
(http://gef.undp.org/uploads/HJk1_dCXqGqaPG4BlccvA/Guidance_for_Conducting_Midterm_Reviews_of_UNDPSupported_GEF-Financed_Projects_Final_June_2014.pdf), and shall be conducted through
fulfilling the following tasks.

The MTR will assess progress towards the achievement of the project objectives and outcomes as
specified in the Project Document and assess early signs of project success or failure with the goal
of identifying the necessary changes to be made in order to set the project on -track to achieve its
intended results. The MTR will also review the project’s strategy, its risks to sustainability.
II. MTR Approach & Methodology
The MTR must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. The MTR
team will review all relevant sources of information including documents prepared during the
preparation phase (i.e. PIF, UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Environmental & Social Safeguard Policy,
the Project Document, project reports including Annual Project Review/PIRs, project budget
revisions, lesson learned reports, national strategic and legal documents, and any other materials
that the team considers useful for this evidence-based review). The MTR team will review the
baseline GEF focal area Tracking Tool submitted to the GEF at CEO endorsement, and the midterm
GEF focal area Tracking Tool that must be completed before the MTR field mission begins.
The MTR team is expected to follow a collaborative and participatory approach 1 ensuring close
engagement with the Project Team, government counterparts (the GEF Operational Focal Point),
the UNDP Country Office(s), UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisers, and other key stakeholders.
Engagement of stakeholders is vital to a successful MTR.2 Stakeholder involvement should include
interviews with stakeholders who have project responsibilities, including but not limited to the
executing agencies, senior officials and project team/component leaders, key experts and
consultants in the subject area, Project Board, project stakeholders, academia, local government
and CSOs, etc. ((Ministry of Construction, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Economy, State
Committee for Land, Geodesy, Cartography and State Cadastre, Centre of Hydro-meteorological
Service under the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Uzbekistan, State Committee for Ecology
and Environment Protection, Chamber of Commerce and Industries of Uzbekistan, central and local
authorities in rural regions, self-government bodies such as makhallas and village councils, and
local communities). Additionally, the MTR team is expected to conduct field mis sions (subject to
COVID lockdown restrictions for travels to regions lifted) to the 2 project pilot regions of Bukhara and
Samarkand, including the following project sites: low-carbon massifs of affordable rural housing in
each pilot region.
The final MTR report should describe the full MTR approach taken and the rationale for the
approach making explicit the underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses about
the methods and approach of the review.
III.

Detailed Scope of the MTR

The MTR team will assess the following four categories of project progress. See the Guidance For
Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects for extended
descriptions.
i. Project Strategy
Project design:
Review the problem addressed by the project and the underlying assumptions. Review the
effect of any incorrect assumptions or changes to the context to achieving the project results as
outlined in the Project Document.
Review the relevance of the project strategy and assess whether it provides t he most effective
route towards expected/intended results. Were lessons from other relevant projects properly
incorporated into the project design?
Review how the project addresses country priorities. Review country ownership. Was the
project concept in line with the national sector development priorities and plans of the country
(or of participating countries in the case of multi-country projects)?
1

For ideas on innovative and participatory Monitoring and Evaluation strategies and techniques, see UNDP Discussion Paper:
Innovations in Monitoring & Evaluating Results, 05 Nov 2013.
2 For more stakeholder engagement in the M&E process, see the UNDP Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for
Development Results, Chapter 3, pg. 93.
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Review decision-making processes: were perspectives of those who would be affected by
project decisions, those who could affect the outcomes, and those who could contribute
information or other resources to the process, taken into account during project design
processes?
Review the extent to which relevant gender issues were raised in the project design. See Annex
9 of Guidance For Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects
for further guidelines.
If there are major areas of concern, recommend areas for improvement.
Results Framework/Logframe:
Undertake a critical analysis of the project’s logframe indicators and targets, assess how
“SMART” the midterm and end-of-project targets are (Specific, Measurable, Attainable,
Relevant, Time-bound), and suggest specific amendments/revisions to the targets and
indicators as necessary.
Are the project’s objectives and outcomes or components clear, practical, and feasible within its
timeframe?
Examine if progress so far has led to or could in the future catalyse beneficial development
effects (i.e. income generation, gender equality and women’s empowerment, improved
governance etc...) that should be included in the project results framework and monitored on an
annual basis.
Ensure broader development and gender aspects of the project are being monitored effectively.
Develop and recommend SMART ‘development’ indicators, including sex-disaggregated
indicators and indicators that capture development benefits.
ii. Progress Towards Results
Progress Towards Outcomes Analysis:
Review the logframe indicators against progress made towards the end-of-project targets using
the Progress Towards Results Matrix and following the Guidance For Conducting Midterm
Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects; colour code progress in a “traffic light
system” based on the level of progress achieved; assign a rating on progress for each outcome;
make recommendations from the areas marked as “Not on target to be achieved” (red ).
Table. Progress Towards Results Matrix (Achievement of outcomes against End-ofproject Targets)
Project
Strategy

