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Executive Summary
Introduction

This evaluation provides an independent assessment of UNDP’s Phase IV of the Governance
Reform Facility (GRF) project in Georgia, funded by the Swedish Government. The evaluation
examined the project’s relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and cross-cutting
contributions, while identifying lessons and strategic options for future engagement.
Conducted between May and July 2025 by an international evaluator and a local expert, the
evaluation applied a theory-based, participatory approach using document review, surveys, and
interviews with government from the 24 government departments that implemented GRF
initiatives, civil society, and other stakeholders. The data collection process was complemented
by a needs assessment of 50 CSOs across the country.

Implemented from January 2022 to September 2025, GRF IV operated in a politically
constrained environment to strengthen citizen-centric governance, EU integration, and the
Sustainable Development Goals through demand-driven Capacity Development Fund and On-
Demand Services initiatives, supporting 32 reforms across 24 institutions in public
administration, environmental governance, human rights, and inclusive policy-making.

Relevance

The evaluation found that the GRF Phase IV project was, by design, highly relevant to
Georgia’s reform agenda, EU integration commitments, and sectoral priorities in democratic
and environmental governance. Its demand-driven, nationally owned model, emphasizing
targeted, problem-specific interventions co-designed with beneficiary institutions, enabled
strong alignment with national needs, EU directives, and UNDP, UN, and SIDA strategic
frameworks, while contributing to 11 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The project’s
flexible modalities, particularly the On-Demand Services mechanism, allowed it to adapt
quickly to shifting political conditions and sustain momentum in less politically sensitive areas
such as environmental governance, technical regulatory work, and inclusion of marginalized
groups. However, the tense political environment after the 2024 elections, marked by the
stalling of key reform processes and the “foreign agents” law, reduced civic space, and
weakened reform-oriented institutions, has challenged the operational relevance of GRF’s
model, limiting uptake of outputs, constraining engagement with government and civil society,
and challenging the project’s continuity in its current form.

Effectiveness

The evaluation found GRF’s Phase IV to have been largely effective in delivering planned
outputs and achieving most of its targets despite operating in a politically volatile and
institutionally constrained environment. In democratic governance, GRF advanced public
administration reform, disability rights enforcement, inclusive health and education services,
social service decentralization, municipal sports and waste management strategies, SME
regulatory tools, agricultural service quality, statistical system modernization, and public
financial control frameworks. In environmental governance, it contributed to climate policy



monitoring, circular economy planning, air quality and soil standards, protected area
management, waste regulation, environmental liability enforcement, green transport, clean
energy alignment, and community-focused remediation. While the project fell short in meeting
the planned number of capacity development interventions due to funding suspensions and
shrinking civic space, it exceeded most other indicators, 83% met or exceeded, with 67%
surpassing targets. Capacity-building results were strong, with high institutional satisfaction
and evidence of skills application, though systemic change was harder to sustain amid high
staff turnover. Policy and regulatory framework development was a standout area, consistently
surpassing quality, relevance, and utilization targets, and producing outputs with significant
potential for replication. Overall, the project demonstrated strategic adaptability, technical
excellence, and a commitment to inclusive, SDG-linked governance, prioritizing high-quality,
demand-driven technical assistance where broader reform space was constrained.

Impact

The evaluation found that while it is too early to fully measure long-term results, GRF’s Phase
IV has generated some key early impacts and created strong conditions for future systemic
change in both democratic and environmental governance. In democratic governance, the
project contributed to a pipeline of 31 policy and legal frameworks (17 in democratic
governance alone) spanning public finance, statistics, civil service modernization, disability
rights, and municipal planning, many of which, once implemented, could deliver significant
social benefits such as more inclusive services, better law enforcement practices, and increased
community engagement. Leadership training, HR reforms, and mentoring schemes have begun
shifting institutional culture toward merit-based, citizen-focused practices, while partnerships
with CSOs have strengthened their capacities and modelled collaborative governance. In
environmental governance, GRF laid the technical and institutional foundations for cleaner air,
better soil management, stronger biodiversity protection, and improved waste and resource
management through tools such as the Central Zone Air Quality Plan, soil quality monitoring
roadmap, and Batumi waste management plan. Climate action capacity was strengthened via
NECP indicators, GHG MRYV systems, and EU-aligned policy reforms, while initiatives like
the Circular Economy Roadmap and arsenic contamination mitigation in Uravi raised
stakeholder awareness and catalysed behaviour change. Across both pillars, GRF has acted as
an “incubator” for reforms, piloting scalable solutions that have already attracted follow-on
investment and could be rapidly deployed if political conditions improve, particularly in
advancing EU acquis alignment. Although some impacts remain prospective due to political
constraints and the short time since implementation, GRF has left a body of strategies, tools,
and institutional capacities that position Georgia to achieve substantial governance and
environmental gains when opportunities arise.

Coherence

GRF has maintained coherence in its design, implementation, and alignment with broader
development partner interventions. Its design, rooted in a long-standing model of multi-
stakeholder engagement, inclusivity, and targeted, problem-specific collaboration, was
underpinned by a sound Theory of Change linking capacity development to improved policies,



systems, and citizen-centric governance. However, political shifts since 2024 have challenged
several of the core assumptions of this theory. The fact that EU accession negotiations have
been suspended until 2028, combined with concerns about civil service independence and
participatory governance, mean that the original results chain no longer fully reflects the
present context.. Implementation has been consistently participatory, with structured co-design
processes, inclusive working groups, and cross-sector coordination that built trust,
institutionalized consultative habits, and reinforced collaborative practices across public
institutions, municipalities, and CSOs. The project has acted as a neutral facilitator,
maintaining space for civic engagement even amid restrictions, and fostering peer learning and
knowledge exchange. Externally, its demand-driven and flexible modalities allowed it to fill
technical gaps, complement larger donor programmes, and work in close synergy with UNDP
initiatives and partners such as the EU, USAID, Sweden, GIZ, and the World Bank.

Efficiency

GRF has shown good operational efficiency, cost-effectiveness, and flexibility in delivering
governance and reform support in a challenging political environment. Its minimal
bureaucracy, rapid decision-making, and lean fund allocation enabled high-impact outputs. The
project’s ability to mobilize expertise within weeks, leverage local resources, combine
international and national inputs, and partner with experienced NGOs and think tanks reduced
costs and expedited implementation. Most initiatives met their planned schedules, with only
minor extensions due to contextual factors such as protests or weather, and the team showed
adaptability by quickly shifting delivery formats when needed. The monitoring and evaluation
system, though lean, was well-integrated into project design, with tailored results frameworks,
standardized tracking tools, quality assurance mechanisms, and post-completion uptake
assessments ensuring both accountability and relevance. Financially, the project achieved an
86 percent overall delivery rate across its USD 3.6 million budget. While allocations in the
final year were vulnerable to external shocks, the project’s core model proved efficient,
responsive, and value-for-money, with flexibility and speed emerging as defining strengths.

Sustainability

GRF’s sustainability is challenged by the tense political environment, donor funding freezes
for governance work with state institutions, and legal risks in directly supporting independent
CSOs, making the project’s traditional modalities financially and strategically untenable.
While some outputs have strong prospects for continuation, such as the government-adopted
National Statistics Strategy, the approved PIFC Strategy, and Batumi’s Waste Management
Plan, only one-third of policy documents were formally adopted, with politically sensitive
reforms facing the most resistance. Embedding tools and curricula in institutional routines,
such as police disability rights training and SME policy toolkits, has helped secure lasting
uptake, and capacity building has yielded tangible skill retention among public servants, though
high staff turnover threatens continuity. Financial sustainability remains a major gap, as many
reforms require follow-on investments exceeding domestic budgets, with few secured funding
streams. Environmentally, the project strengthened regulatory frameworks, capacity, and
climate-aligned planning, while socially it advanced disability rights, inclusion, and gender-



sensitive governance, albeit without formal safeguards. Risk management was adaptive and
proactive, mitigating impacts of partner abolitions (e.g., Civil Service Bureau closure), political
restrictions, and turnover by anchoring reforms in technical units, adjusting intervention
scopes, and maintaining neutrality. This evaluation proposes recalibrating the GRF model
toward lower-risk, constituency-building pathways, such as a university-based “FutureGov
Lab” and a private sector—driven EU compliance and CSR facility, to sustain governance
momentum until conditions allow renewed engagement with traditional state and CSO
partners.

Cross-cutting Themes

The evaluation found that although the GRF project did not adopt a formal cross-cutting
strategy, it consistently embedded principles of human rights, gender equality, social inclusion,
and environmental sustainability into its interventions. A pragmatic Human Rights-Based
Approach was evident in initiatives aligning governance processes with international rights
standards, particularly in disability inclusion, though its application was often implicit and did
not systematically target all vulnerable groups. Gender considerations were mainstreamed
through equitable participation in capacity-building, support for institutional diversity policies,
and targeted inclusion in sectoral reforms, with tangible empowerment outcomes for women
professionals, though transformative gender objectives were not explicitly set. Social inclusion
efforts were strongest in disability rights, minority health access, youth engagement, and
community participation, with measurable capacity gains among frontline actors, though the
approach relied heavily on participation metrics and under-addressed some vulnerable groups.
Environmental concerns were integrated both through dedicated environmental governance
initiatives, such as the Circular Economy Roadmap, climate planning, and waste management
reforms, and by embedding environmental safeguards in broader policy work, strengthening
institutional capacity for sustainable, evidence-based decision-making.

Conclusion and Lessons Learned

GRF’s Phase IV achieved meaningful governance and environmental results in Georgia
through 32 initiatives that delivered new policies, strategies, training programmes, and pilot
solutions, while mainstreaming gender, inclusion, and sustainability considerations. While
GRF successfully shifted to lower-profile, technically focused work during political
turbulence, the evaluation finds its traditional institution-building model is no longer viable
under current conditions. This evaluation suggests a strategic recalibration toward
“constituency-building” through politically neutral channels such as youth-focused
“FutureGov Labs” embedded in universities and private sector engagement via EU compliance
programmes that also channel resources to communities. These alternatives aim to safeguard
GRF’s reform mandate in a shrinking civic space, though their success will depend on careful
design to maintain neutrality, secure funding, and avoid capture, positioning the current period
as a narrow but critical bridge for preserving Georgia’s long-term democratic prospects.

Two key lessons emerged in the course of this evaluation: first, political context ultimately
determines whether technically sound reforms are sustained, as seen when EU-aligned outputs



were stalled by delayed accession goals, restrictive civil society laws, and institutional
dismantling; second, adaptive programming must go beyond tactical adjustments to embrace
fundamental pivots when core assumptions collapse.

Recommendations

The evaluation identified the following recommendations, which are directed primarily to the
GRF team and UNDP Georgia.

1. Develop a Replicable GRF-Inspired Model for Civil Society Organization (CSO)
Support

Design a flexible, demand-driven intervention model drawing on GRF’s proven principles, that
UNDP or other entities can later deploy to address the emerging needs of CSOs in governance,
inclusion, environmental, and human rights sectors.

Specific Actions for the Project Team:

* Document GRF’s operational framework, decision-making processes, and funding
mechanisms, adapting them for application in a CSO-focused context.

» Develop a prototype “CSO Rapid Response and Innovation Facility” model, including
eligibility criteria, application and selection processes, and implementation guidelines.

+ Conceive a scalability pathway within the model, detailing how successful CSO-led pilots
can transition into larger programs through donor, government, or private sector financing.

2. Convert Unimplemented Outputs into ""Reform-Ready" Knowledge Repository

Systematically preserve and package all completed GRF outputs for rapid deployment when
political conditions improve.

Specific Actions for the GRF Project Team:

* Create a digital archive for all the GRF-developed strategies, legal frameworks, and
training materials with step-by-step implementation guides.

* Develop "reform activation toolkits" with detailed implementation guidance for each
deliverable, including resource requirements and timeline estimates.

* Explore quarterly "alumni networks" with trained civil servants and stakeholders to
maintain reform knowledge and relationships.

* Document lessons learned from each initiative to improve future implementation when
opportunities arise.

* Create a user-friendly interface allowing future reform teams to quickly identify and access
relevant materials.

3. Explore Alternative Engagement Ecosystem Through Universities and Private Sector

Explore integrated programming with institutions where collaboration remains limited,
maintaining governance objectives through youth and business engagement.



Specific Actions for UNDP Georgia:

4.

Partner with 2-3 Georgian universities to embed a governance innovation agenda within
academic curricula, recruiting 50—75 graduate students for policy bootcamps.

Launch 4-6 month policy co-creation initiatives where student teams develop technical
solutions to governance challenges (digital service delivery, environmental compliance,
statistical modernization).

Establish a SME EU Compliance Support Programme via the Georgian Chamber of
Commerce, providing TA to 30-50 businesses.

Develop "Governance for Business" training modules.

Explore SME-funded small grants program as a CSR mechanism for community
organizations.

Develop Rapid Response Reactivation Protocol

Create a detailed 90-day restart plan to quickly capitalize on future political windows for
traditional governance programming.

Specific Actions for UNDP Georgia:

Complete comprehensive partner mapping, identifying reform-oriented officials and
assessing their status and influence.

Develop detailed engagement protocols for rapid programme restart, including
prioritization matrix and resource mobilization timeline.

Establish clear trigger indicators (EU/donor funding resumption, policy reversals,
institutional changes, electoral outcomes).

Maintain informal contact with key stakeholders via academic conferences, technical
events, and forums.

Prepare donor engagement strategy with regular briefings and readiness demonstrations.
Update protocol quarterly based on political developments.

Develop scenario-based implementation plans for different political openings (gradual
liberalization, sudden change, electoral transition).
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1.  Project Context

At the time of the evaluation, Georgia's political and institutional landscape was characterized
by a weakening democratic trajectory, heightened political polarization, and a deteriorating
environment for civil society, all of which pose substantial challenges to the implementation
and sustainability of governance reform initiatives.’

The October 2024 parliamentary elections, in which the ruling Georgian Dream (GD) party
secured a majority, were followed by observations from domestic and international
stakeholders highlighting concerns regarding aspects of the electoral process, including
reported irregularities, voter influence, and the use of administrative resources.® International
observers, including the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and the
European Network of Election Monitoring Organizations (ENEMO), reported violations that
undermined the inclusivity, transparency, and fairness of the electoral process.* The opposition
and civil society organizations have since contested the legitimacy of the election results,
leading to mass protests and political unrest.’

In response to the contested elections and subsequent civil unrest, the Georgian government
has enacted measures that have further constrained civil society and media freedoms. Notably,
the passage of the "Transparency of Foreign Influence" law, which requires organizations
receiving more than 20% of their funding from abroad to register as "foreign agents," has been
criticized for its constraining effect on civil society and its resemblance to regulatory
frameworks observed in more restrictive governance contexts. These developments have
drawn condemnation from international partners, including the European Union (EU) and the
United States, and have led to the suspension of Georgia's EU membership application
process.®

Georgia's approximation with the EU has been the driving force of the country's policy reforms
over the past few years. Georgian authorities have drawn up action plans to facilitate the
adoption of hundreds of EU directives to further align itself with the EU's acquis
communautaire and integrate Georgia into the EU's internal market. Many of these directives
concern free trade, though their implementation also entails a comprehensive reform
programme affecting governance areas such as economic policymaking, rule of law,
democratization, and human rights protection. Georgia has also been fulfilling the EU-Georgia
visa liberalization benchmarks and has sought to comply with the Deep and Comprehensive
Free Trade Area agreement (DCFTA).’

