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1. [bookmark: _Toc123233088]Executive Summary

1.1. [bookmark: _Toc123233089]Object and rationale for the evaluation

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Country Office has hired a team of two independent consultants to undertake the decentralised Final Evaluation of the Project: “Improving Rural Development in Georgia (IRDG)” under the European Union (EU) financed ENPARD III programme (European Neighbourhood Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development). The evaluation takes place at the end of the project and is meant to provide accountability to the UNDP and its stakeholders and provide an assessment of the project performance and key results, including gaps and good practices, and formulate recommendations for the design of similar projects.

The unit of analysis is the € 10 million project that has been directly implemented in Georgia since 1st January 2018 until 2nd December 2022 by the UNDP in partnership with the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Agriculture (MEPA). The project is part of the larger EU funded ENPARD III programme which allocated a total of € 77.5 million in phase III from 2018 until 2022, under which the IRDG is funded.

The overall goal of the project is to assist the Government of Georgia (GoG) in eradicating poverty, promoting sustainable and inclusive growth, and consolidating and improving democratic and economic governance. The expected project outcome is that more diverse rural services are delivered to the population in a more efficient, effective and sustainable manner. The project defines four outputs, and the EU developed Results Framework (RF) that consists of two indicators at the impact level, two indicators at the outcome level, and two indicators for each of the first three outputs, as the fourth output is the aggregate of outputs 1 to 3 for Ajara Autonomous Republic (Ajara AR). A total of ten indicators are thus part of the RF.

1.2. [bookmark: _Toc123233090]Evaluation methods and approach

The evaluation approach used a mixed-methods combination and was “utilization focused”[footnoteRef:2]. The evaluation started with a desk review of the relevant project documentation and the preparation of the inception report.  [2:  https://www.utilization-focusedevaluation.org/] 


A qualitative data collection phase mainly using appreciative enquiry and contribution analysis was undertaken with 82 Key Informants from the different stakeholder categories at national and field level in the eight project municipalities of the five regions, although physical data collection and observation was carried out in five selected sample municipalities.

Data collection was done through Key Informant Interview (KII) and Focus Group Discussions (FGD) with an average interview time of 60 minutes for KII and 78 minutes for FGD. In addition, 40 direct grant beneficiaries, 33 of which were RDA grantees for business projects, were interviewed. In total the evaluation interviewed 123 persons of which 36 women. KII used a questionnaire to ensure consistency and comparability across respondents and a five-point rating scale in order to rate the level of satisfaction of the different stakeholders with the support provided by the UNDP.

The quantitative analysis was done using the data contained in the comprehensive M&E database developed for MEPA and its specific adaptation for the project M&E results, extracting a number of tables regarding the project activities and the updated RF indicators. It also used the financial information to appraise project delivery.

1.3. [bookmark: _Toc123233091]Principal findings (structured by evaluation criterion)

IRDG has shown a high relevance to local needs. It used a bottom-up approach and addressed new aspects of non-agricultural Rural Development (RD) on pilot basis, with 663 different initiatives, projects and interventions during the life of the project. It is part of a larger programming framework of the EU, the ENPARD programme, which is the reference framework for the project.
The project could have benefitted from greater internal coherence in the selection of the target municipalities. However, the geographical coverage was determined by the donor based on the LEADER approach and the choice of the eight target municipalities do not reflect similar needs or characteristics which would enable economies of scale or an area-based programme. The geographical coverage is therefore more a cluster of scattered municipalities across the country, which benefit from the existing of Local Action Groups (LAG) under the EU LEADER approach.
The project was efficiently managed by a small team of project staff. All of the budget has been delivered according to the information from the UNDP and while the final financial information will only be available at the end of February 2023 it appears that the project delivery is at 100%. The project had to face a number of challenges due to its size and scope, and had to adjust to the COVID-19 pandemic which further created delays. It showed good adaptive management capacity and was able to show some flexibility to respond to the changing context and in order to partially mitigate the negative socio-economic effects of the pandemic. In this UNDP showed good responsive capacity from the point of view of the primary project stakeholders. UNDP worked at both the national level (with MEPA and key institutions such as the Rural Development Agency – RDA), parliament and other national stakeholders, while also working at the Ajara AR government level, at the municipal level with municipalities, LAGs, Implementing Partners (IPs) and grantees working in multi-sector interventions. The capacity of UNDP to provide multi-sector and multi-level support also indicates good programme management efficiency.
In term of key results, the UNDP provided critical capacity development and institutional reform support to the MEPA and the RDA. The effects go beyond the project outcome statement which targeted the development of a Rural Development Strategy (RDS) and related Action Plans (AP). Not only were policy documents and programmatic documents elaborated, but the capacity of institutions that were undergoing a profound transformation (MEPA was created from the previous Ministry of Agriculture during the time of the project implementation) were substantially strengthened as the project support showed the way towards compliance with EU standards and requirements, in line with the spirit of the EU Association Agreement (AA). This allowed MEPA to develop its capacity as Managing Authority and included the use and management of the comprehensive database established through the IRDG. This database allows for a monitoring of the current ARDS 2021-2027 and related APs, and has been instrumental in supporting the production of the annual reports. In the words of one key informant, the support allowed MEPA and RDA to be four years ahead towards its goals.
At the operational level, key results include the creation/sustaining of 609 jobs of which 286 women, the training of 2 113 people through Vocational Education and Training (VET) of which 1 559 women, 77 grants for businesses provided by RDA for a total amount of GEL 7.8 million, 106 Green Matching Grants for almost GEL 1 million, capacity development of local partners through hands-on project implementation (municipalities, LAGs and IPs), not counting the technical support and training provided. IRDG developed innovative approaches particularly in the Energy Efficiency (EE) and Renewable Energy (RE) interventions, and also developed interesting concepts such as the Smart Village which were used by other donors as well. Among the environmental interventions, solar panel installation proved to generate the highest demand. By coupling economic and business development interventions with environmentally sensitive interventions IRDG showed that RD is much more than agriculture and has synergies with a number of sectors outside agriculture.
From a qualitative perspective, KII and FDG respondents provided a very high average rating of 4.8 out of a maximum of 5 regarding their level of satisfaction with the support of the UNDP under the IRDG project (82 responses from all key project stakeholders). This is based on the strengths of the UNDP, which can be summarised as:
· Excellent understanding of the needs of the GoG from previous Ministerial experience of the project manager
· Project staff and technical experts’ capacity and attitude
· Dedication and commitment to results
· Open and easy communication
· Responsiveness
· Flexibility and understanding
Even for the projects that could not be implemented (for example in case of the contractor’s default) or had to be cancelled (e.g. when a municipal tender had to be launched three times), the project stakeholders still gave a very high rating, considering that these were not situations linked to UNDP’s direct responsibility.
From the perspective of the RDA business grant beneficiaries, there was also high appreciation and from the 33 randomly selected? beneficiaries we have visited, 4 indicated that the grant had been critical for allowing them to start the business. Some expressed the need to extend the period for providing documentation to the RDA and there were some issues of late disbursement of the grants and about the validity of the documentation provided, in some cases requiring additional costs to provide bank guarantees in order to receive the grant.
The project operated in a complex environment and despite the seemingly long implementation period (5 years) there were delays in the implementation, something which the COVID-19 pandemic exacerbated, but by the end of the project all of the key outputs were achieved. A no cost extension might have yielded even better results as the project had to rush in the past two years to compensate the initial delays and adjust its interventions to the effects of the COVID pandemic.
According to the indicators of the RF, all project targets have been met or exceeded.
The complexity of the project’s geographical coverage, which included high mountain areas, also created challenges such as supplier’s difficulty to deliver the materials on timely basis. The reviewed co-funding contribution from grantees was lowered from an initial 50% to 20% because of the COVID-19, a decision which greatly increased the number of applications for the grants.
Despite the conceptual complexities of implementing non-agricultural RD with a newly formed Ministry that encompassed additional functions in Environmental Protection, the IRDG offered venues and good practices for piloting innovative interventions and the on-going process of institutional capacity development should be maintained.
In terms of cross-cutting issues, the IRDG developed efforts to incorporate Gender Equality and Women Empowerment (GEWE) and Leave No One Behind (LNOB) to the extent possible in the different projects. Some women-led and youth-led interventions were implemented, and some social support was provided to vulnerable households, using disability, large families, ethnic background as selection criteria in line with the government priorities.
At the national level, the support to the transformation and reform of the institutions is largely completed, with some 80% of the results achieved. Systems are in place and operational. Further support is needed including in finalising the database management and the IT requirements, as well as on consolidating the capacity development efforts in MEPA and RDA.
1.4. [bookmark: _Toc123233092]Conclusions

IRDG was a large project with a high level of complexity, introducing a new approach to rural development through both upstream and downstream interventions and initiatives, with critical support to the institutional transformation and the capacity building of its major national partner, MEPA. As a new ministry which took over the function of Environmental Protection and Agriculture, there was a challenge in the definition of the work stream that would be pursued by the non-agricultural rural development which forms the heart of the IRDG project. A non-formal technical agreement was reached with FAO, who is implementing another part of the ENPARD III funding in support of agriculture, to avoid overlap and in order to help MEPA address the two aspects of agricultural and non-agricultural rural development. Considering that certain activities, such as beekeeping and honey production, also involve environmental considerations, the project took place in a complex conceptual scenario in which MEPA had to receive support to adjust to its new structure while also developing its capacity to implement the project and address both aspects of agricultural and non-agricultural rural development, while also learning to address the aspects related to the environmental component under output 3 of the project. In many ways, this was an innovative approach that provided substantial learning by doing and should be further supported. For output 2 and 3, despite a geographical area of intervention in eight municipalities which did not facilitate synergies or economies of scale, IRDG was able to carry out 663 interventions or projects or initiatives across a wide typology of schemes which contributed to rural development from different perspectives: socioeconomic, through income generation and job creation, but also in the environment sector, with the introduction of new technologies, and institutional support to improve the governance mechanisms of local rural development efforts. An important network of partners was established at national and local levels.
The commitment to results and the attitude, open communication, availability, responsiveness, flexibility of the UNDP project team has allowed, despite some difficulties and different levels of results according to the locations and the pilots tested, to obtain a remarkably high average rating of over 4.8 out of 5 from 82 Key Informants from the GoG, Ajara AR government, national and local institutions, municipalities, LAGs and IPs, regarding their overall level of satisfaction with the UNDP. This kind of result is only possible when the project team has demonstrated commitment and provided excellent support to its stakeholders, and even if some of the interventions had to be cancelled or some service providers did not perform according to their contractual obligations, Key Informants did not blame UNDP for this, as it was understood that it was not due to their negligence or lack of willingness to help.  A frank and open communication channel has enabled to create a trusting relationship within a win/win approach for all project partners.

1.5. [bookmark: _Toc123233093]Recommendations

To the UNDP:
For this type of project
1. Clarify conceptual frameworks and ensure proper terminology in the project documents to avoid misunderstandings in line with Project Cycle Management and Results-Based Management definitions
2. Modify reporting from the current activity and calendar based descriptive narratives to outcome-based results showing analysis and explanation of the transformational changes obtained and their process
3. Define and package new concepts tested in line with a marketing approach, defining its contents and ensuring its visibility (e.g. smart village concept) so it can be replicated and upscaled when successful
4. Facilitate RBM training for UNDP staff and especially reporting for results
5. Increase coordination and information sharing across projects in different areas of practice to leverage potential synergies (e.g. in VET projects, or local governance)
6. Spend more efforts to link IPs between them to better benefit from synergies within the project
For a potential future phase under ENPARD IV
1) Place a technical assistant in MEPA and/or RDA to consolidate institutional capacity development in their reform process, or if a new project is funded, provide continued support to MEPA and RDA
2) Use an RBM expert as facilitator to engage on the review and vetting of the Results Framework and its indicators to share a common vision of the expected results amongst key project stakeholders during the design phase
3) Provide technical and analytical support to fine-tune policy documents and their alignment to best practices for MEPA


2. [bookmark: _Toc123233094]Introduction

The UNDP project started on 3rd of January 2018 until its end date of 2nd December 2022. The total project budget is EUR 10 083 200, of which the European Union (EU) contributed EUR 10 000 000 plus a contribution from the Government of Ajara Autonomous Republic (Ajara AR) in the amount of EUR 83 200.
This final evaluation has been contractually foreseen in the project document and has been included in the UNDP evaluation plan. It is led by an international consultant as team leader on behalf of Subur Consulting SL, with previous in-country evaluation experience, and is supported by a National Consultant recruited by the UNDP Georgia Country Office.
This decentralised Final Evaluation (FE) takes place as the project is nearing its end date. The contents of the report reflect the evaluation team’s views and not necessarily those of the commissioning agency, the UNDP.
The report structure is in line with the ToR requirements and follows the guidelines for evaluation reports. It introduces the object of the evaluation, discusses its evaluability, presents the methodology and its limitations before addressing the findings. Findings are presented according to the evaluation criteria, and, under each criterion, each key evaluation question is addressed. Following the findings comes the conclusions section, followed by the recommendations made by the evaluation team.
3. [bookmark: _Toc123233095]Purpose, scope and objective of the assessment

The objective of this final evaluation (FE) is to provide an assessment of the project performance, measure achievement of the project results, assess gaps and lessons learned, and provide recommendations to guide the design and implementation of the next phase of the project.
The specific objectives of this final external evaluation are:
1) [bookmark: _Hlk89620463]To evaluate the project’s objectives and target results;
2) To evaluate how much delivered activities of the project enabled achieving its objectives and delivering its intended outputs, outcome and impact;
3) To assess the effectiveness, efficiency, and added value of the project in terms of achieved outputs and results and its contribution to Country Programme Document (CPD) Outcome, EU ENPARD III and EU Results Framework;
4) To evaluate the contribution of the project to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs);
5) To provide results, findings, recommendations lessons learned and good practices.
The criteria for the evaluation are standard evaluation criteria defined by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG): relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability. The evaluation is also requested to assess the cross-cutting normative principles of the United Nations namely regarding the Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA) and the inclusion of Gender Equality and Women Empowerment (GEWE) and Disability.
The scope of the final evaluation is the entire implementation period of the Project since its start on 3rd January 2018 until the 2nd of December 2022, with a particular focus on the period since the mid-term evaluation undertaken in early 2021[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  Roderick Ackermann, Mid-term Evaluation of the IRDG Project ENPARD III  – Final report, 16 February 2021] 

4. [bookmark: _Toc123233096]Audience

This final evaluation is meant to provide evidence of results and accountability to the UNDP, MEPA; and the EU, as well as other interested parties. It may be published for dissemination and communication purposes.  It is undertaken under the oversight of the UNDP Georgia Office. The UNDP evaluation manager is the IRDG M&E Coordinator, supported by the UNDP M&E specialist and UNDP management. Her role is to ensure that the final evaluation remains on track with its work plan and submits the required deliverables.
5. [bookmark: _Toc123233097]Project background

This project is part of the third phase of the EU funded ENPARD programme. The European Union provides support to rural development and agriculture in Georgia through ENPARD, the European Neighbourhood Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  https://eu4georgia.eu/enpard/] 

Implemented since 2013, the main goal of the ENPARD programme is to reduce rural poverty. Programme assistance is provided to the government and also to NGOs working directly with communities on the ground.
“Through the ENPARD programme, the European Union aims to reach three goals:
· To build capacity and support government institutions in the reform of the agriculture and rural development sector;
· To improve employment and living conditions of rural populations by strengthening farmers’ cooperation skills and access to resources;
· To promote diversified social and economic opportunities in rural areas, particularly for women and youth, in due respect to the environment and the cultural heritage.”
The total budget for ENPARD in Georgia, covering the period of 2013-2025 is € 234.5 million, divided as follows:
I Phase – € 52 million, 2014-2017
II Phase – € 50 million, 2016-2019
III Phase – € 77.5 million, 2018-2022 
IV Phase – € 55 million, 2021-2025
In the current phase of ENPARD III, the UNDP has received the amount of EUR 10 000 000 to implement the IRDG project, with matching contribution from the Government of Ajara Autonomous Republic in the amount of EUR 83 200, bringing the total project budget to EUR 10 083 200.
The overall goal of the project is to contribute to the overall objective of ENPARD III, which is to assist the Georgian government in eradicating poverty, promoting sustainable and inclusive growth, and consolidating and improving democratic and economic governance.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  IRDG project document, p. 10] 

The expected outcome of the project is that more diverse rural services are delivered to population in more efficient, effective and sustainable manner.
The project is expected to deliver four outputs:
1. Improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes
2. Improved rural economic diversification, employment and services
3. Improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action
4. Improved rural development governance and economic diversification, environment, natural resources and climate action in Ajara autonomous republic.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Ibid.] 

The EU developed a results framework (RF) to measure the project results, which consists in two impact indicators, two outcome indicators, and two output indicators for each of the first three outputs (as results from Ajara AR are included with the national results, although reported upon separately). Hence there is no output 4 at the RF level.
6. [bookmark: _Toc123233098]Evaluability

The project conducted a mid-term evaluation (MTE) at the end of 2020. The MTE stated that “The project document is not as well developed as might be expected. The theory of change is not sufficiently defined and there are gaps in the results framework, which focuses on outputs rather than transformational changes. Various risks are not identified and, perhaps most importantly, some risky assumptions appear to have been made, for example regarding a common understanding on the core elements of the future functioning community-led local/rural development in Georgia.”[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Roderick Ackermann, Mid-Term Evaluation of UNDP Georgia “Improving Rural Development in Georgia (ENPARD III) Project, 16 February 2021, p. II] 

The current final evaluation finds similarly that project design limitations hamper a good reporting of results because it is unclear how and why the different elements interact to create a change process and develop both institutional capacity and the capacity of rural economic operators. Some of the essential concepts of Results-Based Management are not being respected, which creates challenges for reporting on the project implementation. For example, the definition of an output is “a completed service or activity.” The project is fully responsible for the delivery of outputs, and it is the only level in the hierarchy of results in which attribution is possible and can be measured. Thus, there cannot be “intermediate level results” in the production of an output. This is only applicable at the outcome level because this is where the change process takes place. The confusion in the results hierarchy between the various levels of results has caused serious challenges during project implementation. The use of national statistics to measure the increase in the average monthly incomes per household in rural areas and the decrease in the unemployment rate as impact indicators introduce a contradiction. The impact statement is improved employment and living conditions of the rural population in Georgia (e.g. at national level) as a result of better quality and quantity of available rural services, but the project focuses on 8 municipalities only and has a limited € 10 million envelope. The impact indicator actually measures the result of all funding countrywide meant to improve employment and living conditions in Georgia, something over which the project has only a limited contribution, which cannot be attributed or measured in economic terms.
It is important to distinguish the “indicator” from the “indicator statement.” An indicator is a neutral measure of results. It is either a number, a ratio, a percentage, a financial amount, a binomial measure (Yes/No or done/not done) or a composite indicator (such as UNDP’s Human Development Index), but in any case, it is expressed as a figure. The RF does not contain “indicators” in the second column labelled as “indicators,” only indicator statements, and the actual indicators are mentioned in some of the baselines and targets.
This is important because it implies that the potential success or shortfall of the project should not be narrowly appraised through the set of indicators and indicators statements mentioned in the RF. Indicators provide a measure of results, but do not offer an explanation about why the results were achieved or not. It is therefore necessary to develop qualitative methods of appraisal to establish the relationship between the project outputs and the transformational changes the project seeks to achieve in line with the three ENPARD goals mentioned on page 2.
UNDP defines an outcome-level result as “the intended changes in development conditions that result from the interventions of governments and other stakeholders, including international development agencies. They are medium-term development results created through the delivery of outputs and the contributions of various partners and non-partners. Outcomes provide a clear vision of what has changed or will change in the country, a particular region, or community within a period of time. They normally relate to changes in institutional performance or behaviour among individuals or groups”[footnoteRef:8] Similarly, the United Nations Development Group (UNDG) Results-Based Management Handbook, defines an outcome as “changes in the institutional and behavioural capacities for development conditions that occur between the completion of outputs and the achievement of goals.”[footnoteRef:9]  The higher the level of result, the less attribution (e.g. the degree to which the project is responsible for these results) is possible as other factors must be considered over which the project has no control. [8:  UNDP (2011); Outcome-level Evaluation: A companion guide to the handbook on planning monitoring and evaluating for development results for programme units and evaluators, p 3.]  [9:  UNDG, Harmonizing RBM concepts and approaches for improved development results at country level, October 2011, p. 7] 

This evaluation is firmly grounded on all the UNEG guidelines, UNDP evaluation guidelines, OECD-DAC evaluation guidelines, UNDG and UNDP RBM guidelines, so that all materials, definitions and concepts can be referenced back to their relevant normative framework.
This evaluation has followed the DAC guidance as regards to the unit of analysis which will be the potentially transformative effects of the project. To do so, the evaluation used an adaptation of the Most Significant Change approach, and appraised the factors that led to identified transformation as far as they could be traced back to the project (using contribution analysis). Transformative changes outside the remit of the project cannot and should not be used as proxy for the project success or failure.
The project has developed a substantial and comprehensive M&E database that contains extensive data regarding the project outputs and the RF indicators, and the very large number of outputs produced during project implementation. The M&E database was reviewed, and data used for appraising the final results with those of the EU RF indicators as one line of enquiry of the evaluation. The specific objective to “assess the effectiveness, efficiency and added-value of the project,” is done using the OECD-DAC criteria and their definition. The main thrust of the evaluation is essentially through a qualitative analysis of stakeholders’ perception and through field data collection with main project counterparts in Tbilisi and in sample of municipalities selected for the evaluation, including Ajara AR. 
From the qualitative analysis and interpretation of the data collection with the key project counterparts, the evaluation addresses the lessons learned, good practices and challenges, and provides recommendations for a follow-up phase of the project, as requested under the evaluation’s third specific objective. However, data collection indicates that the follow-up phase under ENPARD IV will not include a substantial grant component, meaning that the recommendations are expected to focus more on the policy making and institutional development aspects.
In order to facilitate stakeholder engagement, information sharing and coordination, it is important to have the same technical understanding of the key RBM principles and requirements for project formulation, design, indicator development and the theory of change. Feedback from documents reviewed and UNDP indicate that the project design was largely defined by the EU, but that there had not been technical discussions to review and agree upon the project design and its RF.
The choice of the eight target municipalities does not seem to be based on evidence of similar capacities or needs across the eight municipalities: rather, they appear to form a patchwork of very diverse municipalities scattered across the country for which economies of scale or cross-municipality interventions are not feasible. Interviews indicate that the choice of the municipalities has been in line with the LEADER approach followed by the EU, but not in line with an area-based approach to maximise the potential gains at field level across the municipalities. The eight municipalities are a cluster of diverse typologies and needs which represent the variety and diversity of Georgia, and implies the testing of a number of pilot interventions, particularly because the project document did not fully roll-out the strategy to achieve the outcomes and the project impact. This offered UNDP with flexibility to test and design innovative approaches, but it also implied the acceptance of some margin of error in the results from pilot initiatives which had not been tested before.
Providing a common technical basis for discussion using the UNDG, UNEG, OECD-DAC standards, norms, principles and guidance materials on RBM would also allow for a better understanding of the realistically achievable results within the project timeframe and would contribute to better manage stakeholders’ expectations. It is recommended that for the formulation of a follow-up project the key stakeholders (UNDP, EU, MEPA) all participate in a facilitated RBM training focusing on Results Based Management, indicators and other means of verification, construction of the logical framework, development of a M&E system for the project so that all participants will have a clear view of how to build a project document that reflects the best practices in Project Cycle Management and Results-Based Management and is evenly understood by all.
7. [bookmark: _Toc123233099]Approach and methodology

The evaluation followed the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) evaluation norms and standards (2017 revision), and the UNDP “PME Handbook” established by the UNDP in 2009 and revised in 2011, the UNDP Outcome-level evaluation, a companion guide to the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and evaluation for development results for programme units and evaluators, December 2011, the UNDG, Results-Based Management Handbook, Harmonizing RBM concepts  and approaches for improved development results at country level, October 2011, as well as the updated UNDP evaluation guidelines of 2021[footnoteRef:10]. It is conducted under the provisions of the revised UNDP Evaluation Policy of 2019[footnoteRef:11]. The final evaluation also adheres to and is a signatory of the UNEG ethical guidelines for evaluation and the UNEG Code of Conduct both of 2008. The approach follows a “utilization-focused evaluation” approach that is described by M. Q. Patton in his book of the same name[footnoteRef:12] that continues to be a good practice reference material for the conduct of evaluations. [10:  http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/index.shtml]  [11:  http://web.undp.org/evaluation/documents/policy/2019/DP_2019_29_E.pdf]  [12:  “Utilization-focused Evaluation”, Michael Quinn Patton, 3rd Edition, Sage publications, 1998, also see 
https://www.utilization-focusedevaluation.org/] 


The five criteria for undertaking the assessment are the standard criteria used for project evaluations: relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability. Evaluation criteria by the OECD/DAC were revised and updated as follows[footnoteRef:13] : [13:  https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
] 

“Relevance: The extent to which the intervention objectives and design respond to beneficiaries’, global, country, and partner/institution needs, policies, and priorities, and continue to do so if circumstances change
Relevance answers the question: is the intervention doing the right things?
Coherence: The compatibility of the intervention with other interventions in a country, sector or institution.
Coherence answers the question: how well does the intervention fit?
Efﬁciency: The extent to which the intervention delivers, or is likely to deliver, results in an economic and timely way. Note: “Economic” is the conversion of inputs (funds, expertise, natural resources, time, etc.) into outputs, outcomes and impacts, in the most cost-effective way possible, as compared to feasible alternatives in the context. “Timely” delivery is within the intended timeframe, or a timeframe reasonably adjusted to the demands of the evolving context. This may include assessing operational efficiency (how well the intervention was managed).
Efficiency answers the question: how well are resources being used?
Effectiveness: The extent to which the intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives, and its results, including any differential results across groups. Note: Analysis of effectiveness involves taking account of the relative importance of the objectives or results.
Effectiveness answers the question: Is the intervention achieving its objectives?
Sustainability: The extent to which the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are likely to continue. 
Sustainability answers the question: will the benefits last?”
In addition, the evaluation also reviewed the extent to which the normative principles of the UN (HRBA, GEWE, Disability) have been applied during project implementation and how it has contributed to its performance.
This final evaluation used a two-pronged approach: on the one hand, reviewing the data collected through the M&E system established by the project to provide evidence of the results achieved, in line with the revised results framework established for the project. On the other hand, it used a qualitative approach with project stakeholders through Key Informant Interviews (KII) and focus group discussions (FGD) with a selection of direct beneficiaries, in order to understand the effects the project had on a) capacity development, b) increased economic returns in rural areas (e.g. the eight project municipalities) and c) policy development and application of the related action plans.
KII and FGD were based on the perception of the different key informant regarding the positive and/or negative changes generated by the project, in order to obtain evidence of what worked and why, from the perspective of the different stakeholder categories.
Tools and methodology
The evaluation used a combination of methods that included:
a) Documentary review of project outputs and reports submitted by the project, leading to the preparation of the approved inception report;
b) Individual Key Informant Interviews (KII) with key project stakeholders: Project Board members including EU, MEPA, RDA, GoG, IACC, Ajara AR government, RDC, UNDP project team and management, as well as other partners in Tbilisi and in the selected municipalities.
A total of 42 KII were held with 59 persons, 35 men and 24 women (percentage of women participation 40.7%), for a total of 38,2 hours of continuous interview time, yielding an average of 54,5 minutes per KI. Details of the KII are as follows:

Table 2 – List of KII per category (source: evaluation team interview notes)
[image: ]
c) Five focus group discussions (FGD) were held with a total of 23 participants, of which 12 women and 11 men (women participation 52,2%) for nearly seven hours, averaging 77 minutes per FGD. Three FGD targeted the IACC and the IACC WG, as well as the RDC of Ajara AR WG, while two FGD targeted implementing partners (NGOs and service providers) who answered UNDP’s calls for proposals.
Table 3 – List of FGD held during the data collection phase in Tbilisi and Batumi (source: evaluation notes)
	resp. Category
	# FGDs
	# persons

	IACC/RDC WG
	2
	8

	IACC  
	1
	4

	IPs
	2
	11

	total
	5
	23


A total of 82 Key Informants were interviewed by the evaluation team either through individual or focus group discussions.