Indicator3

Objective:

Indicator (if
applicable):
Indicator 1:
Indicator 2:
Indicator 3:
Indicator 4:
Etc.

Outcome
1:
Outcome
2:

Baselin
e Level4

Level in
1st PIR
(selfreported)

Midterm
Target5

End-ofproject
Target

Midterm
Level &
Assess
ment6

Achieve
ment
Rating7

Etc.

Indicator Assessment Key
Green= Achieved

Yellow= On target to be

3

Populate with data from the Logframe and scorecards
Populate with data from the Project Document
5 If available
6 Colour code this column only
7 Use the 6 point Progress Towards Results Rating Scale: HS, S, MS, MU, U, HU
4

3

Red= Not on target to be

Justific
ation
for
Rating

achieved

achieved

In addition to the progress towards outcomes analysis:
Compare and analyse the GEF Tracking Tool at the Baseline with the one completed right
before the Midterm Review.
Identify remaining barriers to achieving the project objective in the remainder of the project.
By reviewing the aspects of the project that have already been successful, identify ways in
which the project can further expand these benefits.
iii. Project Implementation and Adaptive Management
Management Arrangements:
Review overall effectiveness of project management as outlined in the Project Document. Have
changes been made and are they effective? Are responsibilities and reporting lines clear? Is
decision-making transparent and undertaken in a timely manner? Recommend areas for
improvement.
Review the quality of execution of the Executing Agency/Implementing Partner(s) and
recommend areas for improvement.
Review the quality of support provided by the GEF Partner Agency (UNDP) and recommend
areas for improvement.
Work Planning:
Review any delays in project start-up and implementation, identify the causes and examine if
they have been resolved.
Are work-planning processes results-based? If not, suggest ways to re-orientate work planning
to focus on results?
Examine the use of the project’s results framework/logframe as a management tool and review
any changes made to it since project start.
Finance and co-finance:
Consider the financial management of the project, with specific reference to the costeffectiveness of interventions.
Review the changes to fund allocations as a result of budget revisions and assess the
appropriateness and relevance of such revisions.
Does the project have the appropriate financial controls, including reporting and planning, that
allow management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for timely flow
of funds?
Informed by the co-financing monitoring table to be filled out, provide commentary on cofinancing: is co-financing being used strategically to help the objectives of the project? Is the
Project Team meeting with all co-financing partners regularly in order to align financing priorities
and annual work plans?
Project-level Monitoring and Evaluation Systems:
Review the monitoring tools currently being used: Do they provide the necessary information?
Do they involve key partners? Are they aligned or mainstreamed with national systems? Do
they use existing information? Are they efficient? Are they cost-effective? Are additional tools
required? How could they be made more participatory and inclusive?
Examine the financial management of the project monitoring and evaluation budget. Are
sufficient resources being allocated to monitoring and evaluation? Are these resources being
allocated effectively?
Stakeholder Engagement:
Project management: Has the project developed and leveraged the necessary and appropriate
partnerships with direct and tangential stakeholders?
Participation and country-driven processes: Do local and national government stakeholders
support the objectives of the project? Do they continue to have an active role in project
4