Public administration reform (PAR) in Georgia, initiated in 2015, aimed to establish a
transparent, accountable, and effective public administration system aligned with European
standards. While the strategic framework for PAR is in place, its implementation has been
hindered by the current political climate. The government's focus on consolidating power has

2 https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-10-2025-0019_EN.html

3 www.osce.org/files/f/documents/1/6/584029 0.pdf?utm_source

4 https://www.oscepa.org/en/documents/election-observation/election-observation-
statements/georgia/statements-11/5100-2024-parliamentary-2/file

3 https://enemo.org/post/statement-of-preliminary-findings-and-conclusions-ieom-to-georgia-for-2024-
parliamentary-elections-588

S https://www.csometer.info/updates/georgia-gds-proposed-changes-pose-major-threat-civil-society-and-media
7 https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/02/2 1/joint-press-statement-following-the-8th-
association-council-meeting-between-the-eu-and-georgia/
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diverted attention and resources away from meaningful administrative reforms. Moreover, the
erosion of institutional independence, particularly within the judiciary and anti-corruption
bodies, undermines the foundational principles of PAR and hampers efforts to build public
trust in governance.® In particular, the government’s move to abolish the Civil Service Bureau
(a key GRF partner), ostensibly to “rationalize” governance, has been widely perceived as
retaliation against the bureaucrats who supported reforms.

Decentralization efforts, outlined in the 2020-2025 Decentralization Strategy which aims to
devolve state powers to municipalities in line with the constitution’s subsidiarity principle and
balanced territorial development,” have led to some significant achievements at the local level
despite several political obstacles. Georgia undertook sectorial decentralization in a two-stage
process. The first stage (2020-2023) involved delegating competences with oversight retained
by central ministries. Key delegated tasks included capital maintenance of public school
infrastructure, management of the social agent service, protection of child rights (including
children with disabilities), oversight of natural gas safety, and regulation of urban noise levels.
Some municipalities also voluntarily assumed responsibilities in agricultural development,
local tourism, youth engagement, and SME support. The second stage, culminating in 2025,
aims to transform these delegated functions into fully autonomous competences of local
authorities, codified in law and free from ministerial oversight.'!® Efforts have also focused on
ensuring adequate material and financial resources for municipalities. By 2023, more than
6,000 real estate units had been transferred to local governments, enhancing their assets and
fiscal capacity.!! Overall, Georgia’s decentralization trajectory has positioned municipalities
as increasingly capable actors of local development.

Civil society organizations (CSOs) in Georgia have historically played a crucial role in
promoting democratic values and holding the government accountable. However, the current
administration's antagonistic stance toward certain CSOs, including legislative measures aimed
at discrediting and marginalizing them, has significantly restricted their operational space. The
government's actions have not only weakened civil society but have also impeded inclusive
governance and the participatory processes essential for sustainable reform.!?

Georgia's democratic transition has received a mixed review according to global rankings, with
improvement needed in several areas. Based on the World Bank's Worldwide Governance
Indicators, Georgia fell in the governance indicator "Voice and accountability" over the 2014-
2023 period dropping from 57.64 (2014) to 48.04 (2023)". Similarly, in the Economist
Intelligence Unit's Democracy Index, Georgia's fall from 5.93 in 2016 and 2017 to 4.70 in 2024
saw it drop to 20" out of 28 Eastern European countries.

8 https:/idfi.ge/en/overview_of public_administration_reform_in_georgia

? https://platforma-dev.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Status-Report-Decentralisation-and-Local-Public-
Administration-Reform-in-Georgia.pdf

10 https://nalas.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/Status-report-Georgia.pdf
1 https://enlargement.ec.curopa.eu/document/download/7b6ed47c-ecde-41a2-99ea-

41683dc2d1bd_en?filename=Georgia+Report+2024.pdf
12 https://www.hrw.org/mnews/2025/03/26/georgia-drop-repressive-foreign-agents-bill
13 https://www.worldbank.org/en/publication/worldwide-governance-indicators/interactive-data-access
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1.2.  Project Description

The GRF Phase IV project is a strategic initiative designed to accelerate structural
transformation for sustainable development in Georgia by enhancing citizen-centric
governance systems that efficiently serve their constituencies. Building on the successes and
lessons learned from previous phases, this phase of the GRF project aimed to improve the
capacities of country authorities in policy planning, implementation, and administration of
effective and gender-responsive governance within the context of EU integration and the
SDGs.

The GRF Phase IV project has served as an important mechanism for advancing structural
transformation in Georgia's governance systems, with a focus on enhancing citizen-centric
approaches and improving the capacities of national authorities. Implemented from January
2022 to September 2025, the project was designed to support efficient public administration
development with the administrative capacity to implement reforms pursuing Georgia's
integration into the EU. The GRF project has focused on long-term improvements in public
administration, human rights, and various sectors, proving itself as an effective mechanism in
supporting the consolidation of Georgia’s international and national commitments and
maintaining a responsive approach by addressing the needs and priorities identified by the GoG
at the institutional and organizational level. The GRF project approach has addressed capacity
development needs and its broad impact created benefits not only for government agencies but
also for civil society organizations, local communities, the private sector, and the general
public.

Under this phase, the GRF project continued to support the consolidation of public
administration commitments while maintaining a focus on EU integration requirements.
During this phase, the GRF concentrated on various initiatives leading to long-term
improvements in public administration through organizational, institutional, and human
resource development in the priority areas of policy planning and civil service reform, public
service delivery, e-governance, government accountability, human rights, rule of law, gender
equality, and environmental governance through the following well-tested mechanisms:

1. Capacity Development Fund (CDF) - addressing public sector agencies' critical and
immediate capacity development needs, with emphasis on initiatives having medium- to
long-term implications.

2. On-Demand (Consultancy) Services (ODS) - providing on-demand advisory services and
technical expertise to develop the capacity of public agencies for policy formation and
implementation.

During 2022-2024, GRF supported 32 initiatives across 24 institutions, with a relatively
balanced allocation between democratic governance (47%) and environmental governance
(53%). The GRF project directed efforts toward strengthening three key contexts in Georgia,
namely: the political and institutional context by supporting governance frameworks,
accountability mechanisms, and policy coordination; the environmental context through
advancing environmental governance, climate action, and sustainable resource management;
and the economic and social context by creating an ecosystem where "no one is left behind"
through inclusive policy development. For environmental governance, the GRF placed
particular emphasis on advancing policy formulation and regulatory frameworks to address
climate change, environmental protection, and sustainable resource management. For
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democratic governance, the focus was on enhancing institutional capacity, improving public
service delivery, and strengthening policy planning frameworks.

The project aimed to achieve the UNSDCF 2021-2025 goal of Georgia achieving good
governance, open, resilient institutions, rule of law, equal access to justice, human rights, and
increased women's representation in decision-making. The UNDP Country Programme
Document translated this goal into improved governance systems, evidence-based policy-
making, and quality services. The project was aligned with Sweden's reform cooperation with
Eastern Europe, the Western Balkans, and Turkey, aims to strengthen democracy, human
rights, and a fully developed state. GRF contributed to capacity development and policy
reforms. These alignments ensured that project activities contributed to strengthened
democracy, greater respect for human rights and a more fully developed state adherent to the
rule of law. Through its dual focus on democratic and environmental governance, the GRF
contributed to multiple SDGs, particularly those related to institutional governance, and climate
action (this is explored in more detail in the Relevance section of this report).

The administration of the GoG served as the implementing partner, with UNDP providing
support through its Country Office. This partnership arrangement ensured national ownership
while benefiting from UNDP's technical expertise and administrative capabilities. The
implementation approach prioritized sub-projects implemented directly by beneficiary
institutions to ensure greater ownership and sustainability. In cases where state institutions
lacked implementation capacity, civil society organizations with relevant expertise were
engaged as implementing partners.

The GRF project focused on delivering the following outputs:

e Solutions ideated with public institutions implemented through targeted interventions;

e Civil servants applying skills and capacities acquired through targeted assistance in
their daily operations; partner institutions coached on intervention design, planning,
delivery, monitoring, and evaluation;

e Advisory services provided to target institutions for formulating policies and
elaborating regulatory frameworks.

The Theory of Change (ToC) for the GRF project was framed around three key conditions:

e If the GoG has tools for assuming stronger leadership and ownership of previously
adopted changes in public administration;

o If the professional independence and delegation of responsibilities to civil service are
better guaranteed; and if public servants benefit from training framed around the
objectives of the line ministries/agencies;

e Then an inclusive, responsive, and accountable policy cycle and service delivery will
emerge as integrating elements of the entire public administration.

The effectiveness of this theory rested on several key assumptions. These included:

e The stability of the political situation with continued country aspirations toward EU
integration;

e The sufficiency of legislative, policy, and institutional bases to guarantee the
independence of the civil service;

e Adequate capacity and commitment from public institutions to adopt and operationalize
new procedures and practices;

e Sufficient capacity and support within beneficiary organizations for effective
implementation;
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e Availability of international and local experts to provide quality support; and,
e Adequate donor funding to ensure the requisite level of support for the GRF.

In hindsight, these assumptions were only partially upheld. While some reform-minded
institutions continued to advance change, broader political developments, including democratic
backsliding and contested legislation, created key challenges and constraints. Nevertheless,
GRF’s interventions helped keep reform pathways open by building institutional capacity,
strengthening technical foundations, and engaging civil society in dialogue. This showed that
even where assumptions were challenged, the GRF project contributed to maintaining the
reform momentum in certain areas highlighted further in this report and created a pipeline of
reforms that can be activated when political opportunities arise.

Project’s Stakeholder Analysis

The GRF project operated through a complex multi-actor structure involving a broad spectrum
of stakeholders across government, civil society, and development partners. At the centre of
the project was the UNDP Country Office in Georgia, which acted as the implementing agency,
responsible for overall project management, technical oversight, fiduciary control, and results
reporting. UNDP’s Democratic Governance Team Leader provided strategic direction and
quality assurance, while also managing the Capacity Development Fund (CDF) and On-
Demand Services (ODS) modalities. This included the identification of priority areas, selection
and contracting of consultants or implementing partners, and monitoring of results through
milestone-based disbursements. UNDP’s embedded technical expertise and long-standing
partnerships were key to maintaining project agility and political neutrality, especially during
periods of democratic backsliding.

On the government side, the primary stakeholders were national and local public institutions
that submitted requests for support and acted as both beneficiaries and co-implementers. These
included key line ministries and state agencies, such as the Ministry of Economy and
Sustainable Development (MoESD), Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons, Labour, Health
and Social Affairs (MOIDPLHSA), Ministry of Environmental Protection and Agriculture
(MEPA), Ministry of Internal Affairs (MIA), and formerly, the LEPL Civil Service Bureau
(CSB), and National Statistics Office of Georgia (GEOSTAT). These institutions played
critical roles in co-designing interventions, hosting technical advisors, and facilitating access
to administrative systems, staff, and policy frameworks. At the subnational level,
municipalities such as Batumi and Kutaisi were active partners, demonstrating strong
ownership of interventions like waste management planning and sports development policy.

In addition to the ministries, regulatory agencies, such as the National Environmental Agency
(NEA), Agency of Protected Areas (APA), Environmental Information and Education Centre
(EIEC) and Georgian Competition and Consumer Agency (GCCA), were also direct
counterparts. These agencies led the technical implementation of GRF-supported reforms in
areas like air quality, protected areas, biodiversity, environmental information and consumers’
right protection, often providing their own staff and data systems to support analysis and
delivery. Parliamentary committees, particularly in the environmental domain, were also
engaged in policy development, including regulatory reform efforts such as the inert waste
management framework and the Mining Code.

CSOs and think tanks participated in selected initiatives, primarily as implementing partners
or knowledge brokers. For example, the NGO Orchis collaborated on circular economy
initiatives, while the ISET Policy Institute (ISET PI) supported Regulatory Impact Assessment
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(RIA) capacity-building for SME policy. Although GRF was predominantly state-oriented,
civil society actors played a complementary role in ensuring stakeholder consultation,
delivering grassroots training, and producing awareness materials. However, their engagement
was more circumscribed in politically sensitive areas due to increasing restrictions on civic
space.

Finally, development partners such as the European Union (EU) and bilateral donors, while not
directly involved in GRF’s delivery, were important contextual stakeholders. GRF was aligned
with broader donor priorities, including EU accession support, and in some cases served as a
preparatory mechanism for larger-scale donor investments. The GRF project team maintained
regular communication with donor coordination platforms to avoid duplication and ensure
synergies.

Overall, the stakeholder model of GRF was anchored in national ownership, with UNDP acting
as a facilitator and technical guarantor. While the balance of stakeholder influence shifted over
time, particularly following political disruptions, the model’s strength lay in its responsiveness,
institutional anchoring, and ability to operate flexibly across multiple governance levels and
sectors.

19



2. EVALUATION OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

2.1.  Purpose of the Evaluation

The evaluation’s main purpose was to provide a comprehensive assessment of the project,
based on the evaluation Terms of Reference (ToR) issued by UNDP Georgia (included in
Annex I of this report). The evaluation serves multiple purposes, including accountability,
learning, informing decision-making, knowledge generation. The evaluation aimed to
document lessons learned, identify good practices, and provide actionable recommendations
for the remaining period and for future interventions. Additionally, it was conducted to inform
the potential development of a follow-up phase of the project.

The primary intended users of the evaluation are the Administration of the Government of
Georgia, the GRF project team, UNDP’s Democratic Governance Team (in Georgia), UNDP
in general, as well as the Government of Sweden. The evaluation is intended to serve multiple
purposes: ensuring accountability to the donor and national partners; generating evidence and
lessons learned to inform adaptive management during the remaining implementation period;
guiding strategic decisions on a potential follow-up phase; and contributing to UNDP’s broader
knowledge base on demand-driven governance and environmental reform mechanisms. It is
also expected to inform other development partners and stakeholders engaged in governance
and environmental reform in Georgia about effective approaches, challenges, and contextual
constraints.

2.2.  Evaluation Scope and Methodology

The evaluation process comprised two interlinked components, combining a backward-looking
assessment of project performance with a forward-looking analysis of future capacity
development needs. The first component focused on evaluating the GRF Phase IV’s
achievements and impacts, with particular emphasis on the 32 initiatives implemented by 24
partner institutions under the GRF grant modality during the period from 1 January 2022 to
July 2025. It assessed the project’s relevance, effectiveness in meeting its objectives, efficiency
in resource use, sustainability, and broader impact on governance, public administration, policy
development, and environmental governance. Cross-cutting themes such as gender equality,
social inclusion, and the engagement of non-state actors, including civil society and
universities, were also examined. The second component entailed a needs assessment of civil
society organizations (CSOs) across Georgia, targeting 35-50 organizations from different
regions to ensure national coverage. This forward-looking exercise aimed to identify the
capacity development priorities of CSOs in the context of a rapidly changing civic space and
to generate recommendations for adapting or replicating the GRF approach in future projects,
including a potential follow-up phase. Together, these components provided a comprehensive
understanding of both the project’s past performance and the strategic opportunities for
strengthening governance and civil society engagement in Georgia going forward.

Due to the nature of information available on the GRF project, the evaluation presented in this
report is primarily of a qualitative nature. It applied a theory-based and participatory approach,
using the project’s Theory of Change (ToC) as a central framework to examine how intended
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results were achieved and to test the assumptions, contextual factors, and causal pathways
underpinning the GRF Phase IV. Stakeholders, including government institutions, civil society
organizations, and the donor, were engaged throughout the process, ensuring that the analysis
reflected diverse perspectives and practical realities. The primary evaluation method was
Contribution Analysis, which assessed the plausibility of the GRF’s contribution to observed
changes by examining the coherence of its ToC, the evidence supporting causal links, and the
influence of external factors on project outcomes.

The evaluation was conducted by a team of two experts (international evaluator and a local
researcher/expert) according to the UNDP Evaluation Policy and applied OECD DAC criteria
and definitions, following norms and standards established by the United Nations Evaluation
Group. It was guided by the requirements set forth in UNDP's evaluation toolkit, particularly
the "Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluation for Development Results." A participatory and
consultative approach was used for data collection, formulation of recommendations, and
identification of lessons learned. The evaluation employed mixed methods involving
commonly applied evaluation tools such as documentary review, interviews, information
triangulation, analysis, and synthesis.

