Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

=

=

D|P]

Empowered lives.
Resilient nations.

&
e
le

GOVERNMENT OF
MONGOLIA ge

MECC/UNDP/GEF- Project on Ensuring Sustainability and
Resilience of Green Landscapes in Mongolia (PIMS IDNb. 5784)

Termnal Bvaluation

Rinal Report, 26 August 2025




Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

Basic Report Information

Title of the Project Ensuring Sustainability and Resilience of Green Landscapes

in Mongolia

Quantum Project ID/ Quantum
Award ID Number

00103218/ 00103218.6

UNDP-GEF PIMS ID Number

5784

GEF ID Number

9389

Evaluation Timeframe

29t May — 1°¢ July, 2025

Date of Terminal Evaluation Report

24 August, 2025 (final)

Region and countries included in
the project

Asia and the Pacific region
Mongolia

GEF Focal Area/ Strategic Program

Biodiversity, Land Degradation

Implementing Partner

Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (formerly
Ministry of Environment and Tourism)

Other Direct Project Partners

Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Light Industry,
Governer’s Offices of Arkhangai, Bayankhongr, Govi-Altai,
and Zalkhan Aimags

Evaluation Team Members

Ugen P. Norbu (international consultant, team leader)
Narangerel Ya (national consultant)

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project, Mongolia

Page | i




Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

Acknowledgments

The evaluation team extends its sincere appreciation to all those who provided invaluable assistance
and support at various stages of the evaluation. In particular, we wish to acknowledge:

e Bulgan Luuzandamba and Erdenebat Erdenejav at the UNDP Mongolia Country Office

e Erdenebileg Batmunkh, R. Bolor, and A. Tsetsegadari at the Project Implementation Unit of the
ENSURE Project

e B. Tserenlkham, Purev-Ochir, B. Myanganmyagmar, B. Nyamsuren, and Erdenebaatar, project
field staff based in Arkhangai aimag

e Tashi Dorji at the UNDP Regional Hub for Asia-Pacific

We also extend our heartfelt thanks to all those who participated in interviews for the evaluation. This
includes: officials from the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change and the Ministry of Food,
Agriculture and Light Industry; local government officials and project field staff in the aimags and
soums across the project landscapes; project consultants and contractors; and, most importantly, the
local community members. Their generous sharing of information and insights during interviews and
field visits greatly contributed to the evaluation.

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | ii



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

Acronyms and Abbreviations

ADAPT

APR

co

CPD
ENSURE

ERA
FGD
FUG
GAP
GBF
GCF
GEF
GEF-TT

METT
MOFALI
M&E
MSCP
MTR
NAMEM
NCF
NGO
NIM

PA

PB

Improving Adaptive Capacity and Risk Management of Rural Communities in
Mongolia — MECC/UNDP/GCF Project

Annual Progress Report
Country Office
Country Program Document (UNDP)

Ensuring Sustainability and Resilience of Green Landscapes in Mongolia —
MECC/UNDP/GEF Project

Eco-regional Assessment

Focus Group Discussion

Forest User Group

Gender Action Plan

Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework
Green Climate Fund

Global Environment Facility

Global Environment Facility Tracking Tool
Implementing Agency

Implementing Partner

Knowledge, Attitude and Practice

Land Degradation Neutrality

Local Protected Area

Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (formerly Ministry of Environment and
Tourism

Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool

Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Light Industry

Monitoring and Evaluation

Mongolia Sustainable Cashmere Platform

Mid-Term Review

National Agency for Meteorological and Environmental Monitoring
Nature Conservation Fund

Non-Governmental Organization

National Implementation Modality

Protected Area

Project Board

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | iii



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

PCT Project Cooperation Team (instituted at aimag level)

PES Payments for Ecosystem Services

PIR Project Implementation Review/ Report

PIU Project Implementation Unit

PPG Project Preparatory Grant

PPP Public-Private Partnership

PRF Project Results Framework

ProDoc Project Document

PUA Pasture Use Agreement

PUG Pasture User Group

SDC Sustainable Development Council (instituted at soum level)
SDG Sustainable Development Goal

SESP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure

SFMP Sustainable Forest Management Plan

S| Stakeholder Interview

SLM Sustainable Land Management

SMART Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound (in relation to

formulation of project results, indicators and targets)

SPA Special Protected Area

TC Technical Committee

TE Terminal Evaluation

ToC Theory of Change

ToR Terms of Reference

UN United Nations

UNCCD United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification

UNSDCF United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework
UNDP United Nations Development Program

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | iv



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

Table of Contents

Basic Report INformation .........cciiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicnirenieresiesasesnesssisssesssssssenssssssensssssssnsssssens i
ACKNOWIEAZMENLS ...t crreea e s e e e e s s e na s s e e as s ssenasssssenassssnennssssrennssssnennssnssnnnnes i
Acronyms and AbBreviations..........ccccviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s resasssresssssssesssssssenens iii
JLIE 1 <2 (=T 1 00T =T 3 v
Basic Project INfOrmation .........ccciiiiiiiieeiiiiiiiiiininneiiiiiinsssssiissssssesssss 1
EXECULIVE SUMMIAIY...ccuuiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiriiirieiriaireesrsassraeseraessrassstaessrsasssenssssnsssrasssrassssanssssnsssanssss 2
O T Yo [0 o o o 7
1.1 Purpose and Objectives of the Evaluation ...........coccuiiiiiiciiii it 7
1.2 Scope and MEthOdOIOZY ......cccuiiieieiiie ettt e e et e e e e bte e e e e bte e e e ebaeeeeenraeaeennes 7
N R ol o ] o PP PPPPPPTPPPPPPRE 7
00 N \V/ =Y d o To Yo [o] o =V SR UPUPPPN 7

1.3 Evaluation Ethics and AdNEIrENCE.......ii i iii ittt st saee e sbee e 10
1.4 Limitations t0 the EVAlUation ........cociieeeriiiecee ettt st vee e s e 10
1.5 Structure Of the REPOIT.....uiii i e e et e e s aba e e e esareeeens 11

P S o T T=Tot 0 1T of g o1 T o T 12
2.1 Project DUration and MiIlESTONES ......c.eeecieeiiiieeiieeeiee ettt e estee e ste e s te e e saeeesbeeesnaeesaseesseeesnseens 12

D A D 1AV (o) o g o V=T o A 00T ] (=) SR 12
2.2.1  General Country Development CONTEXt.......cccccvieiiiiieeeiiiiieeecieeeeciee e esee e e ree e e e 12
2.2.2  Environmental CoONTEXE ....eevveieriieiiieiieeeiee ettt st e site st e sbe e e sabe e sabeesbeeesabeeennes 13
2.2.3  Policy and Legislation CONtEXE .....ccccviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e sabee e e 14

2.3 Problems that the Project sought to Address.........coccueeeeciiieeeciieee e e 14
2.4 Project Objective and COMPONENTS ......cccccuiiieeciieeeeciiee e e ciee e eecree e e etee e e eabeeesesbaeeeeenraeeeeensenas 15
2.5 EXPECLEA RESUILS ..eiiieiiiieiciiiee ettt e st e e e st e e et e e e e snbee e e e sabeeeeeareeeeennsenas 16

P I o d o =Tot Ay 2= ] o] o =TSP 17

D A I V=T AV o] @ o T V=L SRRSO 17

R T o 11 L 20
3.1 Project Design/ FOrMUIAtION ......ccccieierieiiees ettt sttt et e e esaenaesreenes 20
3.1.1 Analysis of project’s results framework.........cccoeeeiiiiiicie e, 20
3.1.2  AsSUMPLIONS @NA FISKS...ueiieeiiiiieiiiiiieee e ettt e e e e e e e e e s saaree e e e e e e e esnenaaeeeeeeeesnnnnnnns 21
3.1.3 Linkages with other relevant projects and initiatives ......cccccoeecciiieeeeee i 21
3.1.4 Planned stakeholder participation.........ccccuiiiiiee i 22

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | v



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

3.1.5 Gender responsiveness of the project design......cccccccviieivieiecciiee e e 24
I o o Yol 1y Y o] (=T g 1T o =Y o o (RS 25
3.2.1  Adaptive Man@BEMENT......uiii et ceeee ettt e e e e e sbee e e s ee e e s e e e e sabee e s s ebeee e eareeas 25
3.2.2  Actual stakeholder participation and partnership arrangements .........cccccceevvvcveeennneen. 26
3.2.3  Project finance and co-finance Management .......cccccveiiiiiieeeccciee e 27
3.2.4  Monitoring and evaluation: design at entry and implementation ..........ccccccceecvieeennneen. 30
3.2.5 Projectimplementation and oversight ........cccccuieiiiiiiiiiice 32
N I {1 0 - T =T =4=T0 0 1= o PP 33
3.3 Project Results and IMPacS......cccueiiieiiiei ittt e s s sbee e s e sree e s s e e e s s enreeas 36
3.3.1 Progress towards Project FeSUIS .........ceiiiiiiiieciee e e e 36
3.3.2  REIEVANCE ..ttt st ettt b e she e s ae e et et an 39
3.3.3  Effectiveness and effiCiENCY ....ccuueiiiciiiiiice e 40
I I YU ) = 11 0 F=1 o 11 11 A PR 46
I TR T e YU oY Vo 1Y g 1= ) o VT o PP 48
3.3.6  CrOSS-CULTING ISSUBS ...ciiieieeeeeeeceeeeee e e e s e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeaeeaens 49
I T A = = To [ L1 ToT =1 11 4 PSS 50
3.3.8  Catalytic/ replication ValUE ........cceeviiiiiiiiiiec ettt ettt s 51
3.3.9  Progress tO IMPACT c..ueeiiiiiiiii ittt e e e s s b e e e e e s s s st bae e e e e e e e saanrnee 51

4. Main Findings, Conclusions, Recommendations and Lessons ........c.cccccceeeeuecereeenecereeencereeancenenas 53
o R Y = YT o T T o [T Y4 P UPPUSRt 53
A o o Tol [V o T - PP P PP PP PRUPPOP 54
4.3 RECOMMENAATIONS . .eiiiiiiiieiieteeree ettt sttt e bt s e e s e s e e et e esreesneesaeesane e 55
4.3.1 Related tO ProjJeCt AESIEN ..cccuuiiiieeiieececieee ettt c ettt e e e et e e e eette e e e e ette e e e sbteeeesbeeeeeesseeaeennes 55
4.3.2 Related to project implementation.........cccccuviiiieciie e 56
4.3.3 Related to project monitoring & evaluation ..........ccccccviieieciiee e 56
4.3.4  Actions to follow-up or reinforce project benefits ........cccoecvveiivciiiiiicie e 57
4.4 LeSSONS LEAINT...ciiviiiiiiiiiii ittt 58

Annexes

ANNEX |1 Terms Of REFEIENCE. .. .ottt et 60
Annex Il: Evaluation QUESTIONS IMAtriX .....eeecveeiiiieiiieeiiee sttt s e e e e e 70
Annex llI: List of DOCUMENTS REVIEWET .....ccueiiuiiiiiiieiiieiteee ettt sttt et e 79
Annex IV: List of Stakeholders INTervieWed ...........coceevieiieriiniiieeeeeee e 80
Annex V: Field Mission SCheUIE .......oc.eiiiiiiiiieeeeeee et 83
Annex VI: Guide Questions for Stakeholder Interviews and Focus Group Discussions.................... 86

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | vi



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

Annex VII: Evaluation Rating SCAl@ ....ccuuviii ittt et e e et e et e e e e e e e 91
Annex VIII: SMART Analysis of Project Results Framework..........coveeecciiieieciiee e 92
Annex IX: Project Conceptual MOdEl........coooueiiiiiiiiiicie e e e 102
Annex X: Evaluation Consultant Code of Conduct and Agreement FOrm ........ccceecvveveviiveeeninnenenn. 103
Annex XI: Signed TE ClearanCe FOIM .......oiiiiiiiieeciiiee ettt et et e e e satr e e e e satae e e ssasaeeesennaneeens 104

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | vii



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

Basic Prgject Information

Project Title

Ensuring Sustainability and Resilience of Green Landscapes in Mongolia

UNDP Project ID 5784 PIF Approval Date: 28th April, 2017

(PIMS#):

GEF Project ID: 9389 CEO Endorsement 18th October, 2018
Date:

UNDP Atlas Business MNG 10 ProDoc Signature 18th December, 2018

Unit: Award ID: 00103218.6 Date:

Project ID: 00103218

Country/ Countries: Mongolia Date Project Manager | February 2019

hired:

Region: Asia and the Pacific Inception Workshop 19t-20th March, and 22nd
Dates: March, 2019
Focal Area Biodiversity Mid-Term Review 7th October, 2022 (final

Land Degradation
Sustainable Forest Management

Completion Date:

report)

GEF Operational
Program or Strategic
Priorities/ Objectives

Improving sustainability of PAs,
reducing threats to globally
significant biodiversity, sustainable

Terminal Evaluation
Completion Date

29th August, 2025

use of biodiversity, reducing
pressures on natural resources,
enhancing forest management, and
restoring forest ecosystems.

GEF Trust Fund

Trust Fund: Operational Closure 18th December, 2025

Date

Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
(formerly Ministry of Environment and Tourism)

Herders’ Groups, Forest Users’ Groups
Look Mongolia LLC, Share Mongolia LLC

Implementing Partner

NGOs/ CBOs involved:

Private sector
involvement

Arkhangai Aimag: Battsengel soum_(47.798342°N, 101.967212°E); Erdenemandal soum
(48.540632°N, 101.360848°E); Khairkhan soum (48.609559°N, 101.937081°E); Ulziit soum
(48.097297°N, 102.545022°E).

Bayankhongor Aimag: Baatsagaan soum (45.560967°N, 99.440064°E); Bayantsagaan soum
(45.012722°N, 98.929658°E); Bayan-Undur soum (44.794406°N, 98.656846°E); Shinejinst
soum (44.544185°N, 99.299087°E)

Gobi-Altai Aimag: Chandmani soum (45.32919°N, 97.988323°E); Erdene soum (45.130896°N,
97.770637°E); Tsogt soum (45.343829°N, 96.646142°F)

Zavkhan Aimag: Tosontsengel soum (48.751766°N, 98.247518°E); Ukh-Uul soum
(48.726628°N, 98.79201°E)

Project Financial Information

Geospatial coordinates
of project sites

(as given in the Project
Implementation
Review/ Report)

PDF/ PPG At approval (USD) At PDF/ PPG completion (USD)

EF PDF/ PPG gran
fGor proje/ct pfeﬁaara:ison 195,000 213,525
Co-financing for project 0 0
preparation
Project At CEO Endorsement (USD) At TE (USD)
UNDP Contribution: 150,000 268,347
ﬁr?;’s;”n:e“t co- 36,823,360 41,529,054
Other co-financing 2,106,357 876,922
Total co-financing: 39,079,717 42,674,323
Total GEF funding 7,964,253 7,743,383
Total Project Funding 47,043,970 50,417,706

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project, Mongolia Page | 1



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

Executive Summary

Evaluation Purpose, Scope and Methodology in Brief

The Terminal Evaluation was undertaken as an independent process to provide an objective
assessment of the project’s performance. In line with the ‘Guidance for Conducting Terminal
Evaluations of UNDP-supported, GEF-financed Projects’ (UNDP, 2020), the TE: (a) examined the extent
to which the project achieved its objective and intended results; (b) assessed in detail the relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact of the project; (c) assessed country ownership,
stakeholder engagement and gender results; and (d) rated project performance against multiple
criteria based on recommended rating scales. The TE also presents a set of recommendations to
inform the design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation of future UNDP/GEF projects, and
to sustain and enhance project benefits through effective project transition, continued
implementation, stakeholder partnerships, strategic integration, and policy advocacy. The TE covered
the duration from project start date on 18th December 2018 to 31st July 2025

The evaluation findings and conclusions were derived from the analysis and triangulation of the
information acquired from three key sources/ methods: (a) desk reviews of all key documents related
to project design, implementation and M&E; (b) stakeholder interviews and focus group discussions;
and (c) direct observation of project activities in the field. A nine-day field mission was conducted to
meet and interview project stakeholders, and observe project activities in the field. This included
meetings with central-level stakeholders, and field visits and local stakeholder interviews in Bukhun
Shaar landscape — covering Battsengel, Erdenemandal, Khairkhan, and Ulziit soums in Arkhangai aimag
—one of the four project landscapes. Altogether 72 people, including 31 women, were interviewed.

Summarized Findings and Conclusions

Findings with respect to key evaluation criteria — monitoring and evaluation, project oversight and
execution, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability — are summarized below:

The M&E plan aligned with UNDP-GEF standards; implementation was timely, but tool updates and
analytical depth were inconsistent. The M&E plan detailed mandatory activities, responsibilities,
budget, and timelines, and included standard tools (e.g., PIRs, APRs, audits, GEF-TTs), stakeholder
engagement, and field visits. The Project Results Framework showed a few shortcomings, including
uneven indicator distribution across outcomes. While half the indicators fully met SMART criteria, the
rest were only partially compliant. Project M&E implementation followed the plan with structured
inception, timely reporting, audits, and active Project Board oversight. However, inconsistent updates
of key tools like CD Scorecards and METT hindered coherent reporting. APRs and PIRs were
comprehensive in describing project activities and progress but were uneven and lacked depth in
some areas such as lessons learned, implementation challenges, and linkages and synergies with other
relevant projects and initiatives.

UNDP and MECC ensured strong oversight, coordination, and alignment with national priorities and
GEF standards. UNDP provided quality assurance and oversight as the GEF implementing agency,
supporting audits, monitoring, strategic guidance, and coordination. It facilitated staffing, financial
management, and capacity building of the PIU, while maintaining consistent communication with
stakeholders. Through active participation, evaluations, and backstopping, UNDP upheld high
standards of accountability and performance. As IP, MECC provided strong institutional leadership,
aligning project execution with national policies and priorities. It chaired the PB, ensured stakeholder
engagement and coordination, and timely guidance and decision-making. MECC also contributed
significant co-financing, hosted the PIU, and upheld financial and technical standards.

The project demonstrated strong national and global relevance, aligning with Mongolia’s
constitutional and policy mandates on environment and sustainable development. It effectively
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supported several strategic national plans and priorities, and contributed to international frameworks
including the SDGs, UNDP strategies, GEF focal areas, and the GBF.

The project was effectively implemented, achieving most targets with strong results in species
conservation and PA expansion, legal reform, community-based rangeland and forest management,
and livelihood improvements. The project, though complex and multi-dimensional, has been
effectively implemented. It successfully achieved majority of its planned activities and yielded
substantial results in some key areas. Of the 16 indicators, targets of 11 have been fully achieved
including five that surpassed their respective targets, while two have been nearly achieved, and one
partially achieved. Assessment of two indicators are pending due to non-availability of final data.
Notable achievements were made in strengthening the legal framework, conserving endangered/
indicator species and their habitats, expanding protected areas, and promoting community-based PA
management. Significant achievements were also observed in reducing rangeland and forest
degradation, alongside improving and diversifying local livelihoods of herder groups and FUGs.

The project demonstrated a notable level of adaptability and resourcefulness in its implementation
strategy and progressive implementation improvements leading to achievement of most of the
planned activities despite initial delays and operational challenges. It responded to evolving challenges
— including COVID-19 - by revising targets, refining institutional strategies, and increasing
communication and outreach. Strategic shifts, such as replacing PUGs with smaller herder groups and
pursuing alternative legislation, strengthening staffing and stakeholder engagement, progressively
improved implementation and delivery of results overcoming initial disruptions and delays.

Project sustainability is moderately likely across financial, socio-economic, institutional, and
environmental dimensions. Strong government co-financing, community-based investments, and
promising livelihood outcomes -- such as job creation and income growth -- support long-term
viability. Institutional alignment with national policies and capacity-building efforts further reinforce
sustainability. However, challenges persist in maintaining technical interventions, scaling private
sector engagement and strengthening market linkages, and achieving financial self-reliance of Local
Protected Areas within the projected timeframe. Ecological risks related to wildlife translocation
require rigorous monitoring and expert guidance.

Terminal Evaluation Ratings

The overall performance of the project is rated satisfactory, implying that the project has met
expectations with minor shortcomings. The table below shows the ratings against each criterion set
for assessing project performance:

Criteria Scale | Rating (point)

Monitoring and Evaluation:

M&E design at entry 6-point scale Moderately Satisfactory (4)
M&E Plan Implementation 6-point scale Moderately Satisfactory (4)
Overall quality of M&E 6-point scale Moderately Satisfactory (4)
IA & EA Execution:

UNDP Implementation/ Oversight 6-point scale Satisfactory (5)
Implementing Partner Execution 6-point scale Satisfactory (5)

Overall Quality of Implementation/Execution 6-point scale Satisfactory (5)

Outcomes:

Relevance 6-point scale Satisfactory (5)
Effectiveness 6-point scale Satisfactory (5)

Efficiency 6-point scale Satisfactory (5)

Overall Quality of Project Outcomes 6-point scale Satisfactory (5)

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | 3
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Criteria Scale | Rating (point)
Sustainability:
Financial resources 4-point scale Moderately likely (3)

Socio-economic

4-point scale

Moderately likely (3)

Institutional framework and governance

4-point scale

Moderately likely (3)

Environmental

4-point scale

Moderately likely (3)

Overall likelihood of sustainability

4-point scale

Moderately likely (3)

Overall Project Performance

Satisfactory

Recommendations

The TE presents a total of 15 recommendations. Recommendations 1 to 8 are intended to inform the
design, implementation, and M&E of future UNDP/GEF projects while recommendations 9 to 15 are

immediate in nature, focusing on actions to sustain and enhance project benefits.

Responsible

be systematically updated and accessible before MTR
and TE. Avoid staggered updates to prevent confusion,
data issues, and interpretation challenges.

No. | Recommendation (abbreviated) . Timeframe
Agency(ies)

Related to Project Design

1. The PRF must be coherently designed with aligned UNDP CO and Future UNDP/GEF
indicators, baselines, and targets. Targets must reflect Regional Hub project designs
field realities, be informed by strategic baseline analysis,
and remain realistically ambitious.

2. Strategic concepts like PPP and PES must be clearly UNDP CO and Future UNDP/GEF
defined in the project document, with concise, context- | Regional Hub project designs
specific definitions and core outlines to facilitate proper
interpretation and application.

Related to Project Implementation

3. Training planning should carefully consider participant PIU/ UNDP Future UNDP/GEF
number and composition to optimize learning. Selection project design and
should ensure appropriate size and mix aligned with implementation
training objectives and depth.

4. Training should be supported by instructional tools and PIU/ UNDP Future UNDP/GEF
resources (e.g. handbooks, manuals, infographics) project design and
tailored to audience needs and context. These materials implementation
reinforce understanding and aid retention after training.

5. Proactive efforts should be made to identify and build PIU/ UNDP Future UNDP/GEF
synergy with other projects. Co-financing partnerships project design and
with organizations like WWF, TNC, and WCS should implementation
extend beyond funding to include strategic
collaboration.

Related to Project Monitoring and Evaluation

6. Progress reporting should clearly align activities with PIU/ UNDP Future UNDP/GEF
outcomes/outputs, avoiding overlap or ambiguity. project M&E
Where activities span multiple outcomes/outputs,
interlinkages must be explicitly referenced for clarity.

7. Annual progress reports should capture implementation | PIU/ UNDP Future UNDP/GEF
challenges, lessons learned, financial performance, and project M&E
strategic linkages with other relevant projects.

8. Key M&E tools (e.g. capacity scorecards, GEF-TTs) must PIU/ UNDP Future UNDP/GEF

project M&E

Actions for follow-up and reinforcement of project benefits

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project
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No. | Recommendation (abbreviated) Respons'lble Timeframe
Agency(ies)

9. The project exit strategy should provide a PIU and UNDP The exit strategy
comprehensive strategy and transition plan to ensure co should be finalized by
smooth handover, sustainability, and minimal disruption 30t Oct 2025 with
when GEF funding phases out. It should be developed in implementation
close consultation with the project stakeholders and completed before
clearly outline transfer of all project resources to project closure.
appropriate institutions.

10. Explore small-scale, community-led projects (e.g. via UNDP CO and To be initiated
UNDP/GEF Small Grants Program) to reinforce MECC immediately and
promising interventions needing targeted support, such pursued over the next
as forest-based livelihoods and income generation for 2-3 years.

FUGs.

11. | Conduct a study on advancing FUGs into community- UNDP CO and Initiate the study
based forestry enterprises under approved SFMPs. The MECC within the first quarter
study should assess policy reforms, institutional setups, of 2026, complete it
and enterprise models with sustainability safeguards. by July 2026. Present

the study findings and
recommendations at
UNCCD-COP 17.

12. | Engage with the private sector to advance PPPs through | UNDP CO and Initiate immediately
structured, long-term arrangements involving MECC and pursue over 2-3
investment, joint decision-making, benefit-sharing, and years.
capacity-building. Use MSCP and other platforms to
strengthen livestock product value chains.

13. | Develop targeted policy briefs to promote scalable UNDP CO and Initiate the process
interventions and address policy gaps. Use these as MECC within the first quarter
high-impact advocacy tools at UNCCD-COP17 and other of 2026, complete the
key events. Include associated project concepts for policy briefs by July
potential full proposals. 2026.

14. | Secure medium- to long-term partnerships with national | UNDP CO, Initiate dialogue with
conservation research institutions for pro bono MECC, and potential institutes
technical guidance and expertise on red deer farming relevant local immediately with the
and monitoring of translocated wildlife. government/ PA | aim to secure the

administration partnership within six
months after project
closure.

15. Integrate the project's proven biodiversity conservation | UNDP CO and Corresponding with
approaches and practices into the new National MECC the timeline of NBSAP.
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan to facilitate their
replication and scaling-up.

Note: The recommendations are described in detail in section 4.2

Lessons Learnt

The project demonstrated the following key lessons:

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project

An integrated approach to restoring ecosystems requires engaging a wide range of stakeholders
with diverse interests and influence. ENSURE project’s multi-stakeholder approach fostered
shared ownership, strengthened collaboration, and enhanced the effectiveness of integrated
conservation and livelihood interventions.

Conservation efforts succeed when meaningfully aligned with community livelihoods. ENSURE
project linked conservation goals with income-generating activities, delivering visible socio-
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economic benefits that enhanced local motivation and engagement while longer-term
conservation outcomes gradually took shape.

= Coordinated decision-making across governance levels -- national, aimag, and soum --
strengthened institutional ownership and accountability. ENSURE project’s tiered structure
enabled integration of project activities into local development plans, ensuring alignment with
community priorities and long-term sustainability.

= Local communities became effective conservation stewards through meaningful engagement and
capacity-building. Volunteer ranger systems and community monitoring fostered local ownership,
contributing to species recovery, habitat protection, and reduced wildlife offences across project
landscapes.

= |ntroducing culturally sensitive practices like lamb fattening and culling through research trials
built trust and changed perceptions. ENSURE’s evidence-based approach demonstrated pasture
benefits and meat quality improvements, encouraging informed adoption and broader
stakeholder support.

= Awell-designed Project Results Framework is essential for tracking progress and guiding decisions.
ENSURE project showed that unclear or incoherent PRFs hinder monitoring, reporting, and the
ability to assess impact against intended outcomes.

®  Strategic instruments like Public-Private Partnership and Payments for Ecosystem Services must
be clearly defined and supported by frameworks. ENSURE project revealed that, without clear
definition and framework, such concepts risk inconsistent application, reducing their relevance
and effectiveness in achieving conservation and development goals.

=  Multi-stakeholder platforms need government ownership for long-term sustainability and impact.
The MSCP aligned conservation, livelihoods, and private sector engagement, with ENSURE
fostering dialogue among key actors. However, limited government ownership weakened its
continuity. Embedding such platforms in government-led strategies with legal, policy, and
financial support improves success.

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | 6
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Introduction
Purpose and Ghjectives of the Evaluation

A terminal evaluation (TE) is an integral part of the UNDP/GEF project cycle. UNDP and GEF’s
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) policies and procedures require all GEF medium- and full-size
projects to undergo a TE towards the end of the project. It is an independent evaluation carried
out towards the end of the project with the purpose to provide a comprehensive and systematic
account of the project performance. It is expected to enhance organizational and development
learning, enable informed decision-making, and create the basis for replication of successful
project results. All TEs are intended to provide evidence-based, credible, and useful information
in producing a set of recommendations and lessons learned to help guide future design and
implementation of UNDP/GEF projects.

The terms of reference (ToR) for the TE of this project is given as per UNDP/GEF standard
evaluation requirements and is appended (Annex I).

Scope and Methodalogy
Scope

The Project Document (ProDoc) of the full-size MECC/UNDP/GEF Project ‘Ensuring
Sustainability and Resilience of Green Landscape in Mongolia (ENSURE)’ stipulated that the TE
will be carried out three months before the project closure. The TE process was initiated on 1st
June 2025 and completed in the end of August 2025.

The TE of the ENSURE project was conducted by an International Consultant, with support from
a National Consultant. The project was implemented through Mongolia’s Ministry of
Environment and Climate Change (MECC). The TE covered the duration from the project start
date on 18th December 2018 to 31st July 2025, with about five months remaining for project
closure on 18th December 2025.

The TE has been undertaken as an independent process to provide an objective assessment of
the project’s performance. In line with the UNDP/GEF TE Guidance 2020, the TE: (a) examined
the extent to which the project achieved its objective and intended results; (b) assessed in detail
the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and impact of the project; (c) assessed
country ownership, stakeholder engagement and gender results; and (d) rated project
performance against multiple criteria using rating scales.

Methodology

A collaborative, consultative, and participatory approach was employed in conducting a
qualitative analysis to produce an evidence-based evaluation of the ENSURE project. The TE was
guided by UNDP/GEF TE Guidance 2020 and conducted in an independent and transparent
manner in conformity with the ethical evaluation standards required by UNDP and GEF. The
evaluation emphasized multi-stakeholder engagement with particular attention to gender
equity and participation of marginal groups.

The TE methodology included desk review of relevant project documents, stakeholder
interviews and focus group discussions, and direct observation of on-site project activities. A
nine-day field mission was conducted, during which the evaluation team met with project
stakeholders at both central and local levels who provided firsthand accounts and insights that
informed iterative data analysis and triangulation. Throughout the process, the TE team

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | 7



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

maintained close collaboration with UNDP and the Project Implementation Unit (PIU) to elicit
additional information and clarifications.

Figure 1: Basic Process Framework of the Terminal Evaluation

Guidance for Conducting Terminal Evaluations of UNDP-supported, GEF-financed Projects, 2020

/ l | o l
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Desk Review

The TE reviewed and analyzed a broad range of relevant documentation provided by UNDP and
the Project Implementation Unit (PIU). The ENSURE ProDoc was examined to assess the
project's initial development and design, including the project components, the catalytic
potential of the design, extent of stakeholder engagement, its gender responsiveness, and the
adequacy of risk assessments including the Social and Environmental Screening Process (SESP).
The evaluation also considered whether the project design included a results framework with
Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound (SMART) indicators, as well as an
appropriate implementation framework and budget.

Key documents -- including the ProDoc, Project Inception Report, Project Board Meeting
Minutes, Annual Progress Reports (APRs) and Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) -- were
reviewed to evaluate the quality of project oversight and implementation, achievement of
project objective and outcomes, quality of M&E, degree of adaptive management, and actual
stakeholder engagement and collaborations.

In addition, relevant national strategies and plans as well as GEF programming directions, UN
and UNDP’s strategy documents were referred to examine linkages and project relevance.

The Mid-Term Review (MTR) report and the corresponding Management Response were
assessed to determine whether the project adequately addressed all recommendations.
Financial documentation was also reviewed to compare proposed versus actual expenditures,
assess project management costs, and identify any significant budget revisions. Annual audit
reports were examined to assess the quality of financial management, and co-financing data
was reviewed to report on expected versus actual contributions.