d) Field work in three regions according to purposive sampling to the following target municipalities (covering 5 out of the 8 project municipalities):
· Lagodekhi  and Dedoplistskaro (Kakheti region)
· Tetritskaro (Kvemo Kartli region)
· Keda and Khulo (Ajara AR)
Figure 1: Map of Georgia and of the IRDG target municipalities
[image: D:\Map.jpg]
During the field work a total of 33 grantees from RDA were visited, in addition to six beneficiaries from energy efficient interventions in Keda and Khulo and one LAG beneficiary in Lagodekhi (solar panel installation). A total of 40 beneficiaries were visited, of which 9 were women, yielding a representation of 22%. Note that the grantees interviewed were sometimes close relatives of the grantee as the grantee was not present. Hence, the breakdown in sex represents the actual list of grantees and not necessarily the sex of the person interviewed during the field visit. The evaluation team spent an average of 15 minutes in discussion with each beneficiary, except in three cases where the beneficiary was not present. Some interviews were conducted by phone after visiting the physical premises of the business. The objective was to gain a qualitative perception of the grantees’ satisfaction with the project intervention and a sense of how the business developed during the project. It was not an in-depth monitoring of the grants nor an evaluation regarding the use of the grants, rather a quick appraisal of beneficiaries’ satisfaction.
Table 4 – list of municipalities where RDA grant beneficiaries were visited, including 7 non RDA grantees/beneficiaries – (source: evaluation team notes)
	Municipality
	Nr of Benef
	Female
	Male
	comments

	Lagodekhi
	5
	1
	4
	F not RDA, LAG beneficiary

	Dedoplistskaro
	7
	4
	3
	 

	Tetritskaro
	5
	1
	4
	 

	Keda
	9
	1
	8
	4 M not RDA, Batumi Business Incubator beneficiary

	Khulo
	14
	2
	12
	2 M not RDA, Batumi Business Incubator beneficiary

	TOTAL
	40
	9
	31
	total interview time 580 minutes not counting travel, average 15 min. per beneficiary, or over 9 hours



On-site observation was undertaken so that direct grants to municipalities such as kindergarten insulation or solar panel installation as well as other interventions were also observed. They are not included under table 3 which only covers direct individual beneficiaries.
The evaluation team used a questionnaire guide to ensure comparability and consistency amongst the different respondents. The KII included open and closed questions, and used a five-scale rating to obtain respondents’ feedback regarding their perception about the project. Each rating was in turn based on a qualitative justification explaining why such a rating was given. Probing was done when and where necessary.
All responses were treated confidentially and the KII notes are coded to ensure that no attribution or identification is made to any specific person regarding the information leveraged during the interviews.
Sampling of respondents: the Project Board members were compulsory KII, but the sampling strategy in the three regions was based on purposive sampling, i.e. using “best cases” to identify best practices, aspects that need to be replicated or upscaled, and practices that contribute to the positive effects generated. Conversely, the evaluation also used “worse cases” to learn from the difficulties in those municipalities where the expected results were not achieved, in order to inform future planning and avoiding the potential gaps and pitfalls that were encountered in the project. In both cases of purposive sampling (best and worst cases), the focus was on learning from the qualitative perspective of the evaluation respondents. The evaluation team provides in this report the interpretation to sustain the conclusions and recommendations that flow from the data collection analysis and the corresponding findings phase.
8. [bookmark: _Toc123233100]Risks and limitations

The project is still in the implementation phase so the final indicators will not be available until after the closing of the project. It is important that they are available before the final evaluation report is delivered. The RF indicators may be updated for the final evaluation report if more recent data is made available by the UNDP.
The EU ENPARD programme is ambitious and complex. Under the ENPARD III, the IRDG project is also complemented by an FAO project which is not described in the project document. There is no indication how the FAO and the UNDP projects are being coordinated or jointly appraised, and how the results of one project contribute to enhancing the results of the other project, and vice-versa. Discussions with FAO indicate that there was an informal agreement to determine how UNDP would work on Rural Development while FAO worked on Agricultural Rural Development. Nonetheless, it proved a challenge for the MEPA as the project articulated an approach based on a different concept, that of non-agricultural rural development, something over which MEPA had no previous experience. A stronger conceptual framework and a clearer vision could have facilitated the learning curve, as the project proved to be a learning by doing exercise on non-agricultural rural development.
The project design could also be strengthened through a review by an RBM expert to ensure that indicators, the results hierarchy and the theory of change all meet RBM standards.
The scattered geographical location of the eight municipalities meant that not all eight municipalities could be visited by the evaluation team. However the evaluation team was able to interview all eight municipalities or their representatives as well as the eight LAG members through the use of virtual platforms such as Zoom, and therefore feedback from all eight municipalities was collected by the evaluation team.
The evaluation team leader does not speak Georgian so all interviews not in English were translated by the evaluation team member, something which proved critical when interviewing municipalities and beneficiaries.
9. [bookmark: _Toc123233101]Key evaluation findings

This section is structured according to the evaluation criteria and the corresponding key evaluation questions under each criterion, as presented in the inception report.
[bookmark: _Toc123233102]9.1. Relevance
[bookmark: _Toc123233103]9.1.1. Is the project still addressing national development priorities, UNDP and EU priorities?

The IRDG was designed as one of the components of the ENPARD programme. As such it contained a key component in institutional capacity development particularly to the MEPA and RDA. For the first time under this project an Agricultural Rural Development Strategy 2021-2027 (ARDS) was developed which now encompasses both agricultural and non-agricultural aspects and is now giving a medium-term vision of where the institutions are heading and how to tackle issues related to non-agricultural rural development. The IRDG as a project is rarely mentioned, as all stakeholders have in mind the wider programming framework under which IRDG is funded: the ENPARD programme. 
The current government is clearly supportive of the EU Association Agreement and is moving towards making its institutions more compliant with EU requirements and EU standards. In line with this institutional transformation process, MEPA and RDA have undergone profound changes towards aligning with the roles of Managing Authority (MA) and Paying Agency (PA) respectively, even though it is a longer-term process that will eventually require EU accreditation. However this is the larger framework that drives the institutional change process, which goes beyond the objectives of the IRDG. 
Given that it actually supports this longer term vision of EU compliance, the project is certainly addressing the policy needs of the ARDS 2021-2027 and fulfilling the needs for the implementation of the corresponding Action Plans. This is also valid for the Ajara AR, as similar policy and strategic processes have been undertaken with the support of the IRDG. The main difference is that at the Ajara AR level, there is not yet an institution that has been identified as a future Paying Agency and therefore the process remains incipient, whereas at the national level institutional transformation has been taking place to move closer to EU standards.
Obviously, the project remains relevant to the EU priorities, which is currently funding the fourth phase of the ENPARD programme under which it is expected to support the consolidation of some of the achievements made under this project. Clearly the intervention is aligned with EU priorities and the spirit of the EU Association Agreement (AA).
For the UNDP, the project is aligned with its own Country Programme Document (CPD) and the UNDAF in line with the documents that were used at the time of the project design (e.g. CPD 2016-2020 Output 2.2: By 2020, job creation and placement improved through promotion of active labour policy, private sector development and social partnerships) and the United Nations Partnership for Sustainable Development -UNPSD, replacing the UNDAF- 2016-2020 focus area 2 Jobs, Livelihoods and social protection). It remains relevant in view of the current CPD 2021-2025 particularly Output 2.1. Environmental governance and institutional capacity enhanced to 
enable rational, equitable and sustainable use of natural/land resources, to ensure conservation of ecosystems, use of innovative and climate-friendly technologies for inclusive green economy, energy efficiency and clean energy production, and make communities more resilient to environmental shocks and Output 3.2. Sustainable and inclusive  rural and agriculture development and improved livelihoods, as well as the current “United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework" (UNSDCF)  2021-2025 Output 3.2: Sustainable and inclusive agricultural and rural development, strengthened food systems and improved livelihoods. The project is in line and directly contributes to UNDP Strategic Plan 2022-2025 Output 2.3 Responsive governance systems and local governance strengthened for socio economic opportunity, inclusive basic service delivery, community security, and peacebuilding

Given the political commitment of the Government of Georgia to the EU AA, it is expected that the intervention will remain relevant over the next ENPARD phase particularly in order to consolidate the gains achieved during the IRDG implementation, with a special focus on the institutional transformation and capacity development aspects of the support provided to Rural Development (RD).
The project works both upstream at the national and policy levels, at the regional level with the Ajara AR government, and downstream at the municipal level with the eight target municipalities and the various municipal actors (LAGs, private sector, NGOs). The main focus of the institutional development was placed on the necessary transformation at the national level, but future interventions should be mindful of the need to also strengthen regional and in particular municipal level institutions, which have demonstrated various levels of capacity and ability. Although this effort should be closely linked to the other initiatives which address decentralisation and local development in order to create synergies across projects and programmes.
[bookmark: _Toc123233104]9.2. Coherence
[bookmark: _Toc123233105]9.2.1. Is there evidence of a concerted approach with other EU and UNDP programming?

The IRDG has a project board structure which meets regularly to provide oversight and coordination with the primary stakeholders, including the EU and the UNDP. The EU programme officer has been a regular attendant of the project activities and there is a good level of communication established between the different stakeholders. As referenced in the project document, another project is supported by the EU under the oversight of another programme officer responsible for agriculture, which is implemented by the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO). Because of the difficulty in sorting out the difference between the agricultural and non-agricultural activities linked to rural development under ENPARD, it was necessary to establish a tacit agreement on what UNDP would actually be funding, in order to avoid overlaps with the funding provided through FAO. While this appears to have been an informal agreement between FAO and UNDP, without an official Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) or other document to attest on the division of labour between the two agencies, it seems to have served satisfactorily during the project implementation in terms of avoiding the overlap of these two UN agencies. 
Nonetheless, having two different programme officers in the EUD funding two different UN agencies under the same ENPARD programme does not facilitate the coherence of the overall programming as there are no direct venues or mechanisms to engage with all different players from UN, GoG and EU on the overall approach to Agricultural and Non-Agricultural Rural Development. Although there were contacts and collaboration in order to develop the Agricultural and Rural Development Strategy 2021-2027, closer interaction could have taken place. One possible solution would be the creation of a forum to work on these issues and develop the corresponding guidelines, something that could be useful if there is a next phase of the project.
[bookmark: _Toc123233106]9.3 Efficiency
[bookmark: _Toc123233107]9.3.1. Is the project bringing value for money? 

The project is a large project of over ten million Euros covering a wide range of activities and outputs at different levels: national, regional and municipal, along the structure defined in the project document under point III. Results and partnerships. The “intermediate results” (IR) as mentioned in the project document are structured along three axes: 
1) improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes, 
2) improved rural economic diversification, employment and services, 
3) improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action.
Another axis addresses points 1) to 3) above but specifically for the Ajara AR.
The “intermediate results” are:
1.1. More relevant rural development strategies, plans and programmes adopted and implemented
1.2. Improved governance and coordination mechanisms for rural development
2.1. Targeted interventions delivered in the 6 rural development areas supported by ENPARD for improved rural economic diversification, employment and services
2.2. Best practice models and innovative practices are shared across the target areas
3.1. Targeted interventions delivered in the 6 rural development areas supported by ENAPRD for the environment, the protection and sustainable management of natural resources and climate action
3.2. Promotion of public awareness campaigns on sustainable management of natural resources, disaster risk management and use of renewable and alternative sources of energy.
The “intermediate results” for Ajara AR are the same as those mentioned under points 1.1. to 3.2., although they are geographically focused on the Ajara AR (Keda and Khulo municipalities).
According to the information available on the database created by the IRDG, there have been some 663 different projects, interventions, and initiatives that have been funded during the IRDG implementation for a total of 19 million GEL (approximately € 7 million) plus 3.7 million GEL (approx. € 1.4 million) co-funding from grant beneficiaries/private sector and 522,100 GEL (approx. € 193.370) co-funding from municipalities, bringing the total investment to 23.3 million GEL (approx. € 8.6 million). It was not possible for the evaluation team to monitor and assess all of the funded interventions, so the sampling strategy for the IR 2 and 3, which was geographically targeted to the eight project municipalities, was based on three aspects: a) visits to individual RDA grant recipients (33) and other direct beneficiaries (1 LAG beneficiary, 6 Business Incubator cluster members in Ajara AR), b) interviews with 8 municipalities, and overview of some of the interventions undertaken for the five municipalities visited, c) interviews with LAGs, IPs, and other local actors in the five municipalities visited as grantees.
The updated RF provides the final project indicators as required in the project document. In terms of the project financial delivery, three aspects need to be mentioned: 1) the COVID-19 pandemic which was not foreseen caused delays in the implementation of some activities under IR 2 and 3 and in particular of the RDA grant system, as identified in the IRDG mid-term evaluation where the delivery rate indicated as of September 2020 was only 23%[footnoteRef:14]. However during the two remaining years of the project the delivery rate increased to the current level. 2) a second challenge which affected the number of grants that were finally disbursed was the exchange rate fluctuations between the Euro and the US Dollar which resulted in a substantial foreign exchange loss of close to USD 500 000 according to the financial information from UNDP. 3) the project was implemented under the Direct Implementation Mode, in which UNDP pays tranches to the MEPA based on the justification of at least 80% of the previous tranche expenditures. This has created some cash flow problems to RDA for their payment of the grants to the beneficiaries given that the timing in the payment schedule was not harmonised, leading in some cases to late payment of the grant amount to the beneficiaries by RDA because of insufficient funds available in their account. This however can be solved through better provision for the upcoming grants disbursement through improved managerial forecast and planning. [14:  Roderick Ackermann, UNDP Georgia ‘Improving Rural Development in Georgia (ENPARD III)’ project, external mid-term evaluation, 16.02.2021, p. 32] 

It is important to mention that the quicker disbursement of the RDA grant came as a result of a change in the co-funding amount for the beneficiary. Initially set at 50%, with the COVID-19 pandemic the co-funding requirement was lowered to 20% for the beneficiary. This created a higher level of demand for the grants and was instrumental in meeting the targets number of grants. According to the RDA 77 grants for a total of 7.8 million GEL were disbursed under the IRDG project implementation.
Counting with the beneficiaries/grantees co-funding and the investments made from the municipalities, 23% of the original GEL 19 million invested was leveraged in co-funding. The following table prepared by the IRDG project team shows the variety and types of financial investments made under the project:
Table 5 – Total investments made under the IRDG project – Source: UNDP
[image: ]
In terms of value for money, one of the key indicators is the number of jobs created or sustained by the project. This is based on the application submitted for the grant, and the beneficiary has two years to complete the installation and develop the business in order to reach the stated target. While it is a valuable indicator, the evaluation found that in many cases the grant beneficiaries also required some infrastructure or construction work in order to start or to develop their business. A sizeable number of indirect jobs are therefore also being created through the contracted companies and/or individual service providers that are hired to carry out construction and infrastructural work. This indirect, but significant injection into the local economy, should also be monitored as it also contributes to create or maintain jobs for the construction firms and/or service providers. Yet it goes unreported in M&E database. There should be some tool developed to appraise indirect job creation through expenditures made in infrastructure and construction works for the establishment of the businesses.
Interviews indicate that the 80/20% breakdown makes the grant particularly appealing and popular. A number of the innovative approaches, such as the solar panel installation, eventually received a number of requests well in excess of the amount available to support the initiative. Other donors have incorporated some successful initiatives in their funding approaches. IFAD has provided an amount for solar panel installation, and the World Bank has picked up on the Smart village approach to incorporate it in its programme.
Based on the qualitative results from the interviews with the various project stakeholders, the project appears to be bringing value in terms of improving rural economic diversification, with a wide range of different projects in various areas, including energy efficiency and climate change adaptation, direct job creation (from the use of the grants) as well as indirect job creation (not monitored but existing through the people hired to build or renovate the infrastructure where the business activity is taking place, particularly in the tourism sector and in manufacture). It generally contributes to bringing value for money, as an important support to local rural development in the eight project municipalities.
[bookmark: _Toc123233108]9.3.2. Has the project been efficiently managed?

The project management structure was defined in the project document. The project was staffed with a Project Manager (national post) and a Project Technical Leader (international post) forming the project management team. However the Project Technical Leader left the post before the end of the project which left some vacuum that had to be compensated by the Project Manager and the three Sectoral Coordinators (one for institutional capacity development, one for economic diversification, and one for environment). In addition, the project had an M&E specialist responsible for supporting the database of the national systems related to RD strategies at the national and Ajara AR levels and the implementation of their respective Action Plans. A liaison /administrative finance assistant completed the team in Tbilisi, while UNDP also had a Coordinator for the Ajara Component as well as a project officer, both based in the UNDP office in Batumi.
Considering the volume and complexity of the interventions under the IRDG, the management system possessed a minimum operational level with this set-up, and the management structure could hardly have been lighter in order to ensure adequate implementation of the activities under the IRDG while providing proper oversight and support to all project partners. The management structure was adequate to deal with the challenges faced by the project. Despite unforeseen delays, for example linked to the COVID-19 pandemic, or the difficulty in finalising the grant mechanism with RDA, project management was able to perform efficiently through a collaborative and communicative approach with all project stakeholders, particularly with the national counterparts in MEPA and RDA, its donor the EU, but also with the government of the Ajara AR, and with the municipalities, LAGs and IPs at the local level. 
The financial reporting and the technical reporting on results (e.g. based on the project RF and its related indicators) is undertaken generally smoothly. The very comprehensive database that was established for the project has a wealth of information, and in this case the challenge is to monitor the information that is relevant to show the transformational changes taking place and report the achievements through an analytical framework that allows to trace the progress not sequentially through a calendar list of activities were undertaken, but according to the key milestones achieved on the way toward achieving project outcomes. Reporting needs to be more analytical and less descriptive/narrative to convey the important project results and key achievements.
As mentioned earlier the project suffered from an important loss in the budget linked to the foreign exchange fluctuations, which curtailed somewhat the number of initiatives and grants that could finally be disbursed. 
In terms of management efficiency, the project was able to compensate the initial delays and could complete most of the activities planned under the different workplans. With the COVID-19 pandemic and the restrictions to face-to-face contact and physical gatherings, some activities had to be adjusted and moved to web-based and internet-based solutions to the extent possible. In this the UNDP showed adaptive management and also applied digitalisation approaches at the local level through for example the Smart village concept. Work with the national and Ajara AR colleagues responsible for entering the data into the MEPA database continued through the creation of the two working groups (WG), the IACC WG and the Ajara RDC WG, which are key mechanisms in providing updated data for the monitoring initially of the 2016-2020 RDS, and currently of the ARDS 2021-2027 and its related Action Plans. This was done through remote means during COVID-19 restrictions, but the bi-annual and annual reports prepared for 2020 and 2021 showed that the training and knowledge transfer were able to take place despite the contextual challenges.
It could have been useful to have a six months no-cost extension for the project, as the grant beneficiaries visited showed approximately half of the 33 grantees visited in the initial stages of the business development (e.g. not yet producing or generating income from the business activity) but still in the preliminary process of capital assets establishment. Given the timeframe of two months to supply all the necessary information and documentation to the RDA, and considering the complexities of some of the governmental bureaucracy (for example certification from the Forensic Bureau in Tbilisi) some beneficiaries considered the time-frame to have been too short, and this has entailed some higher levels of expenditures as beneficiaries had to provide bank guarantees in some cases when they could not provide the required documentation to obtain the grant amount. The evaluation does not have this data, but for the sake of learning it would be useful to know how many grantees had to engage additional funds to provide bank guarantees, and how many of those who had a successful application were not able to access the grant. 
In terms of efficiency, it was mentioned by RDA that the simplified two-page project application procedure for IRDG was a welcome improvement over the forms they used for other projects, and that it was substantially more efficient as the time to study and approve the grant application was shorter than for other projects.
The project was able to complete delivery of the entire project budget within the allocated timeframe despite the challenges and COVID-19 delays and adjustments. The project financial closure is end of February 2023, so the information included hereunder is not yet final and needs to be approved by the UNDP. It however shows that the project was able to deliver the entire budgetary envelope of EUR 10 million according to the following breakdown:
Table 6 : UNDP IRDG financial information as of 9.12.222 (not final nor official) source: UNDP
	IRDG indicative financial information as of 9.12.2022 (not official data)

	Allocation
	USD amount

	Output 1. Improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes
	1,370,999

	Output 2. Improved rural economic diversification, employment and services
	4,317,446

	Output 3. Improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action
	1,533,291

	Intermediate result 4.1: Improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes in Ajara AR
	244,901

	Intermediate result 4.2: Improved rural economic diversification, employment and services in Ajara AR 
	971,224

	Intermediate result 4.3: Improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action in Ajara AR
	762,426

	PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING*
	2,101,418

	Nationwide Team
	1,776,693

	Ajara Team
	324,725

	Total Net Activities (EU only)
	11,301,704

	Government of Ajara
	98,578

	Grand Total
	11,400,282



[bookmark: _Toc123233109]9.3.3. How well was the project designed?

The project design could have been more developed and better tailored to show the roadmap toward the expected project achievements. A number of aspects are insufficiently developed, and in some cases the project design could be improved. For example, the focus on eight target municipalities is a decision of the EU in which the UNDP was not consulted. However, as already mentioned in the mid-term evaluation of the IRDG, the rationale for selection eight municipalities scattered across the country and with very different characteristics, capacities and capabilities is not evident. The target municipalities were selected based on the LEADER approach and the existence of Local Action Groups (LAG), but it created a geographical dispersion that did not allow to make any economies of scale or use the synergies to adopt a more comprehensive approach at the local level, across municipalities sharing common objectives (see map figure 1). 
As a result, the target municipalities represent a cluster of diverse situations and idiosyncrasies that needed to be researched in order to establish the needs of each municipality and what kind of interventions could be useful to support rural development in each municipality. A substantial amount of research went into the preparation of the Municipal Assessment Reports (MAR), comprehensive documents which were produced for each of the eight target municipalities. These 130 page-long documents give a comprehensive assessment of each municipality and have been the basis from which UNDP has formulated the interventions in the target municipalities. But again it is important to keep in mind the very different characteristics of each of these target municipalities.
From a Results-Based Management (RBM) M&E perspective, the project document could have reflected a number of improvements. The theory of change is not sufficiently defined and there are gaps in the results framework, which focuses on outputs rather than transformational changes, something that was already mentioned in the mid-term evaluation of the IRDG project. Risk assumption is incomplete and there appears to be an untested hypothesis that the core elements of local/rural development in Georgia have a common understanding amongst the various actors. Given the breadth and scope of the project, a very high number of activities have been undertaken within the IRDG. But a better definition of the concepts and awareness in the specific terminology in project management (output, outcome, impact) should have been further included in the project document to strengthen project design and clarify the expected changes that were meant to take place at the outcome level. 
This evaluation finds that the project design limitations hamper a good reporting of results because it is unclear how and why the different elements interact to create a change process and develop both institutional capacity and the capacity of rural economic operators. Although the project design is structured around three different outputs (excluding the Ajara AR specific output four which includes the same components as the first three outputs but specifically for Ajara AR), the breakdown by component remains somewhat confusing:
While output one is designed to cover all policy level support and develop M&E capacity to improve governance of rural development, and is well defined within the scope of the project, output two (improved rural economic diversification, employment services) would have gained from a clearer intervention strategy since the scope of this output is particularly wide and may lead to very different approaches. The same applies for output three (improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action). This had two implications for project management: one the one hand, it gave the necessary flexibility to test and pilot innovative approaches, in line with IR 2.2. (Best practice models and innovative approaches disseminated and shared across Georgia), but at the same time it obliged the project to adapt its implementation to very different conditions in each of the target municipalities, in line with the needs identified in the Municipal Assessment Reports, and further increases the efforts needed to implement the project, as the geographical targeting represents more a cluster of municipalities than an area-based programming strategy. This implies a high level of complexity and despite a functioning communication and information system through the project governance mechanisms including the Project Board, it entails a substantial effort regarding project management oversight and coordination. 
With the delays due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the late roll-out of the RDA grants, it could have been envisaged to request a six-months no cost extension to allow beneficiaries a little more time to provide the necessary documentation and, as most business activities are seasonal, to prepare the business for the tourist/summer season instead of having deadlines for the grants at the end of September 2022 for six municipalities in Georgia and at the end of November 2022 for the two Ajara AR municipalities.
It is worthy to note that the Government of Ajara AR has provided co-funding for the support to their municipalities. As Ajara AR is composed of five municipalities, the Government of Ajara AR has provided € 203 200 for the five municipalities, of which € 83 200 were applied to the current project without any conditionality, and the remaining € 150 000 were allocated to the three municipalities not covered by the project (€ 50 000 each), in order to avoid leaving any municipality without support. No such complementary funding was available from the national level to non-project target municipalities.
The design of the project has therefore the advantage of allowing flexibility and creativity when identifying the objectives for the implementing agency. However, its theory of change is not fully developed, and a clearer roadmap towards the expected results would have been beneficial to facilitate mutual understanding and collaboration, especially with the local partners. The results framework is defining the results in narrow terms by using output indicators, but there is little information about the change process the project is supporting, particularly in terms of the institutional reform within MEPA and RDA. There is an effort to measure results based on concrete evidence, but the impact level indicators are at a much higher level than the outcomes generated by the project. The risk with a RF that is not aligned with RBM practices is that the indicators may measure aspects which may not be the main results or changes generated by the project. Therefore, a complementary qualitative analysis is required to understand the reason why the project achieved or did not achieve the indicator target. It is also important to note that not all indicators are equally relevant and not all follow the SMART characteristics of indicators (Specific, Measurable, Appropriate/Attainable, Relevant, Timely/Trackable). In order to be able to share a common vision regarding the expected project results at the higher (outcome) levels, it could be valuable to have an RBM expert facilitate the construction of the results framework together with the different project stakeholders in the design phase of the next project. Furthermore, some aspects of the transformational changes may not be measured by direct indicators (e.g. capacity of MEPA to manage rural development strategies and policies, action plans and their implementation) so that the use of surveys should also be considered when appraising transformational changes.
The key finding is that the project’s results should not be narrowly appraised only through the results mentioned in the RF.
9.4. [bookmark: _Toc123233110]Effectiveness
[bookmark: _Toc123233111]9.4.1. What are the key results of the project?