Evaluation activities were organized in three phases: 1) planning; ii) data collection; and iii)
data analysis and reporting. These phases are described in the Figure 3 below.

Figure 1: Evaluation Phases

1 2 3
(& w &1
PLANNING DATA COLLECTION DATA ANALYSIS AND
PREPARATION OF REPORT
E Document Review 28 Desk Review @ Data Analysis
% Development of Methodology ¥ Interviews Drafting of R .
#% and Work Plan (& Drafting of Repor

&i Focus Group Discussions ¥ Feedback from Stakeholders

B}t Questionnaire with Project Team

® Field Work/Observation

@ Inception Report )
% Revision of Report

# Submission of Final Report

Evaluation Planning

The documentation was shared by the project team with the evaluators through a shared drive,
and a preliminary review was conducted. A preliminary evaluability analysis showed that the
project's outputs, indicators, baselines, and available data provided by the project team allowed
for an effective evaluation. The evaluation questions and the evaluability analysis are included
in the report's Annex III. The evaluation matrix is included in Annex IV of this report.

Data Collection

The assignment employed data collection for two components (need assessment of CSOs and
evaluation) as follows:

The methodology for the retrospective evaluation involved commonly-applied evaluation tools
such as documentary review, interviews, survey and observation.
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Documentary Review - The evaluation team completed the analysis of all relevant
documents, including the project document, results frameworks, theory of change, annual
reports; monitoring and evaluation reports; financial reports and budget revisions; output
documents and deliverables; baseline assessment reports; administrative data from
implementing agencies and any other materials that the evaluation team considered useful
for this evidence-based evaluation. Documents from similar and complementary initiatives,
as well as reports on the specific context of the project, formed part of the analysis.

Key Informant Interviews (Klls): In-depth interviews were carried out with six
implementing entities, which constituted a representative sample of the 24 government
entities that were involved in the implementation of the GRF initiatives or benefited from
it. An additional six CSOs, which were key GRF partners, were interviewed for the
evaluation. In addition, the evaluation team conducted KlIs with the project team, UNDP
Georgia (staff overseeing the project), the Administration of the Government of Georgia,
and Sida (donor organization). The list of stakeholders who were interviewed is included
in Annex V of this report. This list was developed in cooperation with UNDP and the
project team. A purposive sampling approach was used to select the most relevant
stakeholders for interviews. The selection was designed to prioritize project stakeholders
that had direct interaction and more intimate knowledge of the GRF project, to ensure
representation across democratic and environmental governance initiatives, different types
of government institutions, different levels of achievement (high-performing and
underperforming initiatives), and geographic diversity (where applicable). In-depth KlIs
were also conducted with about 10 CSOs (from the group targeted by the survey) and senior
leadership from five private universities. A purposive sampling approach was used to select
from the CSO database described above those that were considered to be the most relevant,
prioritizing those CSOs and universities that were the most articulate and aware of their
needs, actively engaged in policy development, governance reforms and service delivery,
while ensuring a balanced geographical distribution. These interviews provided in-depth
insights by the CSOs aiming to identify capacity gaps in specific areas and where CSOs
needed support. The local expert played a crucial role in the conduct of these interviews.

Surveys: The evaluation survey employed a mixed-methods approach, combining both
quantitative and qualitative data. The purpose of this survey was to provide significant data
on the key aspects of the GRF project covered by the evaluation. It was administered with
all the 24 government entities that implemented the 32 initiatives funded by the GRF
project. As such, the sampling strategy of this survey was of a "census" nature, involving
all the relevant stakeholders. The survey received 24 responses, which represented full
coverage of the initiatives implemented under the GRF project. The evaluation team also
developed a survey for the needs assessment, which provided significant data on the
capacity development needs of CSOs in Georgia. The survey was administered to a sample
of CSOs throughout Georgia (not limited to capital city). The evaluation team used a
comprehensive list of CSOs provided by UNDP and organized in different categories to
reflect for a balanced distribution across regions, thematic areas and size. The survey was
distributed to 200 CSOs operating across the country between May 15 and June 22, 2025,
using a volunteer-based sampling strategy. A total of 60 CSOs completed the questionnaire
(30% response rate).
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The data collection process took into account gender considerations and guaranteed that the
information gathered was classified by sex and other pertinent categories. Additionally, a
variety of data sources and methods were utilized to promote the inclusion of a diverse set of
stakeholders. The evaluation team took into account the following special considerations:

e Six local NGOs which were GRF partners;

e To avoid asking busy organizations for multiple interviews, Klls covered both topics
(evaluation and needs assessment) in single interviews;

e Universities were included in focus groups;
o Language used was considered with stakeholders speaking English and who did not;

¢ Online interviews were conducted for some stakeholders before the field visit.

Data Analysis

As noted previously, due to the nature of the GRF project and the data available for it, this
evaluation was primarily of a qualitative nature. Qualitative data from interviews and
observational notes underwent thematic analysis, with responses categorized to identify
commonalities and differences in perspectives across stakeholder groups. The analysis covered
key aspects of the project based on the standard criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
sustainability, and cross-cutting themes. Disaggregation of data was attempted with limited
success for gender equality, social inclusion, regional disparities and other focal points
pertinent to the evaluation questions — the challenges related to this are explained in the
limitations section of this report. Information obtained through the documentary review and
interviewing process was triangulated against available documented sources, and then
synthesized using analytical judgement. The method of triangulation is shown in Figure 2
below.

Figure 2: Triangulation Method

Assessment of programme
implementers

Perceptions of external d N e Documentation
actors Results

Some of the basic questions used in the analysis of the collected information are shown in
Annex I1I of this report. The steps that were taken in the analysis process are illustrated in the
Figure 3 below.
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Figure 3: Steps in Analysis Process
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The analysis also covered aspects of formulation, such as the extent of stakeholder participation
during project formulation; replication approach; design for sustainability; linkages between
the project and other interventions; adequacy of management arrangements, etc.

2.3. Evaluation Process and Governance

The evaluation team, consisting of an international evaluator and a local researcher/expert
worked under the overall oversight of UNDP's Democratic Governance Team Leader and GRF
Project Manager. The international evaluator served as a team leader, leading and managing
the evaluation mission, while local expert role included:

o Translating surveys (CSOs in the regions might not have had sufficient English skills);
e Conducting interviews, particularly for the CSO need assessment;

e Reviewing draft documents based on understanding of the project context;

e Conducting research on contextual issues relevant to GRF initiatives.

The GRF Project Manager and the project's M&E Consultant guided the process, provided the
necessary information for the evaluation and were the primary points of contact for the
evaluation team.

2.4. Evaluation Limitations

One key challenge for this evaluation was the political situation in Georgia, which has escalated
especially after the 2024 election. The context in which the GRF project operated previously
has changed significantly. Many public institutions have been politicized in the process of
increasing political confrontations. Also, the attitudes around the role of civil society have
changed considerably, especially after the adoption of the “foreign agents” law which has
created my constraints for the activities of the CSOs in the country.

Another key challenge of this evaluation was that some individuals who were previously at
public institutions and were involved with the GRF project seem to have moved on. This has
been especially the case in the course of 2024 when the political situation deteriorated and
many changes occurred in public institutions. The project team had a record of the personal
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contacts of these individuals, so the evaluation team will seek to engage them accordingly — to
the extent that they are willing to participate, without compromising their sense of safety.

2.5. Structure of the Report

The report begins with an introductory section that provides a description of the project and
the context of its implementation (previous chapter). The second (current) chapter provides an
overview of the evaluation objectives and methodology. The third chapter presents the main
findings of the report organized in the following standard dimensions:

e Relevance, which assesses the extent to which the project was responsive to Georgia’s
evolving political, institutional, and sectoral priorities, including EU integration, public
administration reform, environmental governance, and inclusive service delivery, as well
as its alignment with UNDP’s strategic frameworks, donor priorities, and the Sustainable
Development Goals;

e FEffectiveness, which evaluates the degree to which planned outputs and outcomes were
achieved, including the successful delivery of CDF and ODS initiatives, capacity-building
activities, policy and regulatory reforms, and the extent to which these contributed to
improved governance, service delivery, and institutional performance;

e Impact, which examines the broader and longer-term effects of the project on institutional
systems, policy frameworks, and governance practices, including contributions to
democratic governance, environmental sustainability, EU approximation, and enhanced
public sector transparency and accountability;

e Coherence, which analyses the internal logic and consistency of the project’s design, the
complementarity and coordination among implementing partners, and the extent of
alignment with related national reforms and international cooperation frameworks in
governance and environmental sectors;

e [Efficiency, which reviews the timeliness and cost-effectiveness of delivery, the adaptability
of implementation modalities (including the demand-driven CDF/ODS mechanisms) to
operational and political challenges, and the quality of project management, coordination
structures, and financial execution;

o Sustainability, which assesses the likelihood that benefits and capacities developed through
the project will be maintained over time, considering the level of government ownership,
institutional capacity, legal and regulatory frameworks, and the resilience of reforms in the
face of political change;

e Cross-cutting Themes, which evaluates the extent to which the project mainstreamed
human rights, gender equality, social inclusion (including for persons with disabilities and
marginalized groups), environmental sustainability, private sector engagement, and digital
accessibility in both implementation processes and achieved results.
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3. FINDINGS

This section of the report presents the main findings of the evaluation, which were derived
through the process described in the previous chapter of this report.

3.1. Relevance

The following is a summary of the assessment of the relevance of the project’s contributions
in terms of its design and delivery, responsiveness to national needs and priorities, and its
alignment with the institutional frameworks of the United Nations and contributions to the
achievement of the sustainable development agenda.

1. Alignment with National Priorities and Needs

As was the case with the previous phases of the GRF project, its Phase IV was similarly
designed to be extremely relevant to Georgia’s reform needs and strategic aspirations. As such,
this phase had a strong alignment with both Georgia’s reform agenda and the overarching
objectives of EU integration, particularly in the domains of public administration reform and
environmental governance where the GRF project focused.

In the area of democratic governance, GRF initiatives such as civil service leadership
development, anti-corruption and public service improvements were aligned with Georgia’s
Public Administration Reform (PAR) roadmap and commitments to create an accountable,
merit-based civil service. For example, GRF’s support to the Civil Service Bureau (CSB) was
aligned with the national Civil Service Reform Strategy, and even anticipated needs like
introducing mentoring, coaching, and gender empowerment policies in the civil service. The
“Leaving No One Behind in Access to Health Services” initiative directly responded to gaps
in healthcare outreach in ethnic minority regions, aligned with national health equity goals.
GREF interventions were explicitly framed and designed to strengthen institutional capacity and
improve evidence-based policymaking.

The project also focused on enhancing institutional and regulatory convergence with EU
directives, responding directly to commitments made under the EU-Georgia Association
Agreement. At the technical level, the project systematically supported government institutions
in preparing and operationalizing EU-aligned legislation, strategies, and monitoring
frameworks. Examples of this include developing secondary legislation for EU energy and
climate directives, creating a Public Internal Financial Control (PIFC) strategy (2025-2028) to
meet EU public finance standards,'* supporting the Enforcement Capacities of the
Environmental Liability Legislation, developing guidance on e-commerce and action plan on
Railways Safety Management issues in line with EU directives, and drafting a new Mining
Code consistent with EU environmental and social governance (ESG) principles. Other
examples include the development of the National Strategy for the Development of Statistics
(NSDS) 2024-2027, the Circular Economy Roadmap, MRV by-laws for greenhouse gas

14 The PIFC team emphasized the strategic importance of this work, noting that "the procedure to get this document
approved is quite strict from our government procedures and quite... difficult to fit in the criteria what our
government requires from this document. So, we were in a really big need of support, expert support."
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emissions trading, and legal instruments for clean road transport and tire labelling. In each case,
the GRF project provided targeted expertise to ensure coherence with EU standards and
compliance with relevant acquis communautaire. Overall, these efforts directly addressed
reform areas identified in the European Commission’s recommendations for Georgia.

2. Unique Demand-driven and Nationally-Owned Model

The GRF project represents a distinctive model of governance support and capacity
development, marked by a strong focus on demand-driven, participatory, and problem-specific
interventions. Its core operational philosophy departed from traditional programmatic
development approaches by emphasizing national ownership, targeting, and adaptive technical
engagement. This unique configuration enabled the GRF project until recently to navigate
successfully Georgia’s complex and politically sensitive reform environment.

GRF’s demand-driven nature has been key to its uniqueness and success. Most interviews
for this evaluation highlighted the demand-driven nature of GRF initiatives. GRF
interventions were not imposed externally or shaped by pre-fixed UNDP or donor
templates, but rather emerged from the articulated needs of the national institutions,
allowing for strong alignment with domestic reform priorities and increasing the likelihood
of local ownership. This approach ensured that support was not only relevant but also
timely, reinforcing institutional commitment and accountability. The provision of On-
Demand Services (ODS) served as a flexible mechanism that allowed ministries and public
agencies to access expert advisory support when and where it was most needed, particularly
critical in politically volatile periods where windows of reform opportunity were narrow
and shifting.

GRF’s focus on discrete, well-defined technical and regulatory problems, as opposed to
large-scale, generalist governance reforms, allowed for concentrated use of resources and
the delivery of tangible, actionable results. This problem-solving orientation enabled the
development of targeted solutions, such as the National Strategy for Development of
Statistics, a regulatory framework for e-commerce, the Circular Economy Roadmap, and
municipal-level sports and waste management policies. The specificity of support was
particularly appreciated in complex technical areas, as one beneficiary noted: "there is lack
of expertise in this field, and it is not easy to find [specialized] experts which could develop
that kind of comprehensive processes and have all the whole understanding." Each
intervention was tailored to a specific institutional gap, reducing transaction costs, avoiding
duplication, and enhancing policy coherence within and across sectors. Rather than
diffusing efforts across multiple objectives, GRF pursued depth over breadth, thus
increasing the likelihood of measurable institutional change and reform uptake.

The participatory and iterative nature of its interventions further distinguishes GRF from
more traditional development projects. Activities were co-designed with beneficiaries
through structured consultations, workshops, and joint working sessions, ensuring that
technical products were not only context-appropriate, but also endorsed by the
implementing institutions. Practical coaching and mentoring accompanied the entire policy
cycle, from formulation through to implementation and monitoring, thereby embedding
institutional learning and supporting long-term capacity development. This hands-on model
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promoted institutional confidence, promoted cross-sectoral collaboration, and ensured that
solutions reflected on-the-ground realities. Moreover, by involving both national and
subnational actors in design and delivery, GRF reinforced inclusive governance practices
and strengthened policy responsiveness. The Batumi municipality underscored the value of
stakeholder consultations facilitated by GRF, noting that “stakeholder consultations were
supported from the project side, and the consultant was involved directly with the division
to get all the information, including civil society and community inputs.”

Overall, the GRF model represents a pragmatic, context-sensitive alternative to conventional
development programming. It combines national ownership, precision targeting, and
embedded technical support within a participatory framework that privileges local problem-
solving over donor-led reform blueprints. This approach has not only enhanced institutional
capacity and policy effectiveness in Georgia, but also offers valuable lessons for development
support in other countries.

3. Adaptability to Changing Political Situation and Speedy Response to Needs

The GRF project has shown considerable adaptability to Georgia’s rapidly changing political
conditions, particularly through its flexible implementation modalities. In response to
increasing political volatility, especially following the enactment of the Law on Transparency
of Foreign Influence in 2024, the GRF project shifted strategically from high-visibility
governance reforms toward technically focused, lower-profile interventions. It prioritized
engagements with line ministries, Legal Entities of Public Law (LEPLs)" to maintain
operational continuity, advancing initiatives such as the PIFC Strategy, Railway Safety
Management Roadmap, Circular Economy Roadmap, and e-commerce guideline. , . These
shifts allowed GRF to sustain momentum in areas less vulnerable to political interference while
still aligning with EU integration and SDG priorities.