Field Mission: Stakeholders Interviews, Focus Group Discussions and Direct Observations

The TE team conducted a nine-day field mission from 23rd June to 1st July 2025, which included
Sls, FGDs and project site visits to the Bukhun Shaar landscape?, covering the soums of
Battsengel, Erdenemandal, Khairkhan, and Ulziit in Arkhangai aimag. During the field mission,
the evaluation team met altogether 72 people, including 31 women, who represented a diverse
range of stakeholders: (a) key representatives of project implementing agencies and partners,
specifically the MECC and the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Light Industry (MOFALI); (b)
members of the Project Board (PB) and Technical Committee (TC); (c) the PIU at MECC; (d) UNDP
staff concerned with the project in the Country Office (CO) and at the Regional Hub; (e) project

! The project area covers four target landscapes.
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field staff; (f) governors and officials of soums and aimags in the project landscapes; (g) project
beneficiaries including women and members of herder groups and forest user groups; (h)
project contractors and consultants; and (i) other key stakeholders such as private sector and
NGO partners.

The Sl approach was consultative and semi-structured, guided by checklists of guide questions
(see Annex VI). This flexible format allowed evaluators to adapt and probe further based on the
depth and direction of stakeholder responses. The stakeholders were identified based on the
stakeholder engagement plan outlined in the ProDoc. The field mission schedule was developed
and organized by the PIU in consultation with the UNDP CO and the evaluation team.

Project activities observed during the site visits included: (a) stream head protection; (b) small-
scale red deer farm and site of musk deer reintroduction into the wild; (c) marmot translocation
and monitoring site; (d) designated ecotourism camping sites in the Bukhun Shaar local
protected area (PA); (e) wool shearing; (f) lamb fattening; (g) probiotic dairy production unit;
(h) model forest for research, demonstration, and training; and (i) horticultural nursery-cum-
agroforestry site run by a local cooperative.

Data Analysis and Triangulation

Project data on progress and achievements was drawn from several key sources, including APRs,
PIRs, capacity development scorecards, and GEF tracking tools (GEF-TTs). The Mid-Term Review
(MTR) report and minutes from Project Board meetings were also reviewed and cross-
referenced during stakeholder interviews and site visits to gain deeper insights into stakeholder
engagement, project management, and decision-making processes.

Stakeholder consultations formed a core component of the TE, with interviews and focus group
discussions conducted over a nine-day field mission. During this mission, the TE team
triangulated firsthand insights from stakeholders and direct site observations with documentary
evidences obtained from the ProDoc, PIRs, and APRs. This multi-source triangulation enhanced
the validity of findings, provided deeper contextual understanding, and ensured the evaluation
reflected both the strategic intent of the project and the realities of implementation.

Project indicators within the Project Results Framework were assessed for compliance with
SMART criteria and strategic coherence. Achievements were evaluated using data from desk
reviews -- particularly the PIR 2024, draft PIR 2025 and APR 2024 -- alongside insights from
stakeholder consultations and direct observations during site visits. Data analysis was anchored
in objectively verifiable indicators, assessing project objectives and outcomes against
established baselines and targets.

At the end of the field mission, the TE team held a debriefing session with UNDP, the PIU, and
key stakeholders to review and validate preliminary findings. Post-mission, the team continued
to liaise with the PIU to gather additional information and verify data, leading to completion of
the evaluation.

The results of data analysis and triangulation informed a comprehensive narrative evaluation
and performance rating against key evaluation criteria. A draft TE report was subsequently
shared with UNDP and stakeholders to facilitate validation of the findings.

Analysis of Gender and Cross-cutting Issues

The evaluation team adopted a gender-responsive approach to assess the project’s contribution
to advancing gender equality and human rights-based approach. This included a comprehensive
review of the Gender Analysis and Action Plan to examine how gender considerations were
integrated into project design. Gender-related data from PIRs and APRs were analyzed to
evaluate the extent to which gender equality and women’s empowerment were addressed.
Targeted interviews with women beneficiaries provided valuable insights into their roles in
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1.3

1.4

project activities and the impact on their livelihoods and daily lives. To deepen understanding
of women’s engagement, the evaluators also visited women-led livelihood initiatives, such as a
probiotic dairy production unit and an agroforestry nursery. The UN Gender Results
Effectiveness Scale was applied to rate the project's gender responsiveness.

Overall Project Assessment and TE Ratings

Overall project performance was assessed using data gathered, triangulated, and verified
through desk review, stakeholder interviews, FGDs, and site visits. The evaluation applied the
UNDP-GEF defined rating system (see Annex VII) to rate the following key criteria in accordance
with the UNDP/GEF TE Guidance 2020:

=  Monitoring and Evaluation: M&E design at entry, M&E plan implementation, and overall
quality of M&E

* Implementation and Execution: Quality of UNDP implementation/oversight, quality of
implementing partner execution, and overall quality of implementation/execution

= Project Outcomes: Relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and overall project outcome

* Project Sustainability: Financial, socio-political, institutional and governance, and
environmental sustainability

Bvaluation Bhics and Adherence

The TE has been conducted in an independent and transparent manner in conformity with the
ethical evaluation standards required by UNDP and GEF. Ethical standards were upheld in
accordance with the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluations, ensuring safe, respectful, and
non-discriminatory engagement with all participants. All individuals or groups interviewed were
informed that their involvement was voluntary, that any information shared would be treated
confidentially, and that their names would not be linked to any findings presented in the TE
report. Information derived from documented sources and interviews with project stakeholders
have been used to solely understand the project since its design and its status towards
completion and to form objective opinions based on analysis and triangulation of the
information. All the knowledge information and data acquired during the evaluation process
are solely used for the evaluation and no other purpose. A signed form of the Evaluation
Consultant Code of Conduct and Agreement Form is appended (Annex XIII).

Limitations to the Bvaluation

Given the vast geographic coverage, wide range of project activities, and diverse stakeholders,
the scheduled nine-day field mission, including travel time, for stakeholder interviews and
project site visits was inadequate to collect first-hand information and insights, and sufficiently
triangulate them with documentary sources. Furthermore, due to time constraint, the
evaluation team could conduct fieldwork in only one of the four project landscapes. This was
insufficient for a wider understanding of project activities, stakeholder engagement, and
outcomes, especially considering the ecological distinctions between the landscapes.
Additionally, the two-day window allotted for meetings with central government officials and
national stakeholders was too brief to allow for detailed consultation with, and derive
comprehensive input from, national-level stakeholders. Of the two days, only one day was
effectively dedicated to meetings with project stakeholders for evaluation data collection; the
remaining time was occupied by courtesy call, UN security briefing, and debriefing sessions on
preliminary observations and findings. Additional time constraints were experienced during
follow-up efforts and the collection of supplementary data and clarifications, as the evaluation
coincided with a week-long break for the Naadam festival in Mongolia.
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In order to mitigate these limitations, with guidance from the international evaluator, the
national evaluator independently interviewed, both virtually and in person, additional key
stakeholders based in Ulaanbaatar as well in the field in the other project landscapes, that the
evaluators could not meet together during the main evaluation mission. In parallel, a more in-
depth desk review was undertaken to address data gaps and strengthen the evidence base for
triangulation and analysis. While these mitigation efforts do not fully resolve the limitations,
they helped deepen the understanding of the implementation context and validation of data
and findings.

Structure of the Report

This TE report has adapted the structure recommended in UNDP/GEF TE Guidance 2020 and
follows Annex 7 of the Guidance, which provides a checklist of the TE report content.

At the outset of the report, an executive summary containing basic project information and
description, evaluation ratings table and an outline of conclusions and recommendations is
provided. The main body of the report is made up of four chapters. The first chapter describes
the purpose of evaluation and explains the methodology used for data collection and analysis.
The second chapter provides the project background, describes the issues that the project
sought to address, outlines the project objectives and expected results, lists the project
stakeholders, and outlines the project’s Theory of Change. Findings from the evaluation are
presented in the third chapter, providing detailed assessments of the various elements of
project design and implementation, the attainment of project results and key aspects such as
relevance, sustainability, mainstreaming of gender issues, and impact of the project results.
Based on the detailed assessments, various criteria of the project performance are rated in
accordance with the rating scale specified in the UNDP/GEF TE Guidance 2020. Main finding and
conclusions are drawn in the fourth chapter highlighting the strengths, weaknesses and
outcomes of the project. This chapter also recommends actions with respect to future project
design, implementation and M&E as well as offers recommendations to reinforce the initial
benefits of the project, and highlight lessons learnt from the project.
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Project Description
Project Duration and Mlestones

The project was developed in 2017-2018 with a GEF Project Preparation Grant (PPG) of USD
195,000% based on GEF’s clearance of the Project Identification Framework in April 2017. The
project document was approved by GEF on 18" October 2018 and signed between the
Government of Mongolia and UNDP on 18th December 2018 with a duration of seven years,
concluding on 18™ December 2025. The table below shows the key project milestones:

Table 1: Key Project Milestones in Chronological Order

Project Milestone Date
GEF clearance of the Project Identification Framework 28 April, 2017
Formulation of the Project Document/ CEO Endorsement Document 2017-2018

GEF approval of the Project Document/ CEO Endorsement Document | 18 October, 2018

Local Project Appraisal Committee Meeting 15" November, 2018

Signing of the Project Document 18" December, 2018

Establishment of PIU team March 2019

19t-20t March, 2019, and
22" March, 2019

Project Inception Workshops, including a two-day internal project
team session followed by a national-level workshop.

Establishment of project field teams (in the project landscapes) March to May 2019

Completion of the Mid-term Review of the Project 7t October, 2022

Completion of Terminal Evaluation of the Project 29t August, 2025

Project end date 18t December, 2025

Development Context
General Country Development Context

Mongolia is a vast, landlocked country bordered by Russia to the north and China to the south,
spanning a total land area of 1,564,116 km?2. According to the 2020 Population and Housing
Census of Mongolia, the country has 3,296,866 people, with female comprising 50.9% and male
49.1%. Administratively, Mongolia is divided into 21 aimags (provinces), one capital city
(Ulaanbaatar), 330 soums (districts), and 1,664 bags (sub-districts). The country is situated on a
high plateau, predominantly covered by grassy steppes on plains and gentle slopes, with
mountains to the west and north and the Gobi Desert stretching across the south.

Categorized as a middle-income country, Mongolia has achieved notable economic growth.
Between 2009 and 2023, its GDP per capita increased from USD 1,759 to USD 6,008 (current
prices). This economic progress has contributed to improvements in human development; the
country’s Human Development Index value rose by 28%, from 0.579 in 1990 to 0.741 in 2022,
despite setbacks in recent years®. The country’s economy is primarily driven by livestock
production and mining. Agriculture (mainly livestock production), forestry, and fisheries provide
the most significant employment, accounting for nearly 25% of total employment in 2022, while
nature-based tourism is also on the rise. Although mining represents only slightly over 5% of

2 UNDP/GEF PPG Initiation Plan.
3 Mongolia National Human Development Report 2024.
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total employment, the sector has expanded rapidly since the transition to a market economy in
the 1990s. It now stands as the country's largest economic contributor, making up 24.3% of
gross domestic product and 56.3% of industrial output®. Despite economic growth, poverty
reduction has been slow and national poverty rate remained high at 27.1% in 2022°. This is
primarily attributed to high level of income inequality, limited job creation, inadequate market
infrastructure, and increased vulnerability to climate change impacts.

222 BEwvironmental Context

Mongolia encompasses an array of landscapes including grasslands, mountains, deserts, taiga,
and wetlands. These landscapes harbor rich biodiversity as a result of the country’s varied
topography and location in the central-north part of East Asia interconnecting the Siberian
Taiga, Eurasian Steppes, and the Gobi desert. The country harbours a range of globally
important biodiversity, parts of two WWF Global priority eco-regions, two UNESCO Natural
World Heritage Sites, 11 Ramsar sites and 70 Important Bird Areas. Forests cover approximately
17,911,123 ha accounting for 11.8% of the area of Mongolia® (FRDC, 2016). This comprises
12,280,042 ha of boreal forests, predominantly in the northern region, and 5,631,081 ha of
saxaul forests in the southern region, specifically within the Gobi Desert and dry steppe areas.

The country’s relatively intact and ecologically diverse landscapes provide habitat for a rich
biodiversity and ecological processes including seasonal migrations, predator-prey interactions,
and natural river flows. More than 3,000 species or sub-species of vascular plants, including 148
species that are endangered as per the IUCN’s Red List, are found in the country. Wild fauna
consists of 138 species of mammal, 476 species of bird, 75 species of fish, 22 species of reptile,
over 13,000 species of insect, and 516 species of mollusc’. These include some of the world’s
rarest and most threatened fauna such as Gobi bear (Ursus arctos gobiensis), Mongolian saiga
(Saiga tatarica mongolica), wild Bactrian camel (Camelus ferus), snow leopard (Panthera uncia),
Siberian musk deer (Moschus moschiferus) and Pallas’s fish eagle (Haliaeetus leucoryphus). The
country’s grasslands -- the only large-scale habitat of its type in Asia -- span around 80% of the
country, supporting over 180,000 nomadic and semi-nomadic families that depend on livestock
herding as a primary source of livelihood whilst also providing foraging grounds to many native
wild ungulates such as the Mongolian gazelle (Procapra autturosa), Argali sheep (Ovis ammon),
and Mongolian saiga, which have shaped the grassland ecosystem over centuries.

However, the country’s natural environment and biodiversity, face significant threats. While
livestock rearing and mining constitute the mainstay of the national economy and livelihood
system, in their present form of practice they also represent the two most significant drivers of
environmental degradation in Mongolia. Overgrazing due to excessive livestock population and
poor pasture management practices, inadequate management of forests and PAs, and the
expansion of both large-scale and artisanal mining have resulted in significant land degradation
and loss of biodiversity with major impacts on ecosystem services and community livelihoods.
Existing studies reveal that 77.8% of the Mongolia's territory is affected by degradation or
desertification®, severely impacting biodiversity, ecosystem services, and local livelihoods, and
hindering progress toward long-term sustainability.

4 Derived from 2021 figures cited in the Mongolian Statistical Yearbook, National
Statistics Office of Mongolia.

5 Asian Development Bank, Basic Statistics 2025.

® Forest Research and Development Centre. 2016. Forest Resource of Mongolia - 2015.
Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia: Forest Research and Development Center State Owned Enterprise,
Ministry of Environment and Tourism

7 National Biodiversity Program (2015-2025).

¢ Nyamtseren et al. 2013. Desertification Atlas of Mongolia.
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Other drivers of environmental degradation include infestation of pasturelands and forests by
pests, wildfires, poaching, and unsustainable collection of forest resources. Additionally, climate
change is exacerbating land degradation and increasing the vulnerability of forests to pest
infestation whilst also increasing natural hazards such as dzud® with significant impacts on
community livelihoods, herding in particular. Poverty and a lack of alternative livelihood
opportunities also lead local communities toward unsustainable natural resource use, for
instance, livestock herding beyond the carrying capacity of pastures and engagement in
artisanal mining due to a lack of other more sustainable income-generating opportunities.

223 Pdlicy and Legislation Context

23

The Government of Mongolia recognizes the growing environmental challenges and has
adopted a broad set of policies and legislations for environmental conservation and
sustainability. At the highest level, the Constitution of Mongolia ensures protection against
pollution and ecological imbalance as a right of the citizens and mandates the Government to
protect, restore and sustainably use natural resources. The country is an early mover on the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) -- the Parliament approved the country’s long-term SDG
Vision 2030 in February 2016, which includes targets to restore at least 70% of degraded land
and decrease the area of desertified land to 60% of the total territory by 2030. The SDG Vision
2030 has been further augmented with the formulation of Vision 2050, which spells out the
overarching long-term framework for sustainable development including the protection of
nature, restoration of lands and ecosystems, prevention of land degradation, green
development, and climate change mitigation. To support the implementation of the first phase
of Vision 2050, the Government has embarked on the New Revival Policy as a 10-year program
with a focus on six priority areas including green development.

The National Biodiversity Program (2015-2025) specifies key strategies, with supporting goals,
to: (a) increase awareness and knowledge on biodiversity and sustainable use among decision-
makers and general public; (b) develop and implement science-based policy on conservation
and sustainable use of biological resources; (c) develop and implement management
techniques for sustainable use of biodiversity; and (d) improve policies and legal environment
for conservation and use of biological diversity and ecological services.

There is an extensive set of environmental legislation in place, comprising 26 laws, about 370
standards and 75 acts of subsidiary legislation®. These include the Law on Environmental
Protection (1995, revised 2012), Law on Environmental Impact Assessment (1998, revised
2012), Law on Soil Protection and Desertification Prevention (2012), Law on Forests (1995,
revised 2012), Law on Special Protected Areas (revised 2023), Law on Water (2004, revised
2012), and Law on Prohibition of Mineral Exploration and Exploitation in Run-off Source Areas,
Protection Zones of Water Bodies and Forest Areas (2009).

Problens that the Project sought to Address

The project was designed to address the drivers of land degradation and biodiversity loss
applying GEF’s multi-focal area approach for the first time in Mongolia by integrating
biodiversity conservation and sustainable rangeland and forest management, through the use
of best practices and innovative green development approaches at landscape scale. The project
was formulated to address the following set of key barriers that impeded the implementation

° A natural phenomenon, unique to Mongolia, arising from summer drought followed by
extremely cold winter, resulting in insufficient grazing pastures and livestock mortality.

10 policymaking, institutional and legal framework in: Environment Performance Reviews of
Mongolia, UN Economic Commission for Europe, 2018.
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and advancement of an integrated landscape-based approach to biodiversity conservation and
the sustainable management of rangelands and forests:

Barrier 1 — Inadequate policies, legislative framework, tools and capacity to enable green
development at the local level: Environmental degradation continues due to weak policy
enforcement, poor regulation, and limited local capacity. Absence of legal and financial tools --
like pasture use fees and incentives -- drives unsustainable livestock growth and overgrazing.
FUGs face regulatory hurdles that hinder sustainable forestry. Environmental plans often ignore
ecosystem services and lack monitoring. Natural resource use fees are poorly enforced, limiting
reinvestment in conservation. Local governments, with just 33% baseline capacity??, lack tools
for integrated planning. Forestry units are understaffed, and minimal inter-agency coordination
further weakens conservation policy implementation and ecosystem management.

Barrier 2 - Insufficient capacity and knowledge to apply best practices in sustainable
rangeland and forest management and biodiversity conservation by local stakeholders at the
landscape scale: Sustainable land use at landscape scale requires coordinated inter-sectoral
action, yet current policies face weak enforcement, limited capacity, and poor coordination.
Despite small-scale successes, stakeholders lack the skills to scale up. Pasture Use Agreements
are ineffective, and forest management is hindered by restrictive trade and licensing rules,
leaving many FUGs inactive. Open-access land use threatens ecosystems and species, while
Protected Areas are underrepresented and poorly managed. Local Protected Area status is
inconsistently applied. Proven conservation practices remain unused, contributing to species
decline. Forest and Pasture Users’ Groups lack the confidence and expertise for solutions that
support both livelihoods and biodiversity.

Barrier 3 - Insufficient linkage between livelihoods and sustainable rangeland and forest
management and biodiversity conservation: Despite forming PUGs and FUGs, integrated
livelihood-based conservation is weak. These groups need better governance, skills, and
capacity for sustainable practices. Livestock-based livelihoods suffer from poor market access
and low product value. Partnerships for value-added initiatives are rare. A diversified rural
economy is missing, increasing pressure on ecosystems and limiting community resilience.
Broader collaboration and investment are essential for lasting impact.

Barrier 4 — Inadequate knowledge management and M&E systems for green development:
Knowledge-sharing in Mongolia’s natural resource management is fragmented, hindering
collaboration and learning. Poor coordination and limited public engagement restrict best
practice adoption. Monitoring of green policies, biodiversity, and species is inadequate.

Project Objective and Conponents

The project objective is “to enhance ecosystem services in multiple landscapes of the Sayan and
Khangai mountains and southern Gobi by reducing rangeland and forest degradation and
conserving biodiversity through sustainable livelihoods.” To achieve this objective, and
corresponding with the key barriers outlined in the previous section, the project conceived the
following four inter-related project components:

Component 1: Embedding systemic tools and capacity for enhancing ecosystem services
through sustainable rangeland and forest management and biodiversity conservation.

Component 2: Application of sustainable rangeland and forest management and biodiversity
conservation to reduce land degradation/desertification and enhance ecosystem services.

1 ENSURE project’s baseline capacity development scorecard.
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Component 3: Community livelihoods enhancement to restore and sustain biodiversity and
ecosystem services.

Component 4: Knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation, and gender
mainstreaming.

Expected Results

Under each of the project components, the following outcomes and outputs were expected:

Component 1: Embedding systemic tools and capacity for enhancing ecosystem services
through sustainable rangeland and forest management and biodiversity conservation.

Outcome 1: Enhanced enabling framework and systemic tools help conserve biodiversity and
ecosystem services.

Output 1.1: Enhanced policies, laws and regulations to support green development for
biodiversity, ecosystem services and livelihoods.

Output 1.2: Biodiversity and ecosystem services incorporated into development planning at
aimag and soum levels.

Output 1.3: Financial mechanisms for biodiversity and ecosystem services linked to green
development planning are improved or developed.

Output 1.4: Tools and capacity development for reducing rangeland and forest degradation
made available for implementation of best practice approaches.

Output 1.5: Conservation of globally threatened /iconic fauna.

Component 2: Application of sustainable rangeland and forest management and biodiversity
conservation to reduce land degradation/desertification and enhance ecosystem services.

Outcome 2: Rangelands, forests and biodiversity are restored and protected areas strengthened
at landscape scale.

Output 2.1: Sustainable rangeland management and restoration operationalized in the
demonstration landscapes with support of financial mechanisms.

Output 2.2: Sustainable management and restoration of boreal and saxaul forests
operationalized in the demonstration landscapes.

Output 2.3: Protected area system expanded and strengthened in key biodiversity areas,
particularly in under-represented ecosystems.

Output 2.4: Best practices operationalized for conserving globally threatened / iconic fauna.

Component 3: Community livelihoods enhancement to restore and sustain biodiversity and
ecosystem services.

Outcome 3: Sustainable livelihoods provide benefits to local communities and support
biodiversity.

Output 3.1: Community groups support sustainable rangeland and forest management and
biodiversity conservation through green livelihoods.

Output 3.2: Sustainable livelihoods implemented by PUGs and FUGs that increase family
incomes and gender equality.

Output 3.3: Public Private Partnerships incentivize green development through business
investments and other financial mechanisms.
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Output 3.4: Public awareness of the benefits of green development raised.

Component 4: Knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation, and gender
mainstreaming.

Outcome 4: Improved knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation supports
sustainability and up-scaling.

Output 4.1: Knowledge from the project shared with stakeholders, including best practices and
lessons learned, to support further up-scaling of project outcomes.

Output 4.2: M&E system incorporating gender mainstreaming developed and implemented for
adaptive project management.

Project Stakeholders

A wide range of project stakeholders was identified in the ProDoc and the project inception
report. The stakeholders’ list included national government ministries and line agencies, aimag
and soum governments, academia, private sector enterprises, international NGOs and
development partners, and community-based organizations such as PUGs and FUGs. The details
of the planned stakeholder participation and their actual participation are given in subsections
3.1.4 and 3.2.2 respectively.

Theary of Change

The project document does not provide a narrative Theory of Change (ToC) but presents a ToC
diagram (see Figure 2), which illustrates the intervention pathways to achieve the project
objective. The project interventions were designed to mitigate the four key barriers (outlined in
Section 2.3) and lead to: (a) enhanced enabling framework and systemic tools to conserve
biodiversity and ecosystem services; (b) restoration of rangelands, forests and biodiversity and
strengthening of PAs; (c) sustainable livelihoods that provide benefits to local communities and
support biodiversity; and (d) improved knowledge management and M&E systems for green
development. These outcomes were envisaged to help the project to achieve its objective “to
enhance ecosystem services in multiple landscapes of the Sayan and Khangai mountains and
southern Gobi by reducing rangeland and forest degradation and conserving biodiversity
through sustainable livelihoods.”

The project document envisaged that the project outcomes would be attained, leading to the
achievement of the project objective with the following assumptions:

(a) thereis political and institutional support for mainstreaming green development into aimag
and soum development planning and implementation (shown as Al in the ToC diagram);

(b) aimag and soum authorities and local communities support and enable restoration of
rangelands, forests and biodiversity and the creation of additional PAs (A2);

(c) greater participation of communities in sustainable rangeland and forest management
(including in PAs), as a result of improved livelihoods potential will reduce locally specific
threats to biodiversity and ecosystem services (A3); and

(d) improved knowledge management, supported by adaptive management, M&E and gender
mainstreaming will increase capacity for green development and conservation of
biodiversity and ecosystem services and therefore lead to enhanced sustainability and up-
scaling of project outcomes (A4).

The achievement of the project objective was envisaged to generate multiple global
environmental benefits in terms of increased PA coverage, conservation of global biodiversity,
restoration and sustainable management of rangelands and forests, increased resilient
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communities, and avoidance of CO, emissions, with the assumption that rangeland and forest
degradation and unsustainable use as a result of inadequate capacities to implement green
development were major negative factors impacting ecosystem services, livelihoods and
biodiversity in the project area, including populations of globally threatened species (A5).

Analysis of the ToC and project conceptual model (see Annex IX) taking into account the detailed
barrier descriptions (summarized in section 2.3), confirms that they outline a comprehensive
set of intervention pathways addressing most challenges. However, the TE identified two critical
gaps:

= The ToC lacks interventions to address the ambiguous legal status and restrictive tenure
rights of FUGs, which limit their effectiveness in sustainable forest management and forest-
based livelihoods. While the project has invested considerably in establishing and
supporting FUGs for sustainable forest management and sustainable livelihoods, their
effectiveness and sustainability are a major concern in view of this gap.

*= |t also overlooks the need to address the systemic challenge of perverse incentives that
encourage livestock overstocking leading to overgrazing and pastureland degradation.
While the project has piloted financial incentives to encourage sustainable herding
practices, there is always the possibility of perverse incentives undermining such gains.

To enhance the effectiveness and completeness of the ToC, these gaps should have been
reflected in the ToC and conceptual model and addressed through targeted interventions for
legal and institutional reform to empower FUGs, and policy advocacy to eliminate
environmentally harmful incentives. These measures align directly with the scope of
Component 1, which addresses legal reforms and incentive mechanisms, and could have been
strategically integrated to strengthen the ToC’s relevance, coherence, and transformative
potential.

In summary, while the intervention pathways outlined in the ToC are multidimensional,
achieving the long-term project objective “to enhance ecosystem services across the Sayan and
Khangai mountains and southern Gobi by reducing rangeland and forest degradation and
conserving biodiversity through sustainable livelihoods”, requires a more comprehensive and
integrated approach. Addressing the above-mentioned legal and policy gaps is essential to
ensure inclusive, sustainable, and impactful outcomes at the landscape scale.
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Figure 2: Project's Theory of Change Diagram
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Hndings
Project Design/ Formulation
Analysis of project’s results framewark

The PRF comprises 16 indicators in total — three at the objective level and 13 at the outcome
level. Component/Outcome 1 has four indicators; Component/Outcome 2 has five;
Component/Outcome 3 has three; and Component 4 only one indicator. Six of the indicators
correspond to GEF-7 core indicators and two reflect UNDP Integrated Results and Resources
Framework indicators. Each indicator is accompanied by mid-term and end-of-project targets,
as well as corresponding sources for data collection and verification, and documented
assumptions or risks.

The TE noted imbalance in the distribution of indicators across outcomes: Outcome 2 was
supported by five indicators, whereas Outcome 4 had only one. According to widely accepted
good practices in results framework design, each outcome should ideally be measured by an
average of three well-chosen indicators (minimum two to maximum four). Using too many
indicators generally dilute focus, increase reporting burden, and complicate analysis.
Conversely, relying on a single indicator (as in the case of Outcome 4) can lead to incomplete
assessment and undermine the reliability of outcome assessment.

In terms of compliance to SMART criteria (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-
bound), nine were fully compliant while the remaining seven partially met the required
standards. Detailed SMART analysis of the PRF is given in Annex VIII. Key gaps are summarized
below:

Baseline gaps: These included interim and outdated baselines!? (indicator 2), lack of clarity of
whether the baseline incomes were annual or monthly (indicator 14), and missing baseline
score (indicator 15).

Conservative target-setting: Targets of indicators 3 and 9 were rapidly achieved or significantly
overachieved, implying that they were set below their realistic potential.

Vague definition/ statement: In indicator 1, beneficiaries were loosely defined; all beneficiaries
were grouped together rather than categorized by benefit type. The target statement for
indicator 5 was weak and vague.

Partial gender integration and gender beneficiary target not aligned with realities: While
gender aspect was integrated in indicators 1 and 14, the TE observed that indicators 4 and 15
also presented potential for gender integration. The 50% female beneficiary target (for indicator
1) overlooks demographic and institutional realities; The SIs with local stakeholders revealed
women comprise fewer local residents and environmental sector staff in the project area.

Indicator-target misalignment: Indicator 5 aims to measure policy and regulatory improvement
while its target (b) focuses on financial allocation from natural resource use fees and fines
toward ecosystem restoration.

Limited indicator to measure knowledge management: Outcome 4 is supported by a single
indicator, which is insufficient to provide a measure of whether knowledge is effectively applied,
integrated into decision-making, or influencing policy and practice.

2 The baselines were to be updated in the first year of the project. It was partially
updated in 2020.
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Assunytions and risks

The project document identified five risks of operational, institutional, political, socio-cultural,
and financial nature, all of which were rated as moderate risks. In addition, it identified 12 risks
from the SESP — 10 of these were rated low risk and two moderate risk initially. The risk log was
revisited during the project inception workshop, leading to the elevation of two SESP risks from
low to moderate. The overall project risk rating was classified as moderate. For each identified
risk, the document outlined corresponding mitigation measures, including those incorporated
during project design and those planned for implementation.

The TE reviewed the project risk log and updated risk ratings based on current context and
implementation observations. The risks identified were considered relevant and
comprehensive, with no additional risks noted by the TE. Operational and institutional risks
were downgraded from moderate to low due to strong government ownership and effective
multi-level stakeholder engagement supporting coordination, collaboration and timely
decisions; other risks remain moderate as initially rated. No evidence was found of adverse
environmental or social impacts, nor escalation of risks identified through the SESP. The project
implemented appropriate safeguards, including inclusive and participatory processes,
awareness-building, and scientifically guided interventions. Protected area expansion involved
community consultation and the development of community-based models in two LPAs, while
gender equity was actively promoted across all project activities. Wildlife translocation adhered
to conservation protocols, including pre-release acclimatization and post-release monitoring.
Ecotourism strategies incorporated measures to mitigate environmental risks such as waste and
visitor overflow, supporting long-term sustainability. Further details on risk analysis are
provided in Section 3.2.6.

Linkages with ather relevant projects and initiatives

Numerous projects and initiatives have focused on reducing land degradation and biodiversity
loss across Mongolia. During implementation, the ENSURE project built on the key
complementary efforts, drawing synergies, exchanging information on best practices, and
adapting existing models to enhance project implementation across target landscapes. Key
inter-project linkages and synergies are outlined below:

Biodiversity Financing Initiative: The project drew on studies from the CBD’s BIOFIN initiative
(coordinated by UNDP) to develop sustainable financing interventions, and collaborated with
the initiative to deliver capacity-building trainings for local government officials involved in
planning and investment. These trainings focused on enhancing the application of the Law on
Natural Resources Use Fee and improving the the allocation of resource use fees and
environmental damage compensations toward conservation and green development across
aimags and soums.

TNC’s Eco-regional Assessments (ERAs): The Nature Conservancy-Mongolia, in close
collaboration with the government and UNDP, has conducted comprehensive, science-based
ERAs across the country to identify priority biodiversity areas beyond the existing network of
state PAs. These assessments serve as a strategic foundation for guiding future PA expansion
toward ecologically significant sites. In the project's four target aimags, 73 priority areas were
identified through the ERAs, which informed the selection of project landscapes and influenced
project interventions related to PA expansion and species conservation.

SDC’s Green Gold Projects: Since 2004, the Swiss Agency for Development and Co-operation
(SDC) supported “Green Gold” projects that promote sustainable pastureland management
among vulnerable herder communities. These efforts helped institutionalize PUGs and build
their capacities, and introduce a standard system of monitoring pasture conditions and their
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carrying capacity. The ENSURE project has adapted the PUG model for sustainable livestock and
grazing management to develop and support smaller, territory-based herder groups with
sustainable herding practices, improvement of livestock-based livelihoods and diversification
into alternative livelihoods. It also collaborated with the National Agency for Meteorology and
Environmental Monitoring (NAMEM) to strengthen the rangeland and carrying capacity
monitoring system by expanding and improving monitoring points.