The project has generated numerous results in many areas. The actual measurement according to the project indicators is contained in the RF, which is presented hereunder.
Table 7 : IRDG Project Results Framework indicators as of 10.12.2022 (Source: UNDP)
	Indicator
	Baseline
	IRDG Final Target for 2018-2022
	Achievement of the  IRDG Final Target for 2018-2022
	comments

	Impact: Improved employment and living conditions of the rural population in Georgia as a result of better quality and quantity of available rural services

	Increased average monthly incomes per household in rural areas
	809 GEL (2017)
	

At least 903 GEL (2022)
	1123.3 GEL
	
2021 data
2022 available 1st quarter 2023

	Decreased unemployment rate
	Average 21.7% (24.9% female/17.6% male; 24.8% urban/16.9% rural)
	Unemployment reduced to at least 18.7% average (21.5% female/15.1% male; 21.5% urban/ 14.6 % rural) (2022)​
	Data from 2021: Unemployment rate 20.6%:
Urban - 22.2%
Rural - 18.2%
(Women 17.8% / Men 22.7%)
	Reformulated given new LFS methodology by GEOSTAT
2022 data to be obtained

	Outcome: More diverse rural services delivered to a population in a more efficient, effective, and sustainable manner

	1. More relevant RDS, RDAP, and more integrated governance mechanisms for RD involving national, regional, and municipal levels adopted and implemented
	Adopted 2 RDS (National, Ajara); adopted and implemented 2 RDAP (National and Ajara); implemented 3 LDS (2016)
	At least 2 integrated governance mechanisms were adopted and established (National, Ajara)

At least 2 new RDS and RDAP were adopted and implemented (National, Ajara

At least 8 LDS adopted and implemented (2022)
	Done


Done

Done

	
All three targets achieved

	2. Increased rural employment in the non-agriculture sector as part of total employment (disaggregated by sex)
	22.4% of rural people employed in the non-agriculture sector nationwide (Women 22.0% / Men 32.2%) (2020)
	At least 1.6% increase in non-agricultural employment in rural areas (disaggregated by sex)​
	Data from 2021: 23.2% of rural people employed in the non-agriculture sector nationwide (Women 22.4% / Men 34.0%)
	Baseline recalculated given new LFS and NACE methodology by GEOSTAT

	Output 1: Improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP, and related programmes

	1.1 Objectively measurable indicators defined and regularly monitored under each priority/objective of the RDAP using evidence-based data collection and analysis under a functional M&E system (National, Ajara)
	No indicators defined at the level of priorities/objectives; no M&E system in place (National, Ajara) (2016)
	Objectively measurable indicators defined for all priority/objectives, and each activity under the RDAP; and related data properly collected and analysed using a functional M&E system (National, Ajara) (2022)
	Done
	

	1.2 Annual reviews of RDAP completed based on reliable information and evidence-based data on progress and achievements (National, Ajara)
	No annual reviews of RDAP are available (National, Ajara) (2016)
	At least one annual review of RDAP was completed between 2018 and 2022 (National, Ajara)
	12 (6 National and 6 Ajara) annual reviews of RDAP were completed between 2018 and 2022 (National, Ajara)
	Because of COVID-19 in 2020 two annual reports were produced, so 6 reports over five years were established

	Output 2: Improved rural economic diversification, employment, and services

	2.1 Increased number of non-agricultural jobs created or sustained in targeted rural areas with support from the project, disaggregated by sex/age
	Zero (2017)
	At least 400 permanent jobs created or sustained in non-agricultural sectors in targeted rural areas, including at least 30% benefiting women (2022)
	609 permanent jobs were created or sustained in non-agricultural sectors in targeted rural areas, including 47% benefiting women
	152% achieved

	2.2 Increased average monthly income of households in targeted rural areas supported by the project,
	Kakheti – GEL 719; Kvemo Kartli – GEL882; Samtskhe-Javakheti - GEL843; Ajara – GEL922; Mtskheta Mtianeti – GEL657 (2017)
	Kakheti – GEL 802; Kvemo Kartli – GEL985; Samtskhe-Javakheti – GEL941; Ajara – GEL1028; Mtskheta Mtianeti – GEL734 (2020)
	Kakheti – GEL1105.8; Kvemo Kartli – GEL1064.6; Samtskhe-Javakheti - GEL1245.3; Ajara – GEL1257.6; Mtskheta Mtianeti – GEL960.4
	
Data from 2021

	Output 3. Improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources, and climate action

	3.1 Increased number of hectares of forest and protected areas in targeted rural areas where sustainable and climate-resilient management practices have been introduced with support from the project
	Zero (2017)
	At least 420,000 ha of forests and protected areas using improved management practices in targeted rural areas (2022)
	433,877 ha of forests and protected areas using improved management practices in targeted rural areas
	103.3% achieved

	3.2 increased number of households in targeted rural areas receiving direct incentives to improve energy efficiency and other climate-related benefits with support from the project
	Zero (2017)
	At least 400 households received direct incentives to improve energy efficiency and other climate-related benefits in targeted rural areas (2022)
	543 households received direct incentives to improve energy efficiency and other climate-related benefits in targeted rural areas
	136% achieved


The above RF has the following indicators: at the impact level, the average monthly salary target per households in rural areas of GEL 903 is already surpassed in 2021 with GEL 1 123.3. However, these are national values, and the project has targeted 8 municipalities only.
The second indicator is the decrease in unemployment rate. Again, this is national level data and the project only worked in eight municipalities, so neither of these indicators can be attributed directly to the IRDG project.
At the outcome level the first indicator relating to institutional mechanisms, strategies and actions plans has been fully achieved (which is technically an output indicator), while the second indicator is again a national  measure of increased rural employment in the non-agriculture sector as part of total employment, for which the IRDG project is only partly responsible, having focused on eight target municipalities only.
So at the higher results level, three of four indicators of the RF are actually using national statistics, which cannot be attributed to the IRDG project results as the project is only marginally contributing to these results.
In terms of the output indicators, which is the level at which project management bears full responsibility for the results, all indicators have been met or exceeded. From a quantitative perspective, the IRDG project has reached all outcome and output level targets, and according to GEOSTAT data is also reporting achieved targets at the impact and outcome levels. 
However, it would be overly simplistic to reduce the success of the project to the indicators of the RF. There needs to be finer analysis concerning the effects generated by the project through the different approaches, interventions and initiatives that were undertaken during the five years of the project’s life.
In terms of qualitative analysis, taking into consideration the evaluation lines of enquiry and using both appreciate enquiry and contribution analysis (for higher-level results) the evaluation is presenting the results structured following the structure of the three outputs:
Output 1: Improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes  (upstream interventions)
The main implementing partner, MEPA (formerly the Ministry of Agriculture until the government reform, created by decree Nr 112 on 6 March 2018), is undergoing an institutional reform process in order to align to EU standards, with a view on the EU AA. This process has entailed an important transformational change within the institution, which goes beyond the level of improved governance. MEPA has received highly valuable support from the UNDP under ENPARD. In terms of products, MEPA has developed an ARDS 2021-2027 (Agriculture and Rural Development Strategy) when the original project document foresaw only the development of a Rural Development Strategy (at the time RDS 2017-2020), indicating that MEPA has now been able to merge the two different but complementary aspects into one strategic document. In addition the Actions Plans have been prepared and rolled out, with publicly available annual reports on their implementation produced. The level of support and effort to achieve these products has been substantial and a very important component of capacity development and learning by doing was paired with the technical support and financial support provided by UNDP. It has provided MEPA with a vision and a roadmap to incorporate rural development as a key aspect of this new Ministry’s roles and responsibilities. In line with the EU standards, MEPA has a role as a Management Authority (MA) and is structuring its services accordingly. 
An impressive database and M&E system have been developed under IRDG with the support of the UNDP. While the server sits at MEPA, there has been considerable efforts and resources devoted to a) supporting the web-based database b) ensuring that government inter-agency coordination through the IACC and the RDC at Ajara AR level, and data sharing was taking place through the creation of the working groups, responsible for entering the data into the system, c) put out the different reports (quarterly, bi-annual and annual) on the implementation of the Action Plan under the ARDS. The process to develop, establish, run and own the database system has been particularly challenging as it was new, and all stakeholders were learning by doing. In addition to specific training and courses, support was provided by UNDP to new staff to develop the skills and process the information in order to feed into the database. At the analytical level, technical support was also provided in the preparation and the structure of the report, and in the logic behind the creation of a comprehensive M&E system, with a hands-on experience of what kind of data was required and for which reason. There were technical IT challenges related to the setting up of the M&E system, but at present the system seems to be 80% operational and some additional technical IT support is required to enable full ownership and maintenance over the coming years.
In order to support the technical changes of setting up the M&E database a pool of government ministry staff from various ministries were structured under two separate mechanisms: the Inter Agency Coordination Council (IACC) at the national level comprises the different actors that have information and data connected with rural development in Georgia. In order to process the data, an IACC Working Group (WG) was established under the authority of the IACC and trained in order to both use the software to enter the data and in order to validate the information entered. Similarly at the government of Ajara AR level, the Ajara Rural Development Council (RDC) was established and an RDC WG was established to process the required data. Focus group discussion with both WG at national and regional (Ajara AR) level showed from each of the eight participants a maximum level of satisfaction with the support received from the UNDP, not only in terms of the technical training, but also in terms of communication, information exchange, peer support and generally a very responsive UNDP staff to deal with all and every emerging problem. These eight persons provided an average rating of 5.0 on a five-point scale (maximum rating) regarding their level of satisfaction with the support received by the UNDP.
Under MEPA an important beneficiary of UNDP’s support was RDA (Rural Development Agency). It also has been undergoing transformational changes in line with Georgia’s aspirations towards EU AA and its potential role as Paying Agency (PA). RDA has been a key recipient of UNDP support as well as a key partner in the implementation of the IRDG project. UNDP has not only funded part of its institutional development needs (logo, rehabilitation of office space, equipment, etc.) but it has also provided technical support to potential organisational models, provided training and more generally disseminated information on how RD is done in the EU and how RDA should be performing its function in line with EU AA. RDA is disbursing the grants under IRDG to a total of 70 beneficiaries (of which seven obtained a second grant) across the eight target municipalities for a total budget of GEL 7.8 million, and it is also responsible for the grant application and management.  While there is an institutional mechanism for allocation of grants that include all main actors (including the EUD and the UNDP) in the selection of grantees, RDA has the responsibility for management and monitoring of the grants. 
Similarly to the support provided to MEPA, RDA benefitted from extensive inputs from technical experts from countries that shared similarities with the process of EU AA and were able to provide valuable information and contacts that went even beyond official duty. Both for RDA and for MEPA the chance to participate in visits to other EU countries to witness how the Managing Authority and Paying Agency were organised and funded was highly valued by the ministry and institutional staff as a key learning process. Additional benefits were leveraged through various partnership agreements with agencies in other EU countries (e.g. Latvia) or linkages with other actors (such as the Irish Pay Agency). 
When IRDG started under ENPARD III, the first strategy (RDS 2016-2020 for Ajara AR and RDS 2017-2020 for Georgia) had already been developed under ENPARD II. The development of the ARDS 2021-2027 was done under IRDG, and allowed to include Agriculture and Rural Development for the first time in the strategy. While there are still aspects that need to be improved in terms of better defining priorities across the range of its multiple components, it represents an important effort to have one comprehensive reference document. The Action Plans will provide information on how the strategy is being implemented, and the annual reports produced may yield further information on what aspects need to be improved over time to achieve and fine-tune the strategic objectives.
The first output is therefore largely achieved, and with a remarkably high level of satisfaction from the 11 key informants interviewed from Government agencies and institutions at the central level:  an average rating of 4.86 out of 5 was provided by these respondents, according to the following breakdown:
Table 8 : Level of satisfaction with UNDP support from 11 GoG key informants – source: evaluation team notes
	
	Rating
	Nr of Resp.
	

	
	4
	1
	

	
	4,75
	2
	

	
	5
	8
	

	AVG
	4,86
	11
	Total



Output 2: improved rural economic diversification, employment and services and Output 3: Improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action. (downstream interventions)
These outputs focus on the results achieved in the eight project target municipalities and through different approaches according to the priority needs of the municipalities. All eight municipalities have a municipal assessment report (MAR) in line with Output 2.1.1. of the project document. The MAR identifies among other aspects the funding priorities for the municipality and is the basis for defining the rural development interventions. These have taken different forms, in line with the project’s bottom-up participatory and innovative approaches. One of the key interventions were the direct grants to the municipalities in order to undertake priority rural development projects. The project also worked through the Local Action Groups (LAGs) and the IPs which participated in the calls for proposals and were awarded grants in a very varied scope of interventions.
The RDA grants under the Rural Development Programme were established for a maximum of GEL 170,000 per phase and for a maximum of two phases (in total GEL 340,000 without counting the 20% co-funding from the beneficiary) and covered a wide range of projects, representing a substantial part of the budget for output 2.
Table 9 : List of grants under the Rural Development Programme managed by RDA (Source: UNDP)
	Municipality 
Name
	Number of Grants
	EU financing
GEL
	Beneficiary Co-financing
GEL
	Matching Grant Total Amount
GEL
	Gender

	
	
	
	
	
	Women
	Men

	Akhalkalaki
	5
	186078,61
	47653,89
	233732,5
	1
	4

	Borjomi
	11
	1133024
	449410,62
	1582434,62
	4
	7

	Dedoplistskaro
	12
	1224692,4
	402081,27
	1626773,67
	4
	8

	Kazbegi
	7
	567498
	650602,34
	1218100,34
	5
	2

	Keda
	6
	580401,8
	366320,64
	946722,44
	1
	5

	Khulo
	15
	1048017,41
	383683,76
	1431701,37
	2
	13

	Lagodekhi
	12
	1777851,31
	944861,2
	2722712,51
	
	12

	Tetritskaro
	9
	1298987,78
	389034,18
	1688021,96
	1
	8

	Totals
	77
	7816551,31
	3633647,9
	11450199,41
	18
	59



The grants supported interventions in various sectors and created a considerable number of jobs.
The table hereunder shows the type of business and direct job creation from the grants.
Table 10 – List of businesses per type of project and number of jobs created (Source: UNDP)
	Municipality Name
	Number of Grants
	Project Type
	Number Of Employed Women
	Number Of Employed Men
	Total Number Of Employees

	
	
	Manufacture
	Education
	Tourism
	Services
	Energy Efficiency and RE
	Health Care
	
	
	

	Akhalkalaki
	5
	1
	
	
	1
	3
	
	2
	6
	8

	Borjomi
	11
	2
	1
	5
	3
	
	
	47
	37
	84

	Dedoplistskaro
	12
	3
	1
	5
	1
	1
	1
	41
	35
	76

	Kazbegi
	7
	1
	
	3
	2
	1
	
	23
	16
	39

	Keda
	6
	2
	
	1
	1
	2
	
	25
	21
	46

	Khulo
	15
	7
	
	1
	2
	3
	2
	44
	60
	104

	Lagodekhi
	12
	3
	1
	5
	2
	1
	
	58
	51
	109

	Tetritskaro
	9
	3
	
	5
	
	1
	
	53
	57
	110

	Totals
	77
	22
	3
	25
	12
	12
	3
	293
	283
	576



The evaluation team visited 33 RDA grant beneficiaries. More than a third (12 grantees) had businesses related to tourism/hotels/guesthouse/restauration, a third engaged in manufacture, a majority of which was working with wooden products, and seven in the service sector. All the grants allocated contain a provision to identify the number of jobs that will be created through the individual business projects or grants. RDA grant beneficiaries have a two-year period to complete the installation of the business and generate the anticipated number of jobs which was indicated in the project application form. However as mentioned earlier there is an important number of indirect jobs created in the initial phase of setting up the business, as most have construction or rehabilitation and infrastructure repairs which has created employment opportunities for local companies and/or service providers, and which is not monitored or reported upon as part of the effects of the project. However, as the economist John Mayard Keynes advised, investment into public works and infrastructure through public spending is a way to create jobs and stimulate income growth and economic activity. This positive effect is not being captured in the project monitoring, so the overall project outcome is actually larger than some of the indicators selected in the RF (e.g. increased rural employment in non-agriculture sector as part of total employment).
The RDA grants at the individual level depend on the capacity and ability of the beneficiary to generate a business. From the ten hours of interview and site visits to 33 beneficiaries in five target municipalities undertaken by the evaluation team, more than half are still at the start-up phase and have yet to start commercialisation. However, those that have already started production and commercialisation report satisfactory or even very satisfactory results, which seems to indicate that their initial business idea was a sound one. All grantees interviewed indicated they were very happy with the grant received, and in some cases the grant proved essential in order to start the business. It is important to note that, while the grants were registered to individual beneficiaries, eight grantees out of the 33 were women (24%). However, the fact that a man registered for a grant does not imply that women were necessarily not involved, as a number of relatives were interviewed in absence of the registered beneficiary, which indicated that, beyond the sex of the grant recipient, there is generally a family business which in most cases includes women participation (especially in tourism and restauration, although less so in the manufacture where fewer women were involved) or in the services sector. RDA with the support of the UNDP has developed a monitoring system designed to ensure that the capital assets provided are used as per the grant application and allow the grantee to start/expand his business. Within the 33 grantees there were some very innovative projects that showed creative capacity of the entrepreneurs, although a large majority have seasonal activity related directly or indirectly to tourism.
The project undertook a very large number of projects and interventions through different modalities, primarily through grants. Most grants were designed to be co-funded at 50% on equal share basis, but with the COVID-19 pandemic the co-funding requirement was substantially lowered to 80% as grant and 20% as co-funding from the grantee. In addition, it was allowed to have another funding source support the grantee, as long as it was not EU funds. While the initial slow start of the grant process was due to the multiple types of grants that had to be designed and the delay in obtaining the buy-in of certain design aspects from all stakeholders (for example having RDA implement the grant scheme ,or the design of the green matching grants), the change to 80/20% was essential in having a higher demand for the grants.
It is not possible to list every intervention undertaken or every project activity. The final project report from UNDP will provide a list of all activities and outputs. But in addition to the RDA grants, there were also other grantees.
Municipalities have also received grants under the project, for various purposes. In some municipalities co-funding was available, but not in all. Each municipality has its own dynamic and its own level of capacity and capability, as indicated in the MAR that were produced to guide the interventions under the project. The evaluation noted that the support to municipalities was largely allocated to infrastructure rehabilitation and improvement, in some cases using energy efficient measures (such as insulation of kindergarten, or provision of solar panels to generate electricity). The evaluation team was able to see some interventions but did not have the time to visit each of them. Anecdotal evidence seems to indicate that some municipalities had difficulties finding the service providers to undertake the services under the grant provided, while others did not. In one case the municipal authorities indicated that a lesson learnt was that a GEL 100,000 project was not interesting enough to have companies participate in the municipal (state) tender process, as they were more interested in bigger contracts that are being allocated by various donors as they had to re-launch the tender three times unsuccessfully. But in another municipality, the same tender for GEL 100,000 did not meet any difficulty in finding a service provider to carry out the contract. It is therefore not possible to generalize the collaboration with the municipalities as each one has its own characteristics and various levels of capacity. For example, in Keda the participatory budgeting process was highly appreciated as a valuable capacity development mechanism that met with the needs of the municipality and that UNDP supported. It was identified as a best practice for the municipality, and was also disseminated to other municipalities. However, it is not clear that other municipalities have been able to take advantage of this capacity development process. Donor presence in the municipalities also varies, and in some cases represents an important source of funding for the municipal authorities. Again from the qualitative perspective of the municipalities, the overall level of satisfaction with UNDP support is very high with a 4.86 out of 5 rating from the eight target municipalities, with 6 ratings of 5, 1 rating of 4 and one Not Applicable. The rating of 4 is related not to UNDP’s capacities or support, but has to do with the fact that they could not find companies to participate in the tender reportedly because of its small size. One municipality had very little contact with UNDP as a result of the changes in the municipal council following the 2020 elections and therefore they were unable to provide a rating as they had no direct contacts with UNDP since coming into office.
LAGs are the cornerstone of the LEADER approach that is part of the EU’s strategy in Georgia. In fact the existence of LAGs a key factor in the selection of the eight target municipalities. The evaluation team was able to interview LAGs from the eight municipalities, which have collaborated in various manners through calls for proposals launched by the UNDP in a series of interventions, including social, youth, and women led initiative, as well as social sector interventions targeting the most vulnerable and disabled (for example through installation of solar panels), with the necessary information campaign to the population and in some cases in support of or collaboration with the municipalities. In some cases municipalities were able to offer some funds, but largely LAGs have been answering to calls for proposals for implementing their interventions. While there is generally a good relationship between LAGs and municipalities, indeed in many cases the municipal staff are part of the LAG members, not every municipality has the same dynamics, something which may be influenced by local politics. In relation to the support from the UNDP, the eight LAG interviewed showed similarly a very high level of satisfaction with the support obtained from the UNDP, even in the cases where the projects could not be implemented as contractually agreed (e.g. default by service providers and suppliers) but as these situations were not the result of UNDP’s responsibilities, the ratings provided remained at very high level. At the same time some improvement was suggested in terms of not necessarily requiring a more “experienced partner” to take the lead role in the project implementation, as in one case there was no value added with the inclusion of an additional partner responsible for the implementation instead of the LAG. Ratings regarding the overall satisfaction with UNDP average 4.81 out of 5, with 6 ratings of 5, one rating of 4.5 and one rating of 4. It is important to note that after the end of ENPARD II (2020) the LAG have not been receiving funding from the EU and the grants which LAGs managed under the UNDP’s calls for proposal have been particularly important in order to ensure the continuation of the LAG’s activities in rural development. That said, there has been a drop in the overall membership level as LAG members had initial expectations that membership might bring some direct benefits. Although the mid-term evaluation raised the question of the legal status of LAGs as a problem, the final evaluation found that if compared with the very different legal status of the LAG in different EU countries, the legal basis for LAGs in Georgia does not create a problem for them in accessing funds or for participating in tenders. LAGs in Georgia are members of the GALAG (Georgian Association of LAGs) and pay a yearly membership fee of GEL 300. There are according to KII currently 40 LAG members in GALAG. GALAG is also a member of the ELARD (European Leader Association for Rural Development) and as such is a member of the network, which enables to strengthen LAG experience and partnerships.
IPs are the implementing partners of the calls for proposal. They are, together with LAGs, responsible for implementing the grants that UNDP has been giving under the IRDG and they are a mix of NGOs and CBOs that have been actively involved in the implementation of the various project initiatives. The evaluation held two FGD with IPS and had two individual interviews with IPs in the municipalities, with a total of six women and seven men. When discussing the process for obtaining and implementing the grants and the support and procedure followed by the UNDP, the IPS showed also a very high level of satisfaction with UNDP; with an average of 4,79 out of 5 from the thirteen IP representatives (providing ratings of eight times 5, three times 4,5 and one 4). Their views reflect an important level of trust, effective communication, constant support from the UNDP, responsiveness and transparency, and despite one IP having one of the contracts cancelled, it gave the general impression that UNDP was working very well with its IPs under the IRDG.
Some of reasons behind the lower ratings were based on the delays from service providers in supplying energy efficient materials on time for the cold weather and in one case the IP had difficulties in reaching the number of target beneficiaries given COVID-19 restrictions. Finally some IPs expressed that there were some delays in the payment of the tranches from the UNDP and that the timing in the launch of the calls for proposal (summer) gave a compressed timeframe for IPs, so that results could be better if a longer implementation period had been possible.
When considering the feedback from the various stakeholders interviewed as shown above (municipalities, LAGs, IPs) the overall level of satisfaction with the UNDP under the IRDG project is very high with average ratings per stakeholder category that are systematically in the range of 4.8 out of 5. Although this does not negate that some challenges and shortfalls were experienced during the implementation of the various interventions, it shows nonetheless that there is a systematic and positive appraisal of the manner in which UNDP provided its support under this project. Key recurrent characteristics of UNDP which explain the high ratings are based on the following strengths: commitment, dedication, adaptive management, flexibility, effective communication, responsiveness, genuine desire to provide constructive support. While the 40 direct beneficiaries visited were not asked for a rating regarding their satisfaction because they were at various stages of their business plan, they also showed a sincere appreciation for the grants and, in some cases, indicated that the support had been critical to enable them to start the business (4 cases).
In terms of challenges, Output 3. experienced more challenges on various fronts: service providers did not deliver on time and in some cases did not perform adequately, which caused one intervention to be cancelled. The mountainous areas were underserved because of logistical and access consideration so the short timeframe for implementation affected more the remote locations than the others. The design of the Green Matching Grant did not always achieve the originally expected results, and some of the Renewable Energy (RE) and Energy Efficiency (EE) aspects (such as insulation) did not achieve the same level of popularity as other components which had much greater success (e.g. solar panel installation, which had systematically higher demand in the municipalities than the available funding). Solar water heaters were also quite well accepted. While the different technical solutions designed for EE and RE were sound, the acceptance and interest of the population was also based on their mindset, and the introduction of new approaches require a change in mindset that may take additional time to be able to incorporate more fully environmentally friendly approaches. Comparatively the approaches using digitalisation proved somewhat easier in certain municipalities than some of the environmental approaches. The evaluation found that the insulation is certainly useful, and the houses still use mostly firewood for their heating – and that those beneficiaries who had their houses insulated have clearly reported a much lower consumption of firewood.
Table 11 – List of Green Matching grants by municipality – source: UNDP
	Municipality Name
	Number of House-holds
	EU funding
GEL
	EE/RE household Unit Co-financing
	Matching Grant Total Amount
	Gender
	Project Type

	
	
	
	
	
	Woman
	Man
	Solar water heater
	Complete insulation
	Insulation of the first floor

	Akhalkalaki
	22
	60560
	15140
	75700
	3
	19
	22
	
	

	Borjomi
	25
	165013,48
	82696,8
	247710,28
	7
	18
	16
	6
	3

	Dedoplistskaro
	5
	15557,33
	5136,34
	20693,67
	1
	4
	5
	
	

	Kazbegi
	2
	6698,3
	3842,7
	10541
	
	2
	
	1
	1

	Keda
	19
	117873,3
	47279,73
	165153,03
	2
	17
	16
	2
	1

	Khulo
	19
	245498,88
	133130,23
	378629,11
	6
	13
	4
	7
	8

	Lagodekhi
	4
	16915,11
	6543,54
	23458,65
	1
	3
	4
	
	

	Tetritskaro
	10
	39336,02
	11561,3
	50897,32
	2
	8
	10
	
	

	Totals
	106
	667452,42
	305330,64
	972783,06
	22
	84
	77
	16
	13



The Ajara AR interventions were placed in the project design under output 4, but the evaluation team did not separate the findings from Ajara AR from those of the other municipalities as the approaches were largely similar as were the implementation modalities. The output 4 is an aggregate of the contents of Outputs 1,2,3 but specifically targeting the Ajara AR level. Since the field work did not yield evidence that there were substantial differences in the approaches to the project implementation, the findings are presented under the three outputs which include the results of the work in the Ajara AR region (e.g. in the five municipalities visited by the evaluation team and the three others interviewed through virtual means – phone or Zoom).
The main differences are that at the Ajara AR level, there is a government which has also been supported by the UNDP under the IRDG. A rural development council (RDC) was established at the Ajara AR level, playing the same role as the IACC at the national level. The only major difference found in the administrative structure in Ajara AR is the creation of the Union of Citizens, an initiative of the Ajara AR Government, which exists at the village level, and has reportedly been trained by UNDP. However, during the visits to the municipalities of Keda and Khulo, AMAG was not known or mentioned by municipalities, so there seems to be a direct connection between AMAG and the Government of Ajara AR which did not seem to include the implementation of the IRDG initiatives, at least in regard to the grant structure. UNDP also has an office based in Batumi, which enables much closer communication with the government of Ajara AR and municipalities, LAGs and IPs in the region. The office is an important added value for UNDP considering the travel time required to reach Ajara AR by road or by train from Tbilisi.
Two other noteworthy differences regarding IRDG implementation is that the timeline to complete the interventions or projects were the end of November 2022, whereas the deadline was set at the end of September 2022 for the rest of Georgia. Another key aspect is the co-funding provided by the Ajara AR government, which allocated € 203 200 for their five municipalities for supporting RD (of which € 83 200 under the IRDG project which went for Keda and Khulo municipalities). This shows the ownership and importance given by the Ajara AR government to the project and also allows more equitable coverage since all five municipalities were eligible for funding, although under the IRDG only two were part of the project.
Overall the project was able to meet very strong results in key areas under each of the project outputs. Qualitative appraisal of the 42 KII held with 59 persons from the different stakeholder constituencies, plus five FGD with another 23 persons, showed a very high average of over 4.8 out of 5 in terms of satisfaction with UNDP from 82 key informants. Similarly 40 direct beneficiaries interviewed expressed their high level of satisfaction with the grants and support received through the project. From this total of 123 people interviewed from all levels and in five municipalities, there is, in addition to the indicators mentioned in the RF, no doubt that the project, despite some challenges and shortcomings, was largely able to achieve the expected results under each of the project output statements.
[bookmark: _Toc123233112]9.4.2. To what extent are the outcomes achieved (e.g. more diverse rural services are delivered to population in more efficient, effective and sustainable manner)

In addition to the two indicators of the RF which measure the outcome, the qualitative analysis indicates that the project was key in introducing alternative approaches to non-agricultural rural development interventions, something which was a new challenge for the MEPA. Through the piloting of innovative and creative approaches, the IRDG had a share of good practices generated through the bottom-up and participatory identification process that was followed in the design of the interventions. Although, as can be expected when piloting new and innovative approaches, not all the interventions were equally successful, there has been a clearer understanding from national to local levels, about how non-agricultural rural development approaches can be designed. These, considering their variety and the technical support provided for the projects’ implementation, and the feedback the evaluation obtained during the data collection process, have certainly contributed to more diverse rural services being delivered to the population. Whether this is more efficient, effective and sustainable is not an assessment that can be made, considering the lack of existing initiatives before the project, and the fact that some initiatives are still under development, so it is not possible to assess whether the current project has contributed to service delivery in more efficient, effective and sustainable manner. What the evaluation found was that stakeholders considered the service provision to have been efficient and effective, with a recommendation for an extended timeframe of certain interventions in order to maximise the potential results. Anecdotal evidence indicates that awareness campaigns undertaken also contributed to not only raising awareness but also in some cases introducing changes in mindset in order to accept and support diversified rural development services.
[bookmark: _Toc123233113]9.4.3. To what extent is the project goal achieved (e.g. to assist the Georgian government in eradicating poverty, promoting sustainable and inclusive growth, and consolidating and improving democratic and economic governance).