GRF’s broad scope ensured continued relevance: if political conditions hampered one domain,
progress could still be made in another. In this case, environmental projects often faced fewer
political obstacles, so GRF advanced work on climate and environmental management even as
some governance reforms slowed. This cross-sector balance was coherent with Georgia’s
simultaneous pursuit of EU environmental acquis compliance and governance improvements.
Similarly, the GRF project focused on the social front, by targeting underserved populations
and promoting gender-responsive governance. Initiatives were tailored to reach marginalized
groups, including persons with disabilities, ethnic minorities, and women civil servants,
through accessible statistical platforms, inclusive public health communication strategies, and
localized service delivery models.

The GRF project also showed a highly responsive approach to the evolving demands of
national institutions. The ODS mechanism was especially instrumental in enabling swift,
targeted responses to immediate technical assistance needs. It allowed government institutions

15 These are autonomous organizations created by legislation or executive decree at local, autonomous, or central
government levels to perform political, educational, cultural, or other activities under public control. Essentially,
LEPLs function as public bodies that operate with some degree of independence but still remain part of the public
service system.
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to access short-term national and international expertise for specific reform processes without
the lengthy procedural timelines often associated with larger, programmatic interventions.
Examples include rapid technical support for the development of e-commerce legislation, the
national cybersecurity e-learning platform, and regulatory impact assessment (RIA) toolkits
for SMEs; all initiated and delivered within months of demand articulation.

GREF initiatives were activated within weeks of formal requests. In several cases, such as the
elaboration of the National Strategy for Public Internal Financial Control (PIFC), the
advancement of Georgia’s MRV system, and railway safety management roadmap, technical
deliverables were produced on accelerated timelines in response to institutional priorities,
external deadlines, or EU compliance requirements.

Several evaluation participants described the GRF project as “a flexible platform for short-term
technical support to government entities,” which enabled UNDP to address emerging reform
needs in an agile and timely manner, something especially valued in contrast to rigid, long-
term project modalities. As highlighted by a UNDP representative, “the GRF mechanism
allowed us to act quickly, to deploy experts in a matter of weeks, not months,” emphasizing
the speed and precision of response that distinguished GRF from other donor-funded
mechanisms. One donor representative remarked that GRF was “the most agile tool we had in-
country for engaging with government institutions,” while others expressed regret that in the
current political climate, “we no longer have a vehicle like GRF that could deliver high-impact
reforms with such efficiency.”

4. Alignment with UNDP, UN and Donor Strategic Frameworks

The GRF project has been a core component of the programme of UNDP Georgia for decades
now. The project’s Phase IV has contributed directly to the implementation of UNDP’s
Strategic Plan 2022-2025 for Georgia, which is the latest programme of the country office.
GRF has been a key project of the country office for operationalizing the core pillars of
governance, resilience, and structural transformation. By supporting the design and
implementation of EU-aligned legislation, sectoral strategies, and inclusive policy instruments,
GREF has promoted the country office’s direction of “future-proofing governance systems” and
enabled national institutions to manage complexity and risk more effectively. The project’s
emphasis on participatory service design, digital transformation, and regulatory modernization
has promoted key UNDP priorities, particularly digitalization, development financing, and
strategic innovation. Furthermore, GRF’s rights-based interventions in data governance,
environmental policy, and decentralized service delivery have promoted the country office’s
objective of “leaving no one behind,” ensuring that governance reforms addressed the needs of
marginalized groups.

The GRF project has also made a direct and substantive contribution to the United Nations
Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework (UNSDCF) for Georgia (2021-2025),
particularly under Outcome 1, which envisions “people benefit from more inclusive,
accountable and effective governance institutions”. As will be seen in more detail further in
this report, through its targeted support to national and subnational institutions, the GRF project
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has directly supported the public administration reform process, strengthened evidence-based
policymaking, and promoted EU-aligned regulatory frameworks in areas such as
environmental governance, public finance, statistics, and digital services. GRF’s emphasis on
inclusive service design, regional equity, and participatory implementation has reinforced the
UNSDCF’s focus on leaving no one behind and enhancing institutional responsiveness.
Moreover, GRF’s interventions have supported the development of policies and systems
aligned with international standards, thus promoting Georgia’s commitments under the 2030
Agenda and contributing to improved governance effectiveness, transparency, and
accountability.

The GRF project has also supported the regional strategy of the Swedish International
Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), which emphasizes democracy, human rights, and
EU approximation in Eastern Europe. By addressing both democratic governance (e.g., civil
service reform, education quality, social inclusion) and environmental governance (e.g.,
climate policy, pollution control, waste management), the GRF project has addressed key
strategic priorities of Sida in the areas of governance and environment. Sweden’s strategy calls
for supporting persons with disabilities rights, and indeed, as will be detailed further in this
report, the GRF project funded several initiatives on PWD rights enforcement and promoted
inclusive public services.

5. Contribution to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

By its very nature, GRF’s Phase IV was well aligned with the 2030 Agenda, and as such it
supported Georgia in advancing several SDGs. Overall, GRF interventions directly contributed
to 11 SDGs: 1,3,4,5,6,7,11,12,13, 15,16, and 17. While the project itself was not structured
by SDGs, its outcomes mapped onto a broad range of goals and targets. Most of the project’s
contributions towards the SDGs are outlined further in the report, whereas the box below
provides a short summary.

Box 1: GRF’s Contributions to Specific SDGs

The following are specific examples of the contributions made during Phase IV of the GRF project
towards SDGs:

e SDG I: No Poverty. By enhancing governance and service delivery, GRF contributed indirectly
to poverty reduction. Improved public services in health (vaccination outreach) and social
protection (better disability assessments and decentralization of services) help reduce
vulnerabilities among the poor. For example, rural populations receiving better agricultural
services (through the RDA project) can improve their productivity and incomes, tackling poverty.
The mentorship and training for civil servants also aim to build institutions that are more
responsive to citizens’ needs, including poverty alleviation programs. These governance
improvements create an enabling environment for poverty reduction initiatives to be more
effective.

e  SDG 3: Good Health and Well-being. GRF had direct impacts on health outcomes via the project
on vaccine hesitancy and infection prevention. Training ~1,000 medical workers improved
public health campaigns, likely contributing to increased vaccination rates and healthier
communities. Strengthening the health workforce’s communication skills addresses SDG 3 target
on health education. Furthermore, cleaner air (from air quality initiatives) and safer waste
management (from Batumi’s plan) have long-term health benefits by reducing pollution-related

30



diseases. The project’s support to pandemic response and to environmental health (like tackling
arsenic contamination) directly aligns with ensuring healthy lives.

SDG 4: Quality Education. GRF’s work with the education quality enhancement agency
(NCEQE) supported improvements in general education — such as developing new standards and
indicators framework on general education — which aligns with SDG 4 targets on quality of
schooling. By involving the Education for All Coalition NGO, the project also promoted
inclusive education practices. Additionally, the internationalization of higher education
consultancy (an ODS in 2024) aimed to improve admission processes for international students
at Georgian universities. These efforts contribute to SDG 4 by improving both primary/secondary
and higher education frameworks.

SDG 5: Gender Equality. As detailed further in the cross-cutting section of this report, the GRF
project contributed to gender equality by empowering women in public administration and
ensuring women benefited equally from capacity-building. The support to integrate gender
considerations in HR policies and the high female participation (53%) were aligned with SDGS5
targets on women’s full participation in leadership and equal opportunities. Moreover, by
advocating gender empowerment in the civil service strategy, the project supports systemic
changes towards gender equality. While not directly addressing all aspects of SDGS5 (like
violence against women, etc.), it tackled the institutional gender gaps in governance structures.
SDG 6: Clean Water and Sanitation. GRF’s environmental initiatives indirectly addressed
aspects of SDG6. The waste management improvements (Batumi plan) and circular economy
promotion help reduce landfill leachate and water pollution, contributing to cleaner water (SDG
6.3 on water quality). The arsenic contamination project specifically dealt with water/soil
pollution in a mining area — by planning remediation, it aims to ensure safe water and
environment for that community. Additionally, improved environmental monitoring (air, soil)
can complement water monitoring efforts. While SDG 6 was not a primary focus, these
contributions are noteworthy, especially in sanitation (waste management ties to sanitation).
SDG 7: Affordable and Clean Energy. Several GRF initiatives promoted clean energy and
energy efficiency, key to SDG 7. Developing NECP indicators for industry and supporting the
“Clean Energy for All Europeans” package implementation encouraged Georgia’s shift to
renewable energy and efficiency. The Green Transition assessment touched on policy integrity
in renewable energy. By helping align national energy policy with EU directives (like RED II —
Renewable Energy Directive), the GRF project contributed to SDG7. The indicators developed
help with the tracking of progress towards target 7.3 on energy efficiency. Moreover, the work
on green transport regulations (like vehicle emission standards and tire labelling) fosters low-
emission transport, supporting SDG7’s clean energy transition in transport.

SDG 11: Sustainable Cities and Communities. GRF strongly contributed to sustainable cities
through urban planning and service improvements. The Batumi Waste Management Plan directly
targets SDG 11.6 (reducing environmental impact of cities, including waste management). The
Kutaisi sports policy enhances inclusive and safe public spaces and community well-being (SDG
11.7). The air quality management plan for the Central Zone relates to SDG11.6 as well
(improving air quality in cities). And the inert waste regulatory work ensures safer construction
practices in urban development, also under SDG 11. Overall, the GRF project helped cities like
Batumi, Kutaisi, Rustavi, Tbilisi (via Tbilisi National Park), and others to plan for resilience and
sustainability.

SDG 12: Responsible Consumption and Production. The project’s efforts in circular economy
and waste management are directly connected to SDG 12. The Circular Economy Roadmap
promotes sustainable consumption and waste reduction (SDG 12.5 to substantially reduce waste
generation). It includes strategies for recycling, extended producer responsibility, and green
public procurement — all topics under SDG 12. GRF also worked on green transportation policy
(encouraging low-emission vehicles) and energy efficiency in industry, which relate to
sustainable production patterns. By strengthening the policy framework for responsible
consumption (e.g., tire labelling for fuel efficiency), the project supports SDG12. Moreover,
training government and businesses on these concepts fosters a culture of sustainability in
production/consumption.

31




o SDG 13: Climate Action. Climate action was a central theme of many GRF initiatives.
Developing Georgia’s MRV system and NECP indicators, as well as strategies for greenhouse
gas reduction (like the energy package support), are concrete actions under SDG13 (integrating
climate measures into national policies — target 13.2). The project also indirectly built climate
resilience: better environmental management and enforcement means the country can adapt
better to environmental challenges. The advocacy for climate-related legislative alignment (e.g.,
Low Emission Development strategies via Green Transition assessment) keeps Georgia on track
with its Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs). Additionally, by engaging various
ministries in climate topics, the GRF project built cross-sectoral awareness necessary for climate
action. Thus, GRF was an important driver in pushing Georgia’s climate agenda forward.

e SDG 15: Life on Land. Through the protected areas management work and environmental
liability enforcement training, GRF contributed to conserving terrestrial ecosystems and
biodiversity (targets 15.1 and 15.5). The updated management plan for Tbilisi National Park and
sustainable forestry protocol help protect forests and wildlife. Training on environmental liability
means biodiversity damage from incidents will be recognized and remedied, supporting target
15.5 to reduce degradation. The inert waste framework and soil monitoring roadmap also protect
land resources by addressing pollution and unsustainable waste dumping. By integrating EU
environmental principles, Georgia’s legislation is better equipped to preserve ecosystems (e.g.,
the Mining Code included strong ESG provisions to safeguard land and communities). These
steps, though at policy level, are fundamental to achieving SDG15 in the long run.

o SDG 16: Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions. SDG16 is perhaps the most directly supported
goal by GRF’s governance work. The entire premise of GRF — enhancing transparent,
accountable, effective institutions — aligns with SDG16 (targets 16.6 on effective institutions,
16.7 on inclusive decision-making, 16.3 on rule of law). By building capacity in ministries,
improving policy-making processes (like introducing RIA SME Toolkits for fair laws, or PIFC
for better financial oversight), and training law enforcement on human rights, GRF strengthened
the fabric of Georgia’s institutions was. The police training on PwDs also touches target 16.3
(equal access to justice), as police are often the entry to justice. The facilitation of multi-
stakeholder engagement (like involving civil society in strategy-making) aligns with 16.7
(responsive, participatory decision-making). SDG16 was a guiding objective of the GRF, and the
positive changes in institutional practices, policies, and oversight capacity reflect substantial
progress toward that goal.

e SDG 17: Partnerships for the Goals. GRF itself was a partnership between UNDP, the
Government of Georgia, and the donor (Sweden), exemplifying SDG17 on effective
partnerships. It also fostered partnerships at other levels: between government agencies and local
NGOs (co-implementing projects), between different ministries (joint working groups for
strategies like NSDS involved 17 institutions), and between Georgia and international expertise
(through ODS bringing international experts). The project enhanced Georgia’s capacity to
engage in international cooperation by aligning with EU norms — effectively preparing Georgia
to partake in more global partnerships (e.g., carbon markets, statistical networks). Additionally,
by supporting data improvements (statistics strategy, better monitoring systems), GRF improved
the data capacity (SDG17.18 on statistical capacity building). The annual reports and evaluations
also contribute to transparency and mutual accountability, principles of SDG17.

6. Impact of Political Situation on Project’s Relevance

Georgia’s political tensions of the last couple of years, and especially the stall or even
backtracking in some key democratic reform processes, have constrained the relevance of the
GREF project, whose operational model was predicated on engagement with state institutions
and national ownership.
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GRF’s relevance, built on support for democratic governance, public sector accountability, and
EU alignment, has been diminished by a context in which some reforms have receded and state
institutions prioritize the status quo over structural transformation. The current absence of a
clear strategic vision for governance reforms has left GRF-supported initiatives, such as those
related to public financial control or civil service reform, operating in a vacuum, with limited
political endorsement and declining institutional interest in follow-through. At the same time,
the reversal of progress toward EU integration, especially following the announcement to delay
accession efforts until 2028, and the enactment of the Foreign Agents Law, has signalled a
retreat from the values and frameworks that underpin the GRF’s mandate.

In parallel, the shrinking space for civil society has weakened an essential counterpart to public
sector reform. Multiple interviewees acknowledged the difficulty of implementing reforms in
such an environment. “The space for civil society is closing rapidly,” noted one partner, while
a CSO representative emphasized that “many organizations have shut down, relocated abroad,
or transformed into private businesses just to survive.” By relying exclusively on government
institutions as entry points, the GRF was by design constrained in its ability to maintain
relevance once CSOs were sidelined, participation requirements in policy processes removed,
and public dialogue mechanisms curtailed. The closure of the Civil Service Bureau, dismissal
of reform-oriented officials, and rising political interference in anti-corruption and rule of law
institutions have further fragmented the reform architecture that GRF initiatives were designed
to support. Without credible institutional anchors or independent oversight mechanisms, many
GRF-supported policy outputs, such as strategic plans, regulatory frameworks, or monitoring
systems, have remained underutilized or stalled in adoption processes. The parliamentary
elections of 2024 exacerbated this trend, as electoral cycles delayed key decisions and further
politicized institutional priorities.

Backsliding in the area of human rights, particularly in relation to civil servants’ protections,
participatory governance, and freedom of expression, has also undermined GRF’s emphasis on
inclusive, rights-based governance. These developments have eroded the normative consensus
that previously enabled cross-party support for governance reforms and placed GRF-supported
initiatives at odds with the prevailing political discourse. High staff turnover in government
institutions has compounded these challenges, affecting institutional memory, continuity in
reform ownership, and the absorptive capacity for GRF’s technical assistance.

Another significant challenge has been the increasing unavailability of funding for any kind of
work that supports state institutions. Interviews with traditional development partners painted
a challenging picture. The consensus is clear - engagement with government institutions has
become difficult due to what donors perceive as a drift from the EU-accession path, enactment
of laws restricting civil society and donor-funded grants (such as the “foreign agents” and
“grants” laws), and the weakening of certain democratic institutions. Donors have suspended
most, if not all, governance-focused programming with public institutions.