MECC/GCF/UNDP-ADAPT Project: The ENSURE project also shared geographic and thematic
synergies with the ongoing Green Climate Fund financed ‘Improving Adaptive Capacity and Risk
Management of Rural Communities in Mongolia’ project. The ADAPT project includes Zavkhan
(one of the aimags also covered by ENSURE project) and involves relevant themes such as land
and water management for ecosystem-based adaptation and sustainable fiber production.
Inter-project exchanges of best practices included improved wool shearing techniques and lamb
fattening practices.

Mongolia Sustainable Cashmere Platform: The MSCP is a national-level, multi-stakeholder
initiative that brings together MECC, MoFALI, UNDP, Food and Agriculture Organization of the
UN, National Federation of Pasture User Groups (PUGs), Sustainable Cashmere Alliance and
several other national and international players to strengthen investments and partnerships to
promote sustainability, traceability, and value addition in Mongolia’s globally significant
cashmere sector, while addressing land degradation and biodiversity loss. In view of shared
goals, the ENSURE established strategic linkage with the MSCP, accompanied with funding
contribution to operationalize the platform through a UNDP pilot project.

Planned stakeholder participation

The project document provides a long list of project stakeholders. The table below shows the
project stakeholders and their roles outlined in the project document. Actual stakeholder
participation and partnership arrangements are assessed in subsection 3.2.2.

Table 2: Project Stakeholders and their Role in the Project

Stakeholder Role in the Project

National-level stakeholders

Apex law-making body. Legal environment will be improved; members of the
Parliament will be fully consulted throughout the preparation and implementation
process on the strategic issues.

Parliament of Mongolia

Ministry of Environment
and Climate Change

National Implementing Partner for the project. A senior MECC official will chair the
Project Board. MECC will be the main partner to develop strategies, development
plans and regulations for conserving biodiversity (Output 1.1, 1.5) and for
protecting and rehabilitating degraded forests (2.2).

Ministry of Food,
Agriculture and Light
Industry

MoFALI will be the main partner to develop strategies and regulations on
pastureland management and rehabilitation issues for Outputs 1.1, 1.3 and 2.1.

Ministry of Energy &
Ministry of Mining and
Heavy Industry

They will be involved in key consultations and trainings, as well as policy
development activities and provide guidance for maintaining sustainable and
environmentally sound land use and management (Output 1.1)

Ministry of Finance &
Ministry of Justice and
Home Affairs

They will be involved in all key consultations and trainings, as well as policy
development activities concerning Outputs 1.1 and 1.3

National Commission for
Soil Protection and
Combating
Desertification

Project activities will be linked to implement environmental rehabilitations on
target sites based on implementation of NAPCD. NCCD will be provide guidance to
development of strategies and plans for target sites (Outputs 2.1, 2.2, 1.2)

Government Authority of
Land Management,
Geodesy and Cartography

The project will closely cooperate with the agency, particularly the Land
Management Division, on all relevant issues of landscape level land use planning
and implementation at national and provincial levels. ALMGaC will be involved in
consultations and trainings, as well as policy development activities.
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Stakeholder Role in the Project

National Agency for NAMEM and Green Gold Project have developed the ecological potential based

Meteorology and rangeland health monitoring and assessment approach in Mongolia in

Environmental coordination with ALMGaC. The project will closely coordinate with the agency to

Monitoring identify the state of pastureland and assess the change of recovery classification in
accordance to national approved approaches.

Scientific institutions The institutions will provide technical and scientific assistance on natural resource

management for all Outputs.

Aimag-level Stakeholders

Aimag governments & The project will work closely with the aimag governments in the project area. The
Citizens Representative Environmental and Tourism Agency, and Food and Agriculture Agency would be
Khurals involved in project planning and implementation in the demonstration landscapes.

Also aimag level strategic and development plans would be highly considered in the
project planning. The aimags will provide co-financing (in-kind support) for project
initiatives that bring local benefits.

The Land Relation, Key target for capacity building for integrated land management planning and
Construction and Urban sustainable land management, also for the implementation of PUAs at soum level
Development and development of Landscape based Soum development Plan in demonstration
Department landscape soums.

Protected areas PAAs will be involved in PA expansion, management, consultations and trainings as
administrations well as providing guidance for wildlife monitoring and conservation measures.
River basin They will be key project stakeholders in protection and sustainable use of water
administrations resources as well as a target for capacity building.

Demonstration Landscape-level Stakeholders

Soum Government & The project will work closely with the soum governments in the demonstration
Citizens Representative landscapes. Soum Governors’ offices will prepare, implement, monitor and evaluate
Khurals local policies including rangeland and forest management and biodiversity

conservation, including issuing certificates for use of natural resources. The soum
Environmental and Land officers, Forest Units, and rangers will be key stakeholders.

Bagh and khoroo citizens | They will have a key role in addressing use of pasture and water points, monitoring

Khurals environmental protection and use of common resources, hearing governor’s report
on environmental protection.

Community based Communities will be engaged through existing and new Pasture and Forest User

organizations -- Forest Groups (PUGs and FUGs) /CBOs. CBOs are key users of natural resources and

Users’ Groups and beneficiaries of the project. Work in the project areas will be carried out with and

Pasture Users’ Groups through herder communities that face problems with natural resource management

etc. They will be involved in sustainable rangeland/ forest management and
livelihood activities.

Local Non-Governmental In accordance with the Law on Animal and Forest, local NGOs will provide technical
Organizations assistance on natural resource management (Outputs 2.1-2.4)

International Development Partners

United Nations UNDP is the GEF Agency for the project, responsible for oversight and monitoring
Development Program project implementation and ensuring adherence to UNDP and GEF policies and

procedures across all Qutputs.

They will be a key partner and will share their successes, lessons learned, and best

Asian Development Bank . o .
practices, especially in sustainable forest management, PA management and eco-

(ADB) .
tourism.
Food and Agriculture During the project implementation period, they will be a key partner and will share
Organisation (FAO) their successes, lessons learned, and best practices, especially in sustainable forest
management and related livelihoods.
GIZ - German They will be a key partner and will share their successes, lessons learned, and best
development agency practices in, especially in sustainable forest management and forest inventory.
Japan International They will be a key partner and will share their successes, lessons learned especially
Cooperation Agency in capacity development (Output 1.4) and financial mechanisms (Output 1.3).
KfW— German Key partner in improvement of PA management in the project area (Output 2.3).
Development bank
Korea International They will be a key partner and will share their successes, lessons learned, and best
Cooperation Agency practices. KOICA experience working with the national “Green Wall” program

will contribute to the project in aspect of soil conservation and land restoration
through establishment of forest strip and forestation.
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Swiss Agency for They will be a key partner in improving pastureland health and collaborating with
Development and local communities, and will share their successes, lessons learned, and best
Cooperation practices

World Bank They will be a key partner and will share their successes, lessons learned, and best

practices in within the activities undertaken, especially in sustainable financial
mechanisms for conservation and sustainable land management.

International and National Non-Governmental Organizations

Agronomes et AVSF is already implementing a sustainable cashmere project for livelihood
Vétérinaires Sans improvement of the herders through engaging them with international markets.
Frontieres (AVSF) AVSF will therefore be a key partner for the project.

The Nature Conservancy They will be a key (co-financing) partner and will share their successes, lessons
(TNC) learned, and best practices, especially in designing of environmentally friendly

development planning for demonstration landscapes (Output 1.2) and expansion of
the PA network (Output 2.3).

Sustainable Fibre Alliance | The SFA Liaison Office in Mongolia is facilitating implementation in Mongolia
(SFA) according to SFA rules and regulations since 2015. In addition, WCS and TNC
Mongolia programs are cooperating with the SFA in order to improve the
sustainable pasture management through implementing SFA concept.

Wildlife Conservation They will be a key (co-financing) partner and will share their successes, lessons

Society of Mongolia learned, and best practices, especially in biodiversity conservation, and community
based nature resource management including sustainable cashmere.

WWF Mongolia They will be a key (co-financing) partner and will share their successes, lessons

learned, and best practices, especially in biodiversity conservation, green
development planning, PA management, community based natural resource
management and public awareness. The Great Gobi (GG)-6 initiative launched in
2017 will benefit activities in the steppe and desert-steppe demonstration
landscapes.

Other NGOs NGOs will be key partners, including sharing of their successes, lessons learned, and
best practices especially in biodiversity conservation, PA management, community
based natural resource management and public awareness. Potential NGO partners
include PCC in community based conservation, CPR in the areas of rural
development, agriculture, livestock and pasture development, agricultural value
chains, land reform, pasture management, community development, rural poverty
and social and environmental management, and Pasture Ecology in fodder
plantation and training of herders to improve degraded pastureland.

Private sector stakeholders

Key private sector Mining and cashmere companies, tourism and crop farming businesses in the
stakeholders project area are potential contributors to sustainable rangeland and forest
management, biodiversity conservation, livelihoods enhancement and innovative
financing mechanisms. They will be engaged in such activities as a priority.

Arig Bank A co-financing partner providing in kind, professional services for the financial
assessments and development of financial products that meet the needs of target
beneficiaries of the four aimags.

31.5 Gender responsiveness of the project design

The project was recognized as a GEN2 gender marker initiative for its potential to generate
outputs that significantly advance gender equality. During the design phase, a gender analysis
was conducted and a Gender Action Plan (GAP) was developed. The analysis explored gender
dynamics across project landscapes in terms of labor division and decision-making within
households, access and control over natural resources, community-level decision-making,
leadership and participation in community activities, and prevalence of single-headed
households.

The GAP proposed clear gender-responsive actions, indicators, and targets to promote equal
opportunity and participation in all project activities including training, consultation processes,
and livelihood interventions. It also emphasized the application of gender-sensitive approaches
in planning and engagement efforts to ensure that project design and implementation were
inclusive and responsive to the distinct needs and contributions of both women and men. The
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GAP also recommended institutional measures to support gender mainstreaming in the project.
This included appointment of a gender focal point within the PIU to lead, oversee, and report
on gender integration efforts at the national level, designating aimag-level local coordinators to
monitor and report gender mainstreaming progress at the local level, recruitment of a gender
specialist to deliver targeted gender training to PIU staff, field teams, and local stakeholders,
while also providing technical support for integrating gender issues in project implementation
plans.

In parallel, the PRF integrated gender-disaggregated targets across both objective and outcome-
level indicators, reflecting a strategic commitment to gender equality although the full potential
of gender integration was not realized (see subsection 3.1.1, PRF analysis). Gender-integrated
indicators/targets included: equal number of women and men direct beneficiaries (Indicator 1);
equal number of job creation for women and men (Indicator 14a); improvement of annual
incomes of both women- and men-headed households (Indicator 14b).

Project Inplementation
Adaptive management

The project demonstrated effective adaptive management throughout its lifecycle, refining
targets, adjusting institutional strategies, and responding effectively to evolving circumstances
including the COVID-19 pandemic. At inception, stakeholders critically reviewed the PRF, risk
log, institutional arrangements, and first-year work plan and budget. This led to revisions of four
indicator targets and an update to the source of verification for one indicator, while two risks
were reclassified from low to moderate.

In response to MTR recommendations, the PRF was further adjusted, shifting the legal reform
target from the Pasture Law to the more feasible General Land Law. Ultimately, the project
contributed to the enactment of the Law on the Status of Association of Herder Households,
which addressed many of the original concerns. These timely adjustments reflect the project’s
responsiveness to evolving realities and its commitment to achieving meaningful outcomes
through flexible, evidence-based decision-making. To strengthen implementation in line with
MTR recommendations, the project improved its implementation arrangement by offering
long-term contracts to PIU and field staff along with competitive remuneration. It also
strengthened PIU capacity by recruiting additional technical and administrative personnel to
provide enhanced support to contractors and field operations. The project also conducted a
funding gap analysis and developed resource mobilization strategy for each target aimag, and
developed a knowledge management strategy for the remaining phase of the project. The
adoption of these MTR-recommended measures improved operational efficiency and project
delivery, including increased government budgetary support for project activities.

The project also adapted its local stakeholder engagement strategy. It shifted from supporting
PUGs, recognizing their operational weakness due to their large size and social heterogeneity,
to smaller, territory-based herder groups. These smaller groups had clearer social and resource-
use boundaries and were more conducive to coordination, consensus-building, and collective
action. Accordingly, the project was able to support 225 small herder groups instead of the
original target of 20 PUGs.

During the COVID-19 pandemic, implementation was disrupted by restrictions on travel and in-
person meetings. To adapt, the project increased its reliance on virtual platforms for
communication and monitoring, and repurposed travel budgets to improve internet
connectivity, particularly in the field. It also refined its field planning by aligning activities with
seasonal cycles to maximize the efficiency and impact of field visits when feasible. With a
strengthened PIU team, dedicated field staff, and improved stakeholder coordination, the
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project was able to recover from delays and accelerate project progress in the subsequent
years.

322 Actual stakehdder participation and partnership arrangements

The project demonstrated a very high level of stakeholder engagement across national and local
levels, fostering broad-based partnerships to achieve the project objectives and outcomes.
Through inclusive structures and locally embedded coordination, stakeholders particularly at
the local level showed a strong sense of ownership and active involvement in project
implementation.

The project was executed by MECC as the Implementing Partner in accordance with the
National Implementation Modality, based on the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement
between the Government of Mongolia and UNDP. As the IP, MECC was responsible and
accountable for managing the project, including monitoring and evaluating project
interventions, achieving project outcomes, and ensuring the effective use of GEF/UNDP
resources.

The PIU was established with its office at the Freshwater Resources and Nature Conservation
Center under MECC for the day-to-day management of project operations and funds,
programmatic oversight and backstopping, work planning and budgeting, monitoring and
reporting of project progress, and coordination and liaison with project partners and other key
stakeholders.

The project was officially launched through a national-level multi-stakeholder inception
workshop that brought together 83 participants representing various national-level
stakeholders, as well as key stakeholders from aimags and soums within the project area. The
workshop offered stakeholders the opportunity to understand the project's strategic approach
and plans, review key project information, provide input, and lay the foundation for further
stakeholder engagement. Following the national-level launch, aimag-level inception workshops
were held in each of the four project aimags to introduce project plans and activities locally and
to establish aimag-level Project Cooperation Teams (PCTs) and soum-level Sustainable
Development Councils (SDCs). The local inception workshops engaged a total of 193
participants.

At the upstream management level, the PB involved senior representatives from MECC,
MOFALI, relevant line departments, aimag governments within the project area, and co-
financing partners. For technical oversight and guidance, the project established a Technical
Committee (TC) that initially comprised a wide group of experts from multiple agencies and was
later streamlined for efficiency and coordination to a core team of 8 or 9 specialists drawn from
key departments within MECC and MoFALI, as well as from UNDP and the PIU.

At the aimag level, the local project coordinators closely engaged with the Aimag Governor’s
Offices and relevant line departments and agencies. The aimag-level PCTs were composed of
representatives from all relevant aimag departments and agencies to oversee, review, and
provide guidance and decisions related to project work plans and budgets for their respective
landscapes.

At the local level, the project worked in close coordination with soum governors, bag governors,
and relevant soum officials — particularly those from the environment and agriculture divisions,
as well as inter-soum forestry units — to implement project activities. The soum-level SDCs,
established to oversee, review, and provide guidance and decisions related to project work
plans and budgets for the respective soums, were composed of representatives from relevant
soum divisions and units. With the active support of local government institutions, the project
engaged herder groups and FUGs in a broad range of activities, including livelihood

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | 26



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

improvement and diversification, sustainable pasture and forest management, community
awareness and skills development training, and wildlife conservation and monitoring. In total,
the project directly supported 225 herders’ groups and 15 forest users’ groups across the four
project landscapes. Implementation of field activities was managed and coordinated by locally
recruited field staff, comprising aimag-level local project coordinators and soum facilitators,
providing a locally rooted structure for active stakeholder engagement.

With respect to central-level stakeholders, the project coordinated with MOFALI on livestock
husbandry, value chain development, and income-generating activities. Collaboration with
ALMGAC and NAMEM focused on rangeland monitoring, carrying capacity assessments, and
environmental database enhancement.

Through contractual arrangements, the project engaged leading scientific and technical
institutions, including the Institute of Biology, the Institute of Geography and Geology of the
Mongolian Academy of Sciences, the Training Institute of Forestry under the Mongolian
University of Science and Technology, and the National University of Mongolia, for conservation
research, training, and studies relevant to project components 2 and 3.

National NGOs such as the Society of Mammalogy, Ranger Association, NFPUG, and the Center
for Policy Research, as well as international NGOs including Share Mongolia and the Zoological
Society of London, collaborated with the project on shared priorities related to biodiversity
conservation, green development, sustainable livelihoods, and capacity building of herders and
local stakeholders.

In the private sector, a few partnerships were formed to link conservation, sustainable financing
and livelihood improvement. These included partnership with Look Mongolia LLC — a private
ecotourism company — to reinvest profits into LPA management, and partnership with Tselmeg
Orkhon Cooperative to advance meat value chain development.

The project also supported the MSCP in piloting a collaborative sustainable value chain project,
which included the introduction of modern traceability systems and sustainable production
practices to enhance market access. Key partners in this initiative included the Mongolian Wool
and Cashmere Association, NFPUG, and the Sustainable Fiber Alliance.

While overall stakeholder engagement was strong, a key gap was identified in the limited
engagement of non-government co-financing partners and the insufficient strategic synergies
with their respective projects and initiatives.

3.23 Prgject finance and co-finance managenent

The project document reflects a total budget of USD 47,043,970, made up of USD 7,964,253
from the GEF Trust Fund and co-financing of USD 39,079,717. There has been no change in the
status of the overall project financing from what was conceived in the project document
although co-financing mobilization has varied. The project budget, as reflected in the project
document, is summarized by year and component in the table below:

Table 3: Project Budget (as given in the project document)

CO::j:::n .| 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total %T‘::t;'l‘e
Componentl | 225900| 273,850| 177,750| 152,850| 94,800 81,100| 72,184 | 1,078,434 135
Component2 | 422,000 562,000| 720,500| 790,500| 803,000\ 660,000| 416351| 4,374,351 54.9
Component3 | 215000| 248375| 268,500| 270,500| 246,500| 234,500| 177,270| 1,660,645 20.9
Component 4 71,250| 65300| 93450| 62,800 72,800| 53,450 52,523 471,573 5.9
Project Mgt 86,429| 43950| 45950| 47,700 49,700| 51,700 53,821 379,250 4.8
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Total 1,020,579 | 1,193,475 | 1,306,150 | 1,324,350 | 1,266,800 | 1,080,750 | 772,149 7,964,253 100.0

% of the Total 12.8 15.0 16.4 16.6 15.9 13.6 9.7 100.0

Source: ProDoc

As shown in the Table 3, the largest proportion (amounting to 54.9%) of the GEF grant was
allotted for the achievement of component/ outcome 2. Among the components, GEF grant
allocation was lowest for component/ outcome 4 (knowledge management and M&E),
accounting for 5.9% of the total budget. 4.8% of the GEF grant was earmarked for meeting
project management costs. Table 4 shows combined financial expenditure. At the time of TE,
financial expenditure and delivery data beyond 2024 had not been compiled.

Table 4: Combined Financial Expenditure

. Year-wise Expenditure (USD) Total
Project .
Expenditure

Component 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 (USD)
Activity 1.1
(MSCP] 119,235 187,211 39,958 346,404
Component 1 96,466 131,744 206,680 142,726 193,333 134,905 905,854
Component 2 476,447 594,201 542,880 833,000 615,977 829,073 3,891,578
Component 3 175,758 177,805 293,748 265,774 242,154 440,973 1,596,212
Component 4 59,018 50,002 55,702 99,070 89,908 79,768 433,468
Project 64,294 43,174 65,882 60,503 80,662 36,950 351,464
Management
Total 871,983 | 1,116,162 | 1,352,103 | 1,441,031 | 1,222,034 | 1,521,669 7,524,980

Source: PIU; Note: The figures include expenditures from GEF grant and co-financing

Financial delivery (actual expenditure against the approved annual budget -- see Figure 3 on
next page) was low during the initial phase of the project, pointing to potential challenges in
implementation capacity or planning efficiency and also reflecting the disruptions caused by
COVID-19 pandemic. Over time, performance improved to a moderate level, reflecting growing
alignment between budgetary targets and spending. By 2024, financial delivery had reached
90.8%, suggesting substantial progress in financial execution. Cumulative financial delivery
(cumulative expenditure against total project budget) stood at 80.15% as of June 2024. With
one and a half years still remaining, full budget utilization by project conclusion is expected.

Annual project audits were conducted by independent auditors appointed by UNDP. These
audits evaluated key internal controls, reviewed financial statements and cash management,
examined compliance with financial regulations and standards, and assessed the IP’s financial
management and procurement system to ensure that funds were utilized efficiently,
transparently, and in accordance with agreed objectives. While no major audit observations
were identified, a few recommendations were noted. These were either implemented or
addressed through clarification, where equivalent alternative measures were already in place.

The project developed Annual Work Plans that detailed budget allocations by activities under
each Output and aligned them with designated budget categories. Each AWP was reviewed and
formally approved by the Project Board, with decisions duly recorded in the minutes of Project
Board meetings. To ensure financial transparency and accountability, the project generated
combined delivery reports with details on utilization of project funds. In addition, the PIRs
provided a financial overview of implementation progress, documenting cumulative
disbursements and offering an analysis of actual expenditures against the approved budget
based on the general ledger.

Total committed co-financing for the project amounted to USD 39,079,717, nearly a 5:1 ratio
compared to the GEF grant. Of this, government commitment amounted to USD 36,823,360,
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representing 94.2% of the total committed co-financing. The remaining funds were committed
by UNDP (USD 150,000), various international development/ conservation partners (USD
1,336,357), and private sector — Arig Bank (USD 420,000). According to the project co-financing
data provided by the PIU, the overall co-financing exceeded initial commitment due to
significant government contribution. The realization of co-financing was very slow in the initial
phase and until mid-point of the project. The MTR reported a co-financing fulfilment rate of just
25.4%. This has significantly improved in recent years. As of 2025, a total of USD 42,325,388 in
co-financing had been realized, exceeding initial commitment by 8.3%. Realized government co-
financing was USD 41,180,119, accounting for 97.3% of the total realized co-financing and
exceeding initial commitment by 11.8%. In comparison, co-financing from international
development/ conservation partners showed a much lower fulfilment rate of 50.8%, with only
USD 1,145,269 realized out of a committed USD 2,256,357. Committed co-financing from WCS
did not materialize due to changes in field conditions related to species conservation while
there was no co-financing from Arig Bank due to internal organizational restructuring. TNC’s co-
financing contribution was limited to conducting assessments for IUCN registration of key
biodiversity sites within the project landscapes, which were completed by 2022. These,
however, did not affect the achievement of project activities.

Figure 3: Year-wise Financial Delivery (2020-2024)
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Table 5: Realization of Co-financing by Sources

Commitment at Actual Co-financing
Co-financing Agencies Type CEO Endorsement Realized as of June
(USD) 2025 (USD)
Ministry of Environment and Tourism Grant 28,000,000 30,405,407
Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Light | Grant 8,000,000 8,627,342
Industry
Zavkhan aimag Grant 212,700 496,451
Bayankhongor aimag Grant 30,000 288,755
Arkhangai aimag Grant 291,910 701,688
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Commitment at Actual Co-financing
Co-financing Agencies Type CEO Endorsement Realized as of June

(Usb) 2025 (USD)
Gobi-Altai aimag Grant 288,750 660,475
Wildlife Conservation Society Grant 500,000 0
Mongolia
World Wildlife Fund Mongolia Grant 500,000 491,166
KFW Development Bank Grant 336,357 340,000
The Nature Conservancy Mongolia Grant 350,000 45,756
Arig bank In-kind 420,000 0
UNDP Cap-Net In-kind 150,000 268,347
Total 39,079,717 $42,325,388

Source: PIU

3.24 Monitoring and evaluation: design at entry and inplementation

M&E design at entry:

The ProDoc provides a Monitoring and Evaluation Plan accompanied with an action table listing
all mandatory M&E requirements by UNDP and GEF, responsible person/ agency for these
activities, estimated budget and related timeframe and/or frequency of the M&E activity. The
total indicative GEF M&E budget was USD 214,425 (i.e. 2.7% of the total GEF budget), including
UNDP co-financing of USD 48,000. The M&E plan was reviewed during the inception phase and
minor changes in terms of responsible agency and frequency of the M&E activity were made in
it.

The PRF, along with UNDP’s capacity development scorecard and GEF-TTs, served as the main
tools for planning and monitoring project progress. During project design, the capacity
development scorecards were applied to assess baseline capacity across four target landscapes,
covering aimag governments, environmental and agricultural agencies, PA administrations, and
land management offices at both aimag and soum levels. The project also established baselines
for GEF-TTs in biodiversity (including PA management effectiveness), land degradation, and
sustainable forest management. These indicators, baselines, and targets were integrated into
the PRF to guide implementation and measure results.

M&E implementation:

Monitoring and reporting were largely carried out in accordance with the project M&E plan and
in accordance with mandatory UNDP/GEF requirements; however, their depth and consistency
varied. The following are the main assessments of the M&E implementation:

= The national project inception workshop was well-structured with the main session held on
22 March 2019, preceded by preparatory internal sessions and followed by aimag-level
workshops across four landscapes in May 2019. The project inception report captured all
key activities, including validation and revision of the PRF, M&E and communication plans,
oversight arrangements, and approval of the first-year work plan and budget. These efforts
laid a strong foundation for coordinated project implementation and stakeholder
engagement.

= The PB was established on 4 March 2019 with 23 senior representatives from key ministries,
aimag governments, partners, and the PIU. Chaired by MECC and co-chaired by UNDP, it
held its first meeting on 25 March 2019 and convened annually to review progress and steer
implementation. Meetings were systematically minuted, capturing critical discussions and
decisions to ensure transparency and accountability.
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The APRs were produced at the end of each year, progressively improving in detail to
provide a fuller account of project activities and achievements. While these reports
provided a detailed account of progress against project objectives and outcomes through
indicator-based assessments, they lacked important complementary information such as
financial overview, M&E activities, lessons learned, implementation challenges, and
coordination and synergy with other relevant projects/ initiatives.

PIRS prepared annually, jointly by the PIU, UNDP CO, and Regional Hub, offered a broad
overview of progress toward results, implementation and financial delivery, risk
management, stakeholder engagement, and cross-cutting issues. However, certain sections
such as gender integration and risk management were often underdeveloped. Activity
descriptions lacked consistency, with similar actions reported under multiple outcomes
without cross-referencing to show linkages.

At the time of the TE, the CD Scorecard and METT were not fully updated. The last CD
Scorecard was updated in 2022, with the MTR also noting its absence. The final CD
Scorecard is under development, although it should have preceded the TE.

Project audits were carried out annually by independent auditors. The audit reports
assessed project compliance to financial regulations, standards and procedures, provided
overviews on cash management, and offered audit observations and recommendations to
improve management of project resources.

The MTR was conducted from May to July 2022, with the report finalized on 7 October. It
assessed project progress up to midterm and provided 10 recommendations to enhance
implementation and results. The project accepted nine and partially accepted one, and
identified 16 specific actions to address the recommendations. According to the UNDP
management response, 10 of the actions have been completed while six have been initiated
and are ongoing.

PIU staff conducted regular field visits, complemented by UNDP monitoring missions, to
monitor and support implementation in line with annually developed monitoring plans.
However, there was frequent turnover of the M&E specialist, which affected the continuity
and consistency required for dedicated M&E efforts.

The PIU and project field teams maintained regular coordination, primarily through virtual
meetings, which were consistently supported by targeted orientations and backstopping
efforts. These engagements reinforced adherence to project monitoring and reporting
requirements and helped ensure alignment with established standards and expectations.

Annual review and work planning meetings were convened at both national and local levels,
effectively engaging stakeholders across all tiers of the project. These meetings were
strategically rotated among project landscapes and, within each landscape, among soums.
This approach fostered cross-learning, enabling stakeholders to share knowledge, exchange
experiences, and gain insights from diverse landscape and local contexts.

Knowledge, Attitude and Practice (KAP) and household surveys were conducted during the
project's first year, midpoint, and final year to assess changes in stakeholder awareness,
behavior, and livelihood outcomes. Findings informed project progress reporting.

Table 6: Rating of Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring and Evaluation

Rating

M&E design at entry

Moderately Satisfactory

M&E plan implementation

Moderately Satisfactory

Overall quality of M&E

Moderately Satisfactory
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325 Prgect inplementation and oversight
UNDP Implementation and Oversight

The UNDP, through the CO and the Regional Hub, played a key role in quality assurance for the
project as a GEF implementing agency. This included conducting audits, undertaking monitoring
visits to project sites, coordinating and delivering project funds according to agreed plans and
budgets, liaising with the IP and other stakeholders, reviewing project implementation, and
reporting progress to the GEF Secretariat. UNDP actively participated in PB meetings, as a co-
chair, contributing critical observations and recommendations on management, as well as on
strategic and technical aspects of project activities and their progress.

In line with its administrative procedures and standards, UNDP facilitated the recruitment of
the National Project Coordinator and the Administration & Finance Officer, ensuring that both
met the necessary qualifications and skillsets for effective project coordination and
management. UNDP maintained regular communication with the IP to ensure that project
reports and key deliverables were completed on time according to UNDP/GEF standards.

UNDP provided consistent support to the PIU in managing project tasks, including annual
workplans and budgets. During inception, UNDP Regional Hub staff conducted orientation
sessions on the UNDP-GEF project cycle, M&E tools, PIRs, risk management, and budget revision
guidelines. This was followed by ongoing guidance and backstopping to the UNDP CO and PIU
to ensure compliance with UNDP/GEF monitoring and reporting standards. The UNDP CO
managed the MTR and TE processes in close coordination with the IP and under Regional Hub
guidance, ensuring adherence to UNDP/GEF evaluation guidelines. UNDP also facilitated timely
project audits per UNDP/GEF standards and coordinated with the IP and PIU to ensure audit
findings and recommendations were adequately addressed.

Implementing Partner Project Execution

In its capacity as the IP, MECC assumed the role of the PB Chair and appointed the Director of
Natural Resource Management Department as National Project Director to provide overarching
supervision and guidance to the PIU and ensure project implementation was consistent with
government policies and standards. The MECC directly recruited the M&E Specialist and
Communication & Knowledge Management Specialist as a part of the PIU team. MECC
reinforced governance and institutional ownership by appointing senior representatives from
its relevant line departments and agencies to the PB and technical specialists to the Technical
Committee.

The MECC provided dedicated office space to the PIU and contributed substantial co-financing
amounting to USD 30,405,407 (exceeding initial commitment). Annual audit reports
consistently indicated satisfaction with MECC’s financial stewardship and compliance with
project resource management standards. Under MECC's leadership and guidance, PB meetings
were convened in a timely manner with active participation from key stakeholders. The meeting
minutes, which captured key issues and actionable recommendations, were documented and
disseminated without delay, supporting timely and informed planning and implementation.
Project risks were well managed; operational and institutional risks were mitigated through
strong government ownership, consistent communication and coordinated stakeholder
involvement. Political, social-cultural, and financial risks were actively mitigated through
targeted outreach, incentives, community-based approach and livelihood initiatives.