In addition to the two indicators mentioned in the RF which are expected to measure the impact of the project, the evaluation based on the qualitative analysis found that the project strongly contributed to the goal. The number of jobs and the unemployment rates are two indicators that the project is tracking, and although it is not clear why the national average monthly income and the national unemployment rate are used as impact indicators, since the project is only covering 8 of the 64 municipalities in the country. The sizable investments that have been made through the multiple interventions have generated or sustained not only direct jobs, but also indirect jobs (which are not being monitored) through all the physical and infrastructural works undertaken as part of the various business projects implemented or in preparation for starting businesses. The fact that UNDP considered various categories of intervention, including the social needs and vulnerability as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, indicates that there has been a clear drive toward poverty reduction through increased economic activity, increase in income levels, and equitable coverage for more vulnerable categories, with youth and women led initiatives. The whole package of interventions and the variety of approaches and implementation modes have directly supported the goal. Bottom-up participatory identification to respond to local priorities was a key aspect towards improving democratic governance, and the inclusion of both state and non-state actors at the local level has contributed to higher interaction between the different local actors. 
UNDP’s intervention upstream has been critical in order to allow MEPA and RDA to position themselves adequately for their new roles and function. The fact that the project manager had formerly been a deputy minister in the ministry of agriculture was an invaluable asset in order to understand the government’s institutional needs and provide adequate support in line with MEPA’s needs and priorities. The results at the policy level have been achieved and while further progress can be made in the formulation of the policies, the current ARDS 2021-2027 and related APs are key results stemming from the project,  which also provided the direction in which the MEPA may evolve over time and during the ENPARD IV programme.
Downstream the UNDP was able to work with all local players and participated in a series of awareness raising, technical training, hand-on support, in areas of monitoring, of reporting, which proved to be a contribution to better and more integrated understanding and collaboration on RD initiatives. In many cases innovative approaches were tested for the first time, some of which were replicated by other donors. The process was inclusive, bottom-up and participatory, which means that the interventions largely responded to local priorities.
In terms of supporting the SGDs, the project directly contributed to SDGs 1, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 13.
[bookmark: _Toc123233114]9.4.4. What are examples of good practices and lessons learnt?

The project has used a large number of good practices and lessons at different levels. At the project management level, coordination structures were established that allowed to ensure continuous communication between project stakeholders and this facilitated a common vision and oversight of the project evolution and performance.
Secondly, the open communication channels meant that UNDP was able to show adaptive management to review implementation modalities, especially in line with the COVID-19 pandemic, which triggered a change into the co-funding of the grants by the beneficiaries down from fifty percent to twenty percent, something that entailed a much higher number of applications. This was done with the knowledge and agreement of the key stakeholders.
Thirdly, information campaigns at local level are important when introducing new concepts and approaches, and when these are supported by practical demonstrations (i.e. equipping a classroom in a school for energy efficiency or having houses insulated as demonstration for the communities), it allows to work on changing mindsets and opening venues for more different approaches to issues that were traditionally dealt with differently.
Fourthly, the bottom-up participatory approaches used at local level means that the majority of the interventions and projects were actually supporting both national level and local level priorities, something that is essential in order to generate local ownership and buy-in. In those cases where municipalities were able to provide co-funding, this also allowed to develop closer interaction with local authorities and provided a venue for supporting capacity development through training and other technical support provided.
Fifthly, not only was the main grant scheme carried out by RDA – a state agency under MEPA but also direct grants to municipalities contributed to institutional strengthening, positioning and development. All municipal tenders and state tenders were done using the government procurement system and according to the government procedures, thereby strengthening ownership and developing capacity for direct implementation of state institutions and agency.
Sixthly, the inclusion of LAG and IPs meant that the effort was jointly divided by state and non-state actors. While the private business was the primary recipient of the RDA direct grants, the calls for proposals from UNDP allowed to articulate at the local level the collaboration between the different actors, both from municipalities and from the civil society sector. Unlike projects where all implementation is contracted out to international NGOs, the administration and management of grants from national and local institutions means that capacity development and sustainability concerns were part of UNDP’s agenda.
Seventhly, the development of a comprehensive database and the ensuing monitoring and evaluation system is a valuable tool and process that leads to capacity strengthening and allows the MEPA to make evidence-based decisions and contributes to policy formulation. The challenge with such a large database is to focus on the type of data required, as the amount of data can lead to fragmentation and dispersion. Hence the use of the database should always be clearly aligned with the expected results of its use. The level of detailed contained in the database is not necessarily relevant for all of the reports that need to be produced, so a careful data selection has to be made.

[bookmark: _Toc123233115]9.4.5. What capacities have been developed as a result of the project?

First and foremost under Output 1 UNDP has provided an enormous capacity development support to MEPA and to RDA. Interviews show that the UNDP was not only able to support the establishment of the ARDS 2021-2027 and the related APs, but more importantly, it allowed both MEPA and RDA to have a vision regarding the way forward and how the institutions should evolve. Both MEPA and RDA have undergone a reform or transformation process, and UNDP support has been critical in showing the way towards EU standards and requirements, hence giving a clear roadmap regarding how these institutions will evolve in the coming years. With a view towards EU AA and the concept of Managing Authority and Paying Agency, both MEPA and RDA have nearly completed their reform process to be aligned to the EU requirements. As indicated by one key informant, the main result of UNDP support is to have catalytically projected MEPA and RDA four years ahead of where they would be today without this support.
Capacity development of MEPA and RDA has taken place at various levels: in terms of defining policy (ARDS and APs), in terms of institutional reform and looking at organisational change management, in terms of technical capacity development in the management of the grants and in the establishment of a comprehensive database and M&E system to monitor policy enactment and action plan implementation, and more generally in terms of reporting. The direct effects of these efforts have been a substantial improvement of institutional capacity, something that is reflected according to respondents in the contents of the annual reports (comparing MEPA’s most recent annual reports). Closer alignment with EU standards and requirement is a benchmark and a priority for Georgian institutions. The provision of technical experts from countries with similar experiences as Georgia was found to be another strength of the UNDP support, and not only was the attitude of the UNDP project staff praised by the respondents, but also that of the technical experts that were brought in by UNDP to support MEPA and RDA. There have been some unintended positive effects as, for example, the study visits to Latvia triggered some collaboration agreement with the Paying Agency, while informal contacts through the UNDP experts also allowed to link RDA to the Irish Paying Agency. Capacity development at all these levels has been a key reason why the overall rating from 11 government counterparts was a very high 4.86 out of 5 regarding their level of satisfaction with the UNDP support, as mentioned in the key results section.
At the local level substantial capacity development has also taken place with the various project stakeholders. Municipalities have benefitted from learning by doing methodology in the direct management of the grants, as well as receiving some specific training on a range of issues. In some cases it proved highly valuable for the municipality, as mentioned in Keda with the participatory budgeting methodology that was considered as a best practice and that can be replicated in other municipalities (local capacities allowing).
Similarly LAGS and IPs were able to develop their skills and experience through the implementation of various projects, not only at the project management level, but also in the preparation of the project implementation through the awareness raising campaigns and the preparation and selection of the target beneficiaries. The selection process was established according to a list of criteria. The only challenge was that when dealing with social support to vulnerable groups, the definition of “vulnerable groups” according to the government did not necessarily match the UNDP criteria. This FE understood that if beneficiaries of state subsidies (e.g. the most vulnerable) receive direct support from other organisations, they may lose their right to continue receiving the subsidies. In this case it meant that when identifying solar panel installation with cost-sharing funds for vulnerable groups (including the disabled) it was not necessarily those with the lowest economic status that were selected, but rather those that met the eligibility criteria as defined in the project.
Finally at the direct grant beneficiary level feedback obtained showed that there was good responsiveness from UNDP and close monitoring from RDA with support from UNDP. While most beneficiaries did not require technical support for their business as they had a clear idea of what they wanted to do or previous experience in the business or both, there were some examples where beneficiaries took advantage of the on-site monitoring of their grants to ask for additional information. Capacity development of beneficiaries was an indirect effect of the project for RDA grantees.
[bookmark: _Toc123233116]9.4.6. To what extent has the project contributed to improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes?

The project was decisive to enable effective implementation of the ARDS and RDAP and related programmes. The groundwork was established at both institutional and capacity development levels with the database and M&E system which are the cornerstone of the monitoring process for tracking ARDS and RDAP implementation. Without the project institutions would still be finding their way and possibly would not have such a clear roadmap on how to move forward on non-agricultural rural development in conjunction with EU requirements. The support of the project has been instrumental in improved governance for implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes, as recognised by all key informants interviewed during the data collection phase.
[bookmark: _Toc123233117]9.4.7. What effects has the project had on improved rural economic diversification, employment and services? 
 
The project has been using various approaches and innovative practices to stimulate rural economic diversification, employment and services. Through the different types of grants provided through the RDA, 70 entrepreneurs across the eight target municipalities have been able to develop very different types of business. From the 33 RDA beneficiaries interviewed, a third developed guesthouse or hotel or restauration services, another third went into product manufacture, with a majority working in the wood manufacturing industry (toy and furniture), and various others created interesting and new businesses including paper plastering for the inside of buildings, an ecological straw production made from non-plastic materials (in line with the need to avoid the use of single-use plastic), rubber glove production, knitting services, services related to tourism industry, among others. The RDA grants are therefore a good example of the variety of businesses, including some quite creative ideas, which support economic diversification and services. Grantees have two years to actually complete their project, and it is the understanding of the evaluation team that the number of jobs reported in the RF corresponds to the current number of jobs directly created by the business development grants. If this is the case, and considering that a number of businesses are not yet producing or functional as they are still in the preparation phase, the final number of jobs created when all businesses are operational should be significantly higher.
In addition, the other types of interventions and initiatives implemented through LAGs, IPs or the municipalities also covered a wide range of diverse business projects and services, including innovative interventions in the environment sector, particularly in regard to climate change with solar panelling installation, solar water heating, house insulation. For municipalities, the focus was more on infrastructure repair in most cases, with for example insulation and/or solar installation of public buildings (kindergarten), but also covered some aspects such as rehabilitation of public parks in response to local priorities. As mentioned already the employment provided by these initiatives indirectly (e.g. through the services performed by contractors under the LAG/IP or municipality grants) are not being monitored, but there has been clearly a higher number of jobs and employment created overall in the eight target municipalities than has been reported in the indicators that only track direct job creation. Similarly the support to digitalisation through the various initiatives can have a positive effect on the efficiency of project management and also on a more dynamic and diverse economic performance at the local level.
The evaluation found clear evidence that the project had a direct effect on rural economic diversification, employment and services. In the environmental sector for example, the demand for grants for solar panel based on 80% funding and 20% co-funding proved much higher than the available resources (in one municipality with 200 people interested versus 20 households targeted). Solar water heating and house insulation were also established on demonstration basis, for example in Khulo and Keda in Ajara AR, and the beneficiaries were quite satisfied with the system, reporting important saving on their electricity bill or their firewood consumption. It is not possible to establish whether this will in turn develop the local businesses for energy efficiency in the future, but at least for the solar panel installation, other donors (such as IFAD) are now making provisions also for solar panel grants through RDA.
The evaluation also discussed with one of the Vocational Education Training (VET) service provider the situation of VET in Georgia. It was mentioned that several courses offered under the IRDG have now been officially recognised by the Ministry of Education, which is an incentive for teachers giving the course as this allow them to obtain a pay raise for each new course that is certified.
Under the IRDG the VET partner reported that a range of six different courses were offered to 75 students and 11 teachers were retrained. The courses ranged from a very technical level (e.g. wielding, electrical skills) to more generic training (guest house management). Graduates obtain a non-formal diploma from the training institution. For those courses that are recognised and certified by the Ministry of Education, there are two types of recognition: diploma (more generic) and certificate (more specialised). However, there does not seem to be a large demand from the potential employers when hiring staff to request VET diplomas or certificates. Anecdotal evidence during interviews with potential employers indicated that it is not traditionally a requirement to access the job market. At the same time, the evaluation found that VET has been supported by UNDP since ENPARD I, and that other projects on VET are being implemented. It is not possible to come to a clear conclusion on the added value of the VET courses because, while they are offered based on labour research surveys, it is not clear to what extent they provide an advantage to the job seeker over a person who has no such documentation.
Personal contacts appear to be more decisive than the VET for hiring job seekers, and although 2 113 people of which 1 559 women have benefitted from VET interventions under the IRDG, it is unclear how this has impacted on their employability. 
[bookmark: _Toc123233118]9.4.8. To what extent did the project contribute to the Improvement of environment, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action?

The project had a specific output (Output 3) dedicated to this objective. As reported in the RF, the two indicators were the number of hectares of forest and protected areas using sustainable climate resilient practices, and the number of households in rural areas benefitting from energy efficiency and climate-related benefits. Under the first component, the project supported the National Forestry Agency (NFA) in order to train taxation experts to undertake a high-quality forest inventory. 40 taxation experts including two women were trained, and the Taxation Training programme is expected to be officially recognised by the Ministry of Education next year. Started as an internship programme, the course has allowed to develop the institutional capacity and human resources in NFA, and anecdotal evidence shows that trained NFA staff in taxation is being hired by private companies as they offer a higher level of quality services in the job market. In addition for the Agency of Protected Areas (APA) 31 forest rangers were trained in enforcement of the forest management plan in protected areas.
Regarding the target households under the second indicator, these included a range of different EE aspects and the Green Matching Grants schemes. A number of beneficiaries were also identified on the basis of their vulnerability (disabled, minorities, women-headed households) and the provision of the benefits included different technologies, mostly solar panel installation.
In three municipalities (Khulo, Keda, Kazbegi) demonstration sites were established, where the population can obtain additional information on the costs and the technologies that have been used in the houses. With the support of the LAG, some demonstrations of EE were also done in school classroom (e.g. Lagodekhi). With the COVID-19 pandemic and the need to provide social support as part of the response, a number of EE interventions targeted households identified as vulnerable in the target municipalities. However, given the Georgian legislation provisions, if a beneficiary of a state subsidy also receives benefits from other organisation, she/he will lose the subsidies. Therefore, those targeted by the social component had to be vulnerable (e.g. disabled, belonging to minority groups, large households, etc.) but had to have some level of economic resources and not be registered as beneficiary of government subsidy programmes.
The evaluation found that NFA capacity development was a strong push towards improved environmental management, and that the household programmes allowed to both raise awareness about EE and also provide a needed environmentally friendly cost-reduction scheme for electricity and water supply, while in the case of house insulation, substantial savings were reported regarding firewood consumption.
In both cases the targets mentioned in the RF have been met.
[bookmark: _Toc123233119]9.4.9. What were the key challenges and shortfalls experienced during project implementation (e.g. COVID-19)?

The project had to face many challenges during implementation. The first was related to the project design, with a target coverage that was not informed by common needs or geographical similarities, or an area-based programme that would enable economies of scale of cross-municipality fertilisation and experience sharing. By having eight target municipalities scattered across the country with distinctive characteristics, UNDP had to undertake a thorough individual needs assessment in each municipality (through the MAR) in order to inform how it would proceed in each target location. Considering that every municipality had a different level of capacity, diverse needs and capabilities, this required a substantial level of preparation before the actual project implementation could be satisfactorily carried out. What worked in one municipality did not always work in another.
Similarly at the national level, the reform process of the national counterpart, MEPA and of the RDA, meant that the support to institutional reform had to be prepared and had to be under way to support the manner in which the interventions would be carried out downstream. In particular, the grant scheme that was implemented through RDA took a long time in the making and in its approval, thereby causing that a number of RDA grants are still in the inception stage and are not yet showing the expected results. This indicates that capacity development and technical support were required to prepare the Ministry and the institutions to deal with a new approach towards RD. While before MEPA used only the term of Agricultural Development, the project was able to introduce key concept in the terminology of the institutions and terms such as agricultural and non-agricultural rural development are now in the ARDS and in the reports from MEPA. While there remains a challenge to work on certain aspects where both ARD and RD share a fine line, and also between environmental aspects and agricultural aspects, such as for beekeeping, which require the support from expertise from different sectors, MEPA is now learning to deal not only with agriculture, but with non-agricultural RD and also how environmental concerns can be linked to RD objectives, through the third project output. 
One unforeseen challenge was the COVID-19 pandemic which, since 15 March 2020, caused the disruption of many activities as physical meetings and events had to be cancelled or postponed, and to the extent possible, moved to digital platforms and virtual means. This had a major incidence also on the administration of the grants. Initially the breakdown for cost-sharing was 50%, but with the socio-economic effects of the COVID-19 pandemic which sharply increased the level of vulnerability of the population, the decision to lower the co-funding to 20% proved instrumental in ensuring that the grants could be implemented in the project timeframe. UNDP showed adaptive capacity, together with the EU, MEPA and other stakeholders, to ensure that the IRDG could continue to commit to results by adapting its approach to the grants and with the development of social grants for vulnerable households.
A challenge which was also an opportunity was linked to the fact that the project design did not contain a full theory of change, or a clear roadmap on how the expected results were to be achieved. On the one hand this offered UNDP an opportunity to develop innovative and creative approaches, but on the other hand it proved more time consuming as different approaches had to be specifically targeted to each specific location in line with the existing needs, capacities and capabilities. The project had a high level of complexity which entailed a close monitoring and support from the project management team.
A challenge affecting the grant beneficiaries was the time allocated to submit all the necessary documentation to RDA (2 months). Given COVID-19 pandemic and sometimes the delays or administrative difficulties with some state agencies (e.g. the Forensic Bureau), a number of beneficiaries was not able to provide all the necessary document to secure the grant. Therefore some had to provide bank guarantees (which entailed additional costs to the beneficiary) and other could not be eligible for the grant. Sometimes there were issues with the audit firm selected by the beneficiaries which was not accepted by RDA, or the trustworthiness of proforma invoices submitted. The evaluation team was not able to triangulate how many grant beneficiaries were affected, but anecdotal evidence suggests that up to 13 grantees had to submit bank guarantees or were found not to be eligible for the grant.
Regarding the project management, despite a seemingly long period of five years to implement the project, the end of the project came quickly as many activities were still on-going or had just been started. It is not clear to the evaluation team why an additional six months no cost extension was not required as it would have facilitated the project implementation, particularly considering the seasonal aspects of all project related activities. For example, recent solar panel beneficiaries reported they still had to rely on electricity network as with bad weather energy generation of solar panels does not enable to cover the electrical needs for the business, so installation during spring instead of late autumn would have entailed substantial improvement in energy generation. Another aspect which also supports a longer timeframe is the fact that some service providers failed to deliver the promised materials on time, particularly in remote municipalities, something which negatively affected implementing partners, LAGs and beneficiaries. In certain cases the contract had to be cancelled as the contractor defaulted on its obligation. 
[bookmark: _Toc123233120]9.4.10. Has the project incorporated UN programming principles in its implementation (gender equality and women empowerment, HRBA, LNOB, disability) and if so, have they leverage specific results?

The project was not designed as a GEN3 project, meaning that in terms of Gender Equality and Women Empowerment (GEWE) it was not transformative project addressing GEWE at its centre. That said however, the project did attempt to incorporate GEWE to the best of its possibilities and in line with emerging opportunities in the various activities and interventions it supported. Both at the general level when holding events and in the staffing there were efforts to ensure that gender considerations were incorporated, and women participation was encouraged in all activities. The project undertook specific interventions targeting women and women-led organisations in various municipalities, with the support of local CSOs and LAGs. The data generated by the project and in the MEPA M&E database includes gender disaggregation to the extent possible (although some respondents from the IACC WG and RDC WG indicated that sometimes they do not have all the data in gender disaggregated form), but it would be incorrect to appraise the level of GEWE receptiveness from the project based only on the disaggregated statistics. Interviews with grant beneficiaries showed a majority of grants were actually involving more than one family member in the business. So even though women are underrepresented as grant beneficiaries in the statistics, the fact that the business is registered under a man’s name is no indication that women are not participating in the business, or even holding some management role in the business (particularly hotel and guest houses). Conversely, even though the grant may be ascribed to a woman, it does not entail that the business is solely undertaken by that person or without the support or management from other family members, women or men. Therefore it is important to understand that the actual numbers may not represent well the real involvement of women in the businesses and activities undertaken by the IRDG. Particularly in rural areas, women’s traditional role may be less visible than that of men, so they do not appear at the front of the business. But it would be an over-simplification to consider gender statistics as an indicator of women’s participation.
The evaluation considers that the project has done its best to include GEWE considerations and achieved an acceptable level of results. There have been initiatives promoting women-led businesses and women-specific activities, but there was no possibility for the evaluation to undertake an in-depth analysis of the gender mainstreaming in the project. Youth were given similar concern in order to involve them as much as possible. Considering the strong migration trends both within Georgia (from rural to urban) and from urban areas to other countries, the inclusion of youth and women as priority targets in rural communities was well founded in order to provide alternatives to migration through the creation of new business opportunities.
The Leave No One Behind (LNOB) programmatic principle is difficult to apply when working on developing entrepreneurship and local businesses. Not everyone can be a successful businessperson, so when targeting grant beneficiaries, there has to be some level of capacity linked to the previous experience of the grantee. This means that the project does not have as its primary target the most vulnerable population, since they would be the ones assisted through state programme and the most socioeconomically vulnerable. However, given the COVID-19 pandemic, a number of interventions were re-designed as social support and targeting vulnerable population in line with the government priorities. These included households of people with disabilities, minorities and large families. Again the effort to be inclusive was present in these interventions, to the extent possible. In addition, the lowering of the co-funding from 50 to 20% also allowed more socioeconomically disadvantaged persons to participate in the projects.
The other programmatic principle of Human Rights Based Approach was also applied during the project implementation. HRBA is closely linked to LNOB as often those excluded are those that do not have rights recognised. In various municipalities the targeting of non-Georgian minorities was specifically undertaken in the social interventions. The setting up of digital platforms provided a form of inclusion and participation for all types of population groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc123233121]9.5. Sustainability
[bookmark: _Toc123233122]9.5.1. Has the project implemented hand-over or exit strategies for the continuation of its benefits? If so with which results?

The IRDG has provided substantial support to technical capacity and capacity development at both national and local levels. It has strongly invested into the capacity development process and as result MEPA and RDA have achieved a substantial transformational change in terms of institutional capacity when dealing with RD. IRDG has equally supported local level efforts: its role with the LAGS and IPs was essential. For the LAGS, after the end of ENPARD II in 2020 the EU funding stopped, so the past two years were challenging in order to mobilize funds to support their activities. In this the funding and support from UNDP proved very important both for the needs of the municipalities and for ensuring that the LAG remained active and, in some municipalities, did not simply stop operating. At the same time, it is clear that in the majority of the municipalities the number of active LAG members has decreased since the end of EU funding. Now LAGs may be leaner but more efficient, and almost all LAGs interviewed reported having other projects and support from other donors, although these can be also small projects. But the financial survival of LAGS was a concern for a number of LAGs interviewed. The confirmation that MEPA will be providing funding to the LAGS in 2023 will contribute to the sustainability of the LAGs, even though the funding allocation may be a small one.  
At the municipal level, different municipalities have different funding sources, some have received large amount of donor funds and have been co-funding IRDG initiatives, while others have not. It is however evident that the municipalities have a strong interest in continuing the processes initiated with the IRDG, even though there is not a single model given the characteristics of each municipality. Most municipalities have a strong interest for infrastructural projects, and in some case the EE/RE projects were strongly appreciated (e.g. Ajara AR). Municipal capacities have developed their grant management capacity as the IRDG grants to municipalities put them in charge of the tender process, using the government procedures and systems. This was at times a cause of concern and entailed some delays, and in some municipalities, capacity limitations were experienced to provide timely implementation and oversight. But the process was useful and necessary and has contributed to capacity development of local partners through learning by doing. In this, municipalities, LAGs and IPs have all participated in this process of grant management. Capacity development also included the preparation and information campaigns in order to select the beneficiaries and the location of the interventions, so local partners have all been exposed to the support and training under the IRDG. They have the knowledge to continue leveraging funding for project implementation along the lines of the IRDG experience.
[bookmark: _Toc123233123]9.5.2. Are the institutional conditions at national level and in Ajara AR supporting the sustainability of the benefits?

MEPA will be providing funding for the LAGs from 2023 and this will contribute to the sustainability of the benefits. In Ajara AR, the government provided co-funding with EUR 203 200 for all five municipalities of Ajara AR, so there is an interest and commitment to pursue these efforts. With the results obtained during IRDG, it is likely that the process will continue even beyond the end of the project, although the institutional capacities may be less efficient without the support from the UNDP. At both national and Ajara AR levels, strategies have been developed and APs are being implemented. Support to MEPA and RDA in their institutional reform process means they are now better equipped and capacitated in fulfilling their respective roles, with a view on the Managing Authority and Paying Agency European models. The MEPA IT system and database is almost complete but needs targeted further support. Capacity for government inter-agency coordination has been strengthened through the creation of the IACC and RDC, as well as their respective WGs, at national and Ajara AR levels. The preparation of the annual reports shows evolving capacities of the MEPA. RDA has shown its grant management capacity. Some specific challenges remain to be addressed in the future namely:
· MEPA has to complete and finalize the database and its IT set up, in order to sustain the M&E system. It could consider developing dynamic annual reports (e.g. including recommendations and showing progress from year to year).
· MEPA could fine-tune its strategy including a better defined conceptual framework for RDS in which linkages between ARD, RDA and EP are explicitly addressed in the priorities
· RDA has developed grant management and oversight capacity. However it only monitors the grant disbursement and not the effectiveness of the grants (i.e. no outcome level indicators regarding the default rate, business survival rate, once the businesses are in operation), so that the only evidence of results is the grant amount disbursed and the number of jobs created. RDA could benefit from an integration of ex post grant monitoring to inform on the status of the businesses it funded two years after the completion of the grant project. This would also allow for a verification of the final number of jobs created since many business grant projects are still at the initial starting stage.
· RDA should develop better financial forecasting capacity to ensure that the UNDP (or other donor) tranche payment procedures does not affect its cash flow projection in order to disburse funds timely to the grant beneficiaries
· Review the procedures for vetting the audit firms selected by grant beneficiaries and define the specific requirements linked to an acceptable proforma invoice to avoid delays during grant management
· Municipalities depend on their capacity, human resources, access to information, and on decentralisation process to sustain the benefits. There is an important need to further develop their institutional capacities, although their handling of the direct IRDG grants means they have some hands-on experience in grant management. However, their capacity development is linked to the decentralisation process and should be closely integrated into the wider efforts of good governance and decentralisation.
· LAGs have shown to be active in most municipalities, with different dynamics across the different municipalities based on personalities and the membership of the LAGS. All shared sustainability concerns since the end of ENPARD II at the end of 2020 ended their funding. However, almost all LAGs indicated having expanded their funding sources. In some cases municipalities were able to provide funding to work on joint projects with LAGs.  The expected funding to LAGs from MEPA in 2023 is an important step contributing to their sustainability.
· AMAG: The Union of Citizens created through the Ajara AR Government was discussed but no persons from AMAG were met in the municipalities and when asked municipalities seemed disconnected from this structure and have no direct contacts with AMAG.
[bookmark: _Toc123233124]9.5.3. Is national ownership sufficiently developed to ensure sustainability?

As mentioned above the co-funding from the Ajara AR government indicates a strong ownership of the process. This is expected to continue although there are still uncovered needs that would benefit from the support from the UNDP. Similarly in other municipalities there are also opportunities to pursue further some initiatives, which may be done by the local authorities as long as there is enough support and oversight. So the willingness to pursue these efforts and the interest appear to be there. There is strong ownership at the national level, but the institutional capacity development process has yet to be fully completed and further support would increase the prospects of sustainability.
Even though the FE team did not receive specific information about the funding to UNDP under ENPARD IV, there is a possibility that UNDP may receive funding to pursue its institutional support and capacity development efforts, but reportedly in different municipalities than those of ENPARD III, so at the downstream level there would not be a continuation of the support, something which may indirectly negatively affect the sustainability of the local results.