decision-making that supports efficient and effective project implementation?
Participation and public awareness: To what extent has stakeholder involvement and public
awareness contributed to the progress towards achievement of project objectives?
Reporting:
Assess how adaptive management changes have been reported by the project management
and shared with the Project Board.
Assess how well the Project Team and partners undertake and fulfil GEF reporting
requirements (i.e. how have they addressed poorly-rated PIRs, if applicable?)
Assess how lessons derived from the adaptive management process have been documented,
shared with key partners and internalized by partners.
Communications:
Review internal project communication with stakeholders: Is communication regular and
effective? Are there key stakeholders left out of communication? Are there feedback
mechanisms when communication is received? Does this communication with stakeholders
contribute to their awareness of project outcomes and activities and investment in the
sustainability of project results?
Review external project communication: Are proper means of communication established or
being established to express the project progress and intended impact to the public (is there a
web presence, for example? Or did the project implement appropriate outreach and public
awareness campaigns?)
For reporting purposes, write one half-page paragraph that summarizes the project’s progress
towards results in terms of contribution to sustainable development benefits, as well as global
environmental benefits.
iv. Sustainability
Validate whether the risks identified in the Project Document, Annual Project Review/PIRs and
the ATLAS Risk Management Module are the most important and whether the risk ratings
applied are appropriate and up to date. If not, explain why.
In addition, assess the following risks to sustainability:
Financial risks to sustainability:
What is the likelihood of financial and economic resources not being available once the GEF
assistance ends (consider potential resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public
and private sectors, income generating activities, and other funding that will be adequate
financial resources for sustaining project’s outcomes)?
Socio-economic risks to sustainability:
Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize sustainability of project outcomes?
What is the risk that the level of stakeholder ownership (including ownership by governments
and other key stakeholders) will be insufficient to allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be
sustained? Do the various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that the project benefits
continue to flow? Is there sufficient public / stakeholder awareness in support of the long -term
objectives of the project? Are lessons learned being documented by the Project Team on a
continual basis and shared/transferred to appropriate parties who could learn from the project
and potentially replicate and/or scale it in the future?
Institutional Framework and Governance risks to sustainability:
Do the legal frameworks, policies, governance structures and processes pose risks that may
jeopardize sustenance of project benefits? While assessing this parameter, also consider if the
required systems/ mechanisms for accountability, transparency, and technical knowledge
transfer are in place.
Environmental risks to sustainability:
Are there any environmental risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes?
5

Conclusions & Recommendations
The MTR team will include a section of the report setting out the MTR’s evidence-based
conclusions, in light of the findings. 8
Recommendations should be succinct suggestions for critical intervention that are specific,
measurable, achievable, and relevant. A recommendation table should be put in the report’s
executive summary. See the Guidance For Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported,
GEF-Financed Projects for guidance on a recommendation table.
The MTR team should make no more than 15 recommendations total.
Ratings
The MTR team will include its ratings of the project’s results and brief descriptions of the associated
achievements in a MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table in the Executive Summary of the
MTR report. See Annex E for ratings scales. No rating on Project Strategy and no overall project
rating is required.
Table. MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table for the UNDP-GEF full-sized project
titled “Market Transformation for Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan”
Measure
Project
Strategy
Progress
Towards
Results

Project
Implementation
& Adaptive
Management
Sustainability

MTR Rating
N/A

Achievement Description

Objective
Achievement
Rating: (rate 6 pt.
scale)
Outcome 1
Achievement
Rating: (rate 6 pt.
scale)
Outcome 2
Achievement
Rating: (rate 6 pt.
scale)
Outcome 3
Achievement
Rating: (rate 6 pt.
scale)
Etc.
(rate 6 pt. scale)

(rate 4 pt. scale)

IV. Deliverables and timeframe
The total duration of the MTR will be approximately 30 working days during the period from August
– 15 October 2020 and shall not exceed five months from when the consultant(s) are hired. The
tentative MTR timeframe is as follows:
TIMEFRAME
25 August 2020: 9 w/days

ACTIVITY
Report on inputs/support provided to and accepted by the International
Consultant/Evaluator in development of draft MTR report