The MECC was supported by the PIU for day-to-day coordination and management of the
project. Under the overall supervision of the National Project Director, the PIU was run by the
National Project Coordinator with the support of a central team of key staff and field teams of
aimag-level local coordinators and soum facilitators in the project landscapes.
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Table 7: Rating of Implementing Agency and Implementing Partner Execution

UNDP Implementation/ IP Execution

Rating

UNDP implementation/ oversight

Satisfactory

Execution by implementing partner

Satisfactory

Overall project implementation/ execution

Satisfactory

Figure 4: Project Implementation Organogram
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326 Risk managenent

The TE evaluated the project risks; the following table outlines the TE assessment of the risks:

Table 8: Assessment of Project Risks

Risk in the ProDoc o"‘?'“a' Rev_lsed TE Findings on the revision
Rating Rating
Operational risk of Moderate Low Strong government engagement and
government approval delays ownership, and effective communication and
coordination with national and local
authorities ensured timely decisions and
approvals.
Institutional risk of limited Moderate Low Strong coordination through the PB, Technical
cooperation and Committee, and aimag PCTs and soum SDCs
coordination among fostered collaborative decision-making, with
government agencies and local governments committed to continuing
communities aimag PCTs and soum SDCs.
Political risk of changes in Moderate Moderate | Project experienced frequent turnover in
the government and leadership and decision-makers at national
turnover of high level and local levels. However, government
decision makers leading to support remained steady due to strong
shift in government alignment with national priorities. The project
commitment proactively engaged new officials, ensuring
continuity through briefings on project goals,
strategies, and progress.
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Risk in the ProDoc 0”5'“3' Rev'lsed TE Findings on the revision
Rating Rating
Social cultural risk of failure |Moderate Moderate | Herders are now voluntarily reducing herd
to overcome long standing sizes due to labor shortages, climate risks,
issues related to over- and awareness of benefits from smaller,
grazing hindering landscape- productive herds. Project interventions --
level targets financial incentives, improved breeding,
diversified livelihoods, and training -- have
accelerated this shift. Sustaining the trend
will depend on continued policy and
institutional support.
Financial risk of the inability |Moderate Moderate | The project has introduced promising

to develop workable
incentives and disincentives
to achieve green
development

mechanisms -- financial incentives for
livestock reduction, NCF for LPA
management, and local government training
on resource fee allocation. However, these
initiatives remain nascent. Scaling them into
durable financial instruments requires
sustained policy commitment and
stakeholder support.

Risk identified from Social and Environmental Screening

Procedure

Risk 1: Expansion of the Moderate Moderate | Expansion of the PAs was conducted through

network of PAs could lead to an inclusive and participatory process. It

access restrictions of grazing involved awareness-raising and consultations

and to forests for PUGs and with herder groups and FUGs. Community-

FUGs including customary based co-management models were

tenure rights of pastoral developed and introduced in two LPAs with

herders conservation actions, such as habitat
restoration and management, guided by local
knowledge of the environment.

Risk 2: Piloting of livestock Moderate Moderate | No such instance was observed

headage fees or PES

mechanisms could

potentially impact the

economic availability and

equality of access to grazing

resources for marginalized

groups

Risk 3: Women's access to Moderate Moderate | The project actively promoted women’s

natural resources such as to participation in consultations, capacity-

pastureland could building, and implementation, ensuring

potentially be limited inclusive planning of biodiversity,
pastureland, and forest management
activities that reflected local women’s needs,
priorities, and equitable resource access.

Risk 4: Access restrictions Low Low Same as for SESP Risk 1

through PA expansion could

exacerbate local conflicts or

result in new local conflicts

Risk 5: Project activities will | Low Low The project activities were primarily nature-

occur within/adjacent to
environmentally sensitive
areas posing potential risk

based. PA management plans prohibited
activities that pose environmental risk and
contained zonation plan to restrict human
activities in environmentally sensitive areas.
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Risk in the ProDoc 0”5'“3' Rev'lsed TE Findings on the revision
Rating Rating

Risk 6: The project could Moderate Moderate | Musk deer translocation was done with
impact on local expert guidance and 3-year acclimatization in
conservation of musk deer if adaptation farms. Post-release monitoring is
the proposed translocation being done with camera traps and satellite
to re-establish a population collarring. Long-term success hinges on
in Bukhun Mountain continued monitoring, targeted habitat
demonstration landscape is restoration, active community stewardship,
not conducted appropriately and regular scientific assessments to mitigate

risks.
Risk 7: The project could Low Low FUGs and inter-soum forestry units received
have negative impacts on targeted training in silvicultural techniques to
degraded saxaul and boreal carry out sustainable forest management.
forest, for example by They were also equipped with essential
inappropriate thinning of equipment to effectively implement
boreal forests or use of non- silvicultural operations on the ground.
native species for re-
afforestation
Risk 8: The project can Low Low No such instances were noted. NTFP
generate a potential risk commercialization through the project is
from supporting the use and insignificant. Furthermore, NTFP use is guided
or cultivation of NTFPs for by SFMPs to ensure sustainable harvesting.
subsistence or commercial
use (see Outputs 3.2 and
3.3)
Risk 9: The development of Moderate Moderate | The approved revised Law on Genetic
ABS agreements and use of Resources, developed with project support,
genetic resources could be strengthens oversight, formally recognizes
conducted in a way that traditional knowledge, mandates permits and
does not align to benefit-sharing agreements, and aligns with
international agreements international protocols to ensure fair use and
and does not ensure protection of genetic assets. However,
equitable sharing of benefits awareness and capacity for its enforcement

will have to be built and closely monitored.
Risk 10: The outcomes of Moderate Moderate | The diversification of livelihoods, reduction of
the proposed project are livestock herds, sustainable rangeland and
vulnerable to the potential forest management, and expansion of fodder
impacts of climate change, development and pasture improvement
erosion, and extreme practices
climatic conditions
Risk 11: The project raisesa | Moderate Moderate | Anti-poaching efforts were community-
potential risk to driven, with volunteer rangers working
communities from alongside local PA and environmental
involvement in anti- officials. Throughout the project, no wildlife
poaching and monitoring offences occurred as well as no harm was
activities reported to rangers or local communities.
Risk 12: Through Low Low Ecotourism strategies in the project

development of aimag
ecotourism plans and local
support for ecotourism, the
project may add to pressure
on cultural and natural
heritage

landscapes have incorporated measures to
mitigate potential environmental risks,
including improper waste disposal and visitor
volumes that could exceed ecological and
infrastructure capacities.

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project

Page | 35




Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

3.3 Prgect Results and Inpacts
331 Progresstowards project resuits

PROJECT OBJECTIVE: To enhance ecosystem services in multiple landscapes of the Sayan and
Khangai mountains and southern Gobi by reducing rangeland and forest degradation and
conserving biodiversity through sustainable livelihoods.

Project reports and stakeholder interviews indicate substantial progress toward achieving the
project’s objective indicators. Integrated conservation and livelihood interventions, along with
targeted capacity development, have directly benefitted 21,255 individuals across the project
landscapes, including 9,270 women (43.6%). Although this falls short of the overall target and
the aim of 50% female participation, the outcomes are notable, particularly in adoption of
sustainable livelihood practices, increased income, job creation, and strengthened community-
based conservation. Ecological data reflect positive trends, including population growth and
range expansion of key species, with no reported wildlife offences during the implementation
period. A major achievement is the designation of 20 new PAs, covering 1.2 million ha, all
registered in the Mining Resources and Petroleum Authority (MRPA) cadaster to safeguard
against mining activities. Management plans have been developed for nine PAs, while two LPAs
now operate under community-based co-management models, supported by conservation
plans, staffing, and initial infrastructure -- establishing a strong foundation for inclusive and
sustainable conservation.

OUTCOME 1: Enhanced enabling framework and systemic tools help conserve biodiversity
and ecosystem services.

The project advanced integrated planning, legal reform, and financing for sustainable resource
management, while strengthening institutional capacity and conservation efforts. These
achievements lay a promising foundation, though long-term impact depends on continued
policy integration, institutional commitment and continued capacity. Following is the
assessment of the progress of this outcome:

= The project laid important groundwork for integrated local development planning to
support SDGs and biodiversity. Eleven soums adopted landscape-based plans, while
Arkhangai and Zavkhan revised aimag-level strategies. Bayankhongor launched a
desertification-focused sub-program. These efforts mark significant planning progress,
though long-term impact hinges on sustained monitoring and institutional commitment.

= The project achieved three important laws advancing environmental governance and
sustainable natural resource management. The Law on the Legal Status of Association of
Herder Households legalizes pasture user/ herder groups and enables collective action in
pasture management, integrating key provisions from the draft Pasture Law. The revised
Law on Special Protected Areas enhances SPA protection through community co-
management, zoning, and climate resilience funding. The updated Law on Genetic
Resources strengthens oversight, mandates benefit-sharing, and aligns with global
protocols while recognizing traditional knowledge. Additionally, the project developed
several draft laws/ regulations including on land, soil, wildlife, and PES legal framework.
Though pending approval, these initiatives represent significant steps towards addressing
land degradation and conserving biodiversity through strengthened legal framework.

= The project piloted two innovative funding mechanisms: a community fund (Payments for
Ecosystem Services mechanism) supporting voluntary livestock reduction among 52 herder
groups, and a risk fund backing five-year pastureland management plans. It also established
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the Nature Conservation Fund for Bayantsaagan LPA, In partnership with BIOFIN, the
project trained officials on the Law on Natural Resource Fees, boosting royalty allocations
to conservation from 42.1% in 2020 to 60.5% in 2023. These models show strong potential,
though sustained institutional support and policy coherence remain essential.

The project’s capacity-building efforts showed strong outreach, engaging 584 aimag- and
soum-level officials in biodiversity-related training. However, several activities focused
more on planning, dialogue, and information sharing than on substantive skill development.
While these supported awareness and coordination, they are unlikely to yield lasting
capacity gains. Instructional tools and resources to reinforce training were also limited.
According to UNDP Capacity Development Scorecards, institutional capacity improved by
10.7%s -- from 32.5% in 2019 to 43.2% in 2022 -- exceeding the mid-term target.

OUTCOME 2: Rangelands, forests and biodiversity are restored and protected areas
strengthened at landscape scale.

The project delivered significant progress, exceeding planned targets, in advancing sustainable
rangeland and forest management, expanding PAs, and enhancing biodiversity conservation.
Project interventions improved pasture recovery, reduced overgrazing, strengthened forest
management, contributed to population growth and range expansion of key species, and
reduced wildlife offences. Following is the assessment of the progress of this outcome:

The project enhanced sustainable livestock management through fodder cultivation,
hayfield management, and herder training in feed production. Improved breeding, lamb
fattening, and rotational grazing, combined with financial incentives, reduced herd sizes (by
33.5%) and overgrazing (from 65% in 2019 to 9% in 2024). A five-year pastureland plan
covering 610,000 hectares was adopted by 225 herder groups. Expanded monitoring with
NAMEM improved pasture assessments, showing positive recovery trends across
rangelands while highlighting areas needing further restoration and targeted interventions
to sustain pasture health and carrying capacity.

In collaboration with inter-soum forestry units and FUGs, the project successfully brought
520 ha of boreal and 1 million ha of saxual forests under sustainable forest management.
To strengthen sustainable forestry implementation, training was provided to over 200 staff
from inter-soum forestry units, FUGs, and professional organizations along with forestry
equipment to the forestry units and FUGs. Reforestation and fencing for natural
regeneration were carried out in all 13 target soums, supported by new nurseries with
irrigation systems, equipment and training of local foresters and community members —
complementing Mongolia’s “One Billion Trees” Initiative.

Twenty new PAs have been designated, expanding the PA network within the project area
by 1.2 million ha. Management plans have been developed for nine of the new PAs to guide
sustainable conservation efforts, Additionally, community-based co-management models
have been operationalized in two LPAs (Bukhun Shaar and Bayatsagaan) supported with
conservation management plans, staffing, and initial infrastructure. However, management
effectiveness varied across PAs: Tarvagatai NP and Bukhun Shaar LPA showed significant
improvements (exceeding METT targets), while Burkhan Buudai Nature Reserve showed
limited improvement.

The project implemented a set of targeted interventions to reduce threats to endangered
species and improve natural habitat conditions. These included: satellite collaring and
collection of location data to track animal movement; (ii) installation of camera traps for
continuous in-situ monitoring; (iii) protection of natural springs alongside the drilling of
wells to support wildlife water provisioning; and (iv) translocation of musk deer, red deer,
and marmots. Additionally, satellite-derived spatial analysis was used to detect habitat
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overlaps between wildlife and livestock and guide conflict mitigation measures. Project data
revealed signs of population growth and range expansion of key species. Local surveillance
and monitoring was strengthened through training and equipping volunteer rangers,
community wildlife monitoring guidelines, and strategic installations like watch towers and
camera traps. PA staff were trained in SMART techniques for systematic threat tracking. No
poaching incidents were reported during the project’s period across target landscapes.

OUTCOME 3: Sustainable livelihoods provide benefits to local communities and support
biodiversity.

The project demonstrated strong progress in establishing and supporting herder groups and
FUGs and advancing community livelihoods based on sustainable use of biodiversity, resulting
in job creation and increased incomes whilst also improving rangeland and forest management.
However, livelihood-based public-private partnerships (PPPs) were limited in terms of
structured collaboration with formal private sector actors. Following is the assessment of the
progress of this outcome:

= The project established and supported 225 territory-based herder groups and 15 FUGs as
key actors in community-based conservation, sustainable livelihoods, and training
initiatives. In collaboration with these groups, the project established sustainable
pastureland and forest management plans and carried out integrated conservation and
livelihood activities.

= The project supported diverse livelihood activities such as ecotourism, probiotic dairy, meat
processing, agroforestry, lamb fattening, nursery development and wool shearing through
training, field demonstration of good practices, joint investments, and small grants.
Improvement of livestock-based livelihood activities and diversification into alternate
livelihoods efforts have reduced reliance on large livestock herds. However, forest-based
income opportunities for FUGs remain constrained by restrictive policies on forest product
use and commercialization at the community level.

= Project interventions employed 415 individuals at various stages of its implementation and
created 154 jobs through community-based livelihood enterprises. According to the 2022
household livelihood survey, men's incomes rose by 24% and women's by 9% among
project-supported households. These households recorded an average monthly income
11.2% higher than the households not supported by the project.

= The project formed some public-private partnerships, but these lacked structured, long-
term arrangements. The PPP concept was broadly applied to include livelihood enterprises
with herder groups and cooperatives, which, while active in community economies, are not
formal private sector entities. Consequently, meaningful PPPs involving structured
collaboration with private sector stakeholders have remained limited.

OUTCOME 4: Improved knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation supports
sustainability and up-scaling.

Progress in knowledge management and communication has been strong, marked by a wide
portfolio of activities that disseminated best practices, amplified public awareness, and
elevated the project’s visibility at national and international levels. Following is the assessment
of the progress of this outcome:

= The project implemented an extensive set of communication and knowledge management
activities to raise awareness and disseminate best practices. It produced 150 news and
informational pieces, 12 interviews, 63 video contents, 20 manuals and books, 8 feature
stories and 11 editions of the project newspaper to create awareness about the project
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activities and highlight best practices and successes in biodiversity conservation,
sustainable rangeland and forest management, and green development interventions.

= As part of the national 'Green Mongolia' campaign, the project contributed radio programs,
showcasing best practices in lamb fattening and the implementation of an eco-friendly
herdsman award system.

= The project also strategically leveraged annual environmental events, including World
Wildlife Day and the International Day of Biodiversity, to showcase its initiatives.
Participation in key national events, such as the 2nd National Forum of Rangers and the
international forum on Climate Change and Children and Youth, amplified its outreach.

= To increase international visibility and awareness, the project contributed information and
insights to the Global Land Outlook report and the UNCCD-COP16 newsletter. It also shared
video content through the official UNCCD-COP16 YouTube Channel, showcasing project
activities and achievements on the ground.

Table 9: Ratings of Project Outcomes

Outcome Rating

Progress Objective Satisfactory
Outcome 1 Satisfactory
Outcome 2 Highly satisfactory
Outcome 3 Satisfactory
Outcome 4 Satisfactory
Overall rating of quality of project progress Satisfactory

3.3.2 Relevance

The project demonstrates strong national and global relevance, aligning with Mongolia’s
constitutional and policy mandates on environment and sustainable development. It effectively
supports strategic national programs and contributes to international frameworks including the
SDGs, UNDP strategies, GEF focal areas, and the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity
Framework (GBF).

The project has strong alignment with national policy priorities. It adhered to the Constitution
of Mongolia, which upholds citizens’ rights to protection from pollution and ecological
imbalance, while obligating the government to conserve, restore, and sustainably manage
natural resources. It also supported Mongolia’s sustainable development visions — SDG Vision
2030 and its expanded framework, Vision 2050 — which outline the country’s long-term
commitment to sustainable development including the protection of nature, restoration of
ecosystems, prevention of land degradation, and promotion of green development.

The project directly supported the National Action Program for Combating Desertification by
addressing local-level desertification and contributing to nature conservation and sustainable
resource use. The project also aligned with several goals of the National Biodiversity Program
(2015-2025), by protecting endangered species and their habitats, enhancing biodiversity and
managing ecosystems, reducing pasture degradation through legislative and economic
measures, and strengthening local capacity for the sustainable use of pastures, forests, and
water resources.

Furthermore, the project supported the implementation of Mongolia’s State Policy on Forest
(2016-2030) and the National Livestock Program by strengthening the capacities of local
governments, herder groups, and FUGs for inclusive and sustainable rangeland and forest
management. It promoted the integration of biodiversity conservation with rangeland/forest
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stewardship, while also enhancing livelihoods linked to livestock and forest resources. Through
improved practices, value chain development, and market access, the project boosted livestock
productivity and product value, and contributed to reducing grazing pressure on pasturelands.

The project strategy was well-aligned with UN and UNDP country strategies both at the time of
its design and in the current development context. It contributed to the previous UNDP Country
Program Document (2017-2021), specifically Outcome 1 (Inclusive and Sustainable
Development) which was aligned with Outcome 2 of the UN Development Assistance
Framework (2017-2022). Within this framework, the project contributed to CPD Outcome 1
through Outputs 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, and 1.7. The project continues to be relevant under the current
UNDP CPD (2023-2027), contributing to Outcome 2 (Increased community and ecosystem
resilience to climate change), which is aligned with Outcome 3 of the UN Sustainable
Development Cooperation Framework (2023-2027). It also contributes to UNDP’s Nature
Pledge 2030, which calls for integrated solutions to protect, restore, and sustainably manage
ecosystems while advancing livelihoods and resilience.

The project demonstrates strong alignment with global sustainable development and
environmental policy frameworks, including the SDGs, GEF focal area objectives, and both the
Aichi Biodiversity Targets and Kunming-Montreal GBF. Under the SDGs, the project primarily
contributes to SDG 15: Life on Land, with emphasis on Targets 15.1 (conservation of terrestrial
and freshwater ecosystems), 15.2 (sustainable forest management), 15.3 (combating
desertification and land restoration), 15.5 (reducing biodiversity loss), and 15.9 (integration of
biodiversity into planning). It also supports SDG 1 (no poverty), SDG 5 (gender equality), and
SDG 13 (climate action).

The project aligned with the objectives of GEF-6 biodiversity, land degradation and sustainable
forest management focal areas. These included: improving sustainability of PAs, reducing
threats to globally significant biodiversity, sustainable use of biodiversity, reducing pressures on
natural resources by managing competing land uses, enhancing forest management, and
restoring forest ecosystems.

The project was designed to support key Aichi Biodiversity Targets, including reducing habitat
loss and degradation (Target 5), promoting sustainable management in production sectors
(Target 7), expanding and strengthening PAs (Target 11), preventing species extinction (Target
12), and restoring critical ecosystem services and resilience (Targets 14 and 15). In the current
context, the project remains highly relevant to the Kunming-Montreal GBF, particularly through
actions to restore ecosystems (Target 2), conserve land and sea areas (Target 3), sustainably
manage species and resources (Targets 5, 9, 10), and enhance benefits to people and equitable
governance (Targets 11, 13, 14, 21, 23). It also supports enabling conditions like finance, data,
and capacity-building (Targets 17-20), reinforcing long-term global biodiversity goals.

The project’s interventions were highly relevant to stakeholder needs, while the selected
landscapes, encompassing the full range of Mongolia’s ecological zones and rich biodiversity
whilst exhibiting key drivers of land degradation and biodiversity loss, offered a suitable setting
for integrated conservation, sustainable rangeland and forest management, and resilient
community-based livelihoods.

3.3.3 Hfectiveness and efficiency

Effectiveness

Interviews with local government officials and community members, along with desk reviews
of APRs and PIRs, indicate effective implementation of project activities, with most planned
activities achieved and several surpassing initial targets. Of the assessed indicators, 11 have
been fully achieved including five that surpassed their respective targets, while two have been
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nearly achieved, and one partially achieved. Assessment of two indicators (capacity
development score and KAP score) remains pending due to the unavailability of final CD
scorecard and final KAP and household survey reports.

The project effectively promoted gender equality through institutionalized gender
mainstreaming, inclusive participation, targeted training and women-based livelihood support
(details are provided in subsection 3.3.6).

The effectiveness in project implementation and achievement of project targets was driven by
consistent communication and coordination among stakeholders, facilitated by multi-
stakeholder dialogue and decision-making platforms such as the PB, aimag-level PCTs, and
soum-level SDCs. Additionally, the technical soundness of Annual Work Plan activities was
ensured through oversight and guidance from the TC. In addition, day-to-day coordination and
implementation of the project activities in the field was effectively supported by locally-rooted
project field teams.

The table below outlines the extent to which the project has been effective in achieving the
project objective and outcomes in relation to their indicator targets:

Table 10: Achievement of Project Targets

Objective/ Outcome End of the Project

Indicator(s) Target Actual Achievement

Project Objective: To enhance ecosystem services in multiple landscapes of the Sayan and Khangai
mountains and southern Gobi by reducing rangeland and forest degradation and conserving
biodiversity through sustainable livelihoods.

Indicator 1: # direct project 25,613 people (at least | Nearly achieved. 21,255 people including

beneficiaries (people living 50% female) benefiting | 9,270 women (43.6%) across the project

within target soums that are directly from project landscapes have directly benefitted

benefiting from project through various project activities. The

activities), disaggregated by numbers fall short of the target in terms

gender. of total direct beneficiaries as well as 50%

(UNDP Indicator) female beneficiaries. With another 5

(GEF-7 Core Indicator 11) months left before project closure, the
number is expected to increase.

Indicator 2: Population size of Population size is Achieved. Project data indicate

selected indicator species in improved over population growth and range expansion of

demonstration landscapes baseline. key species, and the absence of reported

(a) Snow leopard wildlife offences throughout the project

(b) Goitered gazelle implementation period.

(c) Argali sheep

(d) Red deer

(e) Musk deer

(f) Red thumb

Indicator 3: Area of new PAs in 0.94 million ha of new Achieved. 20 new PAs have been

the target aimags in important PAs (including LPAs) designated, encompassing 1.2 million ha.
areas for biodiversity (especially | gazetted in important All new PAs are registered in the MRPA
from under-represented areas for biodiversity. cadaster, ensuring protection from
ecosystems) designed to mineral exploration and mining activities.
enhance connectivity. Management plans have been developed
(UNDP IRRF Indicator) for nine PAs, and community-based co-
(GEF-7 Core Indicator 1.1) management models have been

operationalized in two LPA supported with
conservation management plan, business
plan, staffing and initial infrastructure.
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Objective/ Outcome
Indicator(s)

End of the Project
Target

Actual Achievement

Outcome 1: Enhanced enabling framework and systemic tools help conserve biodiversity and

ecosystem services

Indicator 4: Number of aimags
and soums adopting and
implementing development
plans/programs that
incorporate cross-cutting SDG
issues, such as biodiversity
conservation and ecosystem
services

4 aimags, 13 soums

Nearly achieved. 11 soums have
developed and adopted landscape-based
development plans integrating
biodiversity conservation, sustainable
rangeland/forest management, and PA
management. At the aimag level,
Arkhangai and Zavkhan aimags have
strengthened and adopted Five-Year
Development Main Directions, with
emphasis on enhanced alignment with
SDGs, green development, biodiversity
and ecosystem services.

Indicator 5: Improved laws,
regulations and guidelines for
integrating conservation of
biodiversity and ecosystem
services into local green
development planning.

(a) Revised draft laws
have been considered
by government
(approved or revised)
(b) Collected funds
from natural resource
user fees and fines
being allocated to
ecosystem restoration
as per the regulation

Achieved. (a) Three important laws were
approved significantly strengthening
Mongolia’s environmental and pastoral
legal framework. In addition, several other
legislations and regulations are under
active development -- drafted but not yet
approved.

(b) Income from natural resources use fee
collected and spent on nature
conservation reached 60.5% in 2023.
(Note: Target(b) does not align with the
indicator 5. It should have been for
Indicator 6.)

Indicator 6: Financial
mechanisms and amount of
payments for ecosystem
services (PES — incentives and
disincentives) disbursed in
demonstration landscapes:

(a) Nature Conservation Fund
(b) Natural resources user fees
or voluntary mechanisms

(a) NCF operationalized
in demonstration
landscapes (at least
$20,000 allocated
from revenues
collected in Year 7)
with a specified
mandate focused on
ecosystem services
(b) At least 2
innovative financing /
PES mechanisms have
delivered $50,000 for
ecosystem services in
the demonstration
landscapes

Achieved. NCF to support Bayantsaagan
LPA has been established. Two pilot
funding mechanisms aimed at promoting
sustainable pastoral practices have been
established: a community fund (PES
mechanism) which provides financial
incentives for voluntary livestock
reduction, and a risk fund to support the
implementation of herder groups’ five-
year comprehensive plan in the event of
climate shocks or disasters.

Indicator 7: Capacity of local
authorities for conserving
ecosystem services in target
aimags and demonstration
landscapes, as measured by
UNDP Capacity Development
Scorecard

Score improves by 20%
to:

(a) Tarvagatain Mt:
43%

(b) Bukhun Shaar: 47%
c) Ulaan Shaal Valley:
66%

d) Zarman-Gobi: 55%

Not assessed against year-end target due
to lack of final data (2025 Capacity
Scorecard).

Outcome 2: Rangelands, forests and biodiversity are restored and protected areas strengthened at

landscape scale
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Objective/ Outcome
Indicator(s)

End of the Project
Target

Actual Achievement

Indicator 8: Area (ha) of
mountain and steppe
rangelands in demonstration
landscape soums with reduced
degradation.

(GEF-7 Core Indicator 3.1)

Area with reduced
degradation = 300,000
ha

Achieved. NAMEM's 2024 pasture
monitoring assessment reported that
57.9% of the rangeland within the project
landscapes was classified as Class | (non-
degraded), 26.3% as Class Il (rapidly
recovered), and 15.7% as Class IV
(degraded), indicating notable pasture
recovery and non-degradation.
Furthermore, a five-year pastureland
management plan covering 610,000
hectares was developed and adopted by
225 herder groups.

Indicator 9: Area (ha) of saxual
and boreal forests in
demonstration landscapes with
no net loss or degradation
(GEF-7 Core Indicator 3.2)

(a) Saxaul: At least
25,000 ha without
net loss or
degradation

(b) Boreal: At least
20,000 ha without
net loss or
degradation

Achieved. A total of 520,000 ha of boreal
forests have been brought under
sustainable forest management through
development and implementation of
sustainable forest management plans
across six soums in Arkhangai and
Zavkhan, and support to SFMPs of 15
FUGSs in Arkhangai and Zavkhan aimags.
More than 1 million hectares of saxual
forests have been placed under
sustainable forest management through
the formulation and implementation of
management plans for five soums located
in Zarman Gobi and Ulaan Shaal Valley.

Indicator 10: Emissions savings
(tCO2-eq over the next 20
years) from reduced loss and
degradation of 45,000 ha of
saxual and boreal forests in
demonstration landscapes
(GEF-7 Core Indicator 6.1)

(a) Saxaul: Target to be
calculated in Year 1

(b) Boreal: 2,176,925
tC0O2-eq avoided
emissions over 20
years

Achieved. Based on area figures of boreal
and saxaul forests brought under
sustainable forest management system,
emission savings of 3,040,800 tCOz-eq in
saxaul forests, and 3,215,000 tCO2-eq in
boreal forests have been reported in draft
PIR 2025. (These figures are subject to
revision based on Forest Inventory 2025
to be released in Oct 2025.)

Indicator 11: Management
effectiveness of PAs in
demonstration landscapes
indicated by the % increase in
the Management Effectiveness
Tracking Tool (METT) scores.
(GEF-7 Core Indicator 1.2)

National parks reach
sound management (=
67%), others a 20%
improvement

(a) Tarvagatain NP:
67%

(b) Bukhun Shaar LPA:
40.8%

(c) Burkhan buudai NR:
52.3%

(d) Gobi Gurvan
Saikhan NP: 67%

(e) Buuntsagaan lake
LPS: 50.9%

Partially achieved. Two PAs have
significantly exceeded their METT targets,
while one has just achieved and two have
fallen short. The breakdown of METT
scores (2025) is provided below.

(a) Tarvagatai Mt Range NP= 76.9%

(b) Bukhun Shar Mt Range LPA= 69.5%

(c) Burkhan Buudai NR=39.2%

(d) Gobi Gurvan Saikhan NR=66.7%

(e) Buuntsagaan Lake LPA= 42.0%

Indicator 12: Level of key
threats to biodiversity in
demonstration landscapes:

(a) # of incidents of illegal killing
of snow leopard and goitered

(a) 20% reduction in
threats.

(b) 10,000 ha across 4
landscapes

Achieved. During the project
implementation period, no incidents of
illegal hunting or poaching have been
recorded by the Ecological Police or
community-based wildlife monitoring
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Objective/ Outcome
Indicator(s)

End of the Project
Target

Actual Achievement

gazelle (Zarman Gobi and Ulaan
shal valley), and musk deer
(Bukhun Mountain and
Tarvagatain Mountain)

(b) Area of habitat improved for
threatened species
conservation: in Zarman Gobi
for goitered gazelle and Argali
and in Tarvagatain Mt and
Bukhun Mt for Musk deer
through threat reduction
(threats: disturbance, grazing
competition with livestock,
habitat loss/degradation).

systems within the project landscapes.
Although the project has undertaken
various interventions to improve wildlife
habitats, it has not conducted
assessments to quantify the extent of
habitat areas that have benefited from
these efforts. Livestock numbers have
been reduced across 442,500 ha of
overlapping pastureland, thereby
decreasing grazing threat to wildlife
habitats.

Outcome 3: Sustainable livelihoods provide benefits to local communities and support biodiversity

Indicator 13: # of Pasture User
Groups (PUGs) and Forest User
Groups (FUGS) in
demonstration landscapes
incorporating green
development measures into
their contracts with soum
administrations

At least 20 PUGs and
10 FUGs

Achieved. The project established and
collaborated with 225 herder groups to
develop and implement pasture use
agreements incorporating sustainable
livestock and grazing practices.
Additionally, the project established and
collaborated with 15 FUGs to develop
sustainable forest management plans and
build their capacity to implement them.
The herder groups and FUGs served as the
primary target groups for community-
based conservation initiatives and
sustainable livelihood activities.

Indicator 14: Livelihoods
improvement in demonstration
landscapes as measured by:

(a) # jobs created

(b) % Reduction in gender
inequality in income

(c) % increase in real incomes
for participating families

Across all four
landscapes

(a) 150 jobs created
(Women = 80; Men =
70)

(b) 10%

(c) 20

Achieved. Project created 154 jobs
through new livelihood enterprises. As per
2022 household livelihood survey, men's
incomes rose by 24% and women's by 9%
among project-supported households.
(Final 2025 HH income survey report not
available at the time of TE)

Indicator 15: Knowledge
Attitudes and Practices (KAP) of
elected representatives and the
public for reducing land and
forest degradation and
enhancing ecosystem services,
as measured by the KAP survey
score.

20% improvement over
baseline

Not assessed. Final KAP Survey Report not
available at the time of TE.

Outcome 4: Improved knowledge management, monitorin

and up-scaling

g and evaluation supports sustainability

Indicator 16: Number of best
practices and key project
lessons and strategies for
sustainable landscape
management and biodiversity
conservation documented and
disseminated for up-scaling

All project results and
lessons learned shared
through project
website and social
media with one news
article per month —at
least one/year on
gender issues; at least

Achieved. The project implemented an
extensive set of communication and
knowledge management activities. These
included 150 news and informational
pieces, 12 interviews, 63 video contents,
20 manuals and books, 8 feature stories
and 11 editions of the project newspaper.

These products created awareness about
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Obj.ectlve/ Outcome End of the Project Actual Achievement

Indicator(s) Target
12 completed technical | the project activities and highlighted best
reports available practices and successes in biodiversity
online; 8 conservation, sustainable rangeland and
demonstration forest management, and green
landscape partnership development interventions. All contents
Forums held (50% were disseminated through the project
female participants); website and social media platforms.

lessons learned
presented to national
seminar for upscaling;
MET e-learning
platform updated with
best practices from
project
implementation

Source: PIU data
Efficiency

The project demonstrated a notable level of adaptability and resourcefulness in its
implementation strategy and progressive implementation improvements leading to
achievement of most of the planned activities despite initial delays and operational challenges.
Strategic shifts, decentralization, and strengthened coordination mechanisms contributed to
improved outreach and execution.