10. [bookmark: _Toc123233125]Conclusions

IRDG was a large project with a high level of complexity, introducing a new approach to rural development through both upstream and downstream interventions and initiatives, with critical support to the institutional transformation and the capacity building of its major national partner, MEPA. As  a new ministry which took over the function of Environmental Protection and Agriculture, there was a challenge in the definition of the work stream that would be pursued by the non-agricultural rural development which forms the heart of the IRDG project. An informal technical agreement was reached with FAO, who is implementing another part of the ENPARD III funding in support of agriculture, to avoid overlap and in order to help MEPA address the two aspects of agricultural and non-agricultural rural development. Considering that certain activities, such as beekeeping and honey production, also involve environmental considerations, the project took place in a complex conceptual scenario in which MEPA had to receive support to adjust to its new structure while also developing its capacity to implement the project and address both aspects of agricultural and non-agricultural rural development, while also learning to address the aspects related to the environmental component under output 3 of the project. In many ways, this was an innovative approach that provided substantial learning by doing and should be further supported.
The main reference framework for the country is now the EU AA and all the efforts supporting the institutions toward meeting the EU standards are deemed to be a priority. The support to MEPA in its role as Managing Authority, and the preparation of RDA as Paying Agency in line with the EU structures, have been essential in the reform, transformation and evolution of both MEPA and RDA. The IRDG has played a catalytic role in institutional capacity development, and has also developed a comprehensive database which allows evidence based policy making and the monitoring of policies, action plans and other programmes for MEPA. UNDP has played a key role in this and despite the difficulties and complexities of the task, it has been able to provide the needed support to the national counterparts. One key asset was the project manager who, as a former deputy minister in the Ministry of Agriculture, was fully cognisant of the needs and priorities of the Ministry and its institutions. Another asset was the quality of the project staff and that of the experts that were contracted to provide technical support in range of aspects, since this has been systematically recognised by the Key Informants interviewed by the evaluation. At the downstream level UNDP also was able to undertake a very wide range of diverse interventions, projects and initiatives in partnership with municipalities, LAGS and IPs in order to support interventions in both the economic sector and in capacity development of the local partners, using a participatory and bottom-up approach that was highly appreciated.
In March 2020 the declaration of the COVID-19 pandemic also required a review of the implementation modalities and UNDP, with the support of its donor, the EU, and national partners, reviewed the grant modalities to lower the amount of co-funding necessary from 50% to 20%, something which was highly appreciated and allowed a much larger number of beneficiaries to participate in the different grants provided. UNDP showed adaptive management and also included social interventions to mitigate the negative socio-economic effects of the pandemic. Innovative solutions were sought, and some new concepts emerged which were tested in some pilot locations, such as the Green Matching Grants, the Smart Villages, etc. although there was no clear roadmap for such new approaches. UNDP could have taken advantage of these concepts to turn them into visible marketing products. In the environment sector, a large number of households were exposed to energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies, and the single most successful approach, judging by the demand for such an intervention, was the establishment of solar panels to generate electricity. Other environmental aspects were also introduced (solar water heaters, solar air heaters, insulation) but with less public interest than the solar panel installation. UNDP mixed various types of projects at the local level, using different partnerships: municipalities, LAGs, IPs (including local CBOs) that all benefitted from the hands-on experience and support from the UNDP.
[bookmark: _Hlk121941831]The level of commitment to results and the attitude, open communication, availability, responsiveness, flexibility of the UNDP project team has allowed, despite some difficulties and different levels of results according to the locations and the pilots tested, to obtain a remarkably high average rating of over 4.8 out of 5 from 82 Key Informants from the GoG, Ajara AR government, national and local institutions, municipalities, LAGs and IPs, regarding their overall level of satisfaction with the UNDP. This kind of result is only possible when the project team has demonstrated commitment and provided excellent support to its stakeholders, and even if some of the interventions had to be cancelled or some service providers did not perform according to the contracts, Key Informants did not blame UNDP for this, as it was understood that it was not due to their negligence or lack of willingness to help.  A frank and open communication channel has enabled to create a trusting relationship within a win/win approach for all project partners.
Despite a geographical area of intervention in eight municipalities which did not facilitate synergies or economies of scale, IRDG was able to carry out 663 interventions or projects or initiatives across a wide typology of schemes which contributed to rural development from different perspectives: socioeconomic, through income generation and job creation, but also in the environment sector, with the introduction of new technologies, and institutional support to improve the governance mechanisms of local rural development efforts.
The broad scope of the project allowed UNDP to show flexibility during the project implementation, the IRDG was able to successfully carry out the large majority of its activities, with full marks in the support provided at the upstream level. It could and should be able to define better strategically its key results areas to avoid possible dispersion when looking at the transformational changes and improve reporting on the outcomes it is supporting.
While the project Results framework contains impact indicators beyond the reach of the IRDG project, qualitative analysis indicates that the project has performed quite well despite numerous challenges. Possibly and given the delays linked to COVID-19 and implementation of the grants, a no cost extension could have yielded event better results for grantees. 
Most of the improvements regarding the project should take place at the design level. It is understood that there will be under ENPARD IV additional funding for RD and UNDP may be receiving part of these funds, but the target municipalities will change, and other geographical areas will be selected. If this is the case, then the main thrust of the support from UNDP in the following phase should be the consolidation of capacity development and institutional reform in MEPA and in support of RDA, with limited downstream interventions. Most of the efforts will therefore focus on the policy level as the grant component may be very small. 
Taking into consideration this information, recommendations are made in the following section.
11. [bookmark: _Toc123233126]Recommendations

To the UNDP:
For this type of project
1. Clarify conceptual frameworks and ensure proper terminology in the project documents to avoid misunderstandings in line with Project Cycle Management and Results-Base Management definitions
2. Modify reporting from the current activity and calendar based descriptive narratives to outcome-based results showing analysis and explanation of the transformational changes obtained and their process 
3. Define and package new concepts tested in line with a marketing approach, defining its contents and ensuring its visibility (e.g. smart village concept) so it can be replicated and upscaled when successful
4. Facilitate RBM training for UNDP staff and especially reporting for results
5. Increase coordination and information sharing across projects in different areas of practice to leverage potential synergies (e.g. in VET projects, or local governance)
6. Spend more efforts to link IPs between them to better benefit from synergies within the project
For a potential future phase under ENPARD IV
1) Place a technical assistant in MEPA and/or RDA to consolidate institutional capacity development in their reform process, or if a new project is funded, provide continued support to MEPA and RDA
2) Use an RBM expert as facilitator to engage on the review and vetting of the Results Framework and its indicators to share a common vision of the expected results amongst key project stakeholders during the design phase
3) Provide technical and analytical support to fine-tune policy documents and their alignment to best practices for MEPA
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resp. Category # meetings # persons

UNDP 7 9

Other UN 1 3

GoG (MEPA, RDA, Parl) 11 12

Govt AR 2 2

ARDC Nat 1 1

LAG 8 9

municipalities 8 17

IPS 3 5

EU 1 1

total 42 59
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1 Total Investment (GEL) of ENPARD III Total Investment (GEL)

1.1. ENPARD Investement (GEL)                    19.071.393,91 

1.2 Co financed by Beneficiaries/Private Sector (GEL)                      3.753.444,60 

1.3 Co-financed by Local Government (GEL) 522100,52

Total Investment                    23.346.939,03 

2. Total # of funded Initiatives under ENPARD III # of initiatives*  Total Investment (GEL) 

2.1 Tota# of funded initiatives  663                                 19.071.393,91 

2.2 Women Led  initiatives  13                                       484.099,56 

2.2 Youth Led initiatives 85                                       974.073,25 

2.3 Initiatives led by minority groups 13                                       923.221,47 

Disagragation By Direction and Sectors 

3 Commercial (Business) # of initiatives*  Total Investment (GEL) 

3.1 Agriculture Production and Processing  1                                         44.697,36 

3.2  Tourism  31                                   2.632.131,15 

3.3  Non-agriculture production and services  237                                   7.792.262,72 

Total Commercial  269                                 10.469.091,23 

4  Social  # of initiatives*  Total Investment (GEL) 

4.1 Community infrastructure 6                                       624.517,41 

4.2 Education, Sport, culture 69                                   1.925.904,51 

4.3 health and social services 2                                         64.600,00 

Total Social  77                                   2.615.021,92 

5 Enviroment and Natural resourse management  # of initiatives*  Total Investment (GEL) 

Total Environmental and NRM 379                                   5.987.280,76 
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Services/Work Description: Final Evaluation of ENPARD III UNDP “Improving Rural Development in Georgia” Project.



Project/Programme Title: Improving Rural Development in Georgia/IRDG



Consultancy Title: International Consultant for Final Evaluation of ENPARD III UNDP “Improving Rural Development in Georgia” Project.



Duty Station: Home-based on mission trips to Tbilisi/Batumi and the project Target Municipalities.



Duration: 45 w/days for the period of October – December 2022.



Expected start date: October 2022

1. Background and context



[bookmark: _Hlk528912995]The signing of the Association Agreement (AA) with the EU in June 2014 (http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-14-430_en.htm) earmarked a new stage of cooperation between the EU and Georgia. The AA aims to deepen political and economic relations between the EU and Georgia and to gradually integrate Georgia into the EU’s internal market. This entails, as one element, creating a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area between the EU and Georgia.



Article 333 of the Association Agreement (Cooperation between the Parties in the field of agriculture and rural development) provides the clauses on ‘facilitating the mutual understanding of agricultural and rural development policies. Article 332 of the Association Agreement states that the “Parties shall cooperate to promote agricultural and rural development, in particular through progressive convergence of policies and legislation”. A National Rural Development Strategy elaboration process has been supported by FAO and UNDP and with UNDP’s support to the Ajara Autonomous Republic of Georgia within the framework of the EU-supported European Neighbourhood Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development (ENPARD). The government of Georgia approved the first-ever National Rural Development Strategy (Programme) in December 2016, which provided the country’s vision for the coming years (2017-2020) in key areas of rural development – growth and diversification of local economies, improvement of social and public services, increase of employment and sustainable use of national resources. The strategy represents a new approach to rural development in Georgia grounded on the European Union practice and the EU MS knowledge and experience in this field. It aims to support Georgia’s sustainable economic development through enhanced social-economic activities in rural areas and improved living conditions for the rural population. 



The adoption of the national strategy was followed by the establishment of an Inter-Agency Coordination Council (hereinafter referred to as IACC) for Rural Development which is led by the Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture of Georgia. The Ajara Rural Development Strategy approved by the Government of Autonomous Republic (AR) was followed by the establishment of the Agriculture Rural Development Council of Ajara (hereinafter referred to as ARDC) which is chaired by the head of the Ajara AR Government.



Both Councils coordinate the implementation of rural development policies and promote cooperation and coordination between and among its members. The membership of IACC and ARDC involves representatives from various state agencies/line ministries, grouped under the 3 pillars of the Rural Development Strategy: economic, environmental, and social. Thematic Working Groups were established to contribute to advances in knowledge about rural development and enable the Strategy and respective Action Plans to become more effective in terms of delivering sustainable rural development outcomes.



Due to structural and functional reorganization of the Government of Georgia, announced in November 2017 and implemented in December 2017, followed by the second wave of Government reshuffle announced by the newly appointed Prime Minister in June 2018, and finalized in September 2018 (changes in the Law of Georgia on the Structure, Authority, and Rules of Operation of the Government of Georgia), the composition of the Inter-Agency Coordination Council (IACC) changed. Also, the counterpart Ministry was affected. The environment component of the Ministry of Environment and Natural Recourses Protection has been merged with the Ministry of Agriculture to form the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Agriculture (MEPA). This change resulted in challenges in terms of reconstituting institutional arrangements and functional distribution, but the change also facilitates the cooperation with MEPA concerning the implementation of the environmental component of the project Improving Rural Development in Georgia (IRDG) under the EU ENPARD III program. 



Project “Improving Rural Development in Georgia”, which is part of a wider 77.5 million EUR support program (ENPARD III), was launched in January 2018 with the end date of November 2022. The project budget is 10,083,200 EUR o/w 10,000,000.00 EUR is funded by the European Union and 83,200.00 EUR is co-financed by Ajara Government. UNDP is the EU implementing partner of the ENPARD III Programme in Georgia, including Ajara AR. The main objective of the given project is to assist the Georgian government in eradicating poverty, promoting sustainable and inclusive growth, and consolidating and improving democratic and economic governance.  



In line with the Action Document for ENPARD III[footnoteRef:2], the expected impact of the project is to improve employment and living conditions because of better quality and quantity of available rural services for the rural population in Georgia [2:  Action Document for ENPARD III, constituting the work programme for grants in the sense of Article 128 (1) of the Financial Regulation (Regulation (EU, Euratom) No 966/2102) I the following section concerning calls for proposals: 5.4.1 Grants; call for proposals “Support to development in disadvantaged rural regions of Georgia” (direct management)] 




The expected outcome of the project is that more diverse rural services are delivered to a population in a more efficient, effective, and sustainable manner. The project will be complementary to the "FAO support to Georgian agricultural sector under ENPARD III", which will deliver agricultural services to the rural population in the same target areas.



On this basis, the results framework of the project is designed to ensure that the content of the RDS and RDAP, nationwide and for the Ajara region, remain relevant and that they are implemented, monitored, and evaluated in the most relevant, efficient, effective, and sustainable way. 



In this respect, the project is expected to deliver the following outputs: 



1. Improved governance for effective implementation of the Rural Development Strategy (RDS), Rural Development Action Plan (RDAP), and related programs

2. Improved rural economic diversification, employment, and services

3. Improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources, and climate action

4. Improved rural development governance and economic diversification, environment, natural resources, and climate action in Ajara autonomous region.



The project strives to achieve 4 outputs: 



Output 1/ Improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP, and related programs



The target results for this output are:

1.1: More relevant rural development strategies, plans, and programs adopted and implemented 

1.2: Improved governance and coordination mechanisms for rural development    



Output 2/ Improved rural economic diversification, employment, and services



The target results for this output are:

2.1: Targeted interventions delivered in the 6 rural development areas supported by ENPARD for improved rural economic diversification, employment, and services 

2.2: Best practice models and innovative practices are shared across the target areas



Output 3/ Improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources, and climate action



The target results for this output are:

3.1: Targeted interventions delivered in the 6 rural development areas supported by ENPARD for the environment, the protection and sustainable management of natural resources, and climate action

3.2: Promotion and public awareness campaigns on sustainable management of natural resources, disaster risk management, and use of renewable and alternative sources of energy



Output 4/ Improved rural development governance and economic diversification, environment, natural resources, and climate action in Ajara autonomous region



The target results for this output are:

4.1: Improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP, and related programs in Ajara AR 

4.2: Improved rural economic diversification, employment, and services in Ajara AR

4.3: Improved environment, sustainable management of natural resources, and climate action in Ajara AR



UNDP is the leading development partner to key public institutions on the National and Ajara AR levels, including the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Agriculture of Georgia, Ministry of Regional Development, and Infrastructure, Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development, Ajara Government (Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development Council).



Additional information on the project can be accessed at https://www.ge.undp.org/content/georgia/en/home/projects/ENPARD-3/.
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		Improving Rural Development in Georgia (IRDG)



		Atlas ID

		00097870



		Corporate outcome and output

		· UNDP Strategic Plan 2018-2021: Outcome 1. Eradicate poverty in all its forms and dimensions

· UNPSD (former UNDAF) 2016-2020: Outcome 3: Growth and development are inclusive and sustainable, creating employment and livelihoods for the poor and excluded

· Country Programme Document 2016-2020: Outcome 1 (same as UNPSD outcome 3 above)
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2. Evaluation purpose, scope, and objectives



[bookmark: _Hlk528913063]UNDP Georgia is looking for an International Consultant (Team Leader) to perform the Final Evaluation (FE) of the project ENPARD III UNDP “Improving Rural Development in Georgia” (IRDG) project.



The overall purpose of the proposed assignment is to assess progress (and challenges), measure achievement of the project results, assess gaps and lessons learned, and provide recommendations to guide the design and implementation of the next phase of the project.



The specific objectives of the Final Evaluation (FE) are:



· To evaluate the project’s objectives and target results.

· To evaluate how much delivered activities of the project enabled achieving its objectives and delivering its intended outputs, outcome, and impact.

· To assess the effectiveness, efficiency, and added value of the project in terms of achieved outputs and results and its contribution to Country Program Document (CPD) outcome, EU ENPARD III and EU Results Framework.

· To Evaluate the contribution of the project to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

· To provide results, findings, recommendations, lessons learned, and good practices. 



In parallel to this consultancy assignment, a final review will be conducted to collect, analyze, and provide information on the results of Improving Rural Development in Georgia in the Dimensions of 1. Evidenced Decisions; 2. EU Style ARD Governance; 3. Bottom-up; 4. Coordinated IACC Actions; 5. Diversification, employment, and services; 6. Forests; 7. Energy Efficiency (EE)/Renewable Energy (RE). The consultant will be required to incorporate the findings of this evaluation into its final consultancy deliverables. 



The scope of work for consultancy will include, but may not be limited to: 

1. Evaluate all relevant sources of information, such as the project document, project reports, project files, national strategic and legal documents, contractors, and UNDP implementing partners’ files, records, management, and clients’ responses, and any other materials that the evaluator considers useful for this evidence-based assessment.

2. Elaborate an evaluation matrix with evaluation criteria, the related evaluation questions (and, where needed, sub-questions), the data sources required to answer the questions, the data collection, and data analysis methods.

3. Familiarize himself/herself with current standings of rural development in Georgia and Ajara as well as with the latest developments and achievements within the ENPARD III UNDP IRDG project.

4. Frame the evaluation effort using the criteria of (a) relevance; (b) coherence; (c)     effectiveness; (d) efficiency; and (e) sustainability (including cross-cutting topics: Human Rights, Gender Equality, and Disability) with the particular attention to the EU ENPARD III and EU Results’ Framework. The evaluation must provide evidence‐based information that is credible, reliable, and useful. The evaluator is expected to follow a participatory and consultative approach ensuring close engagement with government counterparts, UNDP Country Office, the project team, and other key stakeholders. 

5. Analyze the key objectives of the project and assess to what extent these objectives have been achieved.

6. Evaluate the overall scope ENPARD III UNDP IRDG project will contribute to the ultimate objective of rural development in Georgia and the Ajara Autonomous Republic, including EU ENPARD III and EU Results’ Framework.

7. Assess the effectiveness of the ENPARD III UNDP IRDG project`s interventions/initiatives in achieving its stated objectives and contributing to the relevant outcomes as stated in the project document, including EU ENPARD III and EU Results’ Framework.

8. Select the key stakeholders and hold discussions with them. Develop interview forms, questionnaires, and other forms of communication tools for facilitating discussions and documenting stakeholders positioning towards ENPARD III UNDP IRDG project goals and results.

9. Evaluate/collate evidence of what has worked and what has not worked (and why) from ENPARD III UNDP IRDG project initiatives, as well as programming approaches and strategies yielding the most effective results in line with EU ENPARD III and EU Results’ Framework.

10. Identify and describe key factors that contributed to the improvements in the prospects of the sustainability of project outputs/outcome/impact.

11. The evaluation report must include a chapter providing a set of conclusions, recommendations, and Lessons Learnt.

12. Recommend measures likely to lead to improvements, adjustments to the implementation approach, and alternatives to inform design of the next phase of the project.

13. Assess whether the project had an appropriate strategy for knowledge transfer and describe the results of this strategy to date.

14. Analyze the project’s contribution to UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

15. Prepare a Draft FE Report providing descriptive overviews, laying out the facts, outlining early impact/sustainability, lessons learned, and providing conclusions and recommendations.

16. Finalize an FE Report based on solicited feedback from the UNDP team and key stakeholders.

17. Present (including PPT presentation of FE Results, Findings, Recommendations, and Lessons Learnt) the documents at a national consultation and donors.



During the assignment period, an International Consultant (Team Leader) is expected to be based at home on mission trips to Tbilisi/Batumi and in target municipalities of Georgia according to needs.



3. Evaluation criteria and key guiding questions



[bookmark: _Hlk14274081]The incumbent will be tasked to evaluate according to the five OECD-DAC evaluation criteria: (a) relevance; (b) coherence; (c) effectiveness; (d) efficiency; and (e) sustainability (including Human Rights, Gender Equality and Disability).



Relevance/ Coherence



· To what extent was the project in line with national development priorities, country program outputs and outcomes, the UNDP Strategic Plan, and the SDGs?

· To what extent were lessons learned from other relevant projects considered in the design?

· To what extent were perspectives of men and women who could affect the outcomes, and those who could contribute information or other resources to the attainment of stated results, considered during project design processes?

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



Effectiveness



· To what extent were the project outputs, outcome and impact achieved, considering men, women, and vulnerable   groups?

· What factors have contributed to achieving, or not, intended country program outputs and outcomes?

· To what extent has UNDP Georgia’s partnerships with all respective stakeholders been appropriate and effective?

· What factors contributed to effectiveness or ineffectiveness?

· In which areas does the project have the greatest achievements? Why and what have been the supporting factors? How can the project build on or expand these achievements?

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

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

· Are the project objectives and outputs clear, practical, and feasible within its frame? Do they address women, men, and vulnerable groups?

· To what extent have different stakeholders been involved in project implementation?

· To what extent are project management and implementation participatory, and is this participation of men, women, and vulnerable groups contributing towards the achievement of the project objectives?

· To what extent has the project been appropriately responsive to the needs of the national constituents (men, women, other groups) and changing partner priorities?



Efficiency



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

· To what extent have the IRDG project implementation strategy and execution been efficient and cost-effective?

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

· To what extent have resources been used efficiently? Have activities supported the strategy been cost-effective?

· To what extent have project funds and activities been delivered in a timely manner?

· To what extent do the M&E systems utilized by UNDP Georgia ensure effective and efficient project management?



Sustainability



· Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize the sustainability of project outputs/outcome/impact affecting women, men, and vulnerable groups?

· To what extent will targeted men, women and vulnerable people benefit from the project interventions in the long term?

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

· Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize the sustainability of project outputs and the project contributions to country program outputs and outcomes?

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

· To what extent did UNDP actions pose an environmental threat to the sustainability of project outputs, possibly affecting project beneficiaries (men and women) negatively? What is the chance that the level of stakeholder ownership will be sufficient to allow for the project benefits to be sustained?

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

· To what extent do stakeholders (men, women, vulnerable groups) support the project’s long-term objectives?

· To what extent are lessons learned documented by the project team continually and shared with appropriate parties who could learn from the project?

· To what extent do IRDG interventions have well-designed and well-planned exit strategies which include a gender dimension?

· What could be done to strengthen exit strategies and sustainability to support female and male project beneficiaries as well as marginalized groups?



 Human rights

· To what extent have poor, indigenous, and physically challenged, women, men, and other disadvantaged and marginalized groups benefited from the work of IRDG/UNDP in the country?



Gender equality



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

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

· To what extent has the project promoted positive changes in gender equality and the empowerment of women? Did any unintended effects emerge for women, men, or vulnerable groups?

· To what extent were resources used to address inequalities in general, and gender issues in particular?



Disability



· Were persons with disabilities consulted and meaningfully involved in program planning and implementation?

· What proportion of the beneficiaries of a program were persons with disabilities?

· What barriers did persons with disabilities face?

· Was a twin-track approach adopted?[footnoteRef:3] [3:  The twin-track approach combines mainstream programmes and projects that are inclusive of persons with disabilities as well as programmes and projects that are targeted towards persons with disabilities. It is an essential element of any strategy that seeks to mainstream disability inclusion successfully. Also, see chapter 9 of the Technical Notes. Entity Accountability Framework. United Nations Disability and Inclusion Strategy: https://www.un.org/en/disabilitystrategy/resources] 




4. Methodology



[bookmark: _Hlk528916522]The International Consultant (Team Leader) will work together with the project team in the preparation of a methodology to answer the key research questions outlined above, as well as any other pertinent questions that may arise to adequately assess the overall picture. The incumbent must consider the UNDP Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines and relevant programmatic documents, which will be supplied to the consultant at the beginning of the assignment. The evaluation methods provided below are indicative only. The international consultant should review the methodology and propose the final methods and data collection tools as part of the inception report. The methods and tools should adequately address the issues of gender equality and social inclusion. The final methodology should be approved by UNDP.



Evaluation should employ a combination of qualitative and quantitative evaluation methods and instruments. The evaluator must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. The evaluator is expected to follow a participatory and consultative approach that ensures close engagement with the evaluation managers, implementing partners, and male and female direct beneficiaries. 



The FE will utilize two major forms of research: background and primary. 



1. Background research:



a) Document Review of all relevant project documentation: Project document (contribution agreement); Theory of change and results’ framework; Programme and project quality assurance reports; Annual work plans; Activity designs; Consolidated quarterly and annual reports; Results-oriented monitoring report; Highlights of project board meetings; Technical/financial monitoring reports.



2. Primary research – aimed at forming new knowledge by collecting information through:



a) Key informant interviews (KIIs), semi-structured interviews, stakeholder consultations, and other participatory methods. In parallel, surveys conducted including male and female participants in various IRDG project initiatives/interventions, IACC/ARDC working groups’ members, and/or surveys and questionnaires to other stakeholders at strategic and programmatic levels. 

b) Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with men and women, beneficiaries, different Government and non‐government institutions, donors, and external stakeholders.



The final methodological approach including the interview schedule, field visits, and data to be used in the evaluation should be clearly outlined in the inception report and fully discussed and agreed upon between UNDP, key stakeholders, and the evaluators. 



Gender analysis should also be incorporated in the final report to measure how gender aspects have been incorporated in the project implementation and to what extent the project contributes to promotion of gender equality in the project areas. The evaluation team needs to develop more detailed methodology on gender analysis and incorporate it in the inception report.



The Final Report will include a section for evidence-based conclusions, in light of the findings. Additionally, the Evaluation team is expected to make recommendations to the Project Team. 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. The Evaluation Team should make no more than 15 recommendations total.



The International Consultant (Team Leader) will develop a report with the assessment of the Project performance in close cooperation with UNDP and the EU. UNDP Georgia will provide the consultant with a list of key stakeholders, and a draft schedule of the meetings and will facilitate communication of the consultant with EU, MEPA Georgia and Ajara Government, and the Project Beneficiaries. UNDP will also support the consultant in arranging transportation, hotel reservations, an organization of workshops, the arrangement of meetings, etc.)



5. Evaluation products (deliverables)



		Date

		Deliverable 

		% Of the Lump Sum



		October 25, 2022

		· Inception report including the evaluation matrix, evaluation methodology, and evaluation plan

		40%



		December 31, 2022

		· A draft FE report prepared per template provided in Annex 1 FE Evaluation report

· Final FE Evaluation report and presentation for the dissemination workshop.

		60%







6. Evaluation team composition and required competencies



[bookmark: _Hlk14274360]The International Consultant (team leader) will work in cooperation with the local Consultant (to be hired locally by the project) on this assignment. 



Required Qualifications and competencies for International Consultant (Team Leader) envisage the following: 



Education:

· At least Master’s degrees (or equivalent) in Economics, Agriculture/Rural, business, Sociology, Social Policy, Public Policy or Analysis, or related discipline; minimum requirement.



[bookmark: _Hlk530036810]Experience



· At least 10 years of practical experience in a similar professional role (i.e., Consultant/ Evaluator for the projects); minimum requirement

· Experience in evaluation of at least two projects related to agriculture and/or rural development: minimum requirement.

· Demonstrated Working experience in areas of agriculture and/or rural development would be an asset.

· At least 15 projects on conducting baseline, mid-term, and final evaluations, out of which at least 3 are in an international setting (minimum requirement). 

· Familiarity with the region (particularly Georgia), its overall governance features, development needs, and directions.

· Knowledge of evaluation methodologies.

· Experience of working in Georgia and/or knowledge of the region’s context is an asset.

· Experience with the UN organization is an asset. 

· Fluency in written and spoken English.



Language:



· Excellent command of written and spoken English

Corporate Competencies:

· Demonstrates integrity by modeling the UN’s values and ethical standards. 

· Understanding the mandate and the role of UNDP would be an asset.

· Promotes the vision, mission, and strategic goals of UNDP.

· Displays cultural, gender, religion, race, nationality, and age sensitivity and adaptability.

· Treats all people fairly without favoritism.



Functional competencies:

· Strong communication and analytical skills.

· Demonstrated skills in drafting reports.

· Ability to work under pressure with several tasks and various deadlines.

· Actively generates creative, practical approaches and solutions to overcome challenging situations.

· Excellent writing, and presentation/public speaking skills. 

· A pro-active approach to problem-solving.

· Computer literacy.



Leadership and Self-Management skills:

· Builds strong relationships with the working group and with the project partners; focuses on impact and results for the project partners and responds positively to feedback.

· Cooperates with the working group effectively and demonstrates strong conflict resolution skills.

· Consistently approaches work with energy, positivity, and a constructive attitude.

· Demonstrates strong influencing and facilitation skills.

· Remains calm, in control, and good-humored under pressure.

· Demonstrates openness to change, new ideas, and ability to manage ambiguity.

· Demonstrates strong oral and written communication skills.

· Demonstrates ability to transfer knowledge and competencies.

· Can work independently and manage competing priorities.



7. Evaluation ethics



This evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in the UNEG ‘Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation’. The consultant must safeguard the rights and confidentiality of information providers, interviewees, and stakeholders through measures to ensure compliance with legal and other relevant codes governing the collection of data and reporting on data. The consultant must also ensure the security of collected information before and after the evaluation and protocols to ensure anonymity and confidentiality of sources of information where that is expected. The information knowledge and data gathered in the evaluation process must also be solely used for the evaluation and not for other uses with the express authorization of UNDP and partners.” 