August – September 2020: 10
w/days

MTR mission: Video interviews will commence at the end of August and
early in September 2020. Due to COVID-19, decision is made that all
interviews will be conducted through videoconferencing tool on a Zoom
platform.
Preparing draft report

2 October – 12 October 2020;
10w/days
8 Alternatively,

MTR conclusions may be integrated into the body of the report.
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12 October, 1 w/day
27 October 2020
27 October 2020

Incorporating audit trail from feedback on draft report/Finalization of MTR
report
Preparation & Issue of Management Response
Expected date of full MTR completion

#
1

Deliverable
Draft Final Report

Description
Full report (using
guidelines on content
outlined in Annex B)
with annexes

2

Final Report*

Revised report with
audit trail detailing how
all received comments
have (and have not)
been addressed in the
final MTR report
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Timing
Within 3 weeks of
the MTR mission
(subject to
COVID lockdown
restrictions for
travels to regions
lifted): 16 October
2020
Within 1 week of
receiving UNDP
comments on
draft: 27 October
2020

Responsibilities
Sent to the
Commissioning Unit,
reviewed by RTA,
Project Coordinating
Unit, GEF OFP

Sent to the
Commissioning Unit

Exact dates of beginning and completion stages as well as scope of works for each phase can be
corrected by the Resource Management Associate (M&E focal point), UNDP Country Office based
on reasonable justification by the consultant. SDC reserves the right, if necessary, to amend the
terms of reference of a consultant on a written agreement. The final schedule will be agreed upon in
the beginning of consultancy assignment. All deliverables should be submitted to UNDP by the
Consultant in e-version in English and then approved by Resource Management Associate (M&E
focal point), UNDP Country Office.
#

1

2

3

Deliverables
Report on inputs/support provided to and accepted
by the International Consultant/Evaluator in
development of draft MTR report (using guidelines
on content outlined in Annex B) with annexes
developed, submitted and approved by Resource
Management Associate (M&E focal point), UNDP
Country Office
Report on inputs/support provided to and accepted
by the International Consultant/Evaluator in
finalization of the MTR with audit trail detailing
developed, submitted and approved by Resource
Management Associate (M&E focal point), UNDP
Country Office
Revised report with audit trail detailing how all
received comments have (and have not) been
addressed in the final MTR report

Timeframe

Payment

25 August

40%

2020

16 October
2020

30%

27 October
2020

30%

VII. Recruitment Qualifications
A Master’s degree in energy, including energy efficiency and
Education:
renewable energy, energy economics and financing, natural
resources sustainable management or other closely related field
Work experience in the relevant areas for at least 5 years;
Sound knowledge of green economy/energy financing and
economics;
Experience applying RBM and SMART indicators for
analysis/researches;
Sound knowledge of climate change mitigation related to
Experience:
development project/programs;
Experience working in the Central Asia region;
Demonstrated understanding of issues related to gender and
climate change mitigation;
Previous experience working for international development
organizations will be considered an asset.
Excellent English communication and writing skills, and fluent
Language Requirements:
Russian and Uzbek is required
8

Others:

Strong organizational skills, ability to interact productively in a
teamwork environment;
Timely delivery of good-quality products;
Excellent analytical, writing, presentation and communication
skills, result and client oriented, capable of team working;
Ability to perform under tight deadlines and timely task
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performance, ethics and honesty;
Ability to use information and communication technology as a
tool and resource.
UNDP is an equal opportunity employer. Qualified female candidates, people with disabilities, and
minorities are highly encouraged to apply. UNDP Gender Balance in Management Policy promotes
achievement of gender balance among its staff at all levels.
VII. Signatures - Post Description Certification
Incumbent (if applicable)
Name Mr. Saidmamatov Olimjon

Signature

Date 15.10.2020

Resource Management Associate (M&E focal point), UNDP Country Office
Ms. Kamila Alimdjanova
Name / Title

Signature
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Date

ToR ANNEX A: List of Documents to be reviewed by the MTR Team
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