The project successfully delivered its planned interventions within the allocated GEF resources
and co-financing from partners, without requiring a project extension. Although progress was
initially slow, with significant delivery gaps up to the midpoint -- largely due to early operational
challenges and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic -- it gained momentum in subsequent
years, resulting in improved implementation. Financial delivery was low during the initial phase,
indicating inefficiencies in early financial planning. However, it steadily improved over time,
reflecting strengthened alignment between budget and actual spending. By 2024, financial
delivery reached 90.8%, demonstrating increased efficiency in financial execution.

As noted earlier in subsection 3.2.1, following MTR recommendations, the project strengthened
staffing and PIU capacity, analyzed funding gaps, and developed resource mobilization and
knowledge management strategies. These actions enhanced efficiency, strengthened delivery,
and led to increased government budget support for project activities.

The project strategically shifted its support to smaller, territory-based herder groups instead of
large, heterogeneous PUGs, recognizing the operational challenges in coordinating and
catalyzing large groups for collective action. In comparison, herder groups proved far more
manageable and responsive, facilitating easier coordination and mobilization. This adaptive
approach allowed the project to support 225 herder groups, vastly surpassing the original target
of 20 PUGs and, thereby, expanding its outreach and effectiveness. Reflecting similar efficiency
in resource utilization, the project also supported 15 forest users' groups, exceeding the
planned number of 10 groups.

The central PIU team strengthened project implementation efficiency by providing operational
flexibility to the field teams, enabling swift, context-specific decision-making at the local level.
This autonomy not only ensured smooth implementation but also increased the confidence and
ownership of field staff in managing, coordinating, and executing activities on the ground. In
support of this decentralized approach, the PIU provided regular orientation and backstopping
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in coordination, monitoring, and reporting to ensure consistency and accountability of field
operations.

While annual work planning and budgeting were conducted as required, the project
experienced slow initial progress, leading to the deferment and spill-over of some of the
planned activities and associated budgets into the following year. In certain cases, activities
remained unimplemented; for instance, the planned establishment of a fruit tree plantation in
Chandmani soum (Gobi-Altai aimag) was not realized due to a lack of eligible tender
participants. Additionally, the late commencement of meat processing unit development has
reduced the time available for effective implementation and transfer to the intended
beneficiaries.

A major constraint to project efficiency arose from frequent turnover of key staff, excessive
workloads, and limited PMU capacity to manage procurement and oversee a large volume of
contracts. To mitigate these challenges, the project recruited additional staff, improved
remuneration for field staff, and provided long-term job contracts to enhance staff retention
and institutional continuity, following MTR recommendations.

Table 11: Rating of Outcomes

Criteria Rating

Relevance Satisfactory

Effectiveness Satisfactory

Efficiency Satisfactory

Overall Quality of Project Outcomes Satisfactory
3.3.4 Sustainahility

Financial sustainability assessment:

» Government contributions to the project were notably high, surpassing the initially
committed levels. Most field-level activities were implemented with complementary
budgetary support from local governments. In cases involving livelihood enterprises,
funding was mobilized through joint investments from the project, local government
entities, and community members.

» Although local governments expressed commitment and confidence to continue many
project-supported interventions through their own budgets, they foresee challenges in
sustaining activities that require scientific expertise and advanced equipment. Such
expertise and equipment are costly and often unavailable locally; for example, expertise
and equipment for wildlife translocation, reintroduction, and post-monitoring efforts.

* The project introduced new financing models aimed at incentivizing herders to reduce
livestock numbers and support the implementation of pastureland management plans,
especially in response to climate shocks and natural disasters. National-level efforts to
integrate the pasture user fee into the national development plan would also contribute to
long-term financial sustainability. However, these mechanisms remain in their early stages
and will require ongoing institutional support, monitoring, and technical guidance to
develop into robust, sustainable systems.

= NCF has been established through joint investments from the project, local governments,
and a private ecotourism company to support the management of Buuntsagaan LPA.
Similarly, a financing plan has been developed for Bukhun Shaar LPA, with joint funding

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | 46



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

committed by aimag and soum governments for the first three years following project
closure. During this period, efforts will focus on transitioning the LPA into a self-financing
entity. However, concerns remain regarding the feasibility of achieving full financial self-
reliance within the three-year timeframe.

Socio-economic sustainability assessment:

The sustainability of project-supported livelihood initiatives is promising, as they have
yielded tangible socio-economic benefits, such as job creation, establishment of
community-based livelihood enterprises, and increased household incomes. These
outcomes have strengthened community confidence and interest in continuing the
interventions. However, long-term sustainability will depend on continued institutional
support, robust value chain development, and enhanced access to markets.

Water source fencing and recharge activities are likely to be sustained, given their
significant impact on water-scarce communities. Encouragingly, local governments and
communities have identified additional water sources for fencing and recharging, applying
project-demonstrated methodologies and committing their own funds to scale up the
effort.

Community resistance to PAs remains a risk when access to natural resources is restricted.
To address this, the project has piloted community-based co-management models in two
LPAs, which have initially garnered community support. The long-term success of these
models will require formal institutional integration and policy backing.

Technical interventions -- such as lamb fattening, electric wool shearing, fodder production,
and improved livestock breeding -- have gained widespread social acceptance due to their
visible benefits. Notably, the lamb fattening model piloted under the project has been
formalized as a national standard, underscoring its scalability and institutional
endorsement. In addition, there is growing awareness of the economic advantages of
reducing livestock numbers, with an increasing number of herders voluntarily downsizing
their herds. Insights gathered from Sls and FGDs indicate that transfer of knowledge and
skills is taking place between project-supported herder households and other herder
families. This community-to-community transmission reflects a multiplier effect.

Despite project support, FUGs continue to face limited economic incentives because of
restrictive benefit-sharing mechanisms. Without equitable access to forest resource
revenues and sustained technical and financial assistance, FUG engagement in sustainable
forest management may decline, reflecting similar trends observed nationwide.

Local livelihood interventions face market risks unless marketing opportunities are
expanded through broader and more active private sector engagement. To date, the project
has fostered only a limited number of private sector partnerships. These existing
collaborations remain nascent and confined to localized operations, limiting their potential
to scale economic impact and ensure long-term sustainability.

Institutional and governance sustainability assessment:

As elaborated in subsection 3.3.5, the project benefited from a high level of government
ownership, demonstrated through both institutional support and co-financing
commitments. The Government of Mongolia has clearly recognized the pressing challenges
of land degradation and ecosystem service deterioration and has set in place an extensive
set of policies and plans. The project’s interventions are strongly alighed with these national
priorities, reinforcing mutual objectives.

Although the project experienced notable turnover among government leadership and
decision-makers, no significant sustainability risks are anticipated. This is primarily due to
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the project’s strong alignment with overarching national strategies and policy frameworks.
Project experience also shows that such risks can be effectively mitigated through
communication, engagement, and strategic advocacy.

Institutional sustainability has also been enhanced through capacity development of aimag
and soum officials, evidenced by 10.7% (based on 2022 CD scorecard) increase in project
mid-point capacity score compared to baseline. A total of 584 aimag- and soum-level
government officials responsible for biodiversity and related functions received training
across a wide range of relevant topics.

The enactment of the Law on the Status of Association of Herder Households marks a major
achievement for pastoral governance. This law confers legal status on herder groups,
enabling them to pursue collective action in areas such as pasture management, animal
health, and sustainable grazing. To fully realize the benefits of this legal recognition, further
institutional support and capacity development will be essential.

FUGs, on the other hand, continue to face institutional and legal barriers. These include
ambiguity regarding their legal status and restrictive regulations related to benefit-sharing
mechanisms. As a result, many registered FUGs remain inactive across the country.
Addressing these issues will require targeted policy reforms, greater institutional
engagement, and continued capacity-building support.

Environmental sustainability assessment:

The project outcomes and interventions are strategically aligned with environmental
sustainability objectives, focusing on enhancing biodiversity, restoring rangelands and
forest ecosystems, and supporting sustainable livelihoods through improved ecosystem
services.

However, musk deer and red deer translocation efforts may encounter certain ecological
risks, including limited availability of forage and water resources, insufficient habitat
connectivity, vulnerability to predation, poaching, and wildfire, competition with domestic
livestock, and potential transmission of zoonotic and interspecies diseases. These risks
necessitate ecological monitoring and adaptive management with continued active
engagement of local communities and guidance from conservation biologists to ensure
long-term viability of reintroduced populations.

Table 12: Ratings of Sustainability

Sustainability Factors Rating

Financial Moderately likely
Socio-economic Moderately likely
Institutional and governance Moderately likely
Environmental Moderately likely
Overall Sustainability Moderately likely

3.3.5 Country ownership

The ENSURE project benefited from a high level of country ownership, primarily due to its strong
alignment with Mongolia’s environmental and sustainable development priorities. From project
design through implementation, the MECC served as the principal partner, playing a pivotal role
in conceptualizing and operationalizing the project.

The PIU was housed within the MECC, with key leadership roles held by government officials,
namely, the State Secretary of MECC as Chair of the PB and the Director of the Department of
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Natural Resource Management as the National Project Director. At the aimag and soum levels,
the PTCs and SDCs convened biannually to review project progress and provide strategic
guidance on implementation and investment decisions.

Government co-financing was substantial, exceeding initial commitments and comprising both
cash and in-kind contributions. Aimag governments further demonstrated support by allocating
office space and utilities for local project coordinators within Governor’s offices, thereby
enhancing institutional collaboration and day-to-day communication between local authorities
and local project teams.

3.3.6 Qross-cutting Issues
Gender Equality and Women Empowerment

Guided by the GAP, the project carried out gender mainstreaming throughout implementation.
The M&E specialist was designated as the gender focal point within the PIU, while a gender
specialist was hired to deliver gender mainstreaming training to PIU staff, field teams, and local
stakeholders, and to provide technical support for integrating gender aspects into planning.
Additionally, aimag-level local coordinators were assigned to lead gender mainstreaming efforts
at the local level.

To build stakeholder capacity, gender training was provided to community workers, pastureland
and livestock specialists, rangers and other local stakeholders. PIU and field staff also
progressively received targeted gender training. Project institutional mechanisms gradually
improved gender representation: in 2024, women accounted for 52% of PIU and local staff, 15%
of PB members, 36% of the TC, 38.9% of aimag-level PCT members, and 41% of soum-level SDC
members®3,

A participatory and inclusive approach was maintained across all trainings, meetings, and
consultations. To break participation barriers, the project created conducive conditions — for
instance, accommodation of children at consultation events — to ensure that women can
actively participate in and contribute to planning and implementation of project activities.

In conformity with the PRF, the APRs and PIRs consistently reported gender-disaggregated data
against targets for relevant indicators. As of June 2025, the project directly benefitted 9,270
women, i.e. 43.7% of the total 21,225 direct beneficiaries'* -- falling short of the 50% target set
in the PRF, the gap reflecting local demographic realities. Although the PRF included gender
income equality as a key indicator, mid-term household income surveys revealed marked
disparities. While women-headed households experienced a 9% increase in annual income
compared to baseline figures — surpassing the mid-term target of 3% -- the gains were
significantly lower than those of men-headed households, which saw a 24% increase during the
same period. This disproportionate growth reflects socio-economic challenges limiting the
ability of households headed by women (unmarried/ widowed) to fully benefit from livelihood
interventions. Such households require more targeted and gender-transformative support.

Nonetheless, within the scope and demographic realities of the project, the TE noted that the
project delivered meaningful benefits to women. Field interviews highlighted that the reduction
in livestock numbers through project interventions has significantly eased the lives of women
who are involved in herding and processing dairy whilst also carrying out household tasks,
freeing up time for other activities such as alternative livelihoods. The evaluators also observed
high female engagement in income-generating activities, such as agroforestry nursery and

132024 PIR.
4 2025 PIR, draft.

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | 49



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

probiotic dairy processing, underscoring the project’s positive impact on women's lives and
economic opportunities.

On the UN Gender Results Effectiveness Scale, the project is rated as gender-targeted,
indicating a clear commitment to gender equality in its design and delivery. This rating is based
on the observation that the emphasis of the project was on equal opportunity and participation,
and equal number of women and men beneficiaries from training and livelihood interventions.

Human Rights-based Approach

The TE noted the following main evidences of human rights-based approach to project
implementation:

= Inclusive and participatory processes were systematically applied in the consultation and
planning of community-based and livelihood interventions, ensuring that diverse voices --
including those of marginalized and vulnerable groups -- were engaged in decision-making.

= Respect for cultural and traditional rights was embedded in project-supported legal
reforms, notably in the formulation of the Law on the Status of Association of Herder
Households and the revised Law on Genetic Resources. These reforms recognized and
safeguarded customary practices and indigenous knowledge systems related to sustainable
pasture use and genetic resource management.

= Local ecological knowledge was acknowledged and integrated into planning and
implementation of wildlife monitoring and habitat improvement activities, reinforcing local
ownership and pride.

=  Community-based co-management models for LPA management were operationalized
through inclusive mechanisms such as a network of local volunteer rangers and supported
by zoning plans that takes into account traditional access to and use of natural resources.
These models provide a more socially acceptable alternative to conventional PA
management.

=  Participation in the livestock reduction initiative and associated PES scheme was entirely
voluntary, underscoring the project's commitment to informed consent and respect for
individual choice and free decision-making. While initial uptake was modest, community
engagement steadily increased as herder families -- recognizing tangible benefits -- chose
to participate on their own terms, reinforcing human rights-based approach.

= Establishment of a risk fund to support pastureland management plans provide a critical
safety net for herder groups, enabling continued implementation during natural disasters
and climate shocks, which have disproportionate impacts on poor and marginalized
communities.

The TE found no evidence that the ENSURE project considered the needs or inclusion of Persons
with Disabilities (PWD). When asked about it, project staff were unable to provide specific
information or insights. This gap appears to reflect a lack of awareness and foresight regarding
the importance of engaging PWD in project activities.

337 GFF additionality

Mongolia has undertaken numerous policy and technical interventions over the years. The
project strategically built on baselines initiatives and institutional knowledge to enhance
relevance, effectiveness, and sustainability. It drew strategic insights from the CBD’s BIOFIN
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initiative to develop sustainable financing interventions. Project landscapes were selected
based on TNC and Government-led Eco-regional Assessments, ensuring ecological coherence
and alignment with national conservation priorities. Building on the Green Gold project
experience, the ENSURE project adapted PUG model into herder groups to improve
coordination and promote sustainable livestock and grazing management. Additionally, it
strengthened the rangeland and carrying capacity monitoring system of the NAMEM by
expanding and upgrading monitoring points, enhancing data quality and supporting evidence-
based pastureland planning. It also operationalized integrated landscape-based planning at
aimag and soum levels, PES initiatives and community-based co-management models for LPAs,
drawing on concepts and strategies embedded in national environmental policy frameworks
such as the National Green Development Policy (although now not in use) and the National
Biodiversity Program (2015-2025).

3.3.8 Catalytic/ replication value

Many project activities demonstrated immense catalytic and replication value. Several herder
households outside the project's direct support have adopted lamb fattening methods,
improved livestock breeding practices, and livestock reduction strategies after recognizing the
visible benefits among project-supported herder groups. As noted earlier, the lamb fattening
model has been formalized as a national standard. Project-supported herder groups have also
voluntarily shared their knowledge, skills, and experiences with other herder groups,
contributing to wider dissemination of good practices. Herders trained in electric wool shearing
through project support have become recognized shearing experts and are frequently engaged
by NGOs and institutions such as Share Mongolia to train other herders. Innovative enterprises,
such as women-run probiotic dairies and small-scale processing of livestock byproducts, also
show strong replication and scale-up potential given their capacity for value addition with
relatively manageable investments.

There are over 100 PAs and between 600 to 800 LPAs™ across Mongolia. However, more than
50% are not effectively operational due to funding shortages, limited human resources, and
staffing constraints. Many also face community resistance, particularly where exclusionary
management approaches are applied. The community-based co-management LPA model
demonstrated by the project offers high replication potential as a viable alternative, especially
in PAs and LPAs with significant human—nature interface. Similarly, Mongolia has approximately
1,500 PUGs, of which 30-40% are inactive or underperforming?®. Coordination remains a major
challenge due to the large size and heterogeneity of these groups. The herder group model
adopted by the ENSURE project presents a viable alternative for more manageable and effective
community-based livestock and pasture management, with potential to operationalize many
currently inactive or underperforming PUGs.

The wildlife translocation and monitoring initiatives -- grounded in active community
engagement -- also hold strong replication and scale-up potential across key natural habitats
within and beyond PAs in Mongolia, provided long-term success is achieved.

3.3.9 Progresstoinmact

Project impacts are defined as actual or anticipated, positive or negative changes in global
environmental benefits, as verified by environmental stress and/or status change, and also

% Numbers fluctuate, these are estimates.

6 National Federation for Pasture User Groups.
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taking into account sustainable development impacts, including changed livelihoods. They
concern longer-term global environmental benefits, replication and other local effects.

The project demonstrate significant progress to impact as evident from the following benefits:

A total of 21,255 individuals, including 9,270 women (43.6%), benefited directly from the
project’s multifaceted interventions. Beneficiaries included government officials whose
capacities were enhanced through targeted training and advocacy, and local communities,
including 225 herder groups and 15 FUGs, through improved rangeland and forest
management, enhanced and diversified livelihoods, and increased incomes. The visibility of
benefits of these interventions generated interest among other herder groups and led many
to replicate similar activities, amplifying project impact and sustainability.

The creation of 20 new PAs covering 1.2 million ha, accompanied by development of
conservation management plans for nine of them and establishment of community-based
co-management models in two LPAs, is of enormous national and global significance. This
aligns with Mongolia’s commitment to expand PA coverage from 21% to 30% of its territory
under the GBF; however, there are PA connectivity issues while PA expansion faces
community resistance, as conventional PA planning and management have typically been
exclusionary and restrictive. By integrating biodiversity conservation, rangeland/forest
management, and community livelihoods using participatory approaches, the ENSURE
project presents a transformative model for PA management, which is more acceptable to
local communities.

The project has significantly contributed to national and global biodiversity conservation by
enhancing habitats and populations of six key iconic species, which include globally
threatened and ecosystem health indicator species. Targeted interventions have led to
promising signs of range expansion and population recovery, indicating ecological
resilience. Notably, no wildlife offences were recorded throughout the implementation
period, underscoring effective enforcement, community engagement, and improved
stewardship of natural habitats.

The project reduced rangeland degradation through targeted livestock and pastureland
interventions. Improved breeding and productivity practices, combined with alternative
livelihood opportunities, financial incentives and awareness-building, led to a 33.5%
reduction in livestock herds among participating herder groups. Grazing pressure dropped,
with overgrazing declining from 65% in 2019 to 9% in 2024 in the project landscapes. A five-
year pasture management plan for sustainable grazing and herding practices, covering
610,000 hectares, was adopted by 225 herder groups. NAMEM’s 2024 assessment revealed
57.9% of monitored rangeland as non-degraded, 26.3% as rapidly recovering, and only
15.7% as degraded. These results reflect meaningful progress in rangeland recovery and
sustainable grazing. With pastures constituting 70% of the country and rising livestock
numbers degrading them severely, these outcomes mark a meaningful step toward
achieving national and global LDN targets.

The project made a substantial contribution to global climate and forest sustainability goals
by bringing over 1.5 million hectares of boreal and saxaul forests into sustainable forest
management systems through inter-soum and FUG forest management plans. These efforts
resulted in significant climate benefits, with reported emission savings of 3,040,800 tCO,-
eq in saxaul forests and 3,215,000 tCO,-eq in boreal forests, as captured in the draft 2025
PIR. Beyond national significance, these outcomes advance international targets under
frameworks such as the UNFCCC and the Global Forest Goals whilst also contributing to
Mongolia’s Nationally Determined Contributions.
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Main HAndings, Conclusons Recommendations and
Lessons
Main Andings

The M&E plan aligned with UNDP-GEF standards; implementation was timely, but tool
updates and analytical depth were inconsistent. The M&E plan detailed mandatory activities,
responsibilities, budget, and timelines. It included standard tools (e.g., PIRs, APRs, audits, GEF-
TTs), stakeholder engagement, and field visits. The PRF showed a few notable shortcomings,
including uneven indicator distribution across outcomes. While half the indicators fully met
SMART criteria, the rest were only partially compliant. Project M&E implementation followed
the plan with structured inception, timely reporting, audits, and active PB oversight. However,
inconsistent updates of key tools like CD Scorecards and METT hindered coherence. APRs and
PIRs were comprehensive in describing project activities and progress but were uneven and
lacked depth in some areas such as lessons learned, implementation challenges, and linkages
and synergies with other relevant projects and initiatives.

UNDP and MECC ensured strong oversight, coordination, and alighment with national
priorities and GEF standards. UNDP provided quality assurance and oversight as the GEF
implementing agency, supporting audits, monitoring, strategic guidance, and coordination. It
facilitated staffing, financial management, and capacity building of the PIU, while maintaining
consistent communication with stakeholders. Through active participation, evaluations, and
backstopping, UNDP upheld high standards of accountability and performance. As IP, MECC
provided strong institutional leadership, aligning project execution with national policies and
priorities. It chaired the PB, ensured stakeholder engagement and coordination, and timely
guidance and decision-making. MECC also contributed significant co-financing, hosted the PIU,
and upheld financial and technical standards.

The project demonstrated strong national and global relevance, aligning with Mongolia’s
constitutional and policy mandates on environment and sustainable development. It effectively
supported several strategic national plans and priorities, and contributed to international
frameworks including the SDGs, UNDP strategies, GEF focal areas, and the GBF.

The project was effectively implemented, achieving most targets with strong results in species
conservation and PA expansion, legal reform, community-based rangeland and forest
management, and livelihood improvements. The project, though complex and multi-
dimensional, successfully achieved majority of its planned activities and yielded substantial
results in some key areas. Of the 16 indicators, targets of 11 have been fully achieved including
five that surpassed their respective targets, while two have been nearly achieved, and one
partially achieved. Assessment of two indicator targets are pending. Notable achievements
were made in strengthening the legal framework, conserving endangered/ indicator species and
their habitats, expanding PAs, and promoting community-based PA management. Significant
achievements were also observed in reducing rangeland and forest degradation, alongside
improving and diversifying local livelihoods of herder groups and FUGs.

The project demonstrated a notable level of adaptability and resourcefulness in its
implementation strategy and progressive implementation improvements leading to
achievement of most of the planned activities despite initial delays and operational challenges.
It responded to evolving challenges — including COVID-19 — by revising targets, refining
institutional strategies, and increasing communication and outreach. Strategic shifts, such as
replacing PUGs with smaller herder groups and pursuing alternative legislation, alongside
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strengthened staffing and stakeholder engagement, enabled context-sensitive implementation,
accelerated progress, and tangible results despite initial disruptions and delays.

Project sustainability is moderately likely across financial, socio-economic, institutional, and
environmental dimensions. Strong government co-financing, community-based investments,
and promising livelihood outcomes -- such as job creation and income growth -- support long-
term viability. Institutional alignment with national policies and capacity-building efforts further
reinforce sustainability. However, challenges persist in maintaining technical interventions,
strengthening private sector engagement and market linkages, and achieving financial self-
reliance of LPAs within the projected timeframe. Ecological risks linked to wildlife translocation
require rigorous monitoring and expert guidance.

The project featured strong stakeholder engagement and ownership, with MECC overseeing
implementation through the PIU, Project Board, and Technical Committee. Local stakeholder
coordination and participation were facilitated by project field teams, Aimag-level Project
Cooperation Teams, and Soum-level Sustainable Development Councils. Collaboration with
scientific institutions and NGOs added value, while private sector partnerships were established
but were few and limited compared to the significant engagement potential envisioned in the
project design. Non-government co-financiers were also insufficiently involved.

Gender-responsiveness: The ENSURE project was recognized as a GEN2 gender marker
initiative for its strong commitment to advancing gender equality. Guided by a comprehensive
Gender Action Plan, it integrated gender-responsive actions, indicators, and institutional
mechanisms throughout design and implementation. Gender training was delivered to staff and
stakeholders, and inclusive participation was actively promoted. Despite falling short of the 50%
female beneficiary target and income disparities between women- and men-headed
households, the project delivered meaningful benefits to women, especially in easing labor
burdens and expanding livelihood opportunities. It was rated gender-targeted on the UN
Gender Results Effectiveness Scale.

Conclusions
By combining policy and legal reforms, institutional strengthening, socio-economic
development, and technical solutions, the ENSURE project has delivered largely satisfactory

outcomes, demonstrating the value of an integrated, multi-faceted approach to addressing land
degradation and biodiversity loss whilst supporting resilient communities.

The following three key areas reflected the most significant project achievements:

= Strengthened legal and policy framework: The integration of SDGs, biodiversity
conservation, and sustainable rangeland and forest management into the landscape-based
development plans of 11 soums and the five-year development directions of two aimags
lays the foundation for green and sustainable development planning at the aimag and soum
levels. Legal reforms have been particularly significant, with the approval of three important
laws reinforcing environmental governance and pastoral systems, while several others are
under development. The Law on the Legal Status of Association of Herder Households
empowers herder groups to manage pastures and livestock cooperatively. The revised Law
on SPAs introduces community co-management, better zoning, and financing for climate-
resilient conservation while the Law on Genetic Resources enhances oversight by
recognizing traditional knowledge, enforcing permits, and ensuring fair benefit-sharing in
line with international protocols.

= Community-based sustainable rangeland and forest management, accompanied with
sustainable livelihood interventions: The project successfully collaborated with 225 herder
groups and 15 FUGs to improve rangeland and forest management whilst improving and
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diversifying livelihoods. The successful securing of 610,000 hectares of pastureland and 1.5
million hectares of forest under sustainable management reflects the strength of
coordinated planning and community-based approaches. Additionally, livestock herd
reduction -- induced by financial incentives, livelihood diversification, improved breeding
and productivity practices, and targeted training and awareness -- contributed to easing
grazing pressure and improving pasture recovery across project landscapes. This
underscores the effectiveness of a holistic and integrated approach to sustainable
rangeland management.

= Strengthened PA management and species conservation: The expansion of PAs by 1.2
million hectares, coupled with the establishment of community-based co-management
models in two LPAs, has notably strengthened PA governance. The co-management
approach offers a transformative model for inclusive and participatory PA management that
is socially acceptable and sustainable. Targeted interventions for species conservation and
habitat restoration with active local community participation have led to encouraging signs
of range expansion and population recovery among key species, signaling emerging
ecological resilience. The absence of recorded wildlife offences during the implementation
period highlights the effectiveness of law enforcement, community involvement, and
enhanced biodiversity stewardship.

The project’s main weaknesses and gaps included a partially SMART-compliant and uneven PRF,
which limited effective reporting. Synergy and linkages with other relevant projects and
initiatives were suboptimal, limiting the potential for collaborative impact. Progress in
improving PA management effectiveness was uneven, with some PAs significantly
underperforming. Forest-based livelihood and income-generation opportunities for FUGs
remained limited, constrained by institutional and legal barriers. Capacity development efforts
lacked supportive tools and resources, such as manuals, handbooks, and visual aids, which
enable training recipients to retain and reinforce learnings from the training. Additionally, the
development of genuine PPPs remained inadequate, representing a missed opportunity to
mobilize broader engagement and investment.

Reconmendations

The TE presents a total of 15 recommendations: two related to project design, three to
implementation, three to M&E, and seven aimed at reinforcing project outcomes.
Recommendations 1 to 8 are intended to inform the design, implementation, and M&E of future
UNDP/GEF projects. Recommendations 9 to 15 are immediate in nature, focusing on actions to
sustain and enhance project benefits through effective project transition, continued
implementation, stakeholder partnerships, strategic integration, and policy advocacy.

Related to project design

Recommendation 1: The PRF must be carefully designed to ensure coherence among indicators,
baselines, and targets. Prior to finalization and adoption, all result components should be
thoroughly reviewed to determine whether they meet the ‘SMART’ criteria. As far as possible,
all indicator baselines should be established during the project design phase. Any remaining
baseline data should be finalized within the first year of project implementation. Targets should
be based in field realities and informed by strategic baseline analysis to ensure they are both
relevant and attainable while maintaining a level of ambition that is realistic within the project
context. (Responsible Agencies: UNDP CO and Regional Hub; Timeframe: future UNDP/GEF
project designs.)
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Recommendation 2: Where project design includes strategic concepts and instruments, for
example PPP and PES in the case of ENSURE project, it is recommended that these instruments
be clearly defined within the project document. Each concept should be supported with a
concise, context-specific definition and a basic outline of its core components to avoid loose
interpretation and to ensure consistent, meaningful application. This could be further
reinforced through guidance and orientation on the concepts from UNDP Regional Hub/ CO to
the PIU and project partners during the inception workshop. (Responsible Agencies: UNDP CO
and Regional Hub; Timeframe: future UNDP/GEF project designs.)

4.3.2 Related to project inplementation

Recommendation 3: It is recommended that the planning and design of training activities give
careful consideration to the number and composition of participants to optimize learning
outcomes. Trainings with overly large groups or audiences with varied educational and
occupational backgrounds are less effective in delivering training objectives. To enhance
relevance and impact, participant selection should ensure an appropriate group size and mix
aligned with the training's objective and depth. (Responsible Agency: PIU/ UNDP; Timeframe:
future UNDP/GEF project design and implementation.)

Recommendation 4: Training should be supported by instructional tools and resources (e.g.
handbooks, manuals, infographics) in accordance with the needs and context of the target
audience. These materials help participants retain key concepts and reinforce their
understanding beyond the training session. (Responsible Agency: PIU/UNDP; Timeframe:
future UNDP/GEF project design and implementation.)

Recommendation 5: Proactive efforts should be made to identify and cultivate synergy with
other projects and initiatives. Although the ENSURE project had considerable opportunities for
collaboration, systematic linkages have remained limited. To maximize impact, co-financing
partnership with international conservation organizations, such as WWF, TNC and ECS, should
extend beyond financial contributions and also focus on developing strategic linkages with their
relevant projects and initiatives. (Responsible Agency: PIU/UNDP; Timeframe: future
UNDP/GEF project design and implementation.)

4.3.3 Related to project nonitoring & evaluation

Recommendation 6: Project progress reporting should clearly align activities with their
respective outcomes or outputs, avoiding overlapping or ambiguous information. In cases
where activities are linked across multiple outcomes or outputs, such interlinkages must be
explicitly referenced to maintain clarity and coherence. (Responsible Agency: PIU/UNDP;
Timeframe: future UNDP/GEF project M&E.)

Recommendation 7: In addition to documenting progress toward expected outcomes and
indicators, project progress reports should provide insights into implementation challenges and
lessons learned. They should also incorporate key elements such as financial performance and
the development of linkages and synergies with other relevant projects and initiatives.
(Responsible Agency: PIU/UNDP; Timeframe: future UNDP/GEF project M&E.)

Recommendation 8: To ensure evidence-based evaluations, key M&E tools -- such as capacity
development scorecards and GEF-TTs -- must be systematically updated and readily accessible
prior to MTR and TE. Updating these tools in a staggered or inconsistent manner should be
avoided, as it can lead to confusion, data discrepancies, and challenges in interpreting project
progress and performance. (Responsible Agency: PIU/UNDP; Timeframe: future UNDP/GEF
project M&E.)
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4.3.4 Actionstofollow-up or reinforce project benefits

Recommendation 9: While there is the plan to develop a project exit strategy based on MTR
recommendation, it is noted that the MTR-recommended exit strategy is with particular
emphasis on reflecting climate change national priorities such as the NDC targets to access
climate finance. The TE recommends that the project exit strategy should provide a
comprehensive strategy and transition plan to ensure smooth handover, sustainability, and
minimal disruption when GEF funding phases out. The strategy should also address the
continuity of recently initiated interventions, such as the meat processing units, ensuring they
are sufficiently organized with follow-up actions for consolidation by project partners after
project closure. It is important that the strategy be developed in close consultation with project
partners and other key stakeholders to ensure transparency and ownership. The exit strategy
must also clearly outline the transfer of all project-procured and developed resources --
including equipment, training materials, data, reports, and knowledge products -- to
appropriate national or local institutions. (Responsible Agencies: PIU and UNDP CO; Timeframe:
the project exit strategy should be ready by 30" October 2025 and implemented before project
closure.)