As aresult of all of the above, the GRF project’s model, originally tailored to a reform-oriented
path towards EU integration, has become increasingly challenged due to the reality on the
ground. This situation presents a serious challenge for the continuity of the project. This aspect
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of the project has been a crucial aspect of this evaluation and is discussed in detail under the
“sustainability” section of this report.
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3.2

Effectiveness

The following is an assessment of the project’s achievements against what it set out to do at

the design stage.

Main Achievements

The following is a summary of the main achievements of the GRF project in the two areas
where it operated: (a) Democratic Governance and (b) Environmental Governance.

(a) Achievements in the Area of Democratic Governance

In the area of democratic governance, GRF’s Phase IV initiatives focused on public
administration reform, service delivery, education, health, social inclusion, and local

governance.

Initiative Title

Achievement Description

Promoting Agility
in the Civil Service
Through
Strengthening
Leadership
Fostering
Behavioural
Changes

and

Under this flagship, the GRF project supported the Civil Service
Bureau (CSB) in delivering nationwide training to 400 civil servants
(321 women, 79 men) on modern leadership, HR management, and
public sector innovation. This significantly exceeded planned targets
and catalysed the introduction of mentoring and coaching schemes,
diversity-sensitive HR practices,
framework for public service. Some elements of this initiative were
incorporated into the public administration reform agenda of CSB,
which reflected a shift toward competency-based, inclusive workforce
development. Although the abolition of CSB in 2025 disrupted full
institutionalization, the groundwork laid by the GRF project remains
embedded in ministerial HR practices and training protocols, which is
something that offers replication potential in the future.

and a gender empowerment

Supporting
Effective
Enforcement of the
Law on The Rights
of Persons with
Disabilities

In partnership with the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MIA), the GRF
project supported the operationalization of the Law on the Rights of
Persons with Disabilities (PwDs) within law enforcement. The project
delivered 79 training sessions to 1,650 police officers, firefighters and
migration department representatives across Georgia—improving
understanding of disability rights and communication techniques and
specificities with PwDs. Training materials, , developed by a previous
UNDP project, were used by the GRF to ensure accessibility and public
outreach. Importantly, the initiative facilitated the formulation of the
MIA's 2023-2027 Strategy and Action Plan on disability inclusion and
supported a monitoring report on its 2022 Action Plan. As a result,
disability-sensitive practices have been more systematically integrated
into patrol and first-responder procedures, reflecting a rights-based
shift in public security governance.
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Initiative Title

Achievement Description

Leaving No-One
Behind in Access
to Public Health
Services

The GRF project contributed to post-COVID recovery through a risk
communication and immunization initiative implemented with the
National Center for Disease Control (NCDC). Approximately 1,000
primary healthcare workers (65% women) across 13 underserved
municipalities received training on public health messaging, vaccine
advocacy, and infection control. Many of these areas had large ethnic
minority populations with limited access to official information. The
project strengthened trust in public health institutions and improved
coordination between local clinics and municipal authorities. Follow-
up assessments reported greater community awareness and increased
uptake of vaccination services, contributing to more inclusive and
resilient local health systems.

Supporting
General Education
System in Georgia

In the education sector, the GRF project supported the National Center
for Educational Quality Enhancement (NCEQE) in improving general
education system management approaches. The project developed a
national monitoring and evaluation mechanism to assess the
performance and impact of the general education system. The initiative
filled a critical gap in systemic support for inclusive education and
helped mainstream disability and equity considerations in school
quality assurance frameworks.

Strengthening the
Delivery of Social

Services for
Persons with
Disabilities
(PwDs)

The GRF project provided critical support to the Ministry of Internally
Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Labour, Health and
Social Affairs (MOIDPLHSA) to operationalize the Biopsychosocial
(BPS) model for disability assessment. This represented a paradigm
shift from a purely medical model to a holistic, person-centred
framework. The project supported the development and adoption of the
BPS Action Plan (2023-2025), elaborated assessment tools in select
municipalities, and trained social workers in individualized service
planning.

Beyond the biopsychosocial model implementation, the project
facilitated several complementary initiatives. A comprehensive day-
care centre service model and standards were developed to enhance
children with disabilities' opportunities to acquire independent living
skills and apply them in their daily lives. The project also designed
concept guidelines and forms for sectoral supervision to clarify the
legal basis of sectoral oversight functions. Additionally, targeted
recommendations were formulated for municipalities with a focus on
enhancing the accessibility and quality of social services, along with
advocating for necessary legislative adjustments.

These reforms collectively included updated standards for daycare

centres for children with disabilities and laid the foundation for
decentralizing disability-related social services. Early results indicated
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Initiative Title

Achievement Description

improved service responsiveness and enhanced local capacity to
identify and meet client needs more effectively.

In Kutaisi, the GRF project supported the municipal government in
developing the city's first comprehensive “Sports Policy Concept
Kutaisi 2030." This process included a participatory needs assessment,
community consultations, and the formulation of a long-term strategic
vision and monitoring framework. The initiative culminated in the
adoption of a City Council-approved strategy and two-year Action
Plan (2024-2025) and served as a model of evidence-based and
citizen-driven municipal planning. Other municipalities expressed
interest in replicating this approach, underscoring its relevance for
broader local governance strengthening. This initiative contributed to
more accountable, inclusive, and strategic policymaking at the
subnational level, aligned with democratic decentralization objectives.

Sports Policy
Development  for
Kutaisi
Municipality
Develop the E-
commerce-related
secondary
legislation

In 2024, the GRF project supported the Georgian Competition and
Consumer Agency (GCCA) with drafting e-commerce guidelines to
operationalize the E-Commerce Law, focusing on consumer protection
in digital transactions. Although formal adoption of the guideline was
delayed due to the 2024 electoral and political climate, the document
draft was completed and positively received by the GCCA.

Strengthening the
Capacity of the

The GRF project supported the Ministry of Economy in elaborating the
Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) toolkit for SME policy

Government of | processes. The initiative trained ministry staff, piloted the RIA SME
Georgia in | component in partnership with a local think tank, and delivered draft
Utilizing the SME | SME RIA guidelines. These efforts enhanced regulatory transparency,
RIA  Tools in | introduced tools for evidence-based policymaking, and improved
Practice alignment with EU regulatory practice.

Improving the | This initiative, implemented in partnership with the Rural
Quality of | Development Agency (RDA) of the Ministry of Environmental
Agricultural Public | Protection and Agriculture and the Information and Resource Centre
Services for Rural | (IRC), focused on enhancing the accessibility and quality of
Population agricultural public services for rural populations. Key achievements

included the development of a client-oriented service delivery
framework, digital service standards and a tailored methodology for
measuring user satisfaction. The project trained RDA field staff in
customer service standards. These actions strengthened the
institutional capacity of RDA to deliver more inclusive, responsive,
and transparent services, particularly for smallholder farmers, and
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Initiative Title

Achievement Description

contributed to narrowing the rural-urban service gap in the agricultural
sector.

Upgrading  Data
Collection Process
and  Developing
Trust in Official

Statistics

This initiative supported the modernization of the data collection
methodologies used by the National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat). It resulted in the piloting of new digital data collection tools
and the standardization of procedures for surveys and statistical
interviews, which increased data reliability and reduced enumerator
bias. Moreover, public-facing communication meetings
conducted to raise public awareness and trust in official statistics.

were

These improvements contributed to the accuracy and credibility of
socio-economic data, thereby enhancing the evidence base for
policymaking reinforcing transparency
accountability in the national statistical system.

and institutional and

Elaboration of the
National Strategy
for Public Internal
Financial Control

for 2025-2028

This on-demand support to the Ministry of Finance produced a fully
aligned draft of Georgia's National Strategy for Public Internal
Financial Control (PIFC) for the period 2025-2028. The strategy
defined the policy framework for internal audit, financial management,
and control systems across the public administration, in line with EU
requirements and practices. The process included comprehensive
consultations with line ministries and incorporated best practices from
comparable transition countries. The final strategy was approved by
GoG, contributing to greater fiscal discipline, transparency, and
alignment with EU public financial management standards.

Railway
Management
System
Development

This initiative supported the Rail Transport Agency in upgrading its
railway safety management and oversight systems. It developed a
comprehensive strategic roadmap for railway safety management to
ensure the seamless transposition and implementation of relevant EU
Directives. This strategic work included conducting a thorough gap
analysis report that identified areas requiring alignment with EU
standards, creating a detailed roadmap for the transposition of the
directive, and establishing a communication action plan to support
implementation efforts. If the roadmap is implemented, it will
contribute to improved alignment with EU transport regulatory
standards.

Elaboration of the

National Strategy
for the
Development  of

This strategic-level initiative led to the formulation of Georgia's
National Strategy for the Development of Statistics (NSDS) for 2024—
2027. The strategy articulated a roadmap for institutional
modernization, improved sectoral coordination, and integration of
international statistical standards. It involved consultations with key
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Initiative Title

Achievement Description

line ministries and data-producing agencies, addressing fragmentation
in the national statistical ecosystem. The resulting strategy introduced
priorities for digital transformation, user engagement, and data quality
assurance mechanisms. This strategy was formally adopted by GoG in
early 2024.

Statistics for 2024—
2027

Preparing the
Policy Analysis on
Accessibility  of
Georgian  Higher
Education for
International
Students

Under this ODS the Investors Council Secretariat
commissioned a comprehensive policy analysis on the accessibility of
Georgia's higher education system for international students. The study

identified regulatory, financial, and administrative barriers hindering

initiative,

the country's competitiveness as a regional education hub. It
benchmarked Georgia's practices against international models and
proposed actionable recommendations for improving visa processing,
recognition of foreign qualifications, and international marketing. The
findings have informed ongoing discussions on higher education
internationalization and were shared with the relevant stakeholders to
guide reform planning and attract greater foreign student enrolment.

Strengthening the
Capacity of the
Ministry of
Foreign Affairs by
Implementing the
National
Cybersecurity
Strategy
Georgia

of

This initiative, implemented in partnership with the LEPL Levan
Mikeladze Diplomatic Training and Research Institute (DTRI),
enhanced the institutional capacity of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(MFA) to operationalize Georgia's National Cybersecurity Strategy. It
developed an open-source-based online learning platform and
designing cyber hygiene and cybersecurity training content and
resources. A small-scale training was conducted for DTRI staff on the
maintenance and management of the e-learning platform. These
outcomes strengthened Georgia's resilience to cyber threats in the
context of increasing regional and global digital risks.

(b) Achievements in the Area of Environmental Governance

As noted previously in this report, GRF’s Phase IV also had a strong environmental governance
component, which constituted about half of all initiatives. This work focused on climate policy,
energy, environmental protection, and municipal services, directly supporting Georgia’s
commitments under international agreements and alignment with EU environmental directives.

Initiative Title

Achievement Description

Developing  the
List of Indicators
for Monitoring and
Updating National

The GRF project supported the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable
Development (MoESD) in operationalizing the National Energy and
Climate Plan (NECP) by developing a comprehensive set of
monitoring indicators for the industrial sector. These indicators
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Initiative Title

Achievement Description

Energy and
Climate Plan
(NECP) Measures
in the Industrial
Sector

addressed long-standing data gaps in tracking energy consumption and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and are expected to support
Georgia's upcoming NECP progress reports and biennial transparency
submissions under the UNFCCC.

Supporting
Georgia's
Transition

Green

Additionally, the 2024 Green Transition Assessment, based on
experience from OECD countries and the Green Transition Integrity
Assessment conducted through an ODS consultancy, evaluated the
governance risks in Georgia's transition to renewable energy. Despite
low stakeholder engagement due to political sensitivities, the
assessment produced actionable recommendations for green energy
transition, increasing transparency, reducing regulatory capture, and
improving public trust in green energy reforms—areas that are
increasingly critical as energy transition becomes a politically
contested issue.

Advancing Air
Quality Policy
Development
Capacities
Through
Introduction
Comprehensive
Air Pollution
Monitoring
Instruments

the
of

The GRF project improved NEA's technical capacity for atmospheric
modelling and air quality forecasting. Through the "Advancing Air
Quality Policy Capacities" initiative, NEA received specialized
software and training to develop the first-ever Ambient Air Quality
Management Plan for the Central Zone of Georgia, based on high-
resolution pollution mapping and forecasting models. This plan
represented a breakthrough in evidence-based environmental policy,
marking the first subnational air quality framework aligned with EU
Air Quality Directive standards. NEA has since institutionalized these
tools into its monitoring protocols and integrated air quality modelling
into its regular reporting to MEPA, enabling more timely and informed
responses to pollution episodes, especially in urban environments such
as Thilisi and Rustavi.

Advancing
Sustainable
Development and
Protected Area
Management
System

The GRF project supported the Agency of Protected Areas in revising
the management plan for Tbilisi National Park and developing a
standard operating protocol for sustainable forest management in
protected areas. The updated management plan integrated ecosystem
services, community engagement mechanisms, and sustainable
fuelwood harvesting in buffer zones. Field assessments, delayed by
seasonal constraints, were completed, and the APA committed to
applying the protocol to other protected areas. Staff were trained on
adaptive management principles and biodiversity monitoring,
enhancing institutional capacity for long-term ecological stewardship
and aligning practices with international conservation standards.
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Initiative Title

Achievement Description

Developing
Batumi Municipal
Waste
Management Plan
for 2023-2027

At the subnational level, the GRF project facilitated the design and
formal adoption of the Batumi Municipal Waste Management Plan
(2023-2027), which set out phased reforms to improve solid waste
collection, introduce pilot recycling systems (notably for plastics), and
strengthen tariff collection and cost recovery mechanisms.
Implementation began in 2023, with the closure of a legacy landfill and
early-stage development of a new sanitary landfill supported by central
government and donor financing. The Batumi experience is now being
used as a model for other municipalities, with the GRF project also
supporting capacity-sharing between city halls.

Strengthening the
Inert Waste related

At the national level, the project supported the Parliamentary
Environmental Committee in drafting amendments to regulate inert
(construction and demolition) waste, aligning domestic law with EU
Waste Framework Directive standards. These legal proposals fill a
long-standing regulatory gap in a sector contributing significantly to
illegal dumping and land degradation.

Regulatory
Framework in
Georgia
Development  of
by-laws for the
establishment  of

EU  Greenhouse
Gas  Monitoring,
Reporting, and
Verification
(MRYV) System

The GRF project provided technical assistance to MEPA for the
development of by-laws establishing Georgia's GHG Monitoring,
Reporting, and Verification (MRV) system. These by-laws, aligned
with EU Emission Trading System (ETS) requirements, define
procedures for emissions t trading by regulated entities and are critical
for the implementation of Georgia's climate commitments. The draft
legislation is undergoing formal review and is expected to be adopted
before Georgia's next international reporting cycle.

GRF also strengthened enforcement capacity under the new
Environmental Liability Law by training 25 officers (15 female, 10
male) from the Department of Environmental Supervision (DES) in
environmental damage assessment and compensation valuation
methodologies. The project delivered standardized tools and protocols,
which DES has begun applying in cases involving habitat destruction,
illegal logging, and industrial pollution—thereby improving the
deterrence and remediation framework for environmental infractions.

Advancing the
Enforcement
Capacities of the
Environmental
Liability
Legislation in
Georgia
Development  of

Mining Code of
Georgia

While the draft Mining Code—developed with GRF support to
introduce safeguards on mining operations—has not yet advanced due
to parliamentary delays, it remains a technically sound and ready-to-
adopt legislative instrument.

the
of

Supporting
Government

Implemented by the NGO "Orchis" and MEPA, this initiative resulted
in the preparation of Georgia's first Circular Economy Roadmap and
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Initiative Title

Achievement Description

Georgia in
Enhancing

Governance  and
Policies for a

Transition to a
Circular Economy

sector-specific guidance documents on green public procurement and
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR). The roadmap was developed
through a participatory process involving over 100 stakeholders from
government, private sector, and civil society, and benchmarked against
EU policy frameworks. While government endorsement of the
roadmap is pending due to shifting political priorities, the process itself
raised awareness and strengthened institutional readiness for a circular
transition. Training sessions under this component registered a 92%
knowledge gain among participants. Complementary to this, the GRF
project conducted an ODS-level Integrity Risk Assessment of
Georgia's green transition framework, offering early-stage tools for
managing policy capture and elite-driven allocation of green
subsidies—issues that are increasingly recognized in international
climate finance governance.