The evaluation consultants will be held to the highest ethical standards and are required to sign a Code of Conduct (Annex 3) upon acceptance of the assignment.



8. Implementation arrangements



The principal responsibility for managing this mid-term evaluation resides with the UNDP CO in Georgia and namely its Commissioning Unit, represented by the Democratic Governance Team Leader and M&E Specialist. 

[bookmark: _Hlk14274483]

The consultant will directly report to the Commissioning Unit of UNDP during the implementation of the evaluation. The evaluator team will be directly responsible for, reporting to, seeking approval from, and obtaining a certificate of acceptance of outputs from the Commissioning Unit. The final report will be signed off by Deputy Resident Representative of UNDP CO.



The Project team will be responsible for providing required information, furnishing documents for evaluation to the consultant. They will also be responsible for the logistic arrangements of the evaluation, for setting up stakeholder interviews, arranging field visits, coordinating with the Government etc



During the Final Evaluation (FE), the evaluation team  is expected to interact with/interview the implementing partners of the “Improving Rural Development in Georgia” project, including the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Agriculture of Georgia (including the IACC Secretariat and the Department of Food Safety and Rural Development), Inter-Agency Coordination Council (IACC) Ajara Government (Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development Council) and other line ministries, public agencies, and civil society organizations (including LAGs, AMAGs), whose list and contact details will be provided to the service provider by the commencement of the contract.


9. The time frame for the evaluation process



It is expected that the evaluation will be conducted no later than October-December 2022, for 45 working days. 



		ACTIVITY

		ESTIMATED

# OF DAYS

		DATE OF COMPLETION

		PLACE

		RESPONSIBLE PARTY



		Phase One: Desk review and inception report



		Meeting briefing with UNDP (Team Leader/national program manager and project staff)

		-

		1 - 7 October 2022

		Remote

		M&E Coordinator and Technical Support Staff



		Sharing of the relevant documentation with the evaluation team

		-

		1 - 7 October 2022

		Via email

		M&E Coordinator and Technical Support Staff



		Desk review, Evaluation design, methodology, and updated workplan

including the list of stakeholders to be interviewed

		10 days

		7 - 20 October 2022

		Home-based

		Evaluation Team



		Submission of the inception report

(15 pages maximum)

		-

		20 October 2022

		Via email

		Evaluation team



		Comments and approval of inception report

		-

		25 October 2022

		UNDP

		Team Leader/national program manager, M&E Coordinator, and Technical Support Staff



		Phase Two: Data-collection mission



		Consultations and field visits, in-depth interviews, and focus groups

		16 days

		27 October to 17 November 2022

		In-country



With field visits

		UNDP to organize with local project partners, project staff, local

authorities, NGOs, etc.



		Debriefing to UNDP and key stakeholders

		1 day

		17 November 2022

		In-country

		Evaluation team



		Phase Three: Evaluation report writing



		Preparation of draft evaluation report (50 pages maximum excluding annexes), executive summary (4-5 pages)

		12 days

		17 November to 10 December 2022

		Home-based

		Evaluation team



		Draft report submission

		-

		10 December 2022

		Home-based

		Evaluation team



		Consolidated UNDP and stakeholder comments to the draft report

		-

		20 December 2022

		UNDP

		Evaluation manager and evaluation reference

Group 



		Debriefing with UNDP

		1 day

		23 December 2022

		Remotely UNDP

		UNDP, evaluation reference group, stakeholders, and

evaluation team



		Finalization of the evaluation report incorporating additions and

comments provided by project staff and UNDP country office and Submission of the final evaluation report to UNDP country office (50 pages maximum excluding executive summary and annexes)

		5 days

		29 December 2022

		Home-based

		Evaluation team



		Estimated total days for the evaluation

		45

		

		

		








10. Application submission process and criteria for selection



As required by the program unit.



11. TOR annexes



Annex #1: 



Evaluation matrix (suggested as a deliverable to be included in the inception report). An evaluation matrix is a tool that evaluators create as a map and reference in planning and conducting an evaluation. It also serves as a useful tool for summarizing and visually presenting the evaluation design and methodology for discussions with stakeholders. It details evaluation questions that the evaluation will answer, data sources, data collection and analysis tools or methods appropriate for each data source, and the standard or measure by which each question will be evaluated. Table 5 provides a sample evaluation matrix template.



		Relevant evaluation criteria

		Key questions

		Specific sub-questions

		Data sources

		Data collection methods/

tools

		Indicators/ success standards

		Methods for data analysis



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		





Table 5. Sample evaluation matrix





[bookmark: _Hlk528914173]











Annex #2:

Evaluation Report Template



This evaluation report template is intended to serve as a guide for preparing meaningful, useful, and credible evaluation reports that meet quality standards. It does not prescribe a definitive section-by-section format that all evaluation reports should follow. Rather, it suggests the content that should be included in a quality evaluation report. 



The evaluation report should be complete and logically organized. It should be written clearly and understandable to the intended audience. In a country context, the report should be translated into local languages whenever possible. The report should also include the following:



1. Title and opening pages—Should provide the following basic information:

· Name of the evaluation intervention

· Timeframe of the evaluation and date of the report

· Countries of the evaluation intervention

· Names and organizations of evaluators

· Name of the organization commissioning the evaluation

· Acknowledgments



2. Table of contents—Including boxes, figures, tables, and annexes with page references.



3. List of acronyms and abbreviations



4. Executive summary (4-page maximum); A stand-alone section of two to three pages that should:

· Briefly describe the intervention of the evaluation (the project(s), program (s), policies, or other intervention) that was evaluated.

· Explain the purpose and objectives of the evaluation, including the audience for the evaluation and the intended uses.

· Describe the key aspect of the evaluation approach and methods.

· Summarize principal findings, conclusions, and recommendations. 

· Including the evaluators' quality standards and assurance ratings



5. Introduction

· Explain why the evaluation was conducted (the purpose), why the intervention is being evaluated now, and why it addressed the questions it did. 

· Identify the primary audience or users of the evaluation, what they wanted to learn from the evaluation and why, and how they are expected to use the evaluation results.  

· Identify the intervention of the evaluation (the project(s) program (s) policies, or other intervention—see the upcoming section on intervention.)  

· Acquaint the reader with the structure and contents of the report and how the information contained in the report will meet the purposes of the evaluation and satisfy the information needs of the report’s intended users. 



6. Description of the intervention—Provides the basis for report users to understand the logic and assess the merits of the evaluation methodology and understand the applicability of the evaluation results. The description needs to provide sufficient detail for the report user to derive meaning from the evaluation. The description should:

· Describe what is being evaluated, who seeks to benefit, and the problem or issue it seeks to address. 

· Explain the expected results model or results framework, implementation strategies, and the key assumptions underlying the strategy.

· Link the intervention to national priorities, UNDAF priorities, corporate multi-year funding frameworks or strategic plan goals, or other program or country-specific plans and goals.

· Identify the phase in the implementation of the intervention and any significant changes (e.g., plans, strategies, logical frameworks) that have occurred over time, and explain the implications of those changes for the evaluation.

· Identify and describe the key partners involved in the implementation and their roles. 

· Identify relevant cross-cutting issues addressed through the intervention, gender equality, human rights, marginalized groups, and leaving no one behind

· Describe the scale of the intervention, such as the number of components (e.g., phases of a project) and the size of the target population for each component.     

· Indicate the total resources, including human resources and budgets.

· Describe the context of the social, political, economic, and institutional factors, and the geographical landscape within which the intervention operates and explain the effects (challenges and opportunities) those factors present for its implementation and outcomes. 

· Point out design weaknesses (e.g., intervention logic) or other implementation constraints (e.g., resource limitations).  



7. Evaluation scope and objectives; The report should provide a clear explanation of the evaluation’s scope, primary objectives, and main questions. 

· Evaluation scope: The report should define the parameters of the evaluation, for example, the time, the segments of the target population included, the geographic area included, and which components, outputs, or outcomes were and were not assessed. 

· Evaluation objectives: The report should spell out the types of decisions evaluation users will make, the issues they will need to consider in making those decisions, and what the evaluation will need to achieve to contribute to those decisions. 

· Evaluation criteria: The report should define the evaluation criteria or performance standards used.[footnoteRef:4] The report should explain the rationale for selecting the criteria used in the evaluation.  [4:  The evaluation criteria most applied to UNDP evaluations are the OECD-DAC (Development Assistance Committee) criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability.] 


· Evaluation questions: Evaluation questions define the information that the evaluation will generate. The report should detail the main evaluation questions addressed by the evaluation and explain how the answers to these questions address the information needs of users. 



8. Evaluation approach and methods[footnoteRef:5]—The evaluation report should describe in detail the selected methodological approaches, methods, and analysis; the rationale for their selection; and how, within the constraints of time and money, the approaches and methods employed yielded data that helped answer the evaluation questions and achieved the evaluation purposes. The report should specify how gender equality, vulnerability, and social inclusion were addressed in the methodology, including how data collection and analysis methods integrated gender considerations, use of disaggregated data, and outreach to diverse stakeholders’ groups. The description should help the report users judge the merits of the methods used in the evaluation and the credibility of the findings, conclusions, and recommendations. The description of the methodology should include a discussion of each of the following:  [5:  All aspects of the described methodology need to receive full treatment in the report. Some of the more detailed technical information may be contained in annexes to the report. See Chapter 8 for more guidance on methodology.] 




· Evaluation Approach

· Data sources: The sources of information (documents reviewed and stakeholders), the rationale for their selection, and how the information obtained addressed the evaluation questions. 

· Sample and sampling frame; If a sample was used: the sample size and characteristics; the sample selection criteria (e.g., single women, under 45); the process for selecting the sample (e.g., random, purposive); if applicable, how comparison and treatment groups were assigned; and the extent to which the sample is representative of the entire target population, including discussion of the limitations of sample for generalizing results. 

· Data collection procedures and instruments; Methods or procedures used to collect data, including discussion of data collection instruments (e.g., interview protocols), their appropriateness for the data source, and evidence of their reliability and validity, as well as gender responsiveness. 

· Performance standards[footnoteRef:6]; The standard or measure that will be used to evaluate performance relative approach [6:  A summary matrix displaying for each of evaluation questions, the data sources, the data collection tools or methods for each data source, and the standard or measure by which each question was evaluated is a good illustrative tool to simplify the logic of the methodology for the report reader. ] 


·  to the evaluation questions (e.g., national, or regional indicators, rating scales). 

· Stakeholder participation: Stakeholders’ participation in the evaluation and how the level of involvement of both men and women contributed to the credibility of the evaluation and the results.  

· Ethical considerations: The measures are taken to protect the rights and confidentiality of informants (see UNEG ‘Ethical Guidelines for Evaluators’ for more information).[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  UNEG, ‘Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation’, June 2008. Available at http://www.uneval.org/search/index.jsp?q=ethical+guidelines.] 


· Background information on evaluators—The composition of the evaluation team, the background and skills of team members, and the appropriateness of the technical skill mix, gender balance, and geographical representation for the evaluation. 

· Major limitations of the methodology; Major limitations of the methodology should be identified and openly discussed as to their implications for evaluation, as well as steps taken to mitigate those limitations. 



9. Data analysis: The report should describe the procedures used to analyze the data collected to answer the evaluation questions. It should detail the various steps and stages of analysis that were carried out, including the steps to confirm the accuracy of data and the results for different stakeholder groups (men and women, different social groups, etc.). The report also should discuss the appropriateness of the analyses to the evaluation questions. Potential weaknesses in the data analysis and gaps or limitations of the data should be discussed, including their possible influence on the way findings may be interpreted and conclusions are drawn. 



10. Findings: Should be presented as statements of fact that are based on an analysis of the data. They should be structured around the evaluation questions so that report users can readily make the connection between what was asked and what was found. Variances between planned and actual results should be explained, as well as factors affecting the achievement of intended results. Assumptions or risks in the project or program design that subsequently affected implementation should be discussed. Findings should reflect a gender analysis and crosscutting issue questions.



11. Conclusions; Should be comprehensive and balanced, and highlight the strengths, weaknesses, and outcomes of the intervention. They should be well substantiated by the evidence and logically connected to evaluation findings. They should respond to key evaluation questions and provide insights into the identification of and/or solutions to important problems or issues pertinent to the decision-making of intended users, including issues concerning gender equality and women’s empowerment.



12. Recommendations—The report should provide practical, feasible recommendations directed to the intended users of the report about what actions to take or decisions to make. Recommendations should be reasonable in number. The recommendations should be specifically supported by the evidence and linked to the findings and conclusions around key questions addressed by the evaluation. They should address the sustainability of the initiative and comment on the adequacy of the project exit strategy, if applicable. Recommendations should also provide specific advice for future or similar projects or programming. Recommendations should also address any gender equality and women’s empowerment issues and priorities for action to improve these aspects. 



13. Lessons learned—As appropriate and/or if requested by the TOR, the report should include a discussion of lessons learned from the evaluation, that is, new knowledge gained from the circumstance (intervention, context outcomes, even about evaluation methods) that apply to a similar context. Lessons should be concise and based on the specific evidence presented in the report.



14. Report annexes—Suggested annexes should include the following to provide the report user with supplemental background and methodological details that enhance the credibility of the report:  

· ToR for the evaluation

· Additional methodology-related documentation, such as the evaluation matrix and data collection instruments (questionnaires, interview guides, observation protocols, etc.) as appropriate

· List of individuals or groups interviewed or consulted, and sites visited. This can be omitted in the interest of confidentiality if agreed by the evaluation team and UNDP.

· List of supporting documents reviewed

· Project or program results model or results framework

· Summary tables of findings, such as tables displaying progress towards outputs, targets, and goals relative to established indicators

· Code of conduct signed by evaluators.













Annex 3

PLEDGE OF ETHICAL CONDUCT IN EVALUATION

By signing this pledge, I hereby commit to discussing and applying the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation and to adopting the associated ethical behaviours.



INTEGRITY

I will actively adhere to the moral values and professional standards of evaluation practice as outlined in the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation and following the values of the United Nations. Specifically, I will be:

• Honest and truthful in my communication and actions.

• Professional, engaging in credible and trustworthy behaviour, alongside competence, commitment

and ongoing reflective practice.

• Independent, impartial and incorruptible.



ACCOUNTABILITY

I will be answerable for all decisions made and actions taken and responsible for honouring commitments,

without qualification or exception; I will report potential or actual harms observed. Specifically, I will be:

• Transparent regarding evaluation purpose and actions taken, establishing trust and increasing accountability for performance to the public, particularly those populations affected by the evaluation.

• Responsive as questions or events arise, adapting plans as required and referring to appropriate channels where corruption, fraud, sexual exploitation or abuse or other misconduct or waste of resources is identified.

• Responsible for meeting the evaluation purpose and for actions taken and for ensuring redress and recognition as needed.



R E S P E C T

I will engage with all stakeholders of an evaluation in a way that honours their dignity, well-being, personal agency and characteristics.

Specifically, I will ensure: 

• Access to the evaluation process and products by all relevant stakeholders – whether powerless

or powerful – with due attention to factors that could impede access such as sex, gender, race, language, country of origin, LGBTQ status, age, background, religion, ethnicity and ability.

• Meaningful participation and equitable treatment of all relevant stakeholders in the evaluation processes, from design to dissemination. This includes engaging various stakeholders, particularly affected people, so they can actively inform the evaluation approach and products rather than being solely a subject of data collection.

• Fair representation of different voices and perspectives in evaluation products (reports, webinars, etc.).



BENEFICENCE

I will strive to do good for people and planet while minimizing harm arising from evaluation as an intervention.

Specifically, I will ensure:

• Explicit and ongoing consideration of risks and benefits from evaluation processes.

• Maximum benefits at systemic (including environmental), organizational and programmatic levels.

• No harm. I will not proceed where harm cannot be mitigated.

• Evaluation makes an overall positive contribution to human and natural systems and the mission of the United Nations.



I commit to playing my part in ensuring that evaluations are conducted according to the Charter of the United Nations and the ethical requirements laid down above and contained within the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation. When this is not possible, I will report the situation to my supervisor, designated focal points or channels and will actively seek an appropriate response.



Name of Consultant: __________________________________________________________________

 

Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant): __________________________________________



Signature ____________________    Date:  ______________________________________
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1. [bookmark: _Ref429394112][bookmark: _Toc116594217]Introduction



The UNDP has hired an independent consultant to lead the Final Evaluation of the Project: “Improving Rural Development in Georgia (IRDG)” under the EU financed ENPARD III. The project started on 3rd of January 2018 until its end date of 2nd December 2022. The total project budget is EUR 10,083,200. --, of which the European Union (EU) contributed EUR 10,000,000.--  plus a contribution from the Government of Ajara Autonomous Republic (GAAR) in the amount of EUR 83,200.--. 

This final evaluation has been contractually foreseen in the project document and has been included in the UNDP evaluation plan.

2. [bookmark: _Toc116594218]Purpose, scope and objective of the assessment



The objective of this final evaluation (FE) is to provide an assessment of the project performance, measure achievement of the project results, assess gaps and lessons learned, and provide recommendations to guide the design and implementation of the next phase of the project.

The specific objectives of this final external evaluation are:

1) [bookmark: _Hlk89620463]To evaluate the project’s objectives and target results;

2) To evaluate how much delivered activities of the project enabled achieving its objectives and delivering its intended outputs, outcome and impact;

3) To assess the effectiveness, efficiency, and added value of the project in terms of achieved outputs and results and its contribution to Country Programme Document (CPD) Outcome, EU ENPARD III and EU Results Framework;

4) To evaluate the contribution of the project to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs);

5) To provide results, findings, recommendations lessons learned and good practices.

The criteria for the evaluation are standard evaluation criteria defined by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG): relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability. The evaluation is also requested to assess the cross-cutting normative principles of the United Nations namely regarding the Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA) and the inclusion of Gender Equality (GE) and Disability.

The scope of the final evaluation is the entire implementation period of the Project since its start on 3rd January 2018 until 2nd December 2022, with a particular focus on the period since the mid-term evaluation undertaken in early 2021[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  Roderick Ackermann, Mid-term Evaluation of the IRDG Project ENPARD III  – Final report, 16 February 2021] 


3. [bookmark: _Toc116594219]Audience



This final evaluation is meant to provide evidence of results and accountability to the UNDP, MEPA; and the EU, as well as other interested parties. It may be published for dissemination and communication purposes.  It is undertaken under the oversight of the UNDP Georgia Office. The UNDP evaluation manager is the IRDG M&E Coordinator, supported by the UNDP M&E specialist and UNDP management. Her role is to ensure that the final evaluation remains on track with its work plan and submits the required deliverables.

4. [bookmark: _Toc116594220]Project background



This project is part of the third phase of the EU funded ENPARD programme. The European Union provides support to rural development and agriculture in Georgia through ENPARD, the European Neighbourhood Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  https://eu4georgia.eu/enpard/] 


Implemented since 2013, the main goal of the ENPARD programme is to reduce rural poverty. Programme assistance is provided to the government and also to NGOs working directly with communities on the ground.

Through the ENPARD programme, the European Union aims to reach three goals:

· To build capacity and support government institutions in the reform of the agriculture and rural development sector;

· To improve employment and living conditions of rural populations by strengthening farmers’ cooperation skills and access to resources;

· To promote diversified social and economic opportunities in rural areas, particularly for women and youth, in due respect to the environment and the cultural heritage.

The total budget for ENPARD in Georgia, covering the period of 2013-2025 is € 234.5 million, divided as follows:

I Phase – € 52 million, 2014-2017

II Phase – € 50 million, 2016-2019

III Phase – € 77.5 million, 2018-2022 

IV Phase – € 55 million, 2021-2025

In the current phase of ENPARD III, the UNDP has received the amount of EUR 10,000,000.—to implement the IRDG project, with matching contribution from the Government of Ajara Autonomous Republic in the amount of EUR 83,200.--, bringing the total project budget to EUR 10,083,200.--.

The overall goal of the project is to contribute to the overall objective of ENPARD III, which is to assist the Georgian government in eradicating poverty, promoting sustainable and inclusive growth, and consolidating and improving democratic and economic governance.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  IRDG project document, p. 10] 


The expected outcome of the project is that more diverse rural services are delivered to population in more efficient, effective and sustainable manner.

The project is expected to deliver four outputs:

1. Improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes

2. Improved rural economic diversification, employment and services

3. Improvement environment, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action

4. Improvement rural development governance and economic diversification, environment, natural resources and climate action in Ajara autonomous republic.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Ibid.] 


The EU developed a results framework (RF) to measure the project results, which consists in two impact indicators, two outcome indicators, and two output indicators for each of the first three outputs (as results from Ajara AR are included with the national results, although reported upon separately). Hence there is no output 4 at the RF level.

5. [bookmark: _Toc116594221]Evaluability



The project conducted a mid-term evaluation (MTE) at the end of 2020. The MTE stated that “The unresolved issue of the status and role of local action groups (LAG) is constraining the development of a systematic, institutionalised mechanism for dialogue between central and local actors, and this may in part be due to a lack of compatibility between the donor’s expectations and the present context in Georgia…. The project document is not as well developed as might be expected. The theory of change is not sufficiently defined and there are gaps in the results framework, which focuses on outputs rather than transformational changes. Various risks are not identified and, perhaps most importantly, some risky assumptions appear to have been made, for example regarding a common understanding on the core elements of the future functioning community-led local/rural development in Georgia.”[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Roderick Ackermann, Mid-Term Evaluation of UNDP Georgia “Improving Rural Development in Georgia (ENPARD III) Project, 16 February 2021, p. II] 


The current final evaluation finds similarly that project design limitations hamper a good reporting of results because it is unclear how and why the different elements interact to create a change process and develop both institutional capacity and the capacity of rural economic operators. Some of the essential concepts of Results-Based Management are not being respected, which creates challenges for reporting on the project implementation. For example, the definition of an output is “a completed service or activity”. The project is fully responsible for the delivery of outputs, and it is the only level in the hierarchy of results in which attribution is possible and can be measured. Thus, there cannot be “intermediate level results” in the production of an output. This is only applicable at the outcome level because this is where the change process takes place. The confusion in the results hierarchy between the different levels of results has caused serious challenges during project implementation. The use of national statistics to measure the increase in the average monthly incomes per household in rural areas and the decrease in the unemployment rate as impact indicators introduce a contradiction. The impact statement is improved employment and living conditions of the rural population in Georgia (e.g. at national level) as a result of better quality and quantity of available rural services, but the project focuses on 8 municipalities only and has a limited € 10 million envelope. The impact indicator actually measures the result of all funding countrywide meant to improve employment and living conditions in Georgia, something over which the project has only a limited contribution, which cannot be attributed or measured in economic terms.

It is important to distinguish the “indicator” from the “indicator statement”. An indicator is a neutral measure of results. It is either a number, a ratio, a percentage, a financial amount, a binomial measure (Yes/No or done/not done) or a composite indicator (such as UNDP’s Human Development Index), but in any case, it is expressed as a figure. The RF does not contain “indicators” in the second column labelled as “indicators”, only indicator statements, and the actual indicators are mentioned in some of the baselines and targets.

This is important because it implies that the potential success or shortfall of the project should not be narrowly appraised through the set of indicators and indicators statements mentioned in the RF. Indicators provide a measure of results, but do not offer an explanation about why the results were achieved or not. It is therefore necessary to develop qualitative methods of appraisal to establish the relationship between the project outputs and the transformational changes the project seeks to achieve in line with the three ENPARD goals mentioned on page 2.

UNDP defines an outcome-level result as “the intended changes in development conditions that result from the interventions of governments and other stakeholders, including international development agencies. They are medium-term development results created through the delivery of outputs and the contributions of various partners and non-partners. Outcomes provide a clear vision of what has changed or will change in the country, a particular region, or community within a period of time. They normally relate to changes in institutional performance or behaviour among individuals or groups”[footnoteRef:6] Similarly, the United Nations Development Group (UNDG) Results-Based Management Handbook, defines an outcome as “changes in the institutional and behavioural capacities for development conditions that occur between the completion of outputs and the achievement of goals.”[footnoteRef:7]  The higher the level of result, the less attribution (e.g. the degree to which the project is responsible for these results) is possible as other factors must be considered over which the project has no control. [6:  UNDP (2011); Outcome-level Evaluation: A companion guide to the handbook on planning monitoring and evaluating for development results for programme units and evaluators, p 3.]  [7:  UNDG, Harmonizing RBM concepts and approaches for improved development results at country level, October 2011, p. 7] 


This evaluation is firmly grounded on all the UNEG guidelines, UNDP evaluation guidelines, OECD-DAC evaluation guidelines, UNDG and UNDP RBM guidelines, so that all materials, definitions and concepts can be referenced back to their relevant normative framework. 

This evaluation will follow the DAC guidance as regards to the unit of analysis which will be the potentially transformative effects of the project. In order to do so, the evaluation will use an adaptation of the Most Significant Change approach, and also try to appraise the factors that led to identified transformation insofar as they can be traced back to the project (using contribution analysis). Transformative changes outside the remit of the project cannot and should not be used as proxy for the project success or failure. 

The project has developed a substantial and comprehensive M&E database that contains extensive data regarding the project outputs and the RE indicators and the very large number of outputs produced during project implementation. The M&E database will be reviewed, and data used for appraising the final results with those of the EU RF indicators as one line of enquiry of the evaluation. The specific objective to “assess the effectiveness, efficiency and added-value of the project”, will be done using the OECD-DAC criteria and their definition, presented under the methodology section of this inception report. This will be the main thrust of the evaluation through essentially a qualitative analysis of stakeholders’ perception and through field data collection with main project counterparts in Tbilisi and in sample of municipalities selected for the evaluation, including Ajara AR. 

From the qualitative analysis and interpretation of the data collection with the key project counterparts, the evaluation will address the lessons learned, good practices and challenges, and will provide recommendations for a follow-up phase of the project, as requested under the evaluation’s third specific objective.

In order to facilitate stakeholder engagement, information sharing and coordination, it is important to have the same technical understanding of the key RBM principles and requirements for project formulation, design, indicator development and the theory of change. Feedback from documents reviewed and UNDP indicate that the project design was largely defined by the EU, but that there had not been technical discussions to review and agree upon the project design and its RF. Providing a common technical basis for discussion using the UNDG, UNEG, OECD-DAC standards, norms, principles and guidance materials on RBM would also allow for a better understanding of the realistically achievable results in the project timeframe and would contribute to better manage stakeholders’ expectations. It is highly recommended that for the formulation of a follow-up project the key stakeholders (UNDP, EU, MEPA) all participate in a facilitated RBM training focusing on the theory of change, indicators and other means of verification, construction of the logical framework, development of a M&E system for the project so that all participants will have a clear view of how to build a project document that reflects the best practices in Project Cycle Management and Results-Based Management and is evenly understood by all.

6. [bookmark: _Toc116594222]Approach and methodology



The evaluation follows the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) evaluation norms and standards (2017 revision), and the UNDP “PME Handbook” established by the UNDP in 2009 and revised in 2011, the UNDP Outcome-level evaluation, a companion guide to the Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and evaluation for development results for programme units and evaluators, December 2011, the UNDG, Results-Based Management Handbook, Harmonizing RBM concepts  and approaches for improved development results at country level, October 2011, as well as the updated UNDP evaluation guidelines of 2021[footnoteRef:8]. It is conducted under the provisions of the revised UNDP Evaluation Policy of 2019[footnoteRef:9]. The final evaluation also adheres to and is a signatory of the UNEG ethical guidelines for evaluation and the UNEG Code of Conduct both of 2008. The approach follows a “utilization-focused evaluation” approach that is described by M. Q. Patton in his book of the same name[footnoteRef:10] that continues to be a good practice reference material for the conduct of evaluations.  [8:  http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/index.shtml]  [9:  http://web.undp.org/evaluation/documents/policy/2019/DP_2019_29_E.pdf]  [10:  “Utilization-focused Evaluation”, Michael Quinn Patton, 3rd Edition, Sage publications, 1998, also see 
https://www.utilization-focusedevaluation.org/] 




The five criteria for undertaking the assessment are mentioned in the ToR and are the standard criteria used for project evaluations: relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability. Originally the definitions of each of the evaluation criteria had been given by the OECD/DAC in its glossary of key terms in evaluation and results-based management in 2002. However, in 2019 the evaluation criteria were revised and updated as follows[footnoteRef:11] : [11:  https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm
] 


“Relevance: The extent to which the intervention objectives and design respond to beneficiaries’, global, country, and partner/institution needs, policies, and priorities, and continue to do so if circumstances change

Relevance answers the question: is the intervention doing the right things?