Recommendation 10: Explore opportunities for small-scale, community-led projects, such as
through the UNDP/GEF Small Grants Program, to build on and reinforce promising interventions
initiated under the current project but require more targeted support to ensure consolidation
and scale-up, for example in the area of strengthening forest-based livelihoods and income
generation for FUGs. (Responsible Agencies: UNDP CO and MECC; Timeframe: To be initiated
immediately and pursued over the next 2-3 years.)

Recommendation 11: Conduct a study to evaluate the feasibility and strategic pathways for
advancing FUGs into community-based forestry enterprises to enable FUGs to undertake
commercial forestry activities based on approved SFMPs. The study should explore policy
reforms, institutional arrangements, and enterprise models that empower FUGs to participate
in commercial forestry operations with necessary sustainability safeguards. Funding for the
study could be explored from various potential sources such as UNDP’s discretionary funds,
UNDP/GEF Small Grants Program, UNCCD-COP 17 legacy programs, and UNDP Regional
Innovation Funds. (Responsible Agencies: UNDP CO and MECC; Timeframe: Initiate the study
within the first quarter of 2026, complete it by July 2026 and present the study findings and
recommendations at UNCCD-COP 17.)

Recommendation 12: Pursue dialogue and advocacy with the private sector to advance PPP
initiatives through structured, long-term arrangements encompassing investment, joint
decision-making, benefit-sharing, and capacity-building, to strengthen value chains and markets
for livestock-based products. Leverage the MSCP and other effective multi-stakeholder
mechanisms to advance PPPs. (Responsible Agencies: UNDP CO and MECC; Timeframe: Initiate
immediately and pursue over 2-3 years.)

Recommendation 13: Develop a targeted series of policy briefs to advance successful and
scalable interventions while highlighting urgent policy gaps identified through project
implementation. These briefs should be developed to serve as high-impact advocacy tools for
informing strategic dialogue and mobilizing support at key events, in particular the UNCCD-
COP17 to be held in Mongolia in 2026. These briefs should be accompanied by associated
project concepts, which could be developed into full project proposals based on emerging
collaboration and investment interests from advocacy efforts. Potential topics include:
community-based co-management of LPAs; integrated approaches to mitigate rangeland and
forest degradation; strengthening forest-based livelihoods and income generation for FUGs;
strengthening economic instruments for biodiversity conservation and sustainable rangeland/
forest management; and understanding the gender dimensions of rural livelihood
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L4

diversification. (Responsible Agencies: UNDP CO and MECC; Timeframe: Initiate the process
within the first quarter of 2026, complete the policy briefs by July 2026 and present them at
UNCCD-COP 17.)

Recommendation 14: Pursue and secure medium- to long-term partnership with national
conservation research institutions for pro bono in-country technical expertise and guidance on
red deer farming and continued monitoring of relocated/reintroduced wildlife to study the
behavior of the released wildlife, ensure their safety and mitigate risks, and build related local-
level capacity. (Responsible Agencies: UNDP CO, MECC, and relevant local government/ PA
administration; Timeframe: Initiate dialogue with potential institutes immediately with the aim
to secure the recommended conservation research partnership within six months after project
closure.)

Recommendation 15: Integrate the project's proven biodiversity conservation approaches and
practices into the new National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan currently under
development for alignment with the GBF, to facilitate their replication and scaling-up.
(Responsible Agencies: UNDP CO and MECC; Timeframe: corresponding with the timeline of
NBSAP.)

Lessons Learnt

Drawing on observations from the TE, the following key lessons have been identified to inform
the design and implementation of future projects, programs, and strategies addressing similar
challenges:

Inclusive, coordinated stakeholder engagement drives effective ecosystem restoration
outcomes. The ENSURE project has demonstrated that effectively addressing the degradation
of land, biodiversity, and ecosystem services requires inclusive and coordinated engagement of
diverse stakeholders with varying interests and levels of influence. The project successfully
mobilized a wide range of actors -- including government ministries, aimag and soum
administrations, PA authorities, herder groups, FUGs, women, consultants, research
institutions, NGOs, and local cooperatives and enterprises -- each contributing in distinct roles
and capacities. This multi-stakeholder approach proved instrumental in fostering ownership,
and enhancing implementation effectiveness.

Aligning conservation with livelihoods sustains community engagement and impact. The
ENSURE project underscores that conservation efforts are likely to succeed when conservation
goals are strategically aligned with the socio-economic needs of affected communities. Through
active collaboration with local governments and community stakeholders, the project
effectively linked sustainable livelihood initiatives with conservation interventions in mutually
reinforcing ways. Notably, several livelihood activities began to yield tangible early benefits,
including increased household incomes -- helping to sustain stakeholder interest and
motivation. Immediate livelihood benefits are critical, as purely conservation-focused
interventions often take time to produce visible outcomes and can risk losing community
engagement and ownership in the process.

Multi-Level coordination strengthens ownership and local development alignment. A key
lesson from the ENSURE project is that managing a large-scale, multidimensional initiative
requires coordinated decision-making across multiple governance levels. By establishing a three-
tiered coordination structure -- central-level Project Board, aimag-level PCTs, and soum-level
SDCs -- the project was able to foster greater institutional ownership and accountability. This
approach also facilitated the integration of project activities into local development plans and
budgets, enhancing alignment with local priorities.

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | 58



Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

Empowered communities drive effective, grassroots conservation outcomes. The project
demonstrates that local communities can serve as effective conservation stewards when
provided with meaningful engagement and capacity-building support. The local volunteer
ranger system and community-based wildlife and habitat monitoring initiatives fostered
ownership and responsibility at the grassroots level. These efforts contributed to important
conservation gains, including early signs of species population recovery and range expansion,
and absence of reported wildlife offences across the project landscapes. This experience
highlights the transformative potential of community-led conservation approaches built with
necessary institutional support.

Evidence-based innovation builds trust for culturally sensitive practices. The ENSURE project
demonstrated that culturally-sensitive interventions, such as lamb fattening and associated
culling of young lambs, can gain local acceptance when introduced through evidence-based
approaches. By testing the lamb fattening method and documenting data on pasture load, meat
yield, and meat quality, the project generated credible, locally relevant insights. This helped
change local perceptions and increase adoption of the practice. The experience highlights the
importance of supporting bold innovations with research and evidences to build trust and
promote informed decision-making among stakeholders.

A well-formulated PRF is critical for effective M&E and decision-making. When the PRF lacks
clarity or coherence, it hinders the project’s ability to interpret and report progress against
intended project results. This underscores the importance of investing time and expertise in
designing a strong PRF at the outset to ensure it serves as a reliable basis for tracking
performance and informing decision-making throughout implementation.

Strategic concepts need clear definitions and frameworks for impact. The inclusion of strategic
concepts and instruments, such as PPP and PES, in project design requires clear definitions and
supporting frameworks. The project shows that without foundational clarity, such concepts risk
being loosely interpreted and inconsistently applied during implementation, undermining their
relevance and intended impact.

Multi-stakeholder platforms need government ownership to ensure long-term sustainability
and impact. The project showed that national-level multi-stakeholder platforms such as the
MSCP have a vital role in aligning conservation goals with livelihood improvement and private
sector engagement. ENSURE’s support in establishing MSCP fostered dialogue among
government, herders, private sector actors, and development partners. However, limited
government ownership and weak political alignment hindered its effectiveness and continuity.
Such platforms have better chance of success if embedded within clear, government-led
strategies to ensure institutional commitment, accompanied with enabling legal, policy and
financial frameworks.
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Annex |: Termrs of Reference
Basic contract information
Project: Ensuring Sustainability and Resilience of Green landscapes in Mongolia
(ENSURE)
Location: Home-based with travel to Mongolia
Type of Contract: Individual Contract (IC)
Assignment Type: Terminal Evaluation (TE) International Consultant/National Consultant
Language Required: English
Starting Date: April 28, 2025
Duration of Initial April 28 — September 15 2025
Contract:
Expected duration of 30 working days
assignment:

1. INTRODUCTION

In accordance with UNDP and GEF M&E policies and procedures, all full- and medium-sized UNDP-supported
GEF-financed projects are required to undergo a Terminal Evaluation (TE) at the end of the project. This Terms
of Reference (ToR) sets out the expectations for the TE of the full-sized project titled “Ensuring Sustainability
and Resilience of Green landscapes in Mongolia (ENSURE)” (PIMS #5784) project, implemented through the
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change as Implementing Partner and UNDP providing support as the GEF
Implementing Agency. The project started on December 18th, 2018 and is in its seventh year of implementation.
The TE process must follow the guidance outlined in the document ‘Guidance for Conducting Terminal
Evaluations of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects’ Guidance for Terminal Evaluations of UNDP-
supported GEF-financed Projects (2020) and UNDP Evaluation Guidelines (June 2021).

2. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

The “Ensuring Sustainability and Resilience of Green Landscapes in Mongolia (ENSURE)” project applies the GEF
multi-focal area approach by simultaneously integrating biodiversity conservation and sustainable land and
forest management, through the application of best practice and innovative green development approaches at
landscape scale. It addresses the drivers of biodiversity loss and degradation in rangeland and forest landscapes
in a holistic manner through systemic strengthening and field application of Mongolia’s green development
policy and community-based natural resources management.

The project objective is to enhance ecosystem services in multiple landscapes of the Sayan and Khangai
mountains and southern Gobi by reducing rangeland and forest degradation and conserving biodiversity through
sustainable livelihoods. The result framework sets out the intervention pathways how to achieve the objectives
through the implementation of following four outcomes:

e Outcome 1: Enhanced enabling framework and systemic tools help conserve biodiversity and ecosystem
services. Key results will include strengthened legislation and financial mechanisms for green development,
incorporation of measures to conserve biodiversity and ecosystem services into local development plans,
development of new tools for enhanced capacity for green development and improved systemic measures
for conservation of globally threatened /iconic biodiversity.

e Outcome 2: Rangelands, forests and biodiversity are restored, and protected areas strengthened at
landscape scale. Key results will include reduced degradation of 300,000 ha of rangelands, plus 20,000 ha
of boreal and 25,000 ha of saxaul forests, protected area system expanded by 0.94 million ha and
strengthened, and threats to globally threatened/iconic biodiversity reduced.

e Outcome 3: Sustainable livelihoods provide benefits to local communities and support biodiversity. Results
will include strengthened community groups, more sustainable livelihoods, public-private partnerships and
raised public awareness for green development approaches.
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e Outcome 4: Improved knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation supports sustainability and up-
scaling. Results will include new and effective mechanisms for knowledge management, monitoring and
evaluation and gender mainstreaming.

The project has actively engaged women, who represent 41% of the total participants/beneficiaries. Efforts have
been made to ensure gender inclusiveness, particularly in leadership and decision-making roles related to
natural resource management. The project area covers 39.5 million-hectare ecosystem and population in 13

soums (villages) of 4 aimags (provinces).

Project title

Ensuring Sustainability and Resilience of Green Landscapes in Mongolia (ENSURE)

Quantum ID 00103218

Country Mongolia

Region Regional Bureau of Asia Pacific
Donor Global Environment Facility (GEF)

Date project document
signed

October 18, 2018

Project Start/End date

December 18, 2018 -Dec 2025

Project Total Budget

USD 7,964,253

National and local level
partners

Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MECC)
Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Light Industry

CSOs and research/media organizations
Local authorities

Project beneficiaries Rural herders

Remotely located youth and marginalized groups
Persons with disabilities

Women and girls

Project expenditure at the USD 7,290,010.63 (As of March 10, 2025)
time of evaluation

The project’s success in biodiversity conservation, rangeland management, and sustainable livelihoods have
been disseminated at international, national and local level through UNDP CO Mongolia, MECC, and project
channels. Further information on the project is available here: www.ensure.mn.

3. TE PURPOSE

2025 marks the final year of its implementation and, the Terminal Evaluation (TE) of the project is included in
the evaluation plan of UNDP Mongolia Country Office (2023-2027). The TE exercise is planned to provide an
independent assessment on the project’s progress and results, key lessons learned, including sustainability and
recommendations for future initiatives.

In particular, the TE will assess the achievement of the project results as specified in the Project Document. The
evaluation will assess project’s performance, gender equality results and other cross cutting issues within its
scope and draw lessons that can both improve the sustainability of benefits from this projects, and aid in the
overall enhancement of UNDP programming.

The TE will assess for the entire project duration (12/2018 — 12/2025) - covering both the national level and the
interventions at sub-national level, focusing on 4 aimags (provinces). The target audiences of this final evaluation
are the members of the Project Board, UNDP CO Management and the Implementing Partner/Executing Agency,
and will act on the TE findings. The report will also be shared with other project stakeholders in the government,
namely the MECC and MoFALI, wider development partners, civil society, and private sector. The final
evaluation report will be accessible to public.

Specific objectives of the TE are:

Terminal Evaluation, UNDP/GEF ENSURE Project Page | 61


http://www.ensure.mn/

Docusign Envelope ID: 2A94CF30-D01A-4C4F-B8BE-9AA94059FA62

e Review and assess how effectively ENSURE has achieved its stated development objectives and the extend
of its contribution to the sustainability and resilience of land and forest management in Mongolia.

e Evaluate whether the project was cost-effective compared to similar programs/projects implemented in the
sector.

e Analyze whether the project design was the best among other alternatives to address the development
needs.

e Provide insight whether the government has the capacity and the intent to continue the project activities
on its own.

Specific OEDC/DAC criteria questions are provided in Annex D — Evaluation Criteria questions.

4. TE APPROACH & METHODOLOGY
A. Overall approach

The TE report must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. The TE team will
review all relevant sources of information including documents prepared during the preparation phase (i.e. PIF,
UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure/SESP) the Project Document, project
reports including annual PIRs, project budget revisions, lesson learned reports, national strategic and legal
documents, and any other materials that the team considers useful for this evidence-based evaluation. The TE
team will review the baseline and midterm GEF focal area Core Indicators/Tracking Tools submitted to the GEF
at the CEO endorsement and midterm stages and the terminal Core Indicators/Tracking Tools that must be
completed before the TE field mission begins.

The TE team is expected to follow a participatory and consultative approach ensuring close engagement with
the Project Team, government counterparts (the GEF Operational Focal Point), Implementing Partners, the
UNDP Country Office(s), the Regional Technical Advisor, direct beneficiaries and other stakeholders. Appropriate
mix of qualitative and quantitative methods should be applied, including, but not limited to:

Document review: Annex B of the ToR provides the list of documents and resources to be referred reviewed.

Engagement of stakeholders is vital to a successful TE. Stakeholder involvement should include interviews with
stakeholders who have project responsibilities, including but not limited to national and local authorities,
communities and the private sector, who have been engaged to reduce threats to globally significant biodiversity
and ecosystem services while supporting sustainable livelihoods. At local level, these include Governors of 4
aimag and 13 soums, Department of Environment, Agriculture in the aimags. At national level, State secretary
of MECC, Departments of MECC, Department of livestock of MOFALI, the National Forest Agency, National
Agency of Meteorology Environment and Monitoring (NAMEM), Institute of Biology, NGOs such as Mongolian
Society of Mammalogy, Center for Policy Research. Core beneficiaries are the 225 herders' group and 15 forest
user groups, rangers, NGOs who engaged in biodiversity conservation, pasture management, forest
management and protected area management in the project selected landscapes. Additionally, the TE team is
expected to conduct field missions to Arkhangai and Zavkhan aimags, including the following project sites of
Bukhun shar Locally protected area and Tarvatai Mountain National Park.

The specific design and methodology for the TE should emerge from consultations between the TE team and the
above-mentioned parties regarding what is appropriate and feasible for meeting the TE purpose and objectives
and answering the evaluation questions, given limitations of budget, time and data. The TE team must use
gender-responsive methodologies and tools and ensure that gender equality and women’s empowerment, as
well as other cross-cutting issues and SDGs are incorporated into the TE report.

The final methodological approach including interview schedule, field visits and data to be used in the evaluation
must be clearly outlined in the TE Inception Report and be fully discussed and agreed between UNDP,
stakeholders and the TE team.

The final report must describe the full TE approach taken and the rationale for the approach making explicit the
underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses about the methods and approach of the
evaluation.
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Specific approach

For the interviews, the evaluators will need to design a set of questions aimed at specific category of
respondents/project stakeholders.

For each of the target groups, the consultant will need to propose the approach/tool, e.g., survey, semi-
structured interview, focus group discussion, etc.

Gender and human rights lens: All evaluation products need to address gender, disability, and human rights
issues. Hence, the consultant will need to design the tool allowing the collection of the data to provide the
evaluation from those lenses. Where applicable, TE team may use the Gender Results Effectiveness Scale
(GRES) method to evaluate project’s contribution.

The consultant/s are required to propose other approaches and multiple ways of engaging, including target
groups disaggregated by gender, age categories, disability, urban and rural to ensure representation of
different stakeholders. The Inception Report shall also provide description on the proposed
approach/methodology to interpret the qualitative data, and/or the input information received from
stakeholders as relevant.

Data Validation: Data and information collected from different sources and through various means will be
triangulated to strengthen the validity of findings and conclusions. The consultant should highlight his/her
approach to address this in the inception report.

Post-data collection debriefing: the consultant will have a debriefing with project key stakeholders on the
preliminary finding after the completion of data collection. The meeting will also serve as an opportunity to
identify areas requiring further analysis and any missing information and evidence before the consultant
will enter a full synthesis and drafting phase. The TE report must provide evidence-based information that
is credible, reliable and useful.

Reference group: UNDP CO will establish an evaluation Reference Group, which will consist of main
stakeholders, such as MECC, MOFALI, representatives of focus provinces and beneficiaries. The purpose of
the Reference group is to ensure that all available information is taken into account by the evaluators; that
the evaluation progresses as planned and in line with its terms of reference; that its factual basis is accurate
and complete; that the balance and overall quality of the analysis on which the conclusions and
recommendations are based is as robust as possible; and that optimal arrangements are made for feedback
and dissemination of the evaluation results. After UNDP CO receives the draft deliverables from the TE team,
the deliverables will be shared to the Reference Group. The members of the Reference Group will send back
their comments and feedback to the UNDP CO on behalf of the organization/entity they represent. UNDP
CO will collect all the feedback and comments and send unified list of comments and feedback to the TE
team.

5. DETAILED SCOPE OF THE TE

The TE will assess project performance against expectations set out in the project’s Results Framework (see ToR
Annex A). The TE will assess results according to the criteria outlined in the Guidance for TEs of UNDP-supported
GEF-financed Projects Guidance for Terminal Evaluations of UNDP-supported GEF-financed Projects.

The Findings section of the TE report will cover the topics listed below. A full outline of the TE report’s content

is provided in ToR Annex C.

The asterisk “(*)” indicates criteria for which a rating is required.

Findings

Project Design/Formulation
National priorities and country driven-ness

Theory of Change

Gender equality and women’s empowerment

Social and Environmental Standards (Safeguards)

Analysis of Results Framework: project logic and strategy, indicators
Assumptions and Risks
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Lessons from other relevant projects (e.g. same focal area) incorporated into project design
Planned stakeholder participation
Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector

Management arrangements

Project Implementation
Adaptive management (changes to the project design and project outputs during implementation)

Actual stakeholder participation and partnership arrangements

Project Finance and Co-finance

Monitoring & Evaluation: design at entry (*), implementation (*), and overall assessment of M&E (*)
Implementing Agency (UNDP) (*) and Executing Agency (*), overall project oversight/implementation and
execution (*)

Risk Management, including Social and Environmental Standards (Safeguards)

Project Results

Assess the achievement of outcomes against indicators by reporting on the level of progress for each
objective and outcome indicator at the time of the TE and noting final achievements

Relevance (*), Effectiveness (*), Efficiency (*) and overall project outcome (*)

Sustainability: financial (*), socio-political (*), institutional framework and governance (*), environmental
(*), overall likelihood of sustainability (*)

Country ownership

Gender equality and women’s empowerment

Cross-cutting issues (poverty alleviation, improved governance, climate change mitigation and adaptation,
disaster prevention and recovery, human rights, capacity development, South-South cooperation,
knowledge management, volunteerism, etc., as relevant)

GEF Additionality

Catalytic Role / Replication Effect

Progress to impact

Main Findings, Conclusions, Recommendations and Lessons Learned

The TE team will include a summary of the main findings of the TE report. Findings should be presented as
statements of fact that are based on analysis of the data.

The section on conclusions will be written in light of the findings. Conclusions should be comprehensive
and balanced statements that are well substantiated by evidence and logically connected to the TE findings.
They should highlight the strengths, weaknesses and results of the project, respond to key evaluation
questions and provide insights into the identification of and/or solutions to important problems or issues
pertinent to project beneficiaries, UNDP and the GEF, including issues in relation to gender equality and
women’s empowerment.

Recommendations should provide concrete, practical, feasible and targeted recommendations directed to
the intended users of the evaluation about what actions to take and decisions to make. The
recommendations should be specifically supported by the evidence and linked to the findings and
conclusions around key questions addressed by the evaluation.

The TE report should also include lessons that can be taken from the evaluation, including best practices in
addressing issues relating to relevance, performance and success that can provide knowledge gained from
the particular circumstance (programmatic and evaluation methods used, partnerships, financial leveraging,
etc.) that are applicable to other GEF and UNDP interventions. When possible, the TE team should include
examples of good practices in project design and implementation.

It is important for the conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned of the TE report to incorporate
gender equality and empowerment of women.

The TE report will include an Evaluation Ratings Table, as shown below:
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ToR Table 2: Evaluation Ratings Table

Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) Rating?’

M&E design at entry

M&E Plan Implementation

Overall Quality of M&E

Quality of UNDP Implementation/Oversight

Implementation & Execution Rating

Quality of Implementing Partner Execution

Overall quality of Implementation/Execution

Relevance

Assessment of Outcomes Rating

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Overall Project Outcome Rating

Financial resources

Sustainability Rating

Socio-political/economic

Institutional framework and governance

Environmental

Overall Likelihood of Sustainability

6. TIMEFRAME

The total duration of the TE will be approximately 30 days over a time period of 16 weeks starting on April 28,

2025. The tentative TE timeframe is as follows:

Timeframe Activity

April 15, 2025 Application closes

April 25 Selection of TE team

April 28-May 6 (3 working days) | Handover of documentation from UNDP/ Document review and preparation of
TE Inception Report

June 9 Submission of Inception Report

June 13 Comments from UNDP to TE team

June 14 (1 day) Finalization and Validation of TE Inception Report

June 25 — July 5 (10 days) TE mission: stakeholder meetings, interviews, field visits, etc.

July 4 Mission wrap-up meeting & presentation of initial findings; earliest end of TE
mission

July 26 (9 days) Preparation and submission of draft TE report

August 8 Sending the comments received on draft TE report

August 20, (4 days) Incorporation of comments on draft TE report into Audit Trail & finalization of
TE report

August 21 (1 day) Concluding Stakeholder Workshop

August 24, (2 day) Expected date of full TE completion

August 30 TE uploaded in the ERC

7. TE DELIVERABLES

# Deliverable Description Timing Responsibilities

17 Outcomes, Effectiveness, Efficiency, M&E, Implementation/Oversight & Execution, Relevance are rated on a 6-point
scale: 6=Highly Satisfactory (HS), 5=Satisfactory (S), 4=Moderately Satisfactory (MS), 3=Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU),
2=Unsatisfactory (U), 1=Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability is rated on a 4-point scale: 4=Likely (L), 3=Moderately

Likely (ML), 2=Moderately Unlikely (MU), 1=Unlikely (U)
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TE Inception Report

TE team clarifies
objectives, methodology
and timing of the TE

No later than a week
before the TE
mission: June 9, 2025

TE team submits Inception
Report to UNDP CO,
Reference Group, and
project management

Presentation

Initial Findings

End of TE mission:
July 4, 2025

TE team presents to UNDP
CO and project
management

Draft TE Report

Full draft report with
annexes

Within 3 weeks of
end of TE mission:

TE team submits to UNDP
CO, which will be reviewed

workshop

report

August 21, 2025

July 26, 2025 by project team, CO,
Reference Group, RTA, GEF
OFP, UNDP RBAP
Stakeholder Presentation on the draft | Workshop date: TE team presents the TE

report to wider
stakeholders

Final TE Report* +
Audit Trail

Revised final report and
TE Audit trail in which the
TE details how all
received comments have

Within 1 week after
Stakeholder
workshop: August
24, 2025

TE team submits both
documents to UNDP CO

(and have not) been
addressed in the final TE
report

*All final TE reports will be quality assessed by the UNDP Independent Evaluation Office (IEO). Details of the
IEQ’s quality assessment of decentralized evaluations can be found in Section 6 of the UNDP Evaluation
Guidelines.!®

8. TE ARRANGEMENTS

The principal responsibility for managing the TE resides with the UNDP Mongolia CO. The TE team will be working
under the general guidance of the Resident Representative, overall coordination by the Deputy Resident
Representative, and directly report to the Evaluation Manager — UNDP Mongolia’s Program Support and
Oversight Analyst. The deliverables will be reviewed by the Evaluation Manager who will facilitate inputs from
the project implementation team, UNDP program analysts, Deputy Resident Representative (DRR), project’s
donor, Regional Technical Advisor (RTA), Regional Monitoring & Evaluation focal point, project key national
partners, TE Reference Group, and other relevant stakeholders. Inputs will be consolidated by the Evaluation
Manager before sharing them back with the evaluator. The deliverables are to be cleared by the Evaluation
Manager to ensure evaluation objectives are met, reports are at acceptable quality standards, and relevant
stakeholders are duly consulted. Payment release will be approved upon confirmation of the deliverables by the
Evaluation Manager.

UNDP Mongolia reserves the right to maintain regular communication with the TE team and to
engage/visit/monitor the implementing activities where needed. Project team will work closely with the TE team
to facilitate the process (if needed), including providing relevant documents related to the ENSURE project for
desk review, identifying stakeholders and sources of information, and assisting to resolve any issues arising
during the assignment period to the extent possible.

Duty Station: for the International Consultant/Team Leader, the duty station for this assignment is home-based
with one time travel to Mongolia for the period of two (2) weeks, expectedly in May 2025. For the National
consultant, it is home-based, and UNDP will not be providing any office space, equipment to carry out the
assignment. An interpreter is required during the mission.

8 Access at: http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/section-6.sht
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The TE team is expected to virtually and/or physically collect data and conduct interviews with key informants
as relevant during the assignment. The field visit will cover key informant interview in Ulaanbaatar, as well as
site visit to Arkhangai and Zavkhan. Once the TE team is on board, the field mission plan will be discussed and
agreed between UNDP and the team. In the event of travelling to the province, the transportation will be
arranged, and the cost will be covered by the UNDP.

The TE team is required to undertake the Basic Security in the Field (BSIF) training
(https://dss.un.org/dssweb/WelcometoUNDSS/tabid/105/Default.aspx?returnurl=%2fdssweb%2f) before
traveling.

9. TE TEAM COMPOSITION

A team of two independent evaluators and one interpreter will be conducted the TE that is composed of
international consultant/team leader, national expert, and interpreter during the mission.

The International Team Leader shall safeguard the independence and impartiality of the evaluation, given the
complexity and sensitivity of some of the issues covered by the project. The Team Leader will ensure the
soundness of evaluation methodology, quality of analysis of the data gathered and reported, manage the
evaluation team, and complete the evaluation exercise.

The national expert will provide critical technical and local insight on the achievements/failure in the progress
of project expected results, support the Team Leader in understanding the context, facilitate discussions,
interpret during interviews with national counterparts, as well as support data collection from local sources.

The international and national evaluators cannot have participated in the project preparation, formulation
and/or implementation (including the writing of the project document), must not have conducted this project’s
Mid-Term Review and should not have a conflict of interest with the project’s related activities.

(a) Qualification for the International Consultant/Team Leader

Education

e Master’s degree or higher in Environmental and Agricultural Sciences, particularly in Biodiversity
Conservation, Sustainable Forest Management, PA Management, Rangeland Management, Convention on
Biodiversity and Natural Resources Management (CBNRM), or closely related field.

Experience

e Atleast 15 years of relevant experience conducting evaluation, designing, and implementing development
projects/programmes with UNDP or other international organizations.

e Solid experience with results-based management evaluation methodologies;

e Technical knowledge and experience in applying qualitative and quantitative evaluation methods, data
collection, analysis, preferably knowledge of randomized control trial research; and evaluation report
writing.

e Competence in adaptive management, as applied to sustainable natural resource management and
biodiversity conservation;

e Demonstrated understanding of issues related to gender and biodiversity conservation experience in gender
responsive evaluation and analysis.

e Working experiences in Mongolia or Asia is an asset.

e  Excellent communication skills;

e Demonstrable analytical skills;

e Project evaluation/review experience with United Nations System, especially GEF-funded projects will be
considered an asset.

Language

e  Fluency in written and spoken English.
(b) Qualifications for the National Expert

Education
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e Master’s degree or higher in Environmental and Agricultural Sciences, particularly in Biodiversity
Conservation, Forest Management, PA Management, Rangeland Management, CBNRM or closely related
field.

Experience

e  Work experience in related nature conservation and CBNRM for at least 15 years;

e Experience with results-based management evaluation methodologies.

e  Familiar with PES and cost benefit analysis;

e At least 10 years’ experience working with Mongolian government, communities and NGOs;

e Experience in project evaluation/review experience within United Nations system would be an asset;

e Demonstrated experience with UNDP-GEF financed project design and implementation would be an asset;
e Competence in adaptive management, as applied to Convention on Biological Diversity;

Language

e  Fluency in written and spoken Mongolian and English.

10. EVALUATOR ETHICS

The TE team will be held to the highest ethical standards and is required to sign a code of conduct upon
acceptance of the assignment. This evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in
the UNEG ‘Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation’. The evaluator must safeguard the rights and confidentiality of
information providers, interviewees and stakeholders through measures to ensure compliance with legal and
other relevant codes governing collection of data and reporting on data. The evaluator must also ensure 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 without the express
authorization of UNDP and partners.

11. PAYMENT SCHEDULE

(@) 20% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the final TE Inception Report and approval by

(b) 40% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the draft TE report to UNDP Mongolia

(c) 40% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the final TE report and approval by UNDP Mongolia and RTA
(via signatures on the TE Report Clearance Form) and delivery of completed TE Audit Trail

Criteria for issuing the final payment of 40%%°:

e The final TE report includes all requirements outlined in the TE TOR and is in accordance with the TE
guidance.

e Thefinal TE report is clearly written, logically organized, and is specific for this project (i.e. text has not been
cut & pasted from other TE reports).

e  The Audit Trail includes responses to and justification for each comment listed.

1 The Commissioning Unit is obligated to issue payments to the TE team as soon as the
terms under the ToR are fulfilled. Ifthereis an ongoing discussion regarding the quality and completeness
of the final deliverables that cannot be resolved between the Commissioning Unit and the TE team, the Regional M&E
Advisor and Vertical Fund Directorate will be consulted. If needed, the Commissioning Unit's senior management,
Procurement Services Unit and Legal Support Office will be notified as well so that a decision can be made about whether
or not to withhold payment of any amounts that may be due to the evaluator(s), suspend or terminate the contract and/or
remove the individual contractor from any applicable rosters. See the UNDP Individual Contract Policy for further details:

https://popp.undp.org/ layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/UNDP POPP DOCUMENT LIBRARY/Public/PSU Indivi
dual%20Contract Individual%20Contract%20Policy.docx&action=default
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12. SELECTION PROCESS*

Recommended Presentation of Proposal:

(a) Letter of Confirmation of Interest and Availability using the template provided by UNDP;
(b) CV and a Personal History Form (P11 form);
(c) Brief description of approach to work/technical proposal of why the individual considers him/herself as

the most suitable for the assignment, and a proposed methodology on how they will approach and complete
the assignment; (max 1 page)

(d) Financial Proposal that indicates the all-inclusive fixed total contract price and all other travel related
costs (such as flight ticket, per diem, etc.), supported by a breakdown of costs, as per template attached to the
Letter of Confirmation of Interest template. If an applicant is employed by an organization/company/institution,
and he/she expects his/her employer to charge a management fee in the process of releasing him/her to UNDP
under Reimbursable Loan Agreement (RLA), the applicant must indicate at this point, and ensure that all such
costs are duly incorporated in the financial proposal submitted to UNDP.