Strengthening
Public
Participation
Mechanisms in
The Environmental
Decision-Making
Processes
Supporting
Environmental
Education

and

Implemented with the Environmental Information and Education
Centre (EIEC), this CDF-funded initiative enhanced institutional
mechanisms for meaningful public engagement in environmental
policymaking. Key outputs included the development of a standardized
public consultation toolkit, capacity-building workshops for central
and municipal authorities, and public awareness campaigns on access
to environmental information. The project also supported the creation
of an online platform to facilitate transparent public consultations on
Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA), Strategic Environmental
Assessments (SEA), and permitting decisions. As a result, public input
in environmental decision-making has become more structured and
accessible, aligning national practices more closely with Aarhus
Convention principles.

Improving the
Regulatory
Framework for the

Promotion of the

Green  Transport
Concept in
Georgia

Through on-demand support to the Ministry of Economy and
Sustainable Development (MoESD), this initiative delivered a
comprehensive policy review and legislative gap analysis focused on
the green transport agenda. It proposed amendments to the existing
regulatory framework to incentivize low-emission vehicles, introduce
cleaner public transport standards, and integrate environmental criteria
into national transport policy. The consultancy also provided a
roadmap for harmonizing Georgia's transport regulations with EU
clean mobility directives. The outputs strengthened the legislative
foundation for promoting sustainable transport, supporting broader
climate objectives under the National Energy and Climate Plan
(NECP).
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Initiative Title

Achievement Description

Partnering with the World Experience for Georgia (WEG), this
initiative operationalized key components of the EU's Clean Energy
Package in the Georgian context. It conducted extensive technical
analyses of legislative alignment, focusing on energy efficiency,
consumer rights in energy markets, and renewable energy integration.
The project produced policy recommendations for amending national
energy legislation and supported multi-stakeholder consultations
involving regulators, utilities, and consumer groups. Outputs
contributed directly to Georgia's EU approximation efforts in the
energy sector, improving legal coherence and reinforcing the role of
consumers in the clean energy transition.

Supporting the
Implementation
Process for the
EU's "Clean
energy for all
Europeans"
Package
Development  of

the Roadmap for
Updating the Soil

Quality
Monitoring  and
Assessment
System and

elaboration of the
New Soil Quality
Standards

In collaboration with the National Environmental Agency (NEA), this
ODS initiative produced a detailed roadmap for upgrading Georgia's
soil quality monitoring system and revising outdated standards. The
consultancy assessed current methodologies, identified technical and
institutional gaps, and proposed phased actions to align monitoring
practices with EU Soil Strategy requirements. The roadmap also
included capacity-building needs, equipment modernization proposals,
and recommendations for integrating soil data into agricultural and
land-use policies. This foundational work will enable more informed
decision-making on land degradation, agricultural productivity, and
environmental health.

Developing
Standard
Operating
Procedures (SOPs)
for Spatial and
Urban Plan
Enhancement

Implemented with the Spatial and Urban Development Agency
(SUDA), this consultancy focused on standardizing procedures for
preparing and evaluating spatial and urban development plans. It
delivered a set of Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) that
introduced structured workflows, clarified institutional roles, and
integrated environmental considerations into planning processes. The
SOPs were designed in line with international urban planning norms
and tested in selected pilot municipalities. Their adoption has improved
consistency and transparency in spatial planning, enabling more
sustainable urban development aligned with national and EU-level
environmental standards.

Elaboration of the
development
Concept and
Action Plan for
2025-2029 to
strengthen
oversight

This initiative supported the Department of Environmental
Supervision (DES) in strengthening oversight functions under the new
Environmental Laws. It resulted in the development of a Concept Paper
and Action Plan aimed at enhancing institutional accountability, data
management, and public of environmental
enforcement outcomes. The action plan identified priority areas for
procedural reform, internal capacity building, and digital reporting

communication
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Initiative Title

Achievement Description

capacities of the

mechanisms. These outputs positioned DES to improve compliance

Contamination in
Uravi

Department of | monitoring and foster public trust in environmental governance, with
Environmental direct links to the enforcement of environmental responsibility and
Supervision (DES) | restoration measures.

Combatting In response to community and environmental health concerns, this
Arsenic initiative, which was implemented with the Agency of Nuclear and

Radiation Safety (ANRS), addressed arsenic contamination in the
village of Uravi, a former mining site. The project conducted
environmental risk assessments, including soil and water sampling,
and mapped contamination hotspots. It developed a set of remediation
recommendations and risk mitigation measures to protect local
residents and the surrounding ecosystem. The findings were submitted
to the relevant national authorities and form the technical foundation
for a future decontamination plan.

Achievement of Project Objectives

Despite operating in a challenging context, the GRF project has been largely effective in
delivering the planned outputs and in meeting most of its immediate targets for policy and
capacity development. The table below shows the status of the achievement of project
indicators/targets at the time of this evaluation (June 2025).'% As can be seen from the table,
83% of indicators were met or exceeded, with 67% actually exceeding their targets. This
achievement becomes particularly noteworthy when considered against the backdrop of
political instability, limited institutional engagement, and frequent staff turnover in government
institutions that characterized the operating environment throughout the implementation

period.

Table 1: Achievements of Project Targets

Indicator

Description

Achievement
Rate

Target Achieved Status

11 CDF Interventions | At least 15 | 9 initiatives

' implemented initiatives

12 P_ublic agel?cies At legst 10 | 12 agencies Exceeded 120%
directly benefitting | agencies

16 The project’s Results Framework is included in Annex II of this report.
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Achi t
Indicator Description Target Achieved Status chievemen
Rate
13 ¥nstitutions repqrting At least 80% | 84% Exceeded 105%
increased capacity
— - 5 5
L4 ¥nst1tut10ns reporting | At least 80% | 79% 99%
improved systems
Staff positive | At least 70% | 78%
1.5 feedback on Exceeded 111%
processes
Civil servants | At least 80% | 86%
1.6 applying new Exceeded 108%
knowledge
Agenda 2030 | Yes Yes (11
1. Met 1009
! mainstreamed SDGs) © o
Gender/diversity All  groups | All groups
1.8 perspectives benefit benefitted Met 100%
addressed equally

and replicable

Consultancy Atleast 80% | 92%
2.1 assessed as high- Exceeded 115%
quality
29 Policies addressing | Atleast 80% | 100% Exceeded 125%
' sectoral challenges °
— - 5 5
g |Poliies wed in [AUs60% [ 6% pceegea| 1050
r4 Outcomes scalable | Atleast 60% | 68% Exceeded 113%

In the area of institutional capacity strengthening, the GRF project encountered its most
significant challenge with the implementation of CDF interventions, achieving only nine of the
targeted fifteen initiatives, which represents a 40% shortfall that represents the most substantial
gap in the entire results framework. This underperformance reflects the evolving operational
context described previously in this report. The GRF project encountered significant
implementation challenges throughout 2024, including the suspension of funding for new
projects at the beginning of the year and difficulties in maintaining partnerships with civil

45



society organizations, many of which declined to participate in project activities. Consequently,
most initiatives were transitioned to an on-demand delivery model. Since May 2024, the project
has strategically focused primarily on ensuring the successful completion of ongoing initiatives
rather than launching new programming. These operational constraints fundamentally
influenced both the scale and scope of the project's activities, necessitating a more targeted
approach than originally envisioned while prioritizing the delivery of existing commitments.

However, even within this constrained context, the project demonstrated effectiveness in
reaching and engaging public institutions. The project successfully involved twelve public
agencies, exceeding its target of ten and encompassing major ministries spanning economic
development, environment, education, and statistics. This broad institutional reach suggests
that despite implementation challenges, the project maintained strong relevance and appeal
across the government sector.

The quality of capacity-building interventions, where they could be implemented, proved quite
high. About 84% of public institutions reported increased institutional capacity, surpassing the
80% target, while 86% of civil servants indicated they were actively applying newly acquired
knowledge and skills in their daily operations. This suggests that when political conditions
allowed for meaningful engagement, the project's technical approach and methodology proved
quite effective in generating tangible capacity improvements.

The project's approach to stakeholder engagement also provided positive results, with 78% of
staff from beneficiary organizations providing positive feedback regarding the design and
implementation processes. This level of satisfaction, exceeding the 70% target, shows that the
GREF project successfully maintained collaborative relationships and participatory approaches
even amid challenging political circumstances.

While 84% of institutions reported increased capacity, only 79% reported improved
institutional systems, falling just short of the 80% target. This one percentage point gap reveals
the particular difficulty of achieving systemic change in politically volatile environments where
frequent staff turnover and shifting institutional priorities create barriers to sustained
organizational transformation. The narrative explanation highlights how these disruptions
made it difficult to implement and sustain system-level changes, with only institutions
maintaining consistent participation showing noticeable improvements.

In contrast to the implementation challenges faced in capacity building, the policy and
regulatory framework development component achieved exceptional success across all
indicators. The project achieved perfect alignment between elaborated policies and sectoral
challenges in democratic and environmental governance, reaching 100% against an 80% target.
This outstanding performance suggests that the project's technical expertise and analytical
capabilities remained robust despite external political pressures.

The quality of consultancy services proved particularly impressive, with 92% of products
evaluated as high-quality by senior management and staff members of beneficiary
organizations, significantly exceeding the 80% target. This achievement demonstrates the
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project's ability to maintain technical excellence and deliver value even when broader
implementation activities faced constraints.

The utilization of developed policies and frameworks in actual decision-making processes,
while exceeding targets at 63% versus 60%, reveals ongoing challenges in translating policy
development into institutional practice. The slight margin above the target suggests that while
policies were technically sound and relevant, the political environment created barriers to their
full integration into agency workflows. The narrative acknowledges that some policies faced
delays in institutional endorsement and were not fully integrated into decision-making
processes, reflecting the broader challenges of policy implementation in unstable political
contexts.

The project's commitment to sustainable development and inclusive approaches proved
successful, with interventions contributing to eleven SDGs and ensuring equal benefits across
all stakeholder groups including men, women, persons with disabilities, and youth. This
comprehensive approach to development impact demonstrates the project's adequate
understanding of interconnected governance challenges and its commitment to leaving no one
behind.

Also, 68% of intervention outcomes were reported as scalable and replicable by public
institutions, exceeding the 60% target. This achievement suggests that despite political
constraints, the project was able to develop approaches and solutions with potential for broader
application and long-term impact beyond the immediate implementation period.

The overall pattern of achievement shows that the GRF project adapted its approach to political
realities, while maintaining technical rigor and stakeholder engagement. Where large-scale
implementation proved challenging due to external factors, the project pivoted toward high-
quality technical assistance and policy development that could be sustained even in difficult
political environments. The 83% overall success rate across indicators represents not just
numerical achievement, but evidence of strategic flexibility and operational resilience in one
of the most challenging contexts for governance programming.
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3.3. Impact

Given that GRF Phase 1V initiatives were completed recently (2022-2024), it is premature to
expect significant, measurable long-term impacts. However, it is possible to discuss early signs
of impact and the plausible contribution of the GRF project to higher-level development
outcomes.

Democratic Governance

The GRF project aimed to accelerate the transformation of governance systems to be more
citizen-centric and effective. A key contribution of the project in this area has been the
improved capacity and responsiveness of state institutions, which in the long run benefits
citizens through better services and inclusive policies.

e Policy and Legal Reforms: The GRF project contributed to the development of several
national policies and legal frameworks. These include policy documents related to areas
such national strategy on statistics sports policy concept, public internal finance control
strategy, e-commerce guideline, RIA SME methodology, etc. The full list of policy
documents to which the GRF project has contributed is provided in Annex X of this report.
Overall, the GRF project contributed to the creation of 17 distinct policy documents in the
democratic governance pillar (31 in total), each designed to address specific institutional
challenges from agricultural service quality and small business regulatory impact
assessment to disability rights enforcement and civil service modernization. The project's
contribution in this area has been remarkably broad, engaging institutions from the highest
levels of government down to municipal administrations. From the Ministry of Finance's
strategic planning for public internal financial control to Kutaisi Municipality's sports
policy vision, the initiative has touched virtually every aspect of public administration. The
impact of this contribution will fully materialize if and when these are policy instruments
implemented or passed into law (this issue is discussed in more detail in the Sustainability
section of this report). If Georgia sees a sustained improvement in how law enforcement
and public services accommodate persons with disabilities (e.g., more accessible police
facilities, informed officers), that is a long-term social impact directly tied to GRF’s
initiatives. Another example is the Kutaisi Sports Policy: its implementation could increase
youth participation in sports and enhance public health in the city over the next decade, a
community-level impact on well-being and social cohesion attributable to GRF’s catalytic
support. It should also be noted here that true measure of the GRF project's contribution
extends beyond rates of immediate approvals of policy documents. By creating a substantial
pipeline of technically sound policy documents, the GRF project has provided public
institutions with a roadmap for future development. Many of the currently unapproved
policies may find their moment in future political cycles or as external conditions create
new opportunities for implementation. The project has also contributed to demonstrating
the value of systematic, evidence-based policy development. The involvement of research
institutions and technical experts has elevated the quality of policy discourse and created
models for future development efforts.
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Institutional Culture and Practices: Through leadership trainings and new human
resources tools, the GRF project has contributed to a gradual shift in public sector culture
towards more modern, merit-based practices. The 400 civil servants trained in agility,
leadership, and legal aspects of civil service are dispersed across various institutions and
many have already started to implement changes in their daily work. For example, some
trainees have introduced new management techniques in their departments or streamlined
bureaucratic procedures, creating more efficient and citizen-friendly service delivery (as
reported anecdotally in post-training surveys). Over time, these individual changes can
aggregate into significant institutional performance improvements. Similarly, the
introduction of mentoring and coaching in the civil service could, if sustained, improve on-
the-job learning and civil servant motivation, contributing to a more competent public
administration.

Civil Society and Public Participation: An indirect impact of GRF’s democratic
governance contributions is the strengthening of civil society engagement in various reform
processes in the public sector. Several initiatives were implemented through local NGOs
(e.g., NCCE for the police training, Education for All Coalition for education, ISET Policy
Institute for RIA SME, IRC for rural public service improvement). This  work
contributed to strengthened capacities within those NGOs and demonstrated models of
government-civil society collaboration.

Readiness for EU Integration: Several contributions of the GRF project are related to
Georgia’s EU accession trajectory. By helping to align Georgian institutions and laws with
EU standards (such as in public finance, statistics, and administrative reform), GRF has
brought Georgia a step closer to meeting EU accession criteria. Indeed, Georgia’s EU
candidate status granted in late 2023 came with requirements on judicial, administrative,
and rights reforms. GRF’s work on anti-corruption (through civil service integrity measures
and improved oversight functions) and on inclusive governance (disability rights, gender
policies) directly addresses some of those requirements (e.g., creating a professional,
depoliticized civil service; protecting minority rights). The cumulative impact of such
reforms is significant. If these GRF outputs get implemented, they will help Georgia
demonstrate progress on EU benchmarks like accountable institutions and alignment with
EU law (Acquis). However, the setback in some reforms (e.g., CSB abolition, foreign agent
law) diminishes that impact, but that is beyond GRF’s control. GRF certainly contributed
positively to the pro-EU reform agenda — something recognized by most interviewed
partners.

Environmental Governance

Long-term environmental and health improvements are the ultimate contributions expected

from GRF’s environmental initiatives.