Coherence: The compatibility of the intervention with other interventions in a country, sector or institution.

Coherence answers the question: how well does the intervention fit?

Efﬁciency: The extent to which the intervention delivers, or is likely to deliver, results in an economic and timely way. Note: “Economic” is the conversion of inputs (funds, expertise, natural resources, time, etc.) into outputs, outcomes and impacts, in the most cost-effective way possible, as compared to feasible alternatives in the context. “Timely” delivery is within the intended timeframe, or a timeframe reasonably adjusted to the demands of the evolving context. This may include assessing operational efficiency (how well the intervention was managed).

Efficiency answers the question: how well are resources being used?

Effectiveness: The extent to which the intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives, and its results, including any differential results across groups. Note: Analysis of effectiveness involves taking account of the relative importance of the objectives or results.

Effectiveness answers the question: Is the intervention achieving its objectives?

Sustainability: The extent to which the net benefits of the intervention continue, or are likely to continue. 

Sustainability answers the question: will the benefits last?”

In addition, the evaluation will also review the extent to which the normative principles of the UN (HRBA, GE, Disability) have been applied during project implementation and how it has contributed to its performance.

This final evaluation will use a two-pronged approach: on the one hand, it will be using the data collected through the M&E system established by the project to provide evidence of the results achieved, in line with the revised results framework established for the project. On the other hand, it will be using a qualitative approach to project stakeholders through Key Informant Interviews (KII) and if feasible focus group discussions (FGD) with a selection of direct beneficiaries, in order to understand which components have contributed to a) capacity development, b) increased economic returns in rural areas (e.g. the eight project municipalities) and c) policy development and application of the related action plans.

KII and FGD will be based on the perception of the different key informant interviews on the positive and/or negative changes generated by the project, in order to obtain evidence of what worked and why, from the perspective of the different stakeholder categories. This entails an adaptation of the Most Significant Change approach, in order to know the key project results obtained according to the different stakeholder categories (e.g. municipalities, LAG, MEPA, etc.).  Note that different regions may have different perceptions of the MSC (e.g. in this case the main gain from the project), and this does not necessarily have a direct link with the RF indicators.

Tools and methodology

The evaluation will use a combination of methods that will include:

a) Documentary review of project outputs and reports submitted by the project, leading to the preparation of this inception report;

b) Individual Key Informant Interviews (KII) with key project stakeholders: Project Board members including EU, MEPA, IACC/ARDC, UNDP project team and management, as well as other partners in Tbilisi and in the selected municipalities. In some cases, focus group discussions (FGD) will take place when and where feasible.

c) Field work in three regions according to purposive sampling of the target municipalities (5 out of the 8 project municipalities) including two in Ajara AR, to conduct interviews with project partners as follows:

· Interviews with municipalities, LAGs, NGOs and private sector to obtain their perception regarding the project results;

·  Interviews with local population and direct beneficiaries/grantees of the outputs

· On-site observation

· In Ajara AR, KII will also be held with IACC/ARDC and institutional counterparts to obtain feedback on the three aspects linked to the project goals, namely a) capacity development, b) increased rural economic activity, c) policy development and implementation of the Action Plan

The evaluation will be mostly qualitative and work from the perspective of the Most Significant Change (MSC) approach, in order to obtain feedback from the different stakeholder groups, using appreciative inquiry. If possible, sex-disaggregated focus groups will be held for interview with project beneficiaries. To the extent possible, the evaluation will ensure that different “direct beneficiaries” from various backgrounds and gender will also be interviewed, in order to provide some story or anecdotal evidence of good practice, where applicable.

KII will be done through semi-structured individual interview process of around one hour, while focus group interviews (FGD) will take up to 90 minutes. Both data collection processes are likely to require interpretation, which will be provided by the national expert.

The evaluation team will use a questionnaire guide to ensure comparability and consistency amongst the different respondents who will be interviewed. The KII will include open and closed questions, as well as using a five-scale rating to obtain respondents’ feedback regarding their perception about the project. This will allow to gather indicators relating to the satisfaction of the project stakeholders. Each rating will in turn be based on a qualitative justification explaining why such a rating was given. The KII will be coded, and the data will be used by the evaluation team to present the preliminary findings. Probing will also be done when and where necessary to obtain a clear understanding of the responses to the Key Evaluation Questions (KEQ) (see point 10. Key evaluation questions and framework).

All responses will be treated confidentially and the KII will be coded to ensure that no attribution or identification is made to a specific person regarding the information leveraged during the interviews.

Sampling of respondents: the Project Board members are compulsory KII, but the sampling strategy in the three regions is based on purposive sampling, i.e. using “best cases” to identify best practices, aspects that need to be replicated or upscaled, and practices that contribute to the positive effects generated. Conversely, the evaluation will also use “worse cases” to learn from the difficulties in those municipalities where the expected results were not achieved, in order to inform future planning and avoiding the potential gaps and pitfalls that were encountered in the project, using the M&E data from the project database. In both cases of purposive sampling (best and worst cases), the focus is on learning from the qualitative perspective of the evaluation respondents. The evaluation team will provide the required data interpretation to sustain the conclusions and recommendations that will flow from the data collection analysis and interpretation phases.

7. [bookmark: _Toc116594223]Risks and limitations



The project is still in the implementation phase so the final indicators will not be available until after the closing of the project. It is important that they are available before the final evaluation report is delivered.

The EU ENPARD programme is ambitious and complex. Under the ENPARD III, the IRDG project is also complemented by an FAO project which is not described in the project document. There is no indication how the FAO and the UNDP projects are being coordinated or jointly appraised, and how the results of one project contribute to enhancing the results of the other project, and vice-versa.

The project design could be strengthened through a review by an RBM expert to ensure that indicators, the results hierarchy and the theory of change all meet RBM standards.

The evaluator does not speak Georgian so all interviews that are not in English will require interpretation. It is understood that the national expert will provide interpretation services in addition to the support to the team leader during the evaluation process.

Weather conditions in Georgia may cause logistical access problems, so it will be important for UNDP to provide a fully equipped vehicle and a knowledgeable driver to take the evaluation team to the data collection sites in the three regions that will be subject to field visits.



8. [bookmark: _Toc116594224]Final Evaluation work plan



As agreed with the Evaluation Manager and the UNDP project team, field work in Georgia will take place from 30 October 2022 to 19 November 2021 both inclusive (to be confirmed). A tentative agenda is enclosed and will be discussed prior to the commencement of field work by the evaluation team. Field work includes selected project participating municipalities according to the sampling strategy for the evaluation.

A draft evaluation report will be provided by 10th December 2022, and the final report will be submitted within three working days from the date of receipt of the consolidated comments from the evaluation manager on the draft report – but in any case, no later than 23rd December 2022. The final evaluation report will be submitted by 29th December 2022 to the UNDP.

At the end of the field work and data collection phase, a debriefing to UNDP and other interested stakeholders will take place on 18th November 2022 to present the preliminary findings, conclusions and recommendations from the final evaluation in Tbilisi. This debriefing will be supported by a PowerPoint presentation. If requested by UNDP, another debriefing regarding the final evaluation report may take place at the beginning of 2023 through remote means (date to be decided).

9. [bookmark: _Toc116594225]Proposed agenda for the mission



The tentative workplan for discussion is as follows:



Monday 31 October 2022 – arrival of evaluation team leader at 05h10 with LF flight

Morning:

KII and group discussions with UNDP project team (Project manager, M&E coordinator)

Afternoon: 

KII with UNDP management (Head of Unit, UNDP Res. Rep., M&E Specialist)



Tuesday 1 November 2022

KII with MEPA

FGD with other GoG counterparts



Wednesday 2 November 2022

KII with EU and other Project Board members



Thursday 3 November 2022

Field work in Tetritskaro municipality (LAG, mayor, etc.)



Friday 4 November 2022

Field work in Lagodekhi municipality





Monday 7 November 2022

Field work in Dedoplistskaro municipality



Tuesday 8 November 2022

Travel to Batumi 



Wednesday 9 November 2022

KII/FGD with ARDC and Ajara AR counterparts



Thursday 10 November 2022

Field work in Keda municipality



Friday 11 November 2022

Field work in Khulo municipality



Saturday 12th November or Sunday 13th November 2022

Travel back to Tbilisi



Monday 14 November 2022

Follow-up meetings in Tbilisi



Tuesday 15 November 2022

Finalise meetings in Tbilisi



Wednesday 16 November 2022

Review updated M&E database indicators and data available

Follow-up on pending meetings



Thursday 17 November 2022

Preparation of the presentation of the preliminary findings to UNDP and interested parties



Friday 18 November 2022

Presentation of the preliminary findings of the evaluation and follow-up discussions with UNDP



Saturday 19 November 2022

Morning: departure of team leader with LF flight via Munich



10. [bookmark: _Toc116594226]Key evaluation questions and framework



The key questions to be addressed by the evaluation have been structured along both the main purpose of the evaluation and the line of enquiry mentioned above. The TOR identify a total of 41 questions. It is unrealistic to expect the final evaluation to provide a full and evidence-based response to 41 different questions. In line with good evaluation practice, the following evaluation framework synthesizes the main questions that will be addressed by the evaluation. Some aspects will be covered as sub-questions or through probing, but in order to keep the evaluation framework clear and manageable, the key questions for the evaluation will be:

Table 1 – IRDG  final evaluation – Key evaluation questions and evaluation framework

		KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS

		INQUIRY LINES 

		ISSUE

		DATA SOURCE 

		METHODS



		1. Relevance

		

		

		

		



		1.1.Is the project still addressing national development priorities, UNDP and EU priorities?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Continued relevance

		Documentary review, interviews with evaluation stakeholders (UNDP, MEPA, EU, MRDI, municipalities, LAGs) at national and Ajara AR levels

		KII and FGD, coded notes and primary data collection on respondent’s perspectives



		2. Coherence

		

		

		

		



		2.1.Is there evidence of a concerted approach with other EU and UNDP programming?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Coordination

		Documentary review, interviews with key informants at national and Ajara AR levels

		KII, FGD, coded notes and primary data collection on respondent’s perspectives



		3. Efficiency

		

		

		

		



		3.1. Is the project bringing value for money?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Value for money

		Budget analysis, KII with UNDP staff and counterparts

		Financial reports, audits, interview notes



		3.2. Has it been efficiently managed? 

		Appreciative inquiry

		Management efficiency

		Workplan analysis, KII with UNDP staff and counterparts 

		Workplan, budget, PB minutes, financial analysis



		3.3. How well was the project designed?

		assessment

		PCM and RBM value

		Documentary analysis and KII with UNDP and M&E specialist and management

		Analysis of project document, RBM analysis



		4. Effectiveness

		

		

		

		



		4.1.What are the key results of the project?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Key results

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII/FGD

Data from M&E database

		Project documents, KII, FGD, triangulated 



Project M&E database



		4.2.To what extent are the outcomes achieved? (more diverse rural services are delivered to population in more efficient, effective and sustainable manner)

		Contribution analysis

		Outcome achievement

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII /GD

		Project documents, KII, FGDs,



		4.3.To what extent is the project goal achieved? (to assist the Georgian government in eradicating poverty, promoting sustainable and inclusive growth, and consolidating and improving democratic and economic governance)

		Contribution analysis

		Achievement of goal

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII/FGD

		Project documents, KII, FGDs, triangulated



		4.4.What are examples of good practice

		Appreciative inquiry

		Good practice

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII/FGD

		Documentation, interview notes, data analysis



		4.5. What capacities have been developed as a result of the project?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Capacity development

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII/FGD

		Project documents, KII and FGD notes



		4.6. To what extent has the project contributed to improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes

		Appreciative inquiry

		Output achievement

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII/FGD

		Project documents, KII and FGD notes



		4.7. What effects has the project had on improved rural economic diversification, employment and services?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Output achievement

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII/FGD

		Project documents, KII and FGD notes



		4.8. To what extent did the project contribute to Improved governance for effective implementation of the RDS, RDAP and related programmes?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Output achievement

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII/FGD

		Project documents, KII and FGD notes



		4.9. To what extent did the project contribute to the Improvement of environment, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action

		Appreciative inquiry

		Output achievement

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII/FGD

		Project documents, KII and FGD notes



		4.10. What were the  key challenges and shortfalls experienced during project implementation (e.g. COVID)?

		Risk management strategy

		Improvement and learning

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII/FGD

		Project documents, KII and FGD notes, PB minutes – gap analysis



		4.11.Has the project 

incorporated the UN programming principles in its implementation (gender, HRBA, LNOB, disability) and if so, have they leveraged specific results?

		Compliance with UN normative principles

		Inclusion and non-discrimination 

		Documentary analysis and respondents’ perspectives including feedback from KII and FGD

		Project documents, KII and FGD notes – compliance analysis and contribution analysis



		4. [bookmark: _GoBack]sustainability

		

		

		

		



		5.1. Has the project implemented hand-over or exit strategies for the continuation of its benefits? If so with which results?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Project effects

		Documentary analysis, KII and FGD with beneficiaries

		Documentation, interview notes, contribution analysis



		5.2. Are the institutional conditions at national level and in Ajara AR supporting sustainability of the benefits?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Institutional effect

		Documentary analysis, KII and FGD with GoG and LSG 

		Project documents and interview notes, contribution analysis



		5.3. Is national ownership sufficiently developed to ensure sustainability?

		Appreciative inquiry

		Ownership, commitment, learning

		Documentary analysis, KII with project stakeholders through KII and FGD

		Project documents and interview notes, contribution analysis





Total : 19 Key Evaluation Questions
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IRDG evaluation agenda



		Monday, October 31, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Natia Berdzenishvili

		Monitoring & Evaluation Coordinator, IRDG, UNDP

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Giorgi Tsimintia

		Sectoral Coordinator: Economic Diversification, IRDG, UNDP

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Liliana Gureshidze

		Administrative and Liaison Assistant, IRDG, UNDP

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Ivane Shamugia

		Capacity Development Coordinator, IRDG, UNDP

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Nodar Kereselidze

		National Project Manager, IRDG, UNDP

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Natia Gobejishvili

		Coordinator for Environment, IRDG, UNDP

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Tuesday, November 1, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Giorgi Tsagareishvili

Zurab Kazalikashvili

		Project Coordinator, Rural Development Agency (RDA)

Head of Business Analysis Unit, RDA

		Tbilisi, RDA Office



		Giorgi Jibladze

		Deputy Director of RDA

		Tbilisi, RDA Office



		Tinatin Zoidze

		Chairman of the Department of Tourism and Resorts, Ministry of Finance and Economy of Ajara AR

		Zoom Meeting



		Wednesday, November 2, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		George Nanobashvili

		Economic Development Team leader, UNDP

		Sheraton Grand Tbilisi Metechi Palace



		George Khanishvili

		First Deputy Minister, Ministry of Environment Agriculture of Georgia (MEPA)

		Tbilisi, MEPA, Marshal Gelovani Avenue



		Mariam Gaimarjvashvili

		Head of the Secondary Structural Unit of the Department of Policy Coordination and Analysis of MEPA

		Tbilisi, MEPA, Marshal Gelovani Avenue



		Mariam Tsagareishvili

		First Category Senior Specialist, Policy Coordination and Analysis Department of MEPA

		Tbilisi, MEPA, Marshal Gelovani Avenue



		Ekaterina Zviadadze

		Secretary of the Interagency Coordination Council of Rural Development of Georgia; Head of the Policy Coordination and Analysis Department of MEPA

		Tbilisi, MEPA, Marshal Gelovani Avenue



		Thursday, November 3, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Trip to Lagodekhi Municipality



		Nino Batiashvili

Karlo Jamburia

		Deputy Mayor of Lagodekhi Municipality

Head of the Municipal Council

		Lagodekhi Municipality City Hall



		Giorgi Bokeria

		Chairperson of Lagodekhi Local Action Group (LAG); GCDA

		Lagodekhi; LAG/GCDA Office



		Lagodekhi LAG Beneficiary and EE/RE Classroom

		

		Kabali



		RDA Beneficiaries in Lagodekhi Municipality



		Giorgi Morchadze

		

		Ninigori



		Saba Kheviashvili

		

		Shroma Community



		Temur Tsutskiridze

		

		Heretiskari



		Zurabi Mumladze

		

		Matsimi Community



		Trip to Dedoplistskaro Municipality



		Ana Benashvili

		Dedoplistskaro LAG / Representative of Dedoplistskaro Municipality

		Dedoplistskaro; Pirosmani St. 18



		Friday, November 4, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Nikoloz Janiashvili

Nugzar Papiashvili

		Mayor of Dedoplistskaro Municipality

Chairperson of the Municipal Council

		Dedoplistskaro Municipality City Hall



		Manana Katashvili

		Dedoplistskaro Tourism Development Association (DTDA)

		Dedoplistskaro



		RDA Beneficiaries in Dedoplistskaro Municipality



		Eka Sepiashvili

		

		Dedoplistskaro



		Genadi Shiolashvili

		

		Dedoplistskaro



		Nutsa Alugushvili

		

		Dedoplistskaro



		Shota Shanshiashvili

		

		Dedoplistskaro



		Zakaria Iakobishvili

		

		Dedoplistskaro



		Nino Iakobishvili

		

		Mirzaani



		Natela Bagashvili

		

		Arboshiki



		Monday, November 7, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Trip to Tetritskaro Municipality



		Giorgi Tsiklauri

Gocha Tedoradze

Patima Shavadze

		Mayor of Tetritskaro Municipality

Chairperson of the Municipal Council

Representative of Tetritskaro Municipality

		Tetritskaro Municipal City Hall



		Nino Tikurishvili

		Head of GALAG / Tetritskaro LAG

		Tetritskaro



		RDA Beneficiaries in Tetritskaro Municipality



		Maria Nadiradze

		

		Tetritskaro



		Nika Nikolashvili

		

		Asureti



		Zurab Maisashvili

		

		Marabda Community



		Giorgi Pkhakadze

		

		Orbeti



		Giorgi Baratashvili

		

		Asureti



		Tuesday, November 8, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Trip to Batumi



		Tamar Maminaishvili

		Head of Rural Development unit of the policy and analysis department, Ministry of Agriculture of Ajara AR

		Batumi, Komakhidze St., MoA



		Vakhtang Kontselidze

		Ajara Component Coordinator, IRDG, UNDP

		Batumi, IRDG Project Office



		Merab Svanidze

		Ajara Component Officer, IRDG, UNDP

		Batumi, IRDG Project Office



		Kakha Shavadze

		Director, Batumi Business Incubator (BBI)

		Batumi, IRDG Project Office



		Khatia Turmanidze

		Representative of NNLP Agro Service Center

		Batumi, IRDG Project Office



		Wednesday, November 9, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Ucha Surmanidze

		Deputy Minister, Ministry of Agriculture of Ajara AR

		Batumi, Komakhidze St., MoA



		Focus Group: RDC of Ajara AR Working Group Members

1. Shushana Surmanidze

2. Natia Jaiani

3. Vakhtang Bagrationi

4. Tamar Lomadze

5. Mariam Sharabidze

		Members of RDC of Ajara AR Working Group

		Batumi, IRDG Project Office



		Thursday, November 10, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Trip to Keda Municipality



		Maia Toidze

		Deputy Director, Batumi Black Sea College

		Keda, Office of the College



		Amiran Tsintsadze

Imeda Vasadze

Jano Takidze

		Chairperson of the Municipal Council

Deputy Mayor of Keda Municipality

Representative of Keda Municipality

		Keda Municipal City Hall



		RDA Beneficiaries in Keda Municipality



		Zurab Avaliani

		

		Dandalo Community



		Nino Razmadze

		

		Zoom Meeting



		Merab Partenadze

		

		Makhuntseti Community



		Pridon Gvarishvili

		

		Zeda Makhuntseti



		Giorgi Abuladze

		Head of Keda Local Action Group (LAG)

		Ortsva



		Batumi Business Incubator (BBI) Beneficiaries in Keda Municipality



		Aslan Diasamidze

		

		Keda



		Irakli Khabazi

		

		Keda



		Mirza Gatenadze

		

		Keda



		Sulkhan Devadze

		

		Keda



		Friday, November 11, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Trip to Khulo Municipality



		Vakhtang Beridze

Nadim Vasadze

Tamar Tsetskhladze

		Mayor of Khulo Municipality

Deputy Mayor of Khulo Municipality

Representative of Khulo Municipality

		Khulo Municipal City Hall



		RDA Beneficiaries in Khulo Municipality



		Aminola Dekanadze

		

		Khulo



		Nikoloz Meladze

		

		Khulo



		Gocha Kamadadze

		

		Khulo



		Besik Dekanadze

		

		Khulo



		Guram Abuladze

		

		Khulo



		Tamaz Shavadze

		Member of Khulo LAG

		Didachara



		Jemal Shavadze

		

		Didachara



		Jambul Tsulukidze

		

		Didachara Community



		Otar Tsulukidze

		

		Didachara Community



		Khusein Bolkvadze

		

		Didachara



		Irine Mekerishvili

		

		Zoom Meeting



		Dursun Makharadze

		

		Chao



		Batumi Business Incubator (BBI) Beneficiaries in Khulo Municipality



		Merab Jorbenadze

		

		Kedlebi



		Temur Jorbenadze

		

		Kedlebi



		Meetings with the Representatives of LAGs’



		Sergey Khachatryan

		Chairman of Akhalkalaki Local Action Group

		Zoom Meeting



		Mikheil Lomidze

		Chairman of Borjomi  LAG

		Zoom Meeting



		Shorena Sujashvili

Nino Alibegashvili

		Kazbegi LAG Manager

Project Assistant, Kazbegi LAG

		Zoom Meeting



		Monday, November 14, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Javier Sanz Alvarez

Juba Maruashvili



Matthieu Rouviere

		Programme Officer, FAO

Senior National Grant Management Expert and Policy Advisor, FAO

Senior International Consultant in Agribusiness & Value Chains, FAO

		Tbilisi, FAO Office



		Focus Group: Inter-Agency Coordination Council (IACC) Members

1. Natia Iordanishvili

2. Toma Dekanoidze

3. Nodar Khatiashvili

4. Ana Gulbani

		Members of Inter-Agency Coordination Council (IACC)

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Focus Group: IACC Working Group Members

1. Giorgi Kvashali

2. Salome Tsomaia

3. Nana Kenia

		Members of IACC Working Group

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Tuesday, November 15, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Kornike Kapanadze

		Head of Projects Management and Technical Assistance Department, RDA

		Tbilisi, RDA Office



		Natalia Kharatishvili

		Deputy Director, RDA

		Tbilisi, RDA Office



		Focus Group: Tbilisi Based Implementing Partners (Group I)

1. Eka Gvinjilia – Project Manager, PMCG

2. Mariam Nanitashvili – Innovation Support Foundation

3. Sandro Asatiani – Innovation Support Foundation

4. Merab labadze – ManagereInnovative Education Foundation

5. Nikoloz Meskhishvili – Georgian Farmers' Association (GFA)

		Representatives of Implementing Partners of IRDG

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Focus Group: Tbilisi Based Implementing Partners (Group II)

1. Shota Buchukuri - The Youth Center for Civil Development (YCDA)

2. Giga Phaikidze – CEO/Founder, SMEDA

3. Giorgi Meskhidze – International Association Civitas Georgica

4. Ketevan Patsatsia – Association of Young Economists of Georgia

5. Maka Kemkhadze - Youth Network “Taoba”

		Representatives of Implementing Partners of IRDG

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office



		Wednesday, November 16, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Tinatin Odilavadze

		Chief Specialist, Agrarian Issues Committee, Parliament of Georgia

		Parliament of Georgia



		Nino Giuashvili

		Representative of Borjomi Municipality

		Zoom Meeting



		Thursday, November 17, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Ilia Tamarashvili

		Director, Rural Development Agency (RDA)

		Tbilisi, RDA Office



		Nairi Iritsyan

		Chairperson of Akhalkalaki Municipal Council

		Zoom Meeting



		Tariel Khulelidze

Kakhaber Janukashvili

		Deputy Mayor of Kazbegi Municipality

Chief Specialist, Kazbegi Informational Center, Rural Development Agency

		Zoom Meeting



		Friday, November 18, 2022



		Key Informant (KI)

		Position / Organization

		Location / Meeting Venue



		Ketevan Khutsishvili

		Programme Officer for Rural Development, Civil Protection and Crisis Management, EUD

		Tbilisi, IRDG Project Office
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List of Interviewees

		List of Interviewees



		UNDP



		Nodar Kereselidze  – National Project Manager, IRDG

Ivane Shamugia - Capacity Development Coordinator, IRDG

Natia Berdzenishvili - Monitoring & Evaluation Coordinator, IRDG

Liliana Gureshidze - Administrative and Liaison Assistant, IRDG

Giorgi Tsimintia - Sectoral Coordinator: Economic Diversification, IRDG

Natia Gobejishvili - Coordinator for Environment, IRDG

George Nanobashvili - Economic Development Team leader



		UNDP Ajara 



		Vakhtang Kontselidze - Ajara Component Coordinator, IRDG

Merab Svanidze - Ajara Component Officer, IRDG



		EU / EUD



		Ketevan Khutsishvili - Programme Officer for Rural Development, Civil Protection and Crisis Management, EUD



		FAO



		Javier Sanz Alvarez - Programme Officer

Juba Maruashvili - Senior National Grant Management Expert and Policy Advisor

Matthieu Rouviere - Senior International Consultant in Agribusiness & Value Chains



		Parliament of Georgia



		Tinatin Odilavadze - Chief Specialist, Agrarian Issues Committee, Parliament of Georgia



		Ministry of Environment Agriculture of Georgia (MEPA)



		George Khanishvili - First Deputy Minister, Ministry of Environment Agriculture of Georgia (MEPA)

Ekaterine Zviadadze - Secretary of the Inter-Agency Coordination Council of Rural Development of Georgia; Head of the Policy Coordination and Analysis Department of the Ministry of Environment Agriculture of Georgia

Mariam Gaimarjvashvili - Head of the Secondary Structural Unit of the Department of Policy Coordination and Analysis of the Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture of Georgia

Mariam Tsagareishvili - First Category Senior Specialist, Policy Coordination and Analysis Department, Rural Development and Environmental Policy Coordination Division



		Rural Development Agency (RDA)



		Ilia Tamarashvili - Director of RDA

Natalia Kharatishvili - Deputy Director

Giorgi Jibladze - Deputy Director

Giorgi Tsagareishvili – Project Coordinator, RDA

Zurab Kazalikashvili - Head of Business Analysis Unit, RDA

Tornike Kapanadze - Head of Projects Management and Technical Assistance Department, RDA



		Ajara AR Ministries



		Ucha Surmanidze - Deputy Minister, Ministry of Agriculture of Ajara AR

Tamar Maminaishvili - Head of Rural Development unit of the policy and analysis department, Ministry of Agriculture of Ajara AR

Tinatin Zoidze - Chairman of the Department of Tourism and Resorts, Ministry of Finance and Economy of Ajara AR



		Ajara Based Partners/Organizations



		Kakha Shavadze – Director, Batumi Business Incubator (BBI)

Khatia Turmanidze - NNLP Agro Service Center



		Keda Municipality City Hall



		Amiran Tsitsadze - Chairperson of the Municipal Council

Imeda Vasadze – Deputy Mayor of Keda Municipality

Jano Takidze - Representative of Keda Municipality



		Keda/Batumi based Vocational Education College



		Maia Toidze  - Deputy Director, Batumi Black Sea College



		Keda Local Action Group (LAG)



		Giorgi Abuladze – Chairperson of Keda Local Action Group (LAG) / RDA beneficiary



		Khulo Municipality City Hall



		Vakhtang Beridze - Mayor of Khulo Municipality

Nadim Vasadze – Deputy Mayor of Khulo Municipality

Tamar Tsetskhladze - Representative of Khulo Municipality



		Khulo LAG



		Tamaz Shavadze – Member of Khulo LAG / RDA beneficiary



		Lagodekhi Municipality City Hall



		Karlo Jamburia - Head of the Municipality Council

Nino Batiashvili - Deputy Mayor of Lagodekhi Municipality



		Lagodekhi LAG/GCDA



		Giorgi Bokeria – Chairperson of Lagodekhi Local Action Group (LAG)



		Dedoplistskaro Municipal City Hall



		Nikoloz Janiashvili - Mayor of Dedoplistskaro Municipality

Nugzar Papiashvili - Chairman of the Municipal Council



		Dedoplistskaro LAG



		Ana Benashvili - Dedoplistskaro Local Action Group (LAG) / Representative of Dedoplistskaro Municipality



		Dedoplistskaro Tourism Development Association (DTDA)



		Manana Katashvili – Head of Dedoplistskaro Tourism Development Association (DTDA)



		Tetritskaro Municipality City Hall



		Giorgi Tsiklauri - Mayor of Tetritskaro Municipality

Gocha Tedoradze - Chairperson of the Municipal Council

Patima Shavadze - Representative of Tetritskaro Municipality



		Tetritskaro LAG / GALAG



		Nino Tikurishvili - Head of GALAG (Georgian Association of Local Action Groups)



		Borjomi Municipality City Hall



		Nino Giuashvili - Representative of Borjomi Municipality



		Borjomi LAG



		Mikheil Lomidze - Chairperson of Borjomi  LAG



		Akhalkalaki Municipal City Hall



		Nairi Iritsyan - Chairperson of the Municipal Council



		Akhalkalaki LAG



		Sergey Khachatryan - Chairman of Akhalkalaki Local Action Group



		Kazbegi Municipality City Hall / RDA’s office in Kazbegi



		Tariel Khulelidze – Deputy Mayor of Kazbegi Municipality

Kakhaber Janukashvili – Chief Specialist, Kazbegi Informational Center, Rural Development Agency



		Kazbegi LAG



		Shorena Sujashvili - Kazbegi LAG Manager

Nino Alibegashvili - Project Assistant, Kazbegi LAG



		Focus Group: RDC of Ajara AR Working Group Members



		Shushana Surmanidze - Senior Specialist, Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Ajara A.R. 