PIF
UNDP Initiation Plan
UNDP Project Document
UNDP Environmental and Social Screening results
Project Inception Report
All Project Implementation Reports (PIR’s)
Quarterly progress reports and work plans of the various implementation task teams
Audit reports
Finalized GEF climate change mitigation focal area Tracking Tool (METT) at CEO
endorsement and midterm
10. Oversight mission reports
11. All monitoring reports prepared by the project
12. Financial and Administration guidelines used by Project Team
The following documents will also be available:
13. Project operational guidelines, manuals and systems
14. UNDP country/countries programme document(s)
15. Minutes of the the UNDP-GEF full-sized project titled “Market Transformation for
Sustainable Rural Housing in Uzbekistan” Board Meetings and other meetings (i.e.
Project Appraisal Committee meetings)
16. Project site location maps
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ToR ANNEX B: Guidelines on Contents for the Midterm Review Report 9
i.

ii.
iii.
1.

2.

3.

4.

Basic Report Information (for opening page or title page)
Title of UNDP supported GEF financed project
UNDP PIMS# and GEF project ID#
MTR time frame and date of MTR report
Region and countries included in the project
GEF Operational Focal Area/Strategic Program
Executing Agency/Implementing Partner and other project partners
MTR team members
Acknowledgements
Table of Contents
Acronyms and Abbreviations
Executive Summary (3-5 pages)
Project Information Table
Project Description (brief)
Project Progress Summary (between 200-500 words)
MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table
Concise summary of conclusions
Recommendation Summary Table
Introduction (2-3 pages)
Purpose of the MTR and objectives
Scope & Methodology: principles of design and execution of the MTR, MTR approach and
data collection methods, limitations to the MTR
Structure of the MTR report
Project Description and Background Context (3-5 pages)
Development context: environmental, socio-economic, institutional, and policy factors
relevant to the project objective and scope
Problems that the project sought to address: threats and barriers targeted
Project Description and Strategy: objective, outcomes and expected results, description of
field sites (if any)
Project Implementation Arrangements: short description of the Project Board, key
implementing partner arrangements, etc.
Project timing and milestones
Main stakeholders: summary list
Findings (12-14 pages)
4.1 Project Strategy
Project Design
Results Framework/Logframe
4.2

5.

Progress Towards Results
Progress towards outcomes analysis
Remaining barriers to achieving the project objective
4.3 Project Implementation and Adaptive Management
Management Arrangements
Work planning
Finance and co-finance
Project-level monitoring and evaluation systems
Stakeholder engagement
Reporting
Communications
4.4 Sustainability
Financial risks to sustainability
Socio-economic to sustainability
Institutional framework and governance risks to sustainability
Environmental risks to sustainability
Conclusions and Recommendations (4-6 pages)
5.1

9

Conclusions

The Report length should not exceed 40 pages in total (not including annexes).
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6.

Comprehensive and balanced statements (that are evidence-based and connected
to the MTR’s findings) which highlight the strengths, weaknesses and results of the
project
5.2 Recommendations
Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the
project
Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project
Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives
Annexes
MTR ToR (excluding ToR annexes)
MTR evaluative matrix (evaluation criteria with key questions, indicators, sources of data,
and methodology)
Example Questionnaire or Interview Guide used for data collection
Ratings Scales
MTR mission itinerary
List of persons interviewed
List of documents reviewed
Co-financing table (if not previously included in the body of the report)
Signed UNEG Code of Conduct form
Signed MTR final report clearance form
Annexed in a separate file: Audit trail from received comments on draft MTR report
Annexed in a separate file: Relevant midterm tracking tools (METT)
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ToR ANNEX C: Midterm Review Evaluative Matrix Template

Evaluative
Questions

Indicators

Sources

Methodology

Project Strategy: To what extent is the project strategy relevant to country priorities, country ownership,
and the best route towards expected results?
(include evaluative
question(s))

(i.e. relationships established,
level of coherence between
project design and
implementation approach,
specific activities conducted,
quality of risk mitigation
strategies, etc.)

(i.e. project documents,
national policies or strategies,
websites, project staff, project
partners, data collected
throughout the MTR mission,
etc.)

(i.e. document analysis, data
analysis, interviews with
project staff, interviews
with stakeholders, etc.)

Progress Towards Results: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project been
achieved thus far?