Improved Environmental Quality: If the air quality management improvements are
maintained, better air pollution monitoring is expected to lead to targeted actions (like
traffic restrictions on bad days, stricter emission controls on industries). Over time, this can
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contribute to improved air quality in urban areas, with corresponding public health benefits
(e.g., reduced respiratory illnesses). The Central Zone Air Quality Management Plan
provides a blueprint. Its execution, enabled by GRF’s data tools, could lead to cleaner air
for millions of residents. Similarly, the soil monitoring roadmap and new soil standards if
implemented can protect land resources and food safety. Enhanced soil quality monitoring
means earlier detection of contamination and better soil management, which would benefit
agriculture and ecosystem health in the long run.

Climate Action and Energy Efficiency: The development of NECP indicators and MRV
systems, while technical, have an important impact on climate governance. They allow
Georgia to track progress on emissions reduction and energy efficiency more accurately,
enabling it to adjust policies and attract climate finance (since donors trust countries with
strong MRV systems). Over time, effective monitoring contributes to actual emission
reductions by highlighting areas for improvement. For example, the indicators might show
high energy waste in industry, prompting efficiency programs. The contribution of this
work would be reduced greenhouse gas emissions (contributing to global climate
mitigation) and economic savings domestically through efficiency. Additionally, the MRV
system positions Georgia to join international carbon trading or credit mechanisms,
potentially bringing financial benefits.

Biodiversity Conservation: The work with Protected Areas (Tbilisi National Park plan,
sustainable forestry protocol) is a direct contribution on biodiversity and forests, if it is put
into action. Already, APA has begun using the new management approaches in Tbilisi
National Park, which should result in healthier forest ecosystems, better conservation of
species, and sustainable use that still benefits local communities. In the long term, this work
contributes to preserving Georgia’s natural heritage and ecosystem services (water
regulation, tourism opportunities, etc.). Similarly, capacity built in environmental liability
assessment means that when environmental damage occurs, authorities can respond
effectively, thus deterring potential polluters. Over time, this contributes to fewer incidents
of major environmental damage and prompt restoration when they do occur, thus protecting
biodiversity and public health.

Urban and Regional Environmental Services: The contribution of the Batumi waste
management plan, if fully realized, will be quite tangible: a cleaner city, less pollution from
unmanaged waste, and more recycling. Residents would see improved waste collection
(fewer illegal dumps, quicker removal), potentially better public health (less vermin and
disease spread), and a more attractive environment, possibly boosting tourism. On a
regional scale, if other municipalities copy Batumi’s plan structure, the whole country
could see better waste management practices. Over time this work contributes to reductions
in soil and water contamination and greenhouse emissions from waste, and ultimately
prolonged landfill life through recycling.

Catalytic and Behavioural Impacts: Several environmental initiatives had a strong
demonstration effect. For instance, the Circular Economy roadmap process raised
awareness among government and private sector of waste reduction and recycling concepts.
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Some companies engaged in the seminars reportedly started exploring corporate recycling
programs as a result. While small, these behaviour changes are contributions of the GRF
project in terms of how stakeholders think about sustainability. The arsenic contamination
project in Uravi community (which created a rehabilitation plan for a mining-tainted site)
not only gave authorities a tool to clean up that site but also brought attention to toxic waste
issues in communities. The local population, through GRF-facilitated meetings, learned
about the risks and how to manage them, empowering them to demand action. This
increased environmental consciousness and community engagement is a contribution that
can drive bottom-up pressure for environmental remediation in Georgia.

Unintended Impacts and Negative Effects: No major negative impacts of the project were
identified in the evaluation. The main unintended effect was frustration among some reform-
minded stakeholders that the outputs they worked on could not be immediately utilized due to
politics. This can cause erosion of motivation (an interviewed expert mentioned feeling their
work “remained on paper”, which is demotivating). If skilled professionals or partners become
cynical, that could indirectly impact the willingness to engage in future reforms. On the other
side, an unintended positive impact of GRF’s perseverance is that it maintained a reform
dialogue even when the political environment was closing — keeping hope alive among
progressive factions within the government. The flexibility of GRF meant that some reforms
didn’t die out completely; they are shelved, not shredded. This suggests that even if immediate
impacts were curtailed, the project has left a roadmap that can facilitate impact later.

GRF as an Incubator: A distinctive feature of the GRF project was its contribution as an
“incubator” for reform ideas, where targeted, small-scale interventions tested innovative
solutions that could later be scaled up with additional resources. By piloting new approaches
within a relatively low-risk, flexible funding environment, GRF enabled national institutions
to experiment, refine, and demonstrate the viability of reforms before committing to large-scale
rollouts. Once these pilots proved effective, whether a new policy framework, institutional tool,
or service delivery model, they often attracted follow-on investment either from UNDP through
newly mobilized project funding, from the state budget, or from bilateral partners such as
SIDA. Notable examples of this catalytic function include the successful GRF initiatives on air
quality and circular economy, which demonstrated sufficient impact and potential to secure
dedicated follow-up projects granted to UNDP for expanded implementation. This catalytic
function meant that GRF’s contributions extended well beyond the immediate outputs of its
interventions, as it seeded longer-term reforms, leveraged additional financing, and
strengthened national ownership by providing a proof of concept that stakeholders could
confidently champion and expand.

EU Integration Perspective: 1If we consider impact as moving Georgia closer to EU
membership, GRF’s contribution has been to equip the country with the technical and
institutional capacities that EU accession demands. In a concrete sense, by helping align
policies with the EU acquis, the GRF project has contributed to an improvement of Georgia’s
readiness. However, political will remains the bigger determinant in that process. The EU’s
suspension of funding due to democratic backsliding shows that not all impacts can be realized
if political alignment is lacking. The GRF project cannot address this challenge directly, but it
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has built what one might call the “technical scaffolding” of EU integration. When/if the
political conditions improve, Georgia will find that thanks to GRF and similar other efforts,
many reform plans are ready to implement, thus accelerating impact at that time.

Overall, the contributions of GRF’s Phase IV have been significant, but conditional. The
project’s contributions have laid important groundwork for systemic change: stronger
institutions, progressive laws, and skilled human capital. If those are capitalized on, the impact
will be seen in more effective governance (translating to better public trust and services) and
improved environmental outcomes (healthier environment and population). Many impacts are
still prospective rather than fully realized, due to the short time since implementation and
intervening political factors. Yet even now, we can attribute certain positive developments to
GRF’s influence, such as the adoption of key plans/strategies and the improved performance
of individuals and units within government.
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34. Coherence

The project’s coherence is assessed in this section in terms of the coherence of the project’s
design, the coherence of its implementation, and the coherence with which the project was
delivered in the context of the broader interventions of the development partners operating in
Georgia.

Coherence of Project Design (including Theory of Change)!?

The GRF project has operated for many years on the basis of a clear model — more specifically,
that specific governance improvements require targeted multi-stakeholder collaboration and
knowledge co-creation rather than top-down interventions. This foundational principle has
underpinned every aspect of the design of the project from its inception. As such, the GRF
project has traditionally focused on promoting multi-stakeholder engagement and coordination,
while at the same time functioning as a catalyst for dialogue, knowledge exchange, and policy
co-creation in the country’s public sector. Additionally, this model has been grounded in
inclusivity, sectoral integration, and practical collaboration with external partners, especially
governance reform projects of other development partners. The current phase of the project
had a particular emphasis on bringing together central government agencies, local
municipalities, CSOs, development partners, and technical experts around clearly defined
reform objectives. So, overall, the design of the project has been quite coherent, with gradual
improvements from the cumulative experience over time.

For the conditions in which the project (and Phase 1V) started, its Theory of Change (presented
in Annex VII of this report) was adequate. As can be seen from the figure in the annex, it
presented a logically sequenced results chain that links capacity-building inputs (Capacity
Development Fund and On-Demand Services) to strengthened institutional competencies,
improved policy and regulatory frameworks, and—ultimately citizen-centric and accountable
governance. Its coherence is reinforced by a clear articulation of causal steps: tools for
government ownership, civil-service professionalization, and tailored training are expected to
generate an integrated policy cycle that delivers equitable services, while high-level outcomes
explicitly reference both public-administration reform and democratic/environmental
governance.

However, with the significant political changes in 2024 and 2025, this Theory of Change —
which conceptually is still sound and methodologically remains rigorous — has become largely
obsolete, creating a clear disconnect between its programmatic ambitions and the operational
reality in Georgia. This theory rests on six critical assumptions that have been systematically
undermined by recent political developments. For example, the assumption that "political
situation remains stable, and the country keeps aspiration towards the EU" has been
contradicted by the government's recent stance and the resulting suspension of EU funding.
The assumption regarding "sufficient legislative, policy, and institutional basis to guarantee the
independence of the civil service" has been particularly violated, with the concept paper

17 The design coherence refers to the systematic alignment of stakeholders, methods, and objectives to create a
unified approach to governance reform in Georgia.
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documenting how political interference has eroded the autonomy of key democratic institutions
and compromised civil service independence. The theory's emphasis on '"citizen-centric
governance" and "evidence-based and participatory policymaking" assumes a government
receptive to democratic principles and citizen engagement. Instead, the current context features
curtailed public participation requirements, stigmatization of civil society organizations, and
systematic erosion of democratic norms. The vision of "freedom of choice to participate in the
design, delivery, and review of public services" stands in direct contradiction to the restrictive
legal environment created by the "Transparency of Foreign Influence" law. This becomes
obvious when realizing that the project’s Components 1 and 2 have achieved zero budget
delivery in 2025, precisely because direct engagement with state institutions has become
politically counterproductive and financially unsustainable (more on this in the “Efficiency”
section of the report).

This assessment reveals that the GRF project requires not merely tactical adjustments but a
fundamental reconceptualization of its Theory of Change. The current theory's linear
progression from capacity building to institutional strengthening to democratic outcomes
assumes a benign political environment that no longer exists. This evaluation presents some
ideas for this project’s way forward — these ideas are presented further in this report (especially,
in the section on “Sustainability”).

Coherence of Project Implementation!®

At the core of the GRF’s implementation engagement strategy has always and consistently
been its ownership/participatory implementation modality. The project team applied the same
ownership/participatory approach across all initiatives, ensuring that every activity followed
the same fundamental principle of co-design with beneficiaries. This created predictability and
trust among stakeholders.

Implementation followed a structured sequence (e.g., thematic consultations, joint diagnostics,
stakeholder mapping, and validation workshops) which ensured technical outputs remained
grounded in institutional realities. For example, the GRF project further facilitated inclusive
working groups and technical committees for key initiatives (such as the Circular Economy
Roadmap, the National Statistics Strategy, and the Mining Code), which ensured that the
perspectives of line ministries, LEPLs, municipal actors, and CSOs were taken into account
and reflected in the policy outcomes. These platforms not only strengthened inter-agency
coordination but also enhanced transparency and stakeholder buy-in. This systematic approach
was applied consistently across different policy areas.

The GRF project also emphasized cross-sectoral coordination through targeted convening
roles. Rather than engaging different groups separately, the implementation created inclusive
working groups and technical committees that brought together line ministries, local entities,
municipalities, and civil society around specific initiatives. This ensured all perspectives

13 In this context, coherence of project implementation refers to how the GRF project executed its activities in a
systematic, consistent, and mutually reinforcing manner that maintained alignment between its methods,
processes, and intended outcomes across different initiatives and stakeholders.
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informed the same policy outcomes. As such, the GRF project functioned as a neutral facilitator
between public sector agencies and non-governmental actors, especially in politically sensitive
areas where trust deficits or limited institutional mandates had previously hindered
collaboration. By embedding civil society participation in select initiatives, such as the
development of disability policies, environmental education programmes, and service design
in agriculture, the project helped maintain a space for public voice and accountability, even
amid increasing civic restrictions. In sectors such as environmental governance, GRF-
supported initiatives bridged technical gaps between national regulatory agencies, municipal
governments, and implementing NGOs, fostering joint ownership of reform processes and
increasing the likelihood of implementation continuity.

GREF has provided significant support for knowledge-sharing events, civil servant forums, and
thematic policy dialogues, all of which have served as horizontal mechanisms for peer learning
and coordination. These engagements have allowed civil servants from different ministries,
municipalities, and regions to exchange practices, align approaches, and discuss practical
implementation matters. In this way, the GRF project has reinforced a community of practice
across the public sector. Even more importantly, by engaging stakeholders throughout the
policy cycle (design, implementation, and monitoring), the GRF project has helped
institutionalize consultative habits and has helped to routinize collaborative processes within
participating institutions.

Overall, this coherent implementation meant that most GRF activities, regardless of their
specific sector or focus, operated according to the same participatory logic and reinforced the
same collaborative habits, creating cumulative momentum toward sustainable governance
improvements rather than isolated, disconnected interventions.

External Coherence

The demand-driven and flexible nature of the GRF project enabled it to fill niche gaps and
provide timely expertise that other large donor programmes (often more rigid) could not
address. As such, the GRF project was inherently and by its own nature coherent with the
interventions of the development partners in Georgia.

Additionally, interviews for this evaluation indicated that the GRF team made conscious efforts
to implement the initiatives in close synergy with other UNDP initiatives and development
partner interventions. This meant that the GRF project functioned as a catalytic facility that
helped bridge technical gaps, accelerated policy implementation, and reinforced broader
reform agendas. For example, GRF’s support to the development of the Circular Economy
Roadmap and inert waste management regulation complemented directly the EU4Environment
programme implemented by UNDP and other UN agencies, providing national institutions with
targeted regulatory tools aligned with EU environmental directives. In a similar way, GRF’s
contributions to the National Strategy for the Development of Statistics 2024-2027 and the
development of a user-friendly statistical portal for persons with disabilities were coordinated
with UNDP’s broader data governance and disability inclusion programming, ensuring
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consistency in methodological approaches and reinforcing cross-project objectives related to
evidence-based policymaking and inclusivity.

Interviews for this evaluation also confirmed that the GRF project has also collaborated with
development partners such as the EU, USAID, Sweden, GIZ, and the World Bank to avoid
duplication and enhance the complementarity of technical assistance. For example, in many
cases, the GRF project worked in tandem with EU-funded reforms. For example, while the EU
provided large budget support for governance, the GRF project offered targeted technical
assistance to draft strategies and laws, laying groundwork for reforms that EU funding could
later help implement. As another example, a representative of the former Civil Service Bureau
noted that UK-funded projects and GRF projects were “interconnected,” sharing information
and ensuring complementarity in supporting civil service reforms. In one case, a British
Embassy project followed up on GRF’s outputs by monitoring the implementation of civil
service recommendations, illustrating synergy and sequencing between donors. Further, GRF’s
support to the elaboration of Georgia’s MRV (Monitoring, Reporting and Verification) by-laws
for greenhouse gas emissions provided essential legal scaffolding that complemented broader
climate governance reforms supported by the EU and the Green Climate Fund.

Moreover, by responding quickly to government requests through its On-Demand Services
modality, GRF was able to operationalize upstream policy concepts generated under longer-
term programmes. Thus, the GRF project served not as a standalone project, but as a flexible
and responsive governance enabler, contributing to the coherence, depth, and responsiveness
of the overall development cooperation landscape in Georgia. Overall, the GRF project
coordinated with and added value to other donor initiatives rather than duplicating them.
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3.5. Efficiency

This section provides an assessment of the efficiency with which the project was planned,
financed, and implemented.

Financial Management and Value for Money

In general, GRF’s Phase IV provided good value for money. The operational efficiency and
minimal bureaucracy of the GRF model was consistently praised by the beneficiaries
interviewed for this evaluation as a key differentiating factor. As one ministry representative
noted: "it was quite efficient mechanism with a less bureaucracy. They [made] decisions very
fast, without extra procedures and delays in time. I may say that it was very, very efficient
mechanism." Another stakeholder echoed this view by stating that GRF was “the most agile
tool we had in-country for engaging with government institutions,” with the ability to “deliver
high-impact reforms with efficiency” despite a constrained operating environment.