Natia Jaiani - Head of administration, Ajara Recruitment Agency

Vakhtang Bagrationi  - First Deputy Chief, Division of Environmental Protection and Natural Resources of Ajara A.R. 

Tamar Lomadze - Second Category Senior Specialist, Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of  Ajara A.R, Department of Intellectual-Cultural and International Project Management

Mariam Sharabidze  - Finance Specialist, the Department of Highways, Ministry of Finance and Economy of Ajara AR



		Focus Group: Inter-Agency Coordination Council (IACC) Members



		Natia Iordanishvili - Deputy Head of Agency, National Forestry Agency

Toma Dekanoidze - Deputy Chairman of the Agency of Protected Areas

Nodar Khatiashvili - Deputy Director of the Scientific Research Center of Agriculture, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Agriculture of Georgia

Ana Gulbani - Deputy Director of the Laboratory of Agriculture Ministry, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Agriculture of Georgia



		Focus Group: Inter-Agency Coordination Council (IACC) Working Group Members



		Giorgi Kvashali - Head of Projects' Reporting Department, Rural Development Agency (RDA), Ministry of Environmental Protection and Agriculture of Georgia (MEPA)

Salome Tsomaia - Leading Specialist of Financial-Economic Unit, LTD Amelioration of Georgia

Nana Kenia - Assistant, the Laboratory of Agriculture, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Agriculture of Georgia



		Focus Group: Tbilisi Based Implementing Partners (Group I)



		Eka Gvinjilia – Project manager, PMCG

Mariam Nanitashvili – Innovation Support Foundation

Sandro Asatiani – Innovation Support Foundation

Merab Labadze – Innovative Education Foundation

Nikoloz Meskhishvili  – Georgian Farmers' Association (GFA)



		Focus Group: Tbilisi Based Implementing Partners (Group II)



		Shota Buchukuri - The Youth Center for Civil Development (YCDA)

Giga Phaikidze – CEO/Founder, SMEDA

Giorgi Meskhidze – International Association Civitas Georgica

Ketevan Patsatsia – Association of Young Economists of Georgia

Maka Kemkhadze - Youth Network “Taoba”



		Rural Development Agency (RDA) Beneficiaries



		Tetritskaro Municipality:

Giorgi Baratashvili

Giorgi Pkhakadze

Maria Nadiradze

Nika Nikolashvili

Zurab Maisashvili

Lagodekhi Municipality:

Giorgi Morchadze

Saba Kheviashvili

Temur Tsutskiridze

Zurabi Mumladze

Dedoplitskaro Municipality:

Eka Sepiashvili

Genadi Shiolashvili

Natela Bagashvili

Nino Iakobishvili

Nutsa Alugishvili

Shota Shanshiashvili

Zakaria Iakobishvili

Keda Municipality:

Giorgi Abuladze – Head of Keda Local Action Group (LAG) 

Merab Partenadze

Pridon Gvarishvili

Zurab Avaliani

Nino Razmadze

Khulo Municipality

Aminola Dekanadze

Besik Dekanadze

Dursun Makharadze

Gocha Kamadadze

Guram Abuladze

Irine Mekerishvili

Jambul Tsulukidze

Jemal Shavadze

Khusein Bolkvadze

Nikoloz Meladze

Otar Tsulukidze

Tamaz Shavadze – Member of Khulo LAG



		Batumi Business Incubator (BBI) Beneficiaries



		Keda Municipality

Aslan Diasamidze

Irakli Khabazi

Mirza Gatenadze

Sulkhan Devadze

Khulo Municipality

Merab Jorbenadze

Temur Jorbenadze








image11.emf
Annex#5_Presentatioi n_181222.pptx


Annex#5_Presentatioin_181222.pptx
Improving Rural Development in Georgia (IRDG)

Final Project Evaluation

commissioned by: UNDP Georgia

Preliminary Findings to UNDP
18th November 2022

CHRISTIAN BUGNION DE MORETA - Evaluation Team Leader, Subur Consulting SL

ALEKSANDRE SHAKHNAZAROVI - National Consultant











Objective: assess the project performance achievements and lessons and recommendations

Budget: € 10.083.200 over 5 years

Scope:  3rd January 2018 until 18th November 2022 (end of project 2.12.2022)

Unit of analysis: IRDG project but under ENPARD III

Audience: UNDP, MEPA, EU, IPS, GoG





Evaluation Criteria:
Relevance, Coherence, Effectiveness, Efficiency, Sustainability as defined by OECD/DAC 2019 revision

Norms and Standards: UNDP evaluation Guidelines (IEO) 2021, UNDP revised evaluation policy 2019, UNDP guidance on outcome-level evaluation 2012, UNDP PME handbook, UNDG RBM Handbook, 2012 UNEG Code of Conduct + Ethics (2008)







		Resp. Category		# meetings		# persons

		UNDP		7		9

		Other UN		1		3

		MEPA		4		4

		RDA		6		8

		Govt AR		2		2

		ARDC Nat		1		1

		LAGs		8		9

		Municipalities		8		17

		IPS		3		4

		Parliament		1		1

		EU		1		1

		total		42		59

		plus 5 FGD		 		



Methodology: 
1) documentary review and analysis;
2) in-country data collection in Tbilisi as well as in five of the eight target municipalities.
47 interviews held in total as follows: 44% female participation (36 F 46 M), total interview time 45 hours
on site observation








Focus Groups held with IACC/RDC of Ajara AR WG (2) + IACC Nat (1) and two IP groups (tec/digital and social inclusion)

		FGD category		Nr		Female		Male		Total

		IACC/ARDC		3		8		4		12

		IPS		2		4		7		11

		TOTAL		5		12		11		23











Field visits to 5 municipalities: Lagodekhi, Dedoplistskaro, Tetritskaro, Keda, Khulo
33 RDA grant beneficiaries visited and 7 LAG or direct beneficiaries
10 hour interviews

		Municipality		Nr of ben		Female		Male		comments

		Lagodekhi		5		1		4		F not RDA, LAG benef

		Dedoplistskaro		7		4		3		 

		Tetritskaro		5		1		4		 

		Keda		9		1		8		4 M not RDA, BI benef

		Khulo		14		2		12		2 M not RDA, BI benef

		TOTAL		40		9		31		interview time 580 min no travel, avg 15 min.









FINDINGS PER EVALUATION CRITERION

RELEVANCE:

High relevance to local needs.

Bottom-up approach and addressing new aspects of non-agricultural RD on pilot basis (EE, Solar panels, grants for a variety of activities in services, tourism, manufacture)

Aligned with CPD and UNDAF for UNDP, and with national priorities.

But EU and ENPARD is the larger programming framework









COHERENCE:

IRDG designed under ENPARD III and in continuation of ENPARD I and II

Therefore, choice of target municipalities reported to be EU decision based on LEADER model, not necessarily reflecting municipal needs level or based on economies of scale as municipalities scattered and with different typologies.







EFFICIENCY:

Delivery rate expected to be near 95% once all financial information is available

Large size project envelope with substantial forex losses due to exchange rates fluctuation

Management structure adequate for the project scale – untimely departure of Technical Lead

Adaptive management in response to COVID and responsive capacity 







EFFECTIVENESS:

Pending RF indicators, very large number of activities undertaken within different fields.

Bottom-up innovative aspects developed through flexible and creative approach. 

Simplified grant application procedure user-friendly. 

COVID responsive.

Multi-sector and multi-level support (GoG, municipalities, LAG, CSO, population). 

Field presence in AR.







Target Location (municipality):

Khulo, Keda, Akhalkalaki, Borjomi, Dedoplistskaro, Tetritskaro, Kazbegi, Lagodekhi

EFFECTIVENESS:

Output completion as per PD: expected over 90% across indicators of RF

Current outputs reported



						 

		1 Total Investment (GEL) of ENPARD III		Total Investment (GEL)		

		1.1. ENPARD Investement (GEL)		               19.071.393,91 		

		1.2 Co financed by Beneficiaries/Private Sector (GEL)		                 3.753.444,60 		

		1.3 Co-financed by Local Government (GEL)		522100,52		

		Total Investment		               23.346.939,03 		 

		2. Total # of funded Initiatives under ENPARD III		# of initiatives*		 Total Investment (GEL) 

		2.1 Tota# of funded initiatives 		663		                  19.071.393,91 

		2.2 Women Led  initiatives 		13		                        484.099,56 

		2.2 Youth Led initiatives		85		                        974.073,25 

		2.3 Initiatives led by minority groups		13		                        923.221,47 

		Disagragation By Direction and Sectors 		 		 

		3 Commercial (Business)		# of initiatives*		 Total Investment (GEL) 

		3.1 Agriculture Production and Processing 		1		                          44.697,36 

		3.2  Tourism 		31		                    2.632.131,15 

		3.3  Non-agriculture production and services 		237		                    7.792.262,72 

		Total Commercial 		269		                  10.469.091,23 

		4  Social 		# of initiatives*		 Total Investment (GEL) 

		4.1 Community infrastructure		6		                        624.517,41 

		4.2 Education, Sport, culture		69		                    1.925.904,51 

		4.3 health and social services		2		                          64.600,00 

		Total Social 		77		                    2.615.021,92 

		5 Enviroment and Natural resourse management 		# of initiatives*		 Total Investment (GEL) 

		Total Environmental and NRM		379		                    5.987.280,76 









IRDG current indicators

		7. Economic Indicators		 

		7.1 # of jobs supported/sustained 
EU indicator: The number of full time equivalent jobs supported or sustained by the intervention should be included for this indicator.		609

		7.1.1 # of jobs supported/sustained  (men)		323

		7.1.2 of jobs supported/sustained  (women)		286

		7.2 Vocational Education and Training (VET) and Skills Development
EU indicator: Number of people who have benefited from institution or workplace based VET/skills development interventions supported by the EU		2113

		7.2.1 VET and skills creation (men)		554

		7.2.2 VET and skills creation (women)		1559









EFFECTIVENESS: 

Very high level of satisfaction from all UNDP stakeholders involved in the project over 4.8 out of 5 (see table next slide) 


Assets: 

Commitment to results 

Communication 

Responsiveness 

Flexibility and understanding

and for GoG a very strong knowledge of needs from PM experience (Nodar)

Staff and experts’ capacity and attitude.








Overall level of satisfaction with UNDP support

Effectiveness
perceptions from 29 KII and 5 FGD

		 		GoG		Municip		LAGs		IPs		AR Gov		Total/AVG

		Resp		11		6		8		2		2		29

		AVG		4,86		4,83		4,81		4,50		4,83		4,82



		FGD		IPS		IACC/ARDC		Total/AVG

		Resp		11		12		23

		AVG		4,85		4,92		4,89









EFFECTIVENESS:

Challenges: 

Timeline 

Delays from suppliers 

Complexity of geographical locations, 

Timing in payment of tranches between UNDP/RDA/Beneficiary

Green matching grants not adapted to context

But also working under ENPARD model and LEADER programme including LAG









EFFECTIVENESS:

At the higher level support to the GoG critical and catalytic

4 years ahead toward EU standards

Strong institutional support

Trainings and development of database

M&E capacity and processes to generate report on RDS

Policy level achievements (RDS/ARDS 2016-2020 and 21-27 and APs) 







EFFECTIVENESS:

Bigger fish is EU association agreement and alignment to EU standards, not IRDG

Conceptual complexities in implementing RD

Strategy evolving on learning by doing, but not fully developed from the start, leading to flexibility, creativity, innovation, but short time frame to develop and implement the different schemes

Responsiveness and adaptability to COVID and 80/20 grants

Efforts to incorporate LNOB in social investments and GEWE to the extent possible







Sustainability:


Policies developed and AP implemented (AR and GoG)

Systems in place and operational

Database and IT staff present, but may need further support

Grant management capacity established for RD

Support to institutional reform towards MA and PA









Institutional challenges:

MEPA: 

Capacity to sustain coordination across ministries and preparing dynamic reports (including rec. to show progress over years). 

Define better conceptual framework for RDS to facilitate linkages between ARD and RD. 

Ensure database management and use.









Institutional challenges:

RDA: 

Ensure cash flow capacity to link beneficiary payments under grants to UNDP tranche payment procedure

Learn to monitor effectiveness of grants (e.g. outcome level such as business survival rate, or default rate, etc.) and

 Integrate ex post monitoring









Institutional challenges:

Municipalities: capacities, HR, information, transparency, decentralisation



LAG: funding (MEPA since 2023) and uneven implication of members across municipalities



AMAG: not met or mentioned, only linked to AR Government







Institutional challenges:

UNDP:

Visibility and external communications

Internal coordination across areas of practice

Conceptual framework for development supporting donor-driven terms such as RD, ARD, RegDev or LED 

Reporting for results – not a checklist

















CONCLUSIONS:











Project design quite broad allowing flexibility but also requiring clarity in the strategic direction, many pilots (solar panels)





Excellent support to GoG (MEPA and RDA) in institutional capacity development, M&E including database, grant management capacity, communication, aligned to needs





Results framework reflecting impact indicators beyond the reach of IRDG project













CONCLUSIONS










High number of initiatives undertaken in many areas including key aspects of inclusion





Partnerships established at all levels using bottom-up approach





Complex and large programme with time limitations linked to COVID delays and design issues





Very high level of satisfaction from all stakeholder categories (over 4.8 out of 5) shows successful project implementation















RECOMMENDATIONS









Clarify conceptual frameworks for using donor terminology within projects





Facilitate RBM training for UNDP project staff and especially reporting for results





Consider reporting from the local perspective (bottom up) on the changes instead of checklist of activities





Depending on funding consider placing a TA in MEPA and/or  RDA to consolidate institutional capacity development















THANK YOU FOR YOUR COMMENTS, QUESTIONS AND SUGGESTIONS!




MADLOBA!
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1

Results

Achieved from August1, 2021, toMarch31, 20229

= 07-09/2021-(MS$1-1.1.1.1-4.1.1.1.1)'Arfinal evaluationof the-Rural Development Strategy™
of Georgiarfor-2017-2020is"completed.

+-07-09/2021" (MS1-MS52/1.1.2.1-4.1.1.2.1)° ARDSG' MRE" systems' for" 2021-2027- are"
updated-andoperational.{

= 07-09/2021+(MS1-MS2/1.1.2.1-4.1.1.2.1) The'-year monitoring performance reports on”
theimplementation'of-the'RDSG/RDAPs for 2017-2020'and-Ajar ARRDS/RDAPS for 2016-2020"
in'bothrlanguages were-completed.§

+=10-12/2021-(MS1-1.1.1.1-4.1.1.1.1) Afinal Evaluationof the-Rural Development-Strategy"
of AjaraAR for'2016-2020 was completed (annex-#2-and#3).9

+=10-12/2021° (MS1-MS2/1.1.2.1-4.1.1.2.1) final" evaluation' of the" Rural* Development-
Strategy for the'2017-2020 (Georgian version)-was'completed-and-shared with MEPA for follow"
wpactions. |

+=10-12/2021-(MS1-MS2/1.
is"completed-and functional.q

+=10-12/2021° (MS1-MS2/1.1.3.2):" The Agricuiture” and- Rural: Development- Strategy’ of
(Georgiarfor-2021-2027 impactindicators targets were reviewedand finalized-(annex#4).§

*-01-03/2022:(M51-22/1.1.1.1-4.1.1.1.1): IACC'approvedthe-annualreport-of-the-National-
ARDS/ARDAPor-2021(annex#5). and the-annual report-of the-AjatarAR ARDS/ARDAPfor 2021
‘sentto'4jaEAR VpA (annex #6).1

Dibujar Disposicién

2.4):"TRDG'M&E systemdevelopment within'an-agreed-design”

1
Progress towardsachieving the‘indicator-—key inputs{
1

- 07-09/2021-(MS1-1.1.1.1-4.1.1.1.1)'Arfinal evaluationof the-Rural Development-Strategy"
and:Action Plans for2017-2020 s completed, the reportis eady tobe sent fortranslation (annex
#7).‘Furthermore, aninternational-consultant was-selected, and-the-first-draftof-nceptionwas"
deliveredregarding the'ajar AR Rural-Development StrategyandAction Plans for 2017-2020.

+-07-09/2021" (MS1-MS2/1.1.2.1-4.1.1.2.1) Fadiitated: an" elaboration" of- the' 4-year-
monitoring performance reports*onthe implementation'of theRDSG/RDAPs for-2017-2020and"
Ajara ARRDS/RDAPs for 2016-2020, induding translationintothe English anguage {annexes #8-
and#9).9

= 07-00/2021/(MS1-M52/1.1.2.1-4.1.1.2.1) The'ARDSG'and Ajarz ARDS e-MEE systems for”
20212027 updated,” semi-annual report” performance" data' for*the* Indicators® and- Budget
execution-enteredand the'system works smoothly. Minor adjustments-and improvements tothe
visualshowcasing'of-datar on' the: mai page" were finalized. To"improve data" analysis- of-the
‘monitoring data indine with the Evaluator'srecommendationf, the project startedhe DataExpert
selection'process. The recruitment-processwill be-finalizedin'October-and the-expertwil work-
during'November-to-accomplish the tasks isted in the ToR. Moreover, due tothe changesiinthe
Government, it was'agreedto update‘impactindicators target numbers'in‘inewith the'ten-year
enintry: develonment- stratea - and: the- inalization: of: actity: was: nnstnaned: - ther furth:

30091 palabras [} Inglés (Estados Unidos)
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22y
thenational-and-Ajar AR-ARDSS/ARDAPs semi-annual reports for-2021.-0n-20°and-22/23 July,”
three'separateworkshops via Zoom Platform were deliveredtothe TACC:and Ala ARDC working™
groups members-to-support-uploading the'semi-annual performance-and-monitoringdatainthe
MEE'systems (annexes#10°and'#11).1

= 07-09/2021/(MS1-MS2/1.1.2.4.1): The TRDG MRE'systemvis finalized along withan-agreed"
outlinerwiththe'project management. Though-the'GMGscheme implementation'was delegated:
totheRDA'INAugust2021. The project-and RDA-agreed Tegarding theimplementationapproach™
inSeptember-2021, whichwil*requirer taking"action to"ncorporate" he* GMG' schemeintor the"
IRDGMBE System. |

- 07-00/2021-(MS1-MS2/1.1.3.4) Final report to"faciitaterthe-process"of the'introduction'of-
EUNUTS methodology in'Georgiar completedandshared-vith MRDI for further-discussion"and-
steps (annex#12).1

+-10-12/2021° (MS1-1.1.1.1-4.1.1.1.1) Georgian® and" English" versions® of- the' Rural”
Development:Strategy-of-Georgia-for-2017-2020-were-Sent-to'MEPA-to"publish-on-the MEPA's
website. Tt was agreed to'publishin the frst-quarter of 2022. Meanwhile, the-final Evaluationof-
theRural Development Strategy of Ajara AR for 2016-2020 was completed. The Georgianversion®
willberready to'share-andpublish'in‘February 2022.1

+=10-12/2021/(MS1-MS2/1.1.2.1-4.1.1.2.1) Finalevaluation findings'and recommendations™
of the-Rural-Development-Strategy-for-2017-2020-were-presented-during-the JACC meeting'i
December 2021 (annex'#13).

+=10-12/2021° (MS1-MS2/1.1.2.1-4.1.1.2.1) Following" the" project: mid-term evaluation®
recommendation""Itis recommended-thatMEPA-andthe ACC-consider-hiring'a-data-expert-to
showcase" practical, innovative" ways" o analyzing’ rural development” monitoring" data”’ data
expert-provided-findings andrecommendations regarding reporting, and it will be reviewedand-
discussed with MEPA-andAjaca MoAvin the first-quarter of-2022.9

~10-12/2021-(MS1-MS2/1.1.2.4):Document-Repository-Module'is-addedto-the RDG-M&E"
‘system. Per-agreement vithRDA,the" GMG"scheme-willbe"incorporatedintor the'IRDG" M&E"
Systeminthe frst-quarter of-2022.9

+=10-12/2021(MS3-MS4/1.1.3.1): Sincenot-enough datawas uploadedinto the M&Esystem
for the"semi-annual report, 'no"outreach-event-took place'toshare-the"GIS tool withthe-broad"
audience. An‘issuewillbe reviewed i fine"with the-annual performance-and monitoring-datarfor
2021 in'the firstquarter'of 2022 together with'MEPA"and TACC for further decision.

= 10-12/2021(MS1-M52/1.1.3.2): Drafts'of Impact-and Objective Tndicators of the ARDSAAR"
for'2021-2027"shared- withthe- Ajara’ AR MoA and” ARDC working- group* members.- As' - was™
agreed, theindicators passports wouldbe-finalized i the-first-quarter-of-2022. Simultaneously,
anAgriculturerandRuralDevelopment:Srategy-of-&jata AR forthe-2021-2027-actionplan'for-
2021 was*updated-and-changesweremadein the'M&Esystemtoregister-AnnualReport task
for-2021.-0a"national level, impact-indicators of the-Agriculture-and Rural Strategy of Georgia™
for2021-2027 wereupdated-and-agreedwith MEPAaccording toGeorgia'sten-year development-
strategy. Though, therresuits-(objective) indicators need-further-elaborationwith" LACC working™
groupmembers. Ttis anticipated to-finalize the-descriptions of the'indicatorsin'the-first-quarter-
of20229

= 10-12/2021-(MS1-MS3/1.1.6.3) Online versions of the-Agricuiture"andRural Development-
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Annex 6
PLEDGE OF ETHICAL CONDUCT IN EVALUATION
By signing this pledge, | hereby commit to discussing and applying the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation and to
adopting the associated ethical behaviours.

INTEGRITY

I will actively adhere to the moral values and professional standards of evaluation practice as outlined in the UNEG Ethical
Guidelines for Evaluation and following the values of the United Nations. Specifically, | will be:

¢ Honest and truthful in my communication and actions.

* Professional, engaging in credible and trustworthy behaviour, alongside competence, commitment

and ongoing reflective practice.

¢ Independent, impartial and incorruptible.

ACCOUNTABILITY

I will be answerable for all decisions made and actions taken and responsible for honouring commitments,

without qualification or exception; | will report potential or actual harms observed. Specifically, | will be:

¢ Transparent regarding evaluation purpose and actions taken, establishing trust and increasing accountability for
performance to the public, particularly those populations affected by the evaluation.

e Responsive as questions or events arise, adapting plans as required and referring to appropriate channels where
corruption, fraud, sexual exploitation or abuse or other misconduct or waste of resources is identified.

* Responsible for meeting the evaluation purpose and for actions taken and for ensuring redress and recognition as needed.

RESPECT

I will engage with all stakeholders of an evaluation in a way that honours their dignity, well-being, personal agency and
characteristics.

Specifically, | will ensure:

» Access to the evaluation process and products by all relevant stakeholders — whether powerless

or powerful — with due attention to factors that could impede access such as sex, gender, race, language, country of origin,
LGBTQ status, age, background, religion, ethnicity and ability.

e Meaningful participation and equitable treatment of all relevant stakeholders in the evaluation processes, from design to
dissemination. This includes engaging various stakeholders, particularly affected people, so they can actively inform the
evaluation approach and products rather than being solely a subject of data collection.

* Fair representation of different voices and perspectives in evaluation products (reports, webinars, etc.).

BENEFICENCE

I will strive to do good for people and planet while minimizing harm arising from evaluation as an intervention.
Specifically, | will ensure:

e Explicit and ongoing consideration of risks and benefits from evaluation processes.

e Maximum benefits at systemic (including environmental), organizational and programmatic levels.

* No harm. | will not proceed where harm cannot be mitigated.

e Evaluation makes an overall positive contribution to human and natural systems and the mission of the United Nations.

I commit to playing my part in ensuring that evaluations are conducted according to the Charter of the United Nations and
the ethical requirements laid down above and contained within the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation. When this is
not possible, | will report the situation to my supervisor, designated focal points or channels and will actively seek an
appropriate response.

Name of Consultant: Christian Bugnion de Moreta

Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant): _Subur Consulting S.L.

B

\
Signature \ Date: 1% October 2022







image13.emf
Annex#6b_NC_PLEDG E OF ETHICAL CONDUCT IN EVALUATION.pdf


Annex#6b_NC_PLEDGE OF ETHICAL CONDUCT IN EVALUATION.pdf
Annex 6b
PLEDGE OF ETHICAL CONDUCT IN EVALUATION
By signing this pledge, | hereby commit to discussing and applying the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation and to
adopting the associated ethical behaviours.

INTEGRITY

I will actively adhere to the moral values and professional standards of evaluation practice as outlined in the UNEG Ethical
Guidelines for Evaluation and following the values of the United Nations. Specifically, | will be:

¢ Honest and truthful in my communication and actions.

* Professional, engaging in credible and trustworthy behaviour, alongside competence, commitment and ongoing reflective
practice.

¢ Independent, impartial and incorruptible.

ACCOUNTABILITY

I will be answerable for all decisions made and actions taken and responsible for honouring commitments,

without qualification or exception; | will report potential or actual harms observed. Specifically, | will be:

e Transparent regarding evaluation purpose and actions taken, establishing trust and increasing accountability for
performance to the public, particularly those populations affected by the evaluation.

e Responsive as questions or events arise, adapting plans as required and referring to appropriate channels where
corruption, fraud, sexual exploitation or abuse or other misconduct or waste of resources is identified.

* Responsible for meeting the evaluation purpose and for actions taken and for ensuring redress and recognition as needed.

RESPECT

I will engage with all stakeholders of an evaluation in a way that honours their dignity, well-being, personal agency and
characteristics.

Specifically, | will ensure:

» Access to the evaluation process and products by all relevant stakeholders — whether powerless

or powerful — with due attention to factors that could impede access such as sex, gender, race, language, country of origin,
LGBTQ status, age, background, religion, ethnicity and ability.

e Meaningful participation and equitable treatment of all relevant stakeholders in the evaluation processes, from design to
dissemination. This includes engaging various stakeholders, particularly affected people, so they can actively inform the
evaluation approach and products rather than being solely a subject of data collection.

* Fair representation of different voices and perspectives in evaluation products (reports, webinars, etc.).

BENEFICENCE

I will strive to do good for people and planet while minimizing harm arising from evaluation as an intervention.
Specifically, | will ensure:

e Explicit and ongoing consideration of risks and benefits from evaluation processes.

e Maximum benefits at systemic (including environmental), organizational and programmatic levels.

* No harm. | will not proceed where harm cannot be mitigated.

e Evaluation makes an overall positive contribution to human and natural systems and the mission of the United Nations.

| commit to playing my part in ensuring that evaluations are conducted according to the Charter of the United Nations and
the ethical requirements laid down above and contained within the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation. When this is
not possible, | will report the situation to my supervisor, designated focal points or channels and will actively seek an
appropriate response.

Name of Consultant: Aleksandre Shakhnazarovi

Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant):

o . kM “ -‘ﬂq't/
Signature __ - Date: __ October 20, 2022
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