Project Implementation and Adaptive Management: Has the project been implemented efficiently, costeffectively, and been able to adapt to any changing conditions thus far? To what extent are project-level
monitoring and evaluation systems, reporting, and project communications supporting the project’s
implementation?

Sustainability: To what extent are there financial, institutional, socio-economic, and/or environmental
risks to sustaining long-term project results?
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ToR ANNEX D: UNEG Code of Conduct for Evaluators/Midterm Review Consultants 10
Evaluators/Consultants:
1. Must present information that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and weaknesses so
that decisions or actions taken are well founded.
2. Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and have this
accessible to all affected by the evaluation with expressed legal rights to receive results.
3. Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide maximum
notice, minimize demands on time, and respect people’s right not to engage. Evaluators must respect
people’s right to provide information in confidence, and must ensure that sensitive information cannot be
traced to its source. Evaluators are not expected to evaluate individuals, and must balance an evaluation
of management functions with this general principle.
4. Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be reported
discreetly to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with other relevant oversight
entities when there is any doubt about if and how issues should be reported.
5. Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in their relations
with all stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, evaluators must be
sensitive to and address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They should avoid offending the
dignity and self-respect of those persons with whom they come in contact in the course of the evaluation.
Knowing that evaluation might negatively affect the interests of some stakeholders, evaluators should
conduct the evaluation and communicate its purpose and results in a way that clearly respects the
stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth.
6. Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible for the clear, accurate
and fair written and/or oral presentation of study limitations, findings and recommendations.
7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the evaluation.
MTR Consultant Agreement Form
Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System:
Name of Consultant: Olimjon Saidmamatov
Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant):
I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of
Conduct for Evaluation.
Signed at Urgench, Uzbekistan

on October, 2020

Signature:
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ToR ANNEX E: MTR Ratings
Ratings for Progress Towards Results: (one rating for each outcome and for the objective)
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve or exceed all its end-of-project
Highly
targets, without major shortcomings. The progress towards the objective/outcome
6
Satisfactory (HS)
can be presented as “good practice”.
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets,
5 Satisfactory (S)
with only minor shortcomings.
Moderately
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets
4
Satisfactory (MS)
but with significant shortcomings.
Moderately
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve its end-of-project targets with major
shortcomings.
3 Unsatisfactory
(HU)
The objective/outcome is expected not to achieve most of its end-of-project
2 Unsatisfactory (U)
targets.
Highly
The objective/outcome has failed to achieve its midterm targets, and is not
1 Unsatisfactory
expected to achieve any of its end-of-project targets.
(HU)
Ratings for Project Implementation & Adaptive Management: (one overall rating)
Implementation of all seven components – management arrangements, work
planning, finance and co-finance, project-level monitoring and evaluation
Highly
systems, stakeholder engagement, reporting, and communications – is leading to
6
Satisfactory (HS)
efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive management. The
project can be presented as “good practice”.
Implementation of most of the seven components is leading to efficient and
effective project implementation and adaptive management except for only few
5 Satisfactory (S)
that are subject to remedial action.
Implementation of some of the seven components is leading to efficient and
Moderately
4
effective project implementation and adaptive management, with some
Satisfactory (MS)
components requiring remedial action.
Moderately
Implementation of some of the seven components is not leading to efficient and
3 Unsatisfactory
effective project implementation and adaptive, with most components requiring
(MU)
remedial action.
Implementation of most of the seven components is not leading to efficient and
2 Unsatisfactory (U)
effective project implementation and adaptive management.
Highly
Implementation of none of the seven components is leading to efficient and
effective project implementation and adaptive management.
1 Unsatisfactory
(HU)
Ratings for Sustainability: (one overall rating)
Negligible risks to sustainability, with key outcomes on track to be achieved by
4 Likely (L)
the project’s closure and expected to continue into the foreseeable future
Moderately Likely
Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some outcomes will be sustained
3
(ML)
due to the progress towards results on outcomes at the Midterm Review
Moderately
Significant risk that key outcomes will not carry on after project closure, although
2
Unlikely (MU)
some outputs and activities should carry on
1 Unlikely (U)
Severe risks that project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustained
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