All application materials should be submitted to the address (insert mailing address) in a sealed envelope
indicating the following reference “Consultant for Terminal Evaluation of (project title)” or by email at the
following address ONLY: (insert email address) by (time and date). Incomplete applications will be excluded from
further consideration.

Criteria for Evaluation of Proposal: Only those applications which are responsive and compliant will be
evaluated. Offers will be evaluated according to the Combined Scoring method — where the educational
background and experience on similar assignments will be weighted at 70% and the price proposal will weigh as
30% of the total scoring. The applicant receiving the Highest Combined Score that has also accepted UNDP’s
General Terms and Conditions will be awarded the contract.

20 Engagement of evaluators should be done in line with guidelines for hiring consultants in the POPP
https://popp.undp.org/SitePages/POPPRoot.aspx
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Annex lI; Bvaluation Questions Matrix

Evaluative Criteria

| Questions

| Indicators

Sources of Information

Methodology

Project Strategy and Relevance: Extent to which the project strategy relates and contributes to the environment and sustainable development objectives and priorities at the global,
national and sub-national/ local levels, particularly in relation to addressing land degradation and biodiversity loss.

Relevance to global
sustainable
development and
environmental
agendas

= Which of the Sustainable Development Goals
and associated targets does the project relate
to?

= How does the project support the objectives
and priorities of CBD and UNCCD?

= Linkage with SDGs and
constituent targets.

= Linkage with CBD and UNCCD
objectives and priorities in the
project design.

= Project Document

= SDG documents and SDG website

= CBD strategy/ framework and CBD
website

= UNCCD strategy/ framework and
UNCCD website

= Desk review of
documentary sources

Relevance to the
strategic objectives
and priorities of GEF
Biodiversity and Land
Degradation Focal
Areas

How does the project support the GEF
Biodiversity and Land Degradation Focal Areas
strategic objectives and priorities?

Existence of clear relationship
between the project objectives
and GEF Biodiversity and Land
Degradation Focal Areas strategic
objectives and priorities in the
project design

= Project Document
= GEF strategic programming document
= GEF website

= Desk review of
documentary sources

Alignment with UNDP
priorities and
strategies for
Mongolia?

Was the project objectives and design linked
and aligned with UNDP priorities and strategies
for Mongolia?

Level of coherence between
project design and UNDP country
program document, UN country
programming and cooperation
documents.

= Project Document

= UNDP Country Program Document

= UNDAF, UNSDCF, UN Common Country
Analysis

= P|U team

= UNDP staff

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Alignment with
national policies,
plans, strategies, and
priorities pertaining
to environment and
sustainable
development
including relevant
gender equality
advancement
priorities.

How does the project relate and contribute to
national policies, plans, strategies, priorities
related to environment and sustainable
development including relevant gender
equality advancement priorities?

Existence of linkages between
project objectives and national
policies, plans, strategies,
priorities related to environment
and sustainable development
including relevant gender
equality advancement priorities.

= Project Document

= Vision 2050

= National Green Development Strategy

= National Biodiversity Program/ NBSP

= National Action Program for Combating
Desertification

= Other relevant national/ sector policies,
plans and strategies

= P|U team

= Key government officials and project
partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Alignment with sub-
national and local
policies, plans,
strategies, and

How does the project relate and contribute to
policies, plans, strategies, and priorities related
to sustainable development, environment,

Existence of linkages between
project objectives and policies,
plans, strategies, and priorities
related to sustainable

= Project Document

= Aimag plans and policies

= Soum plans and policies

= Local government officials

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants
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Evaluative Criteria

Questions

Indicators

Sources of Information

Methodology

priorities related to
environment and
sustainable
development.

agriculture, forestry and land management at
the aimag and soum levels?

development, environment,
agriculture, forestry and land
management at the aimag and
soum levels.

= Local coordinators and soum facilitators
=" P|U team

Relevance of Theory
of Change and Results
Framework

Were the ToC and RF appropriately formulated
to address the key barriers and challenges to
biodiversity conservation and sustainable
rangeland/ forest management in the project
area?

Level of conformity between
project ToC/RF and project
implementation.

= Project Document

= ToC and Results Framework

= Annual Work Plans

= Annual Project Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews
= PIU team

= Project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Suitability of the
target project
landscapes and
relevance of the
project to the needs
and priorities of the
beneficiaries

= Are the target project landscapes suitable to
address the project objectives and
outcomes?

= Does the project address the priorities and
needs of the target project landscapes and
beneficiaries in relation to environmental
conservation and sustainable livelihoods?

= Rationale of project site
selection

= Linkages between project
results and the needs and
priorities of the target project
beneficiaries

= Level of engagement of
stakeholders, particularly
intended beneficiaries, in the
project design

= Project Document

= Baseline information (including maps)
on the project landscapes, and
selection rationale

= Stakeholder engagement plan

= P|U team

= Project partners

= Project beneficiaries

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

= Direct observation from
field visits

= Focus group discussions
with project beneficiaries.

Coherence of the
project design

= Were the project timeframe and resources
commensurate with expected project
results?

= Were the project institutional set-up and
delivery mechanisms, including choice of
partners, appropriate for the achievement of
project results?

= To what extent were lessons from other
relevant projects/ initiatives, within and
outside UNDP, incorporated in the project
design?

= Conformity between project
implementation and work plans
and budgets

= Delivery of project results as
per planned targets, milestones
and timeline

= Incorporation of lessons from
other relevant projects in the
project design

= Level of coordination with other
relevant projects/ initiatives

= Project Document

= Annual Work Plans and Budgets

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Minutes of Project Board meetings
= Project board members

= PIU team

= Project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants.

the ways project stakeh

Effectiveness of the project: Extent to which the project has achieved the

olders operated.

project objective(s) and expected outcomes, generated tangible benefits and brought about positive changes in

Attainment of project
objective(s),
outcomes and
constituent outputs
and targets.

= To what extent has the project achieved the
intended outcomes and their constituent
outputs and targets?

= In which areas of work did the project have
the greatest achievements?

Refer indicators outlined in the
project results framework.

= Project Document

= Project results framework

= Annual Work Plans and Budgets
= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants at the central
level and in the field
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Evaluative Criteria

Questions

Indicators

Sources of Information

Methodology

= In which areas of work did the project have
the fewest achievements?

= Training Reports

= Survey Reports

= Capacity development scorecards

= GEF Tracking Tools

= P|[U team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

= Focus group discussions
with project beneficiaries;

= Direct observation of
project activities in the field.

Generation of project
benefits

= What tangible benefits did the project
generate and who were the direct
beneficiaries?

= Was the project able to generate all the
benefits anticipated during project design? If
less than what were anticipated, why?

= Did the project generate any additional
benefits beyond what was anticipated in
project design, and in which ways?

Statistical and narrative
evidences in project
implementation reviews,
progress reports, and other
tangible knowledge products
(case studies, survey reports,
publications, etc.) emerging from
the project.

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= MTR Report

= Technical reports and knowledge
products

= Survey results and reports

= P|U team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

= Project beneficiaries

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants at the central
level and in the field

= Focus group discussions
with project beneficiaries

= Direct observation of
project activities in the field.

Changes brought
about by the project

= What changes has the project brought about
in terms of: (a) enabling policy and regulatory
frameworks; (b) knowledge and skills of the
project stakeholders; (c) adoption of
sustainable rangeland and forest
management practices by FUGs and PUGs; (d)
strengthening of protected areas and their
management; (e) livelihood diversification
and income of local communities; (f)
knowledge, attitude and practices?

= Did the project have any catalytic/ replication
effect?

= Any other changes.

= Data and trends comparing
baseline situation with end-of-
the project situation

= Evidence of replication/ scaling-
up

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= GEF Tracking Tools (Biodiversity, Core
Indicators)

= Capacity Development Scorecards

= Household Survey Reports

= Training Reports

= Knowledge Products

= KAP Survey Reports

= PIU team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

= Project beneficiaries

= Comparative review of
baseline data and end-of-
the-project data

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

= Direct observations in the
field

Generation of
knowledge and
lessons

= Has the project generated relevant
knowledge and lessons for the design of
future projects/ initiatives?

= Has the project generated information to
influence policy decisions?

= Incorporation of knowledge and
lessons derived from the
project in the design of other
projects and/or policy decisions

= Number of knowledge products
and the level of their
dissemination

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews
= Knowledge Management Strategy
= Knowledge Products

= KAP Survey Reports

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants
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Evaluative Criteria

Questions

Indicators

Sources of Information

Methodology

= How effectively has the knowledge
management strategy been used in project
implementation?

= How has KAP of project stakeholders changed
due to the project?

= Quality of the knowledge
management strategy and the
level of its use

= Change in KAP of the project
stakeholders

= P|U team and national-level project
partners
= Field staff and local project partners

Mainstreaming of
conservation of
biodiversity and
ecosystem services in
national/ sectoral/

Has the project been effective in influencing
government agencies to mainstream
conservation of biodiversity and ecosystem
services into relevant policy, regulations, plans,
and programs at national and sub-national/

Incorporation of the principles
and practices of conservation of
biodiversity and ecosystem
services in relevant policy,
regulations, plans, and programs

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= National and sub-national/ local
policies, regulations, plans and

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants.

mainstreaming and
integration of cross-
cutting issues

advancement of gender equality and women
empowerment?

= How has the project contributed to poverty
alleviation and improved livelihoods?

= How has the project included and benefitted
the poor, persons with disabilities,
indigenous peoples, women and other
disadvantaged/ marginalized groups.

= How has the project contributed to
enhancement of resilience to climate change
and mitigation of disaster risks?

= To what extent has the project contributed to
human rights-based approach (e.g. non-
discriminatory participatory planning process,
respect for customary rights and indigenous
knowledge related to natural resource use
and management)?

= How has gender mainstreaming and human
rights-based approach contributed to the
project objective and outcomes?

Action Plan and gender
indicators in the results
framework

= Logical linkage between gender
results and project outcomes

= Gender-wise data on local
community participation and
project beneficiaries

= Socio-economic data of project
beneficiaries

= Information on gender and
cross-cutting issues in project
document and implementation
reports

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Project results framework

= Gender Action Plan

= Social and Environmental Safeguards
document

= Survey Reports

= PIU team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

= Project beneficiaries

sub-national/ local local levels? at national and sub-national/ programs
development policies local levels. = P|U team and national-level project
and plans. partners
= Field staff and local project partners
Gender = How has the project contributed to = Level of progress of Gender = Project Document = Desk review of

documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

= Focus group discussions
with project beneficiaries.

Risk management

= Were all the key risks and assumptions
foreseen in the project design?

= Completeness of identification
of risks and assumptions in the
project design

= Project Document
= Annual Progress Reports
= Project Implementation Reviews

= Desk review of
documentary sources
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= How were the unforeseen risks and
assumptions managed during project
implementation?

= Adaptations made to address
unforeseen risks and
assumptions.

recommendations
= Minutes of Project Board meetings
= P|[U team and national-level project
partners
= Project Board members

Evaluative Criteria Questions Indicators Sources of Information Methodology
= Has the risk mitigation plan been effective in = Adequacy of the risk mitigation = Risk mitigation plan = Interviews of key
managing the risks and assumptions? plan = MTR Report and responses to MTR informants

Linkages and synergy
with other projects
and initiatives

= How effectively has the project built up on
earlier projects/ initiatives?

= How effectively has the project linked and
synergized with other relevant projects/
initiatives supported by UNDP as well as
other development partners?

= Linkages and synergy with other

projects/ initiatives reflected in
project design and project
implementation reports.

= Level of coordination and
collaboration with other
relevant projects/ initiatives

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Minutes of Project Board meetings

= Minutes of Technical Committee
meetings

= Project Board members

= Technical Committee members

= P|U team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Efficiency of the project: Extent to which the project has been managed and implemented in a timely, adaptive, and coordinated manner.

Delivery of project
oversight and
management services

= Was the Project Board adequately composed
for project oversight and guidance?

= Were the Project Board meetings convened
as per anticipated composition and required
frequency/ timing?

= Were the Technical Committee meetings held
as necessary to facilitate technical guidance,
support and coordination?

= Was the PIU team adequate in providing
timely management services and
backstopping?

= Were the accounting and financial systems in
place adequate for project management and
producing accurate and timely financial
information?

= Composition of the Project
Board;

= Number and timing of PB
meetings;

= |ssues reported and resolved at
the PB meetings;

= Number and timing of TC
meetings

= |ssues reported in M&E reports
and project audits:

= Number and frequency of
project management issues
reported/ documented

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Minutes of Project Board meetings

= Minutes of Technical Committee
meetings

= Combined delivery reports of project
financials

= Project Board members

= Technical Committee members

= PIU team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Resource allocation
and cost-efficiency

= Were the project resources adequate to
deliver planned project results?

= Were there instances of resource efficiency
leading to delivery of project results
exceeding what was intended?

= Level of achievement of project
results

= Evidence of resource constraint
reported/ documented

= Number of audit issues raised

= Project Document

= Annual Work Plans and Budgets

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Minutes of Project Board Meetings

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants
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Evaluative Criteria

Questions

Indicators

Sources of Information

Methodology

= Were there instances of resource constraint
leading to underachievement of intended
project results?

= |f and when there were resource constraint,
how did the project adapt?

= Was there any inappropriate use of project
resources?

= Were resources required for gender action
plan and SESP adequately integrated in the
project design and budget?

= Combined delivery reports of project
financials

= Project audit reports

= Gender Action Plan and SESP

= P|[U team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

Timeliness of project
implementation

= Did the project commence as per planned
start date and were key milestones, e.g.
project inception workshop, MTR, conducted
as per planned schedule?

= Were there any delays in the delivery of
project funds and activities?

= Has the project required extension and, if so,
by how many months and what factors
caused project extension?

= Coherence between planned
project timelines and actual
implementation and delivery.

= Project Document

= Project Inception Report

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= MTR Report

= Minutes of Project Board Meetings

= Project Board members

= P|U team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Planning and
reporting

= Were progress reports produced accurately
and on time?

= Did the reports adequately respond to
reporting requirements including adaptive
management changes?

= Did the project results framework and
workplans undergo changes and, if so, how
were the changes managed? How did the
changes affect project implementation?

= How was the results framework used in
annual work planning and monitoring of
project activities?

= Were there deviations from annual work
plans and budgets during project
implementation and how were these
deviations managed?

= Timeliness and
comprehensiveness of the
annual work plans, project
implementation reviews and
progress reports;

= Conformity between annual
work plans and project results
framework;

= Conformity of project
implementation reports and
progress reports with annual
work plans and budgets.

= Project Document

= Annual Work Plans and Budgets

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Minutes of Project Board Meetings

= Project Board members

= P|U team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Partnerships and
coordination during

= How did the project facilitate coordination
between project stakeholders at national and
sub-national/ local levels?

= Existence and type of
partnerships and coordination;

= Project Document
= Annual Progress Reports
= Project Implementation Reviews

= Desk review of
documentary sources
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what areas of work and with whom?

= Which partnerships were useful and which
were not?

= Was the project able to leverage additional
resources through partnerships and
coordination?

= Qutcomes of the partnerships.

meetings

= Project Board members

= Technical Committee members

= P|U team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

Evaluative Criteria Questions Indicators Sources of Information Methodology
project = Did the project collaborate with = Frequency of coordination = Minutes of Project Board Meetings = Interviews of key
implementation international/ regional institutes and, if so, in events; = Minutes of Technical Committee informants

Delivery and
utilization of technical
assistance

= Was the project able to recruit consulting
services and other TA on time and as per
requisite qualifications?

= Did the procured TA deliver the desired
outputs for project progress?

= Did the project use local capacity and strike a
balance between local and international
expertise?

= Number and type of TA/
consultancy engaged;

= Number and quality of TA/
consultancy products/
deliverables;

= Utilization of the TA products/
deliverables.

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Consultancy/ TA reports

= Technical Committee members

= P|U team and national-level project
partners

= Field staff and local project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Mobilization of co-
financing

= Was project co-financing mobilized as
planned in the project document?

= How valuable was the co-financing in
realizing project results?

= Realization of co-financing
= Use of co-financing.

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Letters of co-financing

= Co-financing data and reports

= P|U team and national-level project
partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Monitoring and
evaluation

= Was M&E carried out as planned in the
project design?

= How were the lessons derived from M&E
used to rectify shortcomings and enhance
project implementation?

= Were the recommendations from the MTR
followed and, if not, why? In what ways did
the MTR help improve project
implementation?

= Existence of reports
documenting all M&E activities
envisaged in the project design

= Incorporation of M&E lessons
and dissemination in project
implementation reports and
progress reports

= Actions taken to address MTR
recommendations

= Project Document

= M&E Plan

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= MTR Report and responses to
recommendations

= GEF Tracking Tools

= Other M&E reports/ documents

= P|U team and national-level project
partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Sustainability of the project: Extent to which project results have been/ will be mainstreamed and sustained over the long term.

Ownership at the
national, sub-national
and local levels

= Did the project concept have its origin within
national and sectoral policies and plans?

= To what extent did the project engage
national and local stakeholders as planned in
the project document?

= Level of project ownership
among the stakeholders.

= Level of stakeholder
engagement and participation

= Project Document

= PIF document

= Project Inception Report

= Stakeholder Engagement Plan
= Annual Progress Reports

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants
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Evaluative Criteria

Questions

Indicators

Sources of Information

Methodology

= |s there enough ownership and willingness
among project stakeholders to sustain the
project results over the long term?

= To what extent did the national and local
stakeholders participate in project decision-
making and planning activities?

in project design and
implementation

= Level of stakeholder
participation in project
decision-making and
coordination (e.g. PB, TC
meetings)

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Minutes of PB and TC meetings

= P|U team and national-level project
stakeholders

= Field staff and local project partners

Institutional
sustainability

= Has sufficient institutional capacity (systems,
structures, staff and expertise) been built
among project partners, through the project
or other initiatives, to sustain the project
results without external assistance?

= Are existing policies and governance
structures adequate to sustain the project
results after project closure?

= Have the project initiatives and results been
integrated in the national and sub-national/
local planning and policy-making system?

= Have partnerships and coordination
mechanisms been built to sustain the project
results?

= Have the right project partners been engaged
to sustain the project results?

= |s there awareness and understanding among
project partners, especially those at the
senior level of government, of the
significance of sustaining project results?

= Changes in capacity
development scorecards;

= Evidences of integration of the
project results in the planning
and policy-making systems.

= Partnership information/
profiles;

= Level of awareness and
understanding of the issues
among project partners and
other stakeholders

= Documented references of
institutional sustainability
drivers and impediments to
project results

= Project Document

= Project Inception Report

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Capacity development scorecards

= Minutes of Project Board meetings

= Minutes of Technical Committee
meetings

= P|U team and national-level project
stakeholders

= Field staff and local project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Financial
sustainability

= Have the national, sub-national and local
governments maintained financial
commitments to the project?

= What is the likelihood that financial resources
will be available for the continuation of
project benefits after project closure?

= Has any financial and economic instruments
(e.g. PPP, PES, ecotourism) been established
to sustain the ongoing flow of project
benefits after project closure?

= Evidence of financial and
economic instruments
established in relation to the
project

= Level of government co-
financing

= Documented references of
financial sustainability drivers
and impediments to project
results

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= Letters of co-financing and co-financing
data/ reports

= Minutes of Project Board meetings

= PIU team and national-level project
stakeholders

= Field staff and local project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

Socio-political
sustainability

= Did the project generate tangible socio-
economic benefits to sustain the interest of

= Change in income and
livelihoods

= Project Document
= Annual Progress Reports

= Desk review of
documentary sources
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= |s there adequate political and stakeholder
awareness and interest for the continuation
of project results after project closure?

= Are there any social and political risks that
may undermine the continuation of project
results?

= Documented references of
socio-political sustainability
drivers and impediments to
project results

= Livelihood survey reports

= KAP survey reports

= P|[U team and national-level project
stakeholders

= Field staff and local project partners

Evaluative Criteria Questions Indicators Sources of Information Methodology
the project stakeholders to continue the = Level of political and = Project Implementation Reviews = Interviews of key
project activities over the long term? stakeholder awareness = Minutes of Project Board meetings informants

= Focus group discussion/
interviews with project
beneficiaries

Environmental
sustainability

= Are there any environmental factors that may
undermine the future flow of project
benefits?

= Are there project activities that may pose risk
to the environment?

= Documented references of
environmental sustainability
drivers and impediments
related to project results.

= Project Document

= Annual Progress Reports

= Project Implementation Reviews

= ESPS document

= Minutes of Project Board meetings

= P|U team and national-level project
stakeholders

= Field staff and local project partners

= Desk review of
documentary sources

= Interviews of key
informants

= Direct observation from
field visits
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Annex llI: List of Documents Reviewed

Annual Project Audit Reports

Annual Progress Reports

Capacity Development Scorecards

Communication materials and knowledge products, ENSURE Project
Gender Analysis and Action Plan, ENSURE Project

GEF-6 and 8 Focal Area Programming Directions

GEF Tracking Tools
- Biodiversity including PA Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool
- Land Degradation Tracking Tool
- Sustainable Forest Management Tracking Tool

Mid-term Review Report of the ENSURE Project, Final Report dated 7th October 2022
Minutes of the Annual Project Board Meetings (all in Mongolian language)
Minutes of Technical Committee Meetings (all in Mongolian language)

National strategies, plans and other documents relevant to the project evaluation:
- National Action Program to Combat Land Degradation, 2015

- National Biodiversity Program 2015-2025

- National Green Development Policy 2014

Project clearance correspondences
Project co-financing data

Project Document including all annexes
Project Implementation Reviews/ Reports
Project Inception Report

Project Preparation Grant Initiation Plan

UN/ UNDP strategy documents:

- United Nations Development Assistance Framework, 2017-2021

- United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework, 2023-2027
- UNDP Country Program Documents, 2017-2021 and 2023-2027
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Annex [V List of Stakehalders Interviewed

Sl. Name Position Organization Location Gender Face-.to-Face/
No. Virtual
Central level stakeholders
Ministries
1 Ts. Urtnasan State Secretary MECC UB Male Face-to-Face
Director of Project Board
2 Ts. Uranchimeg | Director of Natural MECC UB Female Face-to-Face
Resource Management
Department
(National Project
Director)
3 E. Battulga Former State Secretary MECC UB Male Face-to-Face
4 N. Byambador;j Senior expert of Livestock | MOFALI UB Male Face-to-Face
department
UNDP
5 Matilda RR UNDP Mongolia | UB Female Face-to-Face
Dimovska
6 E. Erdenebat Programm analyst UNDP Mongolia | UB Male Face-to-Face
7 L. Bulgan M&E officer/Focal point UNDP Mongolia | UB Female Face-to-Face
of TE
8 Tashi Doriji Regional Technical UNDP Regional Bangkok Male Virtual
Advisor Hub for Asia-
Pacific
ENSURE PIU
9 B. Erdenebileg Project ENSURE uB Male Face-to-Face
manager/coordinator
10 A.Tsetsegdari Finance and ENSURE uB Female Face-to-Face
administration officer
11 S. Narangarav Procurement officer ENSURE uB Female Face-to-Face
12 T. Enerel Natural resource and ENSURE UB Female Face-to-Face
communication officer
13 R. Bolor M&E officer ENSURE UB Female Face-to-Face
Consultants and representatives of consulting firm — UB based
14 Z. Batjargal Policy advisor Independent UB Male Face-to-Face
consultant
15 B. Oyungerel PA management Independent UB Female Face-to-Face
consultant consultant
16 B. Chimed-Ochir | PES consultant Independent UB Male Face-to-Face
consultant
17 J. Tsogtbaatar SFM consultant Independent UB Male Face-to-Face
consultant
18 Bayasgalan Biodiversity consultant Independent uB Male Face-to-Face
consultant
19 A.Enkh- SPM consultant Independent UB Male Face-to-Face
Amgalan consultant
20 Samya Wildlife consultant Independent UB Male Face-to-Face
consultant
21 Delgermaa Wool sheer consultant Share Mongolia | UB Female Virtual
22 Khurel-Erdene Director/consultant Otgonbayan LLC | UB Male Virtual
23 Maizul Meat consultant Marshal LLC UB Female Face-to-Face
Local level stakeholders
Local project staff
24 B. Tserenlkham | Aimag coordinator ENSURE Arkhangai Female Face-to-Face
25 Oyunchimeg Aimag coordinator ENSURE Bayankhongor Female Virtual
26 Tsetsegmaa Aimag coordinator ENUSRE Gobi-Altai Female Virtual
27 Tsegmidzaya Aimag coordinator ENSURE Zavkhan Female Virtual
28 Purev-Ochir Soum facilitator ENSURE Ulziit soum of Male Face-to-Face
Arkhangai aimag
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29 B. Soum facilitator ENSURE Battsengel soum, Male Face-to-Face
Myanganmyag Arkhangai province
mar
30 B. Nyamsuren Soum facilitator ENSURE Khairkhan soum, Male Face-to-Face
Arkhangai province
31 Erdenebaatar Soum facilitator ENSURE Erdenemandal Male Face-to-Face
soum, Arkhangai
province
32 u. Soum facilitator ENSURE Bayan-Undur soum, | Male Virtual
Amarbayasgala Bayankhongor
n province
33 Bibish Soum facilitator ENSURE Tsogt soum of Gobi- | Male Virtual
Altai province
34 S. Choijamts Soum facilitator ENSURE Chandmani soum of | Male Virtual
Gobi-Altai province
35 B. Soum facilitator ENSURE Ikh-Uul soum of Female Virtual
Renchinkhand Zavkhan province
Aimag and soum government officials
36 Gombodor;j Head of Aimag citizen Aimag Arkhangai Male Face-to-Face
representative khural government
office
37 Khasherdene State finance department | Aimag Gobi-Altai province Male Virtual
director of aimag government
government
Aimag project
cooperation team
member
38 Tserenkhand Regional level Aimag Zavkhan province Female Virtual
investment, policy and government
planning department
senior expert of aimag
39 D. Enkhjargal Soum governor Soum Ulziit soum of Male Face-to-Face
government Arkhangai aimag
office
40 D. Amarsaikhan | Secretary of soum citizen | Soum Ulziit soum of Male Face-to-Face
representative khural government Arkhangai aimag
office
41 Choijamts Head of soum citizen Soum Khairkhan soum of Male Face-to-Face
representative khural government Arkhangai province
office
42 Javzmaa Soum ranger Soum Khairkhan soum of Female Face-to-Face
government Arkhangai province
office
43 Enebish Soum governor Soum Erdenemandal Male Face-to-Face
government soum of Arkhangai
office province
44 Z. Batmunkh Head of soum Soum Erdenemandal Male Face-to-Face
administration office government soum of Arkhangai
office province
45 T. Environmental Inspector Soum Batsengel soum of Male Face-to-Face
Kholboobaatar government Arkhangai province
office
46 D. Orkhontamir | Director of Agriculture Soum Batsengel soum of Female Face-to-Face
unit government Arkhangai province
office
47 T. Gantsetseg Officer at hydrology and Soum Batsengel soum of Female Face-to-Face
metrology office government Arkhangai province
48 Ichinkhorloo Environmental Inspector Soum Erdene soum of Female Virtual
government Gobi-Altai aimag
49 J. Sambuu Head od soum Soum Chandmani soum of | Male Virtual
administration office government Gobi-Altai province
Herder Groups and Forest User Groups’ representatives
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50 Ts. Narangerel HG leader Undur Tolgoi Ulziit soum of Male Face-to-Face
HG Arkhangai province
51 Ts. Aruintuya HG member Undur Tolgoi Ulziit soum of Female Face-to-Face
HG Arkhangai province
52 Ts. HG leader lkh Dashlin HG Khairkhan soum of Male Face-to-Face
Buyankhishig Arkhangai province
53 S. HG member Ikh Dashlin HG Khairkhan soum of Female Face-to-Face
Chilkhaasuren Arkhangai province
54 B. Munkhzul HG member Ikh Dashlin HG Khairkhan soum of Female Face-to-Face
Arkhangai province
55 B. Nyamdorj HG member lkh Dashkin HG Khairkhan soum of Male Face-to-Face
Arkhangai province
56 E. Bekhbat Volunteer ranger HG Battsengel soum of | Male Face-to-Face
Arkhangai province
57 T. Ulziisuren HG member HG Battsengel soum of | Female Face-to-Face
Arkhangai province
58 O. Tsevelmaa Volunteer ranger HG Battsengel soum of | Female Face-to-Face
Arkhangai province
59 P. Oyungerel HG leader — dairy product | HG Battsengel soum of | Female Face-to-Face
processing Arkhangai province
60 A.Nyamdulam HG member HG Battsengel soum of | Female Face-to-Face
Arkhangai province
61 G. Purev-Ochir HG member — NZ wool Hg Battsengel soum of | Male Face-to-Face
sheering Arkhangai province
62 A.Baasandorj FUG member FUG Battsengel soum of | Female Face-to-Face
Arkhangai province
63 E. Galdanjamts FUG leader FUG Erdenemandal Male Face-to-Face
soum of Arkhangai
province
64 B. FUG member FUG Erdenemandal Female Face-to-Face
Erdenetselmuu soum of Arkhangai
n province
65 B. Galbadrakh FUG member FUG Erdenemandal Male Face-to-Face
soum of Arkhangai
province
66 S. Batdorj FUG member FUG Erdenemandal Male Face-to-Face
soum of Arkhangai
province
67 Ch. Davaatseren | FUG member FUG Erdenemandal Male Face-to-Face
soum of Arkhangai
province
68 S. Otgonduu FUG member FUG Erdenemandal Female Face-to-Face
soum of Arkhangai
province
69 S. Zolzaya FUG member FUG Erdenemandal Female Face-to-Face
soum of Arkhangai
province
70 D. Jargalsaikhan | Head of the NGO of HG Chandmani soum of | Male Virtual
herder groups Gobi-Altai province
71 S. Batsukh Herder group leader HG Ikh-Uul soum of Male Virtual
Zavkhan province
72 Galbaatar FUG leader FUG Tosontsengel soum | Male Virtual
of Zavkhan province
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Annex Vi Held Mission Schedule

ACTIVITIES

| TIME

COMMENTS

RESPONSIBLE

Day 1. June 23, Monday: Arrival to Ulaanbaatar City, Mongolia

Arrival of the TE team leader to
Ulaanbaatar

16:00

Arrival and check in the hotel

International
consultant ENSURE
PIU

TE team meeting (either way of online
and in person)

Decide by TE internal
meetings before the arrival

National consultant
(NC) Translator

Day 2. June 24, Tuesday: Meetings with

the project implementing partners

Advisor

and international consultant)

Meet in lobby of the hotel, walk to the | 08:15-09:00 TE team catch up and get in Technical evaluation
UN House and security check the UN House team (TET)

Briefing with UN Security Focal Point 09:00-09:30 TE team briefing M&E Analyst, UNDP
Meeting with UNDP Program Analyst 09:30-10:00 - -

Meeting the UNDP RR and M&E 10:00-11:00 Interview -

Analyst

Meeting with E. Battluga, former State | 11:00-11:45 Interviews with officials of

Secretary MECC: Project Director, Board

Meeting with Ts.Uranchimeg, Director | 11.45-12:30 members etc., M&E Officer, ENSURE
of Natural Resource Management

Department, Ministry of Environment

and Climate Change (MECC)

Meeting with Ts. Urtnasan, State 12:30-13:00

Secretary (Chair of Project Board)

Lunch time 13:00-14:00 TET

Meeting with the PIU, ENSURE at the 14:30-15:30 Introduction by PIU team and | M&E Officer, ENSURE
MECC Interview by TE team

Meeting with project consultants and 15:30-17:30 Focus group discussion led by | TET

contractors national consultant

Meeting with UNDP Regional Technical | 16:00-17:00 Virtual meeting (between RTA

Day 3. June 25, Wednesday: Field mission to project target area: Ulziit soum

team

Departure to Ulziit soum, Arkhangai 07:00-13:00 Leave the hotel at 06:45 am ENSURE PIU and TET
(360 km/5-6 hours) and have breakfast in car/on
the way
Visit to herder family and have lunch 13:00-14:00 Test traditional meals Project local team
(PLT)
Meeting with herder group “Undur 14:00-16:00 Interview with key informant | TET
Tolgoi”: Practice to decrease livestock and Focus group discussion
number and develop eco-tourism
Visit to the site of stream head 16:00-17:30 Gants modnii rashaan PLT
protection, increase water supply for (stream) Interview with key
wildlife and decrease wildlife-livestock informant
conflict
Arrival to Ulziit soum center and stay 17:30-18:30 Uran Dush Hotel PIU
in hotel
Dinner and wrap up meeting of TET 19:00-20:00 - TET

Day 4. June 26, Thursday: Field mission to project target area: Khairkhan and Erdenemandal soums

NGO “Jarant-lkh Dashlin” : Introduce

Interview with key informant

Breakfast and travel to Jarantai bagh, 08:00-10:30 Uran Dush hotel, Jarant bagh TET, PLT
Khairkhan soum
Visit to herder group “Jarant” and local | 10:30-12:30 FGD -
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ACTIVITIES TIME COMMENTS RESPONSIBLE
activities of herder groups and
experience of small project that
implemented by the NGOs
Lunch 12:30-13:30 In herder family -
Visit tree nursing area and meeting 14:00-15:30 Site visit and Interview with -
with ranger, Aimag Department of key informant
Nature and Environment
Travel to Erdenemandal soum (55km) 15:30-18:30 “Shine Ekhlel Center” Hotel PLT/PIU
and stay in hotel
Dinner and wrap up meeting 19:00-20:00 in the hotel TET
Day 5. June 27, Friday: Field mission in Erdenemandal soum
Breakfast 08:00-09:00 In the hotel TET
Visit to by-product small sized factory 09:00-10:00 Interview with key informant PLT, TET
in the soum center
Travel to locally protected area 10:00-14:00 Stay in camp of the LPA -
Bukhun Shariin Nuruu (70 km/3h) and (passive house)
Lunch
Presentation by the LPA 14:00-15:00 Interview with key informant PLT
Administration: The direction and
future sustainability of the LPA
Visit to site of red deer and musk deer | 15:00-16:00 Interview with key informant PLT, TET
re-introduction
Visit to forestry model area and 16:00-17:30 Interview with key informant | -
equipment demonstration
Visit to the stream Urt Shivertiin 17:30-19:30 Dinner and rest in camp of the | PLT
Rashaan and Dinner LPA
Day 6. June 28, Saturday: Field mission in Erdenemandal and Battsengel soums
Breakfast 08:00-09:00 In camp of the LPA PLT, TET
Travel to Ider-Ulaan bagh, 09:00-11:00 Fenced stream Ontsgoi and -
Erdenemandal soum — Tsats bagh, Interview with key informant
Battsengel soum
Travel to Ulaanchuluu bagh 11:00-12:00 Reintroduction of Marmot -

and FGD
Travel to Battsengel soum center and 12:00-14:00 Lunch in the soum center -
Lunch
Visit to small sized dairy factory 14:00-15:00 Interview with key informant | TET
Visit to herder family and demo of 16:00-18:00 - PLT, TET
sheep shearing
Travel to Ulaan Shivert tourist camp 18:00-20:00 Ulaan Shivert -
and stay overnight
Day 7. June 29, Sunday: Field mission in Tsetserleg town, Arkhangai aimag center
Breakfast 08:00-09:00 in the tourist camp TET
Visit fenced area for fodder plans by 09:00-10:30 Interview with key informant
herder groups
Travel to Tsetserlag town/Arkhangai 10:30-12:30 40 km PLT
aimag center
Check-in hotel and Lunch in aimag 12:30-14:00 tbd PIU
center
Visit to Tsetserleg town and museum 14:00-16:00 local history and culture PLT, TET
IE team internal meeting and Dinner 17:00-19:00 Field observation TET

Day 8: June 30, Monday: Back to Ulaanbaatar City
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ACTIVITIES TIME COMMENTS RESPONSIBLE
Breakfast 07:30-08:30 in the hotel TET
Meeting with the Chairperson of 08:30-10:30 Interview with key informant | TET

Arkhangai Aimag Citizens
Representative Khural

Check-out hotel and Travel back to UB | 11:00-20:00 Lunch on the way -
(500 km/8h)

Check-in hotel and rest

Day 9: July 1, Tuesday: Ulaanbaatar City

Meeting with MoFALI specialist 09:00-10:00 Visit to the project office at PIU
the Fresh Water Center

Internal debriefing with UNDP RR and 11:00-10:30 Observations, data analysis TET

M&E Analyst

Lunch 13:00-14:00 in downtown -

Prepare for debriefing 14:00-16:00

Debriefing meeting with MECC, UNDP | 16:00-18:00 At the MECC -

and PIU

Day 10: July 2, Wednesday: Ulaanbaatar City

Departure of team leader 11:00 TET leader and PIU
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Annex M: Guide Questions for Stakeholder Interviews and Focus Group
Discussions

1. Project Implementation/ Management Team

Project Relevance and Coherence

= Were the project institutional set-up and delivery mechanisms, including choice of partners, appropriate for
the achievement of project results?

= Were the project timeframe and resources commensurate with expected project results?

= Were the ToC and RF appropriately formulated to address the key barriers and challenges to biodiversity
conservation and sustainable rangeland/ forest management in the project area?

Project Effectiveness

= To what extent has the project achieved the intended outcomes and their constituent outputs and targets?

= In which areas of work did the project have the greatest achievements? What were the contributing factors?
= In which areas of work did the project have the fewest achievements? What were the impeding factors?

= What tangible benefits has the project generated and who were the main beneficiaries?

= How has the project contributed to advancement of gender equality and women empowerment?

= How has the project contributed to poverty alleviation and improved livelihoods?

= How has the project included and benefitted the poor, persons with disabilities, indigenous peoples, women
and other disadvantaged/ marginalized groups.

= How effectively has the project built up on earlier projects/ initiatives?

= How effectively has the project linked and synergized with other relevant projects/ initiatives supported by
UNDP as well as other development partners?

Project Efficiency

Delivery of Project Oversight and Management Services

= Was the Project Board adequately composed for project oversight and guidance?

= Were the Project Board meetings convened as per anticipated composition and required frequency/ timing?

= Were the Technical Committee meetings held as necessary to facilitate technical guidance, support and
coordination?

= Was the PIU team adequately staffed and resourced to provide timely management services and
backstopping?

Resource Allocation and Cost-efficiency

= Were the project resources adequate to deliver planned project results? If and when there were resource
constraint, how did the project adapt?

= Were resources required for gender action plan and SESP adequately integrated in the project design and
budget?

Timeliness of Project Implementation
= Were there any delays in the delivery of project funds and activities?
Planning and Reporting

= Did the project results framework and workplans undergo changes and, if so, how were the changes
managed? How did the changes affect project implementation?
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= How were the Annual Work Plans and Budgets prepared and approved? Who all were involved in the
planning process?

= Were there deviations from Annual Work Plans and Budgets during project implementation and how were
these deviations managed?

Delivery and Utilization of Technical Assistance

= Was the project able to recruit consulting services and other TA on time and as per requisite qualifications?

= Did the procured TA deliver the desired outputs for project progress?

Co-financing

= Was the committed project co-financing mobilized? If not, what were the reasons?

= How valuable was the co-financing in realizing project results?

Monitoring and Evaluation

= What main M&E activities were carried out and were they done as planned in the project design?

= How were the lessons derived from M&E used to rectify shortcomings and enhance project implementation?

= Were the recommendations from the MTR followed and, if not, why? In what ways did the MTR help
improve project implementation?

Stakeholder Engagement and Ownership

= To what extent did the project engage national and local stakeholders as planned in the project document?

= How did the project facilitate coordination between project stakeholders at national and sub-national/ local
levels?

= Which partnerships were useful? Was the project able to leverage additional resources through partnerships
and coordination?

= Is there enough ownership and willingness among project stakeholders to sustain the project results over
the long term?

= To what extent did the national and local stakeholders participate in project decision-making and planning
activities?

= To what extent the private sector and civil society/NGO been engaged in the project and how did their
engagement contribute to the project?

Sustainability

= Has sufficient institutional capacity (systems, structures, staff and expertise) been built among project
partners, through the project or other initiatives, to sustain the project results without external assistance?

Are existing policies and governance structures adequate to sustain the project results after project closure?

= Have the project initiatives and results been integrated in the national and sub-national/ local planning and
policy-making system for continuation?

= Have partnerships and coordination mechanisms been built to sustain the project results?

= Is there awareness and understanding among project partners, especially those at the senior level of
government, of the significance of sustaining project results?

What is the likelihood that financial resources will be available for the continuation of project benefits after
project closure?

= Has any financial and economic instruments (e.g. PPP, PES, ecotourism) been established to sustain the
ongoing flow of project benefits after project closure?

= Are the project benefits adequate to sustain the interest of the project stakeholders to continue the project
activities over the long term?
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2.

Is there adequate political and stakeholder awareness and interest for the continuation of project results
after project closure?

Are there any social and political risks that may undermine the continuation of project results?
Are there any environmental factors that may undermine the future flow of project benefits?
UNDP Country Office
How has the project aligned with, and contributed to, UNDP’s plans and priorities in Mongolia?

How does the project compare with other similar UNDP projects in Mongolia in terms of project
management, M&E, delivery of results, use of resources, generation of best practices and lessons, gender
mainstreaming, and stakeholder engagement?

Were the project implementation arrangements, including choice of partners, appropriate for the
achievement of project results?

Did the Project Board function effectively to provide oversight and decisions to the project? Were there
any shortcomings?

Did the Technical Committee function effectively to provide technical coordination and advisory services
for project implementation? Were there any shortcomings?

How has the project coordinated and synergized with other relevant UNDP projects and initiatives?

Did UNDP facilitate the project to link with relevant UNDP regional and global platforms and initiatives and
how helpful was it?

What were the most note-worthy achievements of the project and how sustainable are they?
In what areas was the project lacking and what could have been done to address the shortcomings?

What is the likelihood of the government continuing and reinforcing the project results after the project
completion? What sustainability issues are foreseen/ anticipated?

What can be done to address sustainability issues and what role can UNDP play in that respect?

Has the project generated any lessons and directions that UNDP (and GEF) can use for its future
programming and development of projects in Mongolia?

UNDP Bangkok Regional Hub

How has the project aligned with, and contributed to, UNDP’s regional and global plans, strategies and
priorities?

How does the project compare with other similar UNDP projects in the A/P region in terms of project
management, M&E, delivery of results, use of resources, generation of best practices and lessons, gender
mainstreaming, and stakeholder engagement?

Did UNDP facilitate the project to link with relevant UNDP regional and global platforms and initiatives and
how helpful was it?

What were the most note-worthy achievements of the project?
In what areas was the project lacking and what could have been done to address the shortcomings?

Has the project generated any lessons and directions that UNDP (and GEF) can use for its future
programming and development of projects in the A/P region?

Ministry of Environment and Climate Change

How has the project aligned with, and contributed to, Mongolia’s Vision 2020, National Green
Development Strategy, and other relevant environment and climate change policies and strategies?

How does the project compare with other similar projects implemented by MECC in terms of project
management, M&E, delivery of results, use of resources, generation of best practices and lessons, gender
mainstreaming, and stakeholder engagement?
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= Were the project implementation arrangements effective and how well did the following bodies —
PIU/PMU, Project Board, and Technical Committee — function?

=  How effective was UNDP in coordinating the delivery of project resources, supporting partnership and
collaboration, and providing quality assurance?

= Were all the major stakeholders engaged in the project? Were there any stakeholder, with potentially
important role in the project, left out?

= What were the most note-worthy achievements of the project and how likely is the government to
continue and reinforce them?

= In which areas did the project underachieve, why, and what could have been done better?

= Are there any constraints and risks to sustain and reinforce the project results after the project closure?
What are these constraints/ risks and what can be done to address them?

= Has the project generated any lessons and directions that the MECC can use or have sused to strengthen
national environmental policies and legislations?

5. Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Light Industry

= How has the project aligned with, and contributed to, Mongolia’s Vision 2020, National Green
Development Strategy, and other relevant policies and strategies in the food and agriculture sector?

= Were the project implementation arrangements effective and how well did the following bodies —
PIU/PMU, Project Board, and Technical Committee — function?

=  How effective was UNDP in coordinating the delivery of project resources, supporting partnership and
collaboration, and providing quality assurance?

= What were the most note-worthy achievements of the project in relation to the food and agriculture
sector, and how likely is the government to continue and reinforce them?

= In which areas did the project underachieve, why, and what could have been done better?

= Are there any constraints and risks to sustain and reinforce the project results after the project closure?
What are these constraints/ risks and what can be done to address them?

= In what areas was the project lacking and what could have been done to address the shortcomings?

= Has the project generated any lessons and directions that the MOFALI can use or have used to strengthen
national policies and legislations related to rangeland management and associated themes?

6. Aimag and Soum Officials

= How has the project aligned with, and contributed to, the environment and development policies and
priorities in your aimag and soum?

= How does the project compare with other similar projects implemented in your aimag/ soums in terms of
generation of direct benefits, capacity-building, stakeholder engagement, inclusion of the poor, women
and other marginal groups?

=  How effective was the project management team in the delivery of project resources?

= How valuable were the aimag-level local coordinators and soum facilitators in facilitating and supporting
project activities?

= In what ways has the project addressed the priorities and needs of the target project landscapes and
beneficiaries in relation to environmental conservation and sustainable livelihoods?

= Were all the major stakeholders engaged in the project? Were there any stakeholder, with potentially
important role in the project, left out?

= What were the most note-worthy achievements of the project and what impact has these made on the
local biodiversity and ecosystem services, and lives of the local communities?

= How likely is the government to continue and reinforce the project achievements?
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= In what areas was the project lacking, why, and what could have been done better?

= Are there any constraints and risks to sustain and reinforce the project results after the project closure?
What are these constraints/ risks and what can be done to address them?

= Hasthe project generated any lessons and directions that the aimags/ soums can use/ have used to
strengthen subnational policies and legislations pertaining to environment, forestry, rangeland?
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Annex VI: Bvaluation Rating Scale

Criteria

Rating Scale

Monitoring and Evaluation Design
and Implementation

Implementing Agency/
Implementing Partner Execution

Relevance

Quality of Project Outcomes
Effectiveness

Efficiency

6. Highly Satisfactory (HS): exceeds expectations and/or no
shortcomings.

5. Satisfactory (S): meets expectations and/or minor
shortcomings.

4. Moderately Satisfactory (MS): more or less meets
expectations and/or shortcomings.

3. Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): somewhat below
expectations and/or significant shortcomings.

2. Unsatisfactory (U): substantially below expectations and/or
major shortcomings.

1. Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): severe shortcomings.

Unable to Assess (U/A): available information does not allow
an assessment.

Sustainability

4. Likely (L): negligible risks to sustainability.

3. Moderately likely (ML): moderate risks.

2. Moderately unlikely (MU): significant risks.

1. Unlikely (UL): severe risks.

Unable to Assess (U/A): available information does not allow
an assessment.
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Annex VIII: SMART Analysis of Project Results Framework

Indicator

Baseline

End of the Project Target

TE Review

s m[Aa|R]T

Evaluators’ Remarks

Project Objective: To enhance ecosystem services in multiple landscapes of the Sayan and Khangai moun

degradation and conserving biodiversity through sustainable livelihoods.

tains and southern Gobi by reducing rangeland and forest

Indicator 1: # direct
project beneficiaries
(people living within target
soums that are benefiting
from project activities),
disaggregated by gender.

(UNDP Indicator)
(GEF-7 Core Indicator 11)

Tarvagatain Mt =0
Bukhun Mt =0
Ulaan Shal Valley =0

Zarman Gobi =0

25,613 people (at least 50%
female) benefiting directly from
project

This equals 50% of the population
in the entire soums where the
project is intervening

Tarvagatain Mt

Target -7,642 (total 15,285)
Bukhun Mountain

Target -8,171 (total 16,343)
Ulaan Shal Valley
Target-4,439 (total 8,879)

Zarman Gobi Target-5,360 (total
10,720)

Beneficiaries loosely defined; they are all
grouped together. They should have been
categorized based on the specific project
benefits. For example: number of
government staff benefitting from improved
knowledge, skills, and tools through
trainings and workshops; and number of
local people who benefit from job creation,
sustainable livelihood opportunities and
associated training. Aggregated figures can
imply equal benefits across all categories of
beneficiaries and obscure assessment of
actual project beneficiaries.

The indicator target of 50% female
beneficiaries does not reflect local
demographic realities. Women make up a
smaller proportion of the local resident
population, and many of the local
government institutions, particularly those
with environmental role, are largely staffed
by men.

Indicator 2: Population
size of selected indicator
species in demonstration
landscapes

a) Snow leopard Panthera
uncia

Baselines for demonstration

landscapes to be confirmed in year 1

(interim aimag baselines shown):

a) Snow leopard - aimags: 337 in the

4 aimags in 2011. Mongolian

Population size is improved over
baseline.

Baselines were interim and outdated.
Although the original PRF suggested that
the baselines will be updated in the first
year of the project, only partial update was
done limited to Goitered gazelle population
in accordance with Assessment of Indicator

Biosphere Society (2012). Biological

. Species Report 2020. Population baselines
resource survey of Mongolian snow
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Indicator

Baseline

End of the Project Target

TE Review

M

A

R

Evaluators’ Remarks

b) Goitered gazelle Gazella
subgutturosa

c) Argali sheep Ovis
darwini

d) Red deer Cervus
elaphus

e) Musk deer Moschus
moschiferus

f) Red thumb Cynomorium
songaricum

leopard. Research report of Natural
Historical Museum

a) Landscapes: The number of Snow
leopard Panthera uncia in Ulaan shal
valley and Zarman Gobi are 50-60 .
The baseline level for snow leopard
have been assessed at selected
landscape level where the project
have direct interventions

b) Goitered gazelle - aimags: 1,585 in
the 4 aimags in 2009. Mongolian
Biological Institute (2009).
Assessment of steppe and Gobi
ungulates of Mongolia.
(Confirmation: Assessment of
Indicator Species Report 2020: 1540
of which Ulaan Shal 190, Zarman
Gobi 1350).

b) Landscapes: The number of
Goitered gazelle Gazella
subgutturosa are 1350 in Zarman
Gobi and 190 in Ulaan shal valley. In
total 1540.

c) 2,170 in the 4 aimags in 2009.

Mongolian Biological Institute (2009).

Assessment of mountain ungulates
of Mongolia.

d) 4,000 in the 4 aimags in 2010.
Amitan asralt Co LTD (2010).
Assessment of forest ungulates of
Mongolia. Mongolian Biological
Institute, Research report

for other species were old, hindering
assessment of actual progress.
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TE Review
Indicator Baseline End of the Project Target SIMIATRIT Evaluators’ Remarks

(e) 950 in the 4 aimags in 2010.
Mongolian Biological Institute
Research (2010). Assessment of
forest ungulates of Mongolia.

f) Limited distribution and small
numbers in the 4 aimags in 2009.
National University of Mongolia
(2010). Research survey of rare and
endangered plants of north and
south side of Altai Mountain.

Indicator 3: Area of new New areas: 0 0.94 million ha of new PAs Project end target surpassed by mid-term,
protected areas in the (including LPAs) gazetted in indicating conservative target-setting and
target aimags in important important areas for biodiversity. lack of strategic foresight.

areas for biodiversity
(especially from under-
represented ecosystems)
designed to enhance
connectivity

(UNDP IRRF Indicator)
(GEF-7 Core Indicator 1.1)

Total area of current State PAs is
8,321,576 ha

Outcome 1: Enhanced enabling framework and systemic tools help conserve biodiversity and ecosystem services

Indicator 4: Number of 0 aimags, 0 soums 4 aimags, 8 soums (increased to 12
aimags and soums soums at the inception workshop)
adopting and

. . National SD Vision and Green
implementing

development development policy approved, but Conservation of biodiversity and
P mechanisms for integrating ecosystem services integrated into

plans/programs that . L L .
. . conservation of biodiversity and development planning in 4 aimags
incorporate cross-cutting . . -

. ecosystem services into local (covering 39.5 million ha of largely
SDG issues, such as .

development planning (to reduce rangeland and forested natural

biodiversity conservation

) habitats)?! and 8 soums with
and ecosystem services

21 39.5 million ha of predominantly rangeland and forested landscapes of 4 aimags (Total area of Zavkhan, Arkhangai, Bayankhongor and Gobi-Altai aimags).
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Indicator

Baseline

TE Review

End of the Project Target

M

A

R

Evaluators’ Remarks

threats) not in place in target
aimags/soums

Currently, all aimags and soums have
development plans, but none of the
4 aimags or any of the soums in the
demonstration landscapes has an
updated landscape-based “green”
development plan approved

operating SD councils and work
plan and budget

Best practices demonstrated and
documented, and up-scaling
promoted beyond project target
areas by relevant government
bodies, led by MET and MOFALI

Indicator 5: Improved
laws, regulations and
guidelines for integrating
conservation of
biodiversity and
ecosystem services into
local green development
planning. Key targets:

a) Laws

b) Regulations and
guidelines

a) and b) Inadequate legal
environment for implementation of
existing green development plans.
Strong legal regulation is needed for
management of grasslands
applicable for the present livestock
regime

al&2) Revised draft laws have
been considered by government
(approved or revised)

b) Collected funds from natural
resource user fees and fines being
allocated to ecosystem restoration
as per the regulation

“Have been

considered” is a weak and

ambiguous target statement.

There is misalignment between Indicator 5
and its target (b). The indicator aims to
measure policy and regulatory
improvement while the target focuses on
financial allocation from natural resource
use fees and fines toward ecosystem

restoration.

Indicator 6: Financial
mechanisms and amount
of payments for ecosystem
services (PES — incentives
and disincentives)
disbursed in
demonstration
landscapes:

a) Nature Conservation
Fund (NCF)

b) Natural resources user
fees or voluntary
mechanisms

a) Nature Conservation Fund (NCF)
established — almost no contribution
to conservation - mostly because of
government limited budget
dependency

b) The revenues from Natural
Resource (NR) use are not fully
collected in compliance with the
regulation and these incomes are not
being fully reinvested in the
conservation and restoration
activities in compliance with the
related legislations.

a) NCF operationalized in
demonstration landscapes (at least
$20,000 allocated from revenues
collected in Year 7) with a
specified mandate focused on
ecosystem services

b) At least 2 innovative financing /
PES mechanisms have delivered
$50,000 for ecosystem services in
the demonstration landscapes
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Indicator Baseline End of the Project Target TE Review Evaluators’ Remarks
S M{A|R|T

Indicator 7: Capacity of a) Tarvagatain Mountain = 23% Score improves by 20% Despite variations in the capacity baselines
local authorities* for b) Bukhun Mountain = 27% a) 43% of the different landscapes, a uniform 20%
cons'ervmg ecosystgm ¢) Ulaan Shal Valley = 46% b) 47% improvement targejc has been set. The
services in target aimags targets do not consider that where
and demonstration d) Zarman Gobi = 35% c) 66% baselines are low (e.g. Tarvagatain
landscapes, as measured d) 55% Mountain), potential of improvement would
by UNDP Capacity be greater, and where they are high (Ulaan
Development Scorecard Shal valley), potential of improvement

*The scorecards were would be lower.

completed by the
following officials: a)
aimag level -officers of the
Environmental Agency,
Agriculture Agency,
Investment and Policy
Department Director; b)
soum level - Forest Unit,
soum governors, soum
environmental inspectors,
rangers, social and welfare
officers and bagh

governors.
Outcome 2: Rangelands, forests and biodiversity are restored and protected areas strengthened at landscape scale
Indicator 8: Area (ha) of Area (ha) of rangeland in recovery Area with reduced degradation=

mountain and steppe class in demonstration landscape 300,000 ha

rangelands in soums (2015):

demonstration landscape | zarman Gobi (12 pasture monitoring

soums with reduced points)

degradation

Class | — 6,663,119ha
Class Il — 844,567ha
Class Il =0ha

Class IV =0ha

(GEF-7 Core Indicator 3.1)
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Indicator

Baseline

End of the Project Target

TE Review

M

A

R

Evaluators’ Remarks

Class V= 0ha

Ulaan Shal Valley

(14 pasture monitoring points)
Class 1 -1,300,216ha

Class Il = 446,809ha

Class Il =0ha
Class IV = 0ha
Class V =0ha

Bukhun Mountain

(21 pasture monitoring points)
Class | - 559,478ha

Class 11 -457,906ha

Class 11l - 99 064ha

Class IV = Oha

Tarvagatain Mountain

(12 pasture monitoring points)
Class1—277,171ha

Class Il —302,610

Class Il — 62,933ha

Class IV - 265,116ha

Class V =0ha

Indicator 9: Area (ha) of
saxual and boreal forests
in demonstration
landscapes with no net
loss or degradation

(GEF-7 Core Indicator 3.2)

a) Saxaul

Zarman Gobi: Total area = 44,832 ha;
Low density area = 100%

Ulaan shal: Total area = 2,950 ha;
Low density area = 40%

b) Boreal forest

a) Saxaul: At least 25,000 ha
without net loss or degradation

b) Boreal: At least 20,000 ha
without net loss or degradation

Reported achievements significantly
surpassed targets, suggesting targets were
set too conservatively or lacked sufficient
baseline analysis and strategic foresight.
This implies that targets were not
specifically defined in terms of expected
scope and scale of achievement.
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Indicator

Baseline

TE Review

End of the Project Target

M

A

R

Evaluators’ Remarks

Tarvagatain Mt: Total area = 20,585
ha; Degraded area = 100%;

Bukhun Mt: Total area = 23,004 ha;
Degraded area = 20%;

Indicator 10: Emissions
savings (tCO2-eq over the
next 20 years) from
reduced loss and
degradation of 45,000 ha
of saxual and boreal

a) Saxaul
Zarman Gobi: 0
Ulaan shal: 0

b) Boreal forest

Tarvagatain Mt: O

a) Saxaul: Target to be calculated in
Year 1

b) Boreal: 2,176,925 tCOz-eq
avoided emissions over 20 years

Tarvagatain Mt: 1,262,348 tCO2-eq

Emission savings target from Saxual forest
was to be determined in year 1 but it was
not.

effectiveness of PAs in
demonstration landscapes
indicated by the %
increase in the
Management Effectiveness
Tracking Tool (METT)
scores (see Annex B(l)).

(GEF-7 Core Indicator 1.2)

a) Tarvagatai NP =52.1%
b) Bokhon shar LPA = 20.8%

c) Burkhan buudai NR in Zarman
Gobi =32.3%

d) Gobi Gurvan Saikhan NP in Zarman
Gobi=52.1%

e) Proposed PA for Buuntsagaan Lake
=30.9%

f) Great Gobi SPA =(not evaluated
yet)

management (= 67%), others a
20% improvement

a) 67%
b) 40.8%
c) 52.3%
d) 67%
e) 50.9%

forests in demonstration Bukhun Mt: 0 Bukhan Mt: 914,578 tCO2-eq

landscapes (see Annex W)

(GEF-7 Core Indicator 6.1)

Indicator 11: Management | METT scores 2017 National parks reach sound Great Gobi SPA was added at the inception

workshop but no baseline METT assessment
was carried out for it.

Indicator 12: Level of key
threats to biodiversity in
demonstration
landscapes:

a) #ofincidents of illegal

killing of snow
leopard and goitered

a) Ulaan shal = 0 for snow leopard; 1
case for goitered gazelle, Zarman
Gobi = 2 cases for snow leopard; 2
cases for goitered gazelle,
Tarvagatain Mt = Musk Deer (0 cases
per year), Refer to indicator 2

a) 20% reduction

b) 10,000 ha across 4 landscapes
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TE Review
Indicator Baseline End of the Project Target SIMIATRIT Evaluators’ Remarks

gazelle (Zarman Gobi Bukhun Mt = Musk Deer (2 cases per
and Ulaan shal valley), | year). These numbers are the

and musk deer registered cases between 2018-2020.
(Bukhun Mountain

and Tarvagatain b) 0 ha

Mountain)

Baselines for a) to be established in

b) Area of habitat Year 1

improved for
threatened species
conservation: in
Zarman Gobi for
goitered gazelle and
Argaliand in
Tarvagatain Mt and
Bukhun Mt for Musk
deer through threat
reduction (threats:
disturbance, grazing
competition with
livestock, habitat
loss/degradation).

Outcome 3: Sustainable livelihoods provide benefits to local communities and support biodiversity

Indicator 13: # of Pasture 0 At least 20 PUGs and 10 FUGs
User Groups (PUGs) and
Forest User Groups (FUGS)
in demonstration
landscapes incorporating

Replication and up-scaling
mechanism agreed and in

operation.
green development
measures into their
contracts with soum
administrations
Indicator 14: Livelihoods Across all four landscapes Across all four landscapes The definition of baseline incomes lack
improvement in a) 0 jobs created a) 150 jobs created specification as to whether they represent

monthly or annual incomes. This ambiguity
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Indicator

Baseline

TE Review

End of the Project Target
nd of the Project Targe sTm

A

R

Evaluators’ Remarks

demonstration landscapes
as measured by:

a) # jobs created

b) % Reduction in gender
inequality in income

c) % increase in real
incomes for participating
families

b) Av. Male income = 8,690,470 MNT;
Av Female income = 6,559,729 MINT
c) Av. family income = 8,465,023
MNT

b) Av. Male income = XXX; Av Female
income = XXX

c) Av. family income = XXX

Baselines for b) and c) to be
established in Year 1

(Women = 80; Men = 70)
b) 10%
c) 20%

can lead to misinterpretation in progress
reporting.

Indicator 15: Knowledge
Attitudes and Practices of
elected representatives
and the public for
reducing land and forest
degradation and
enhancing ecosystem
services, as measured by
the KAP survey score

a) National level (UB)
MPs (Male= 18, Female=12; including
Ministry)

b) Aimag level (4 combined)
Elected reps. (Male=44, Female=19)

c) Soums of each demonstration
landscape

Elected reps. (Male=56, Female=23)
Public (Male=636, Female=665)

[KAP baseline completed in inception
phase]

20% improvement

In the baselines, the number of people
(male/ female) covered in the KAP survey is
given, not the baseline KAP score against
which the target is to be measured.

It is noted that while the KAP Indicator is
relevant to Outcome 3, it aligns more
closely with Outcome 4 would serve as a
particularly strong measure of progress.

Outcome 4: Improved knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation supports sustainability and up-scaling

Indicator 16: Number of
best practices and key
project lessons and
strategies for sustainable
landscape management
and biodiversity
conservation documented
and disseminated for up-
scaling

Baseline: 0

All project results and lessons
learned shared through project
website and social media with one
news article per month — at least
one/year on gender issues; at least
12 completed technical reports
available online; 8 demonstration
landscape partnership Forums held
(50% female participants); lessons

As a lone indicator for this outcome, it is not
sufficient to measure whether knowledge is
effectively applied, integrated into decision-
making, or influencing policy and practice.
To holistically assess progress, additional
indicators were needed such as knowledge
uptake, institutional integration of best
practices, etc.
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Indicator

Baseline

TE Review

End of the Project Target

M

A

R

Evaluators’ Remarks

learned presented to national
seminar for upscaling; MET e-
learning platform updated with
best practices from project
implementation

As highlighted in the remarks for Indicator
15, the KAP indicator fitted more strongly
here and would have served as a strong
measure of progress of Outcome 4 in
combination with Indicator 16.

Source: Project Results framework
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Annex [X Project Conceptual Model

PA network
expansion &
strengthening

Landscape-scale,
ecosystem-based
development
planning

practice tools

support for green
development
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Annex X Bvaluation Consultant Code of Conduct and Agreerrent Form

Evaluator:

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the
evaluation.

Evaluation Consultant Agreement Form

Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System
Name of Consultant: Ugen Penjor Norbu
Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant): Individual Consultant

| confirm that | have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct
for Evaluation.

Signed at Thimphu, Bhutan, on 26 August 2025

DocuSigned by:

Signature: mmézﬁ
—

3F4F8A8D72C34F3...
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Terminal Evaluation Report for (Project Title & UNDP PIMS ID) Reviewed and Cleared By:
Commissioning Unit (M&E Focal Point)

Name: Bulgan Luuzandamba

Signed by:

Signature: b\A!/WA/ (,IMA/L;MMIM

L6C4443900530485...

Date: 27-Aug-2025

Regional Technical Advisor (Environment & Energy)

Name: Tashi Dorji

DocuSigned by:
Signature: | &
5B002C82231242B...

28-Aug-2025

Date:
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