The project team actively tracked efficiency-related perceptions — e.g., whether consultancy
support was timely and needs-based. Further, the allocation of project funds across 32
initiatives represented a lean approach, with many outputs achieved through relatively small
investments. For example, training 1,650 police officers on disability rights within one year
was a substantial output typically seen in multi-year programs, yet the GRF project achieved it
with a total budget for the whole initiative of less than $150,000 and leveraging the existing
MIA training infrastructure. As another example, a $20k consultancy produced an entire e-
commerce guideline draft, and about $60k was used to update the Protected Areas management
plan and develop forest cutting protocol — both yielding products that could influence multi-
million-dollar sectors. The use of local resources and blending of international and national
experts also minimized costs. In some initiatives (like the RDA agricultural services project),
a combination of international expertise for strategy design and local experts for training
ensured both quality and cost savings.

The UNDP Country Office used its financial controls to ensure that project funds were spent
where most needed. The project team kept administrative costs low; much of the budget
directly paid for experts, trainings, and study outputs. No major cost overruns were reported.

Efficiency is also reflected in how quickly the GRF project mobilized expertise upon request.
Many of the project’s ODS interventions were executed in just 2 - 4 months, addressing urgent
needs. Interviews for this evaluation highlighted that GRF’s procurement and contracting
processes were swift and responsive compared to other programs. For example, Batumi City
Hall noted that the GRF team promptly identified and hired a highly qualified waste
management consultant, which “was not easy to find” in Georgia’s market. The official praised
the reliability of GRF’s support, stating that the expert was onboarded in time and coordination
with UNDP was smooth throughout the assignment. Similarly, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(for the cybersecurity training platform) appreciated that the consultant delivered outputs on
time, even if some content required later fine-tuning by staff. These partners indicated efficient
operational management, with the project team effectively facilitating recruitment, , and
organizing events without undue delay or bureaucracy from the perspective of beneficiaries.
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Timeliness and Adherence to Schedule

By design, GRF initiatives had short implementation periods (particularly ODS, often under 6
months). The evaluation found that most activities were completed within their planned
timeframe or with only slight extensions. In the 2022—2023 batch, all 16 sub-projects were
evaluated within six months of completion as per GRF’s procedures, implying they finished
on schedule. In 2024, a few consultancies faced delays: for example, the Circular Economy
CDF had to extend into late 2024 (from an original end of mid-2024) to accommodate
additional consultation rounds. Also, the Protected Areas CDF experienced timeline extension
due to “unforeseen challenges” like poor weather during fieldwork, but still delivered outputs
within a reasonable adjusted period. The volatile political context in 2024 did cause disruptions
— protests in Thilisi forced the format change of the Railway Safety training (in-person to
online). While this did not stop the activity, it showed that the GRF project had to be flexible
to maintain timeliness. Such agility (switching to virtual delivery quickly) was a positive aspect
of efficiency, though it came at the cost of reduced interactivity, as noted by participants. One
interviewee remarked, “it was not ideal, but at least we were able to proceed,” emphasizing
that the GRF project prioritized continuity, while adjusting delivery formats on short notice.

Crucially, none of the initiatives had to be cancelled outright due to delays. Even with the tense
pre-election period, the GRF project managed to finalize deliverables like the Mining Code
and PIFC strategy on time. The GRF team maintained a proactive stance, rescheduling
activities or compressing timelines to meet deadlines where possible. Beneficiaries generally
felt the time allocated was sufficient and the process, while intensive, was well-managed. Some
interviewees indicated that some initiatives felt “rushed” due to short duration, but this was
known from the start and part of GRF’s rapid-response nature.

Operational Efficiency and Management

GRF’s implementation modality allowed for the simultaneous delivery of numerous initiatives.
This created a significant workload for the GRF team, which had to oversee multiple initiatives,
consultants and partners. A lesson from prior phases of the project was to consider the team’s
workload as the number of projects increased. In Phase IV, which included 32 initiatives, the
GRF project team did face pressures. However, there was no evidence that this negatively
affected support to partners. The structure of the GRF project, with a dedicated M&E specialist,
contributed to keeping close track of progress and results. As one civil servant involved in the
GRF initiatives stated, “the timeframe was tight, but the team kept us engaged and on track. It
worked because of how closely they followed up.” The GRF project leveraged UNDP’s
administrative systems to expedite processes — for example, UNDP country office procurement
was used to quickly contract local NGOs like ISET-PI or “Orchis” to implement certain CDFs,
avoiding lengthy grant award procedures. This indicated an efficient partnership model: the
GREF project partnered with experienced NGOs/think tanks for execution when needed, which
is faster than building new implementation units. The project’s operational efficiency was
confirmed by a project partner who noted: “The process was streamlined. We didn’t have to go
through endless paperwork to start work.”
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Furthermore, the GRF project capitalized on synergies to enhance efficiency. Knowledge
sharing among initiatives reduced duplication. For example, findings from the “Clean Energy
for All Europeans” support were shared with the Green Transition assessment team to inform
their work, ensuring consistency and saving time on re-analysis. This adaptive use of existing
outputs was cited as a good practice by multiple interviewees, who appreciated how “one
investment had multiple uses across institutions.”

On the other hand, some inefficiencies arose from external cooperation issues. The evaluation
noted that data access was a bottleneck in a few consultancies. For example, the higher
education expert faced delays obtaining info from the Education Ministry and had to rely on
alternate sources. These delays “reduced the scope of analysis” and slowed delivery slightly.
While not the fault of project management, it showed that efficiency sometimes depended on
partner cooperation. Additionally, high staff turnover in counterpart agencies meant that the
project had to sometimes repeat briefings or re-engage new focal points, which can consume
extra time. Despite these hurdles, GRF maintained momentum by quickly onboarding new
counterparts and pushing deliverables to completion.

Also, as noted in the “Relevance” section of this report, the GRF project has been well
adaptable to the rapidly changing political context in Georgia. The agility of GRF’s model,
operating like a “rapid response fund”, has been a key feature of its efficiency. This adaptability
was crucial not only in terms of its programmatic vision to maintain relevance, but also
operational aspects to preserve the efficiency and value for money of the GRF initiatives. In
late 2023 and 2024, as certain governance reforms in the country became politically sensitive
or slowed down, the GRF project adjusted by refocusing or delaying non-viable activities. For
example, when stakeholder protests erupted in Tbilisi in 2024, the GRF project swiftly shifted
a planned in-person railway safety training to an online format to ensure continuity. This
adaptability allowed the GRF project to remain responsive to partner needs even during pre-
election turmoil.

Project Monitoring and Evaluation

The GRF project used a lean, but methodologically adequate monitoring and oversight system
that supported the timely and adaptive implementation of the initiatives.

First of all, the project’s Results Framework was generally adequate and focused/targeted to
aspects of the project that really mattered. The analysis of the quality of project indicators is
shown in Annex IX of this report. As can be seen in the table in that annex, the strongest
indicators are those of a quantitative nature that count concrete deliverables (CDF interventions
implemented, public agencies benefitting) and the consultancy quality assessment that provides
multi-dimensional criteria. Some indicators, however, suffer from vague definitions of key
concepts such as "increased capacity," "improved systems," "mainstreaming," and "positive
feedback" without accompanying measurement methodologies. The framework demonstrates

good performance in setting achievable, relevant, and time-bound targets, but would have
benefited from more specificity.
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At the core of the project’s monitoring approach was the integration of tailored tools into the
design and implementation of each Capacity Development Fund (CDF) and On-Demand
Services (ODS) intervention. For all initiatives, partners were required to define results
frameworks with clear outputs, indicators, and deliverables. These were tracked through
standardized monitoring templates, progress reports, and end-of-intervention assessments.
UNDP's Project Assurance function, including the Country Office M&E function, ensured that
technical quality, compliance with fiduciary standards, and milestone achievement were
independently verified prior to tranche disbursement or contract closure. This output-focused
design provided real-time visibility over implementation progress and helped prevent slippage
in delivery timelines or underperformance by consultants and implementing partners.

Moreover, the GRF project introduced Results-Oriented Monitoring (ROM) templates adapted
to each type of intervention, facilitating regular tracking of inputs, outputs, and outcomes.
These tools were complemented by consultative review meetings involving UNDP staff,
government focal points, and sometimes third-party experts, to assess implementation
bottlenecks, ensure alignment with evolving institutional priorities, and validate deliverables.
In more complex engagements, such as the Biopsychosocial Model rollout or Circular
Economy Roadmap development, the GRF project employed qualitative methods such as
stakeholder feedback surveys, participant self-assessments, and structured debriefings to
complement quantitative output tracking. This mixed-method approach was instrumental in
verifying the utility and uptake of technical outputs, not just their production. As one municipal
stakeholder observed, “We were not just reporting activities, we were also asked about how we
are using the outputs and what comes next. That made a big difference.”

Also, GRF’s practice of evaluating initiatives after a time gap (typically several months after
completion) proved to be a valuable approach for assessing the actual uptake,
institutionalization, and actual utility of project outputs beyond immediate delivery. Through
these evaluations, the GRF project was able to gather more meaningful evidence on whether
tools, strategies, and capacity-building activities had been integrated into institutional practices
or policy processes, and whether they had catalysed follow-on actions by counterparts.

In interviews, implementing partners described the GRF monitoring process as “rigorous but
helpful,” emphasizing that the structure allowed for clarity in expectations and ensured mutual
accountability. One beneficiary noted, “We always knew what was expected, and the team
checked in regularly. That gave us a sense of partnership rather than oversight.”

The project’s dedicated M&E Specialist played a key role in maintaining implementation
quality and ensuring accountability across the project’s portfolio. Beyond routine data
collection and reporting, the M&E Specialist provided technical oversight in designing tailored
results frameworks for each intervention, monitored progress against indicators, and conducted
quality assurance reviews of deliverables in close coordination with government counterparts.

While GRF’s monitoring system was not built for large-scale impact evaluation, its practicality,
proportionality, and focus on real-time oversight made it highly effective for a such rapid-
response governance facility. It allowed for a good level of delivery accountability, efficient
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resource allocation, and strong ownership by government partners, who often participated
directly in progress reviews. These tools played a central role in sustaining the project’s
implementation efficiency, mitigating delivery risks, and ensuring that interventions produced
usable, demand-responsive outputs in a volatile governance landscape.

Budget Utilization and Financial Efficiency

Across the four-year implementation horizon, the GRF project executed 86 percent of the
USD 3.6 million originally budgeted, a good aggregate performance. The table below provides
an overall overview of the project’s expenditure and delivery.

This delivery however masks some year-by-year and component-level variance. Delivery rose
from 82 percent in 2022 to 91 percent in 2023 and peaked at 96 percent in 2024, reflecting a
steady maturation of workplans and disbursement systems. However, in 2025 delivery fell to
65 percent as two activities scheduled for completion that year - Component 1 (institutional
capacity-building) and Component 2 (policy support) - recorded zero expenditure against a
combined allocation of USD 138 000 due to a pausing of activities as a result of the situation.
Component 3 (field implementation) alone absorbed its entire USD 260,370 envelope.

Cumulatively, Component 1 remained broadly on track (90 percent) and Component 3 only
slightly behind (88 percent), but Component 2 showed chronic under-execution at 73 percent
despite near-full delivery in 2023-2024, indicating some hurdles in policy-oriented outputs that
surfaced early (57 percent in 2022) and re-emerged once new 2025 resources were earmarked.

The financial data point to three operational signals: first, front-ended design and procurement
gains in 2023-2024 demonstrate the project’s capacity to operate at good efficiency when
implementation conditions are stable; second, residual allocations concentrated in the final year
amplify exposure to external shocks, explaining the 2025 shortfall; and third, the persistently
lower life-of-project realization of Component 2 suggests that policy engagement modalities
merit redesign—either through earlier commencement, stronger partner buy-in or a phased
disbursement schedule less vulnerable to end-period disruptions.

Table 2: Project Expenditure and Delivery

Budgeted . Delivery
No. Component (as per Delivered
ProDoc) Rate
Year 2022
1 | Component 1 $601,365 $582,255 97%
2 | Component 2 $192,300 $109,292 57%
3 | Component 3 $327,646 $229,420 70%
4 | F&A (8%) $89,705 $74,881 83%
5 | Total $1,211,016 $995,848 82%
Year 2023
Component 1 $672,377 $607,420 90%
Component 2 $157,115 $156,322 99%
3 | Component 3 $290,246 $250,681 86%
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LU . Delivery
No. Component (as per Delivered

ProDoc) Rate
4 | F&A (8%) $89,579 $81,551 91%
5 | Total $1,209,317 $1,095,974 91%

Year 2024
1 | Component 1 $203,345 $178,485 88%
2 | Component 2 $228,150 $227,604 100%
3 | Component 3 $271,210 $268,398 99%
4 | F&A (8%) $56,216 $53,963 96%
5 | Total $758,921 $728,451 96%
Year 2025

1 | Component 1" $44,000 $0 0%
2 | Component 2% $94,213 $0 0%
3 | Component 3! $260,370 $260,370 100%
4 | F&A (8%) $31,887 $20,830 65%
5 | Total $430,470 $281,200 65%

ALL YEARS
1 | Component I $1,521,087 $1,368,161 90%
2 | Component 2 $671,778 $493,218 73%
3 | Component 3 $1,149,472 $1,008,869 88%
4 | F&A (8%) $267,387 $231,226 86%
5 | Total $3,609,724 $3,101,472 86%

Overall, financial delivery has been adequate, despite some uneven trajectory due to the
political situation, especially in 2024.

19 No expenses will be incurred within this component in 2025 due to paused activities with the implementation
Partners (IPs).

20 Ibid.

2l The 2025 budget incorporates actual expenditures up to the end of May, while the figures for June-December
2025 are based on projected estimates.
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3.6.  Sustainability

The sustainability assessment presented in this section of the report first examines most
essential challenge facing the GRF project - the future prospects of the GRF model, in the face
of the current political landscape in Georgia. It then examines whether its benefits derived
through Phase IV are likely to continue after the project’s closure, considering ownership,
institutionalization, and resilience to risks.

Sustainability of the GRF Model

Now that Phase IV of the GRF project is coming to an end, the project and the long-running
GRF model itself have reached a critical juncture and face an existential dilemma due to the
worsening political conditions in Georgia. As of the time of this evaluation, traditional donors
had frozen funding for most of their development activities in Georgia, especially those in
support of state institutions. Government co-financing for any type of work in this area appears
highly implausible in the short run, not only because of the absence of any such financing
mechanisms, but also because most governance reforms have stalled. At the same time, any
direct assistance to civil society is bound to invite legal and operational retaliation.

This situation makes GREF’s traditional modalities both financially unsustainable and
strategically untenable, necessitating an urgent recalibration of its approach to preserve its
governance mandate, while ensuring operational feasibility and donor confidence.

The core challenge that the GRF model faces now is two-fold:

e Supporting state institutions is now politically counterproductive and lacks funding
e Supporting independent CSOs carries major political and operational risks under restrictive
laws

To navigate this constrained environment, this evaluation proposes two strategic pivot options
(these options are developed in more detail in Annex VIII of this report):

e The first is the creation of a “FutureGov Lab” embedded within universities, aimed at
cultivating youth-led governance innovation and civic engagement in a politically neutral
space. This approach leverages the relative autonomy of academic institutions to safeguard
youth participation, foster democratic values, and build a reform-ready constituency, while
avoiding direct confrontation with state authorities. Structured around bootcamps, policy
co-creation labs, incubators, and regional youth ambassadors, the Lab offers a credible,
low-risk platform for sustained civic empowerment aligned with long-term donor priorities.

e The second option focuses on mobilizing Georgia’s private sector through a dedicated
funding window to support SME alignment with EU standards and incentivize Corporate
Social Responsibility contributions toward civic initiatives. This dual-purpose model
indirectly embeds governance norms through economic upgrading while channelling
resources to community-level actors in a politically palatable and development-framed
manner.
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Both options aim to shift the GRF model from institution-building to constituency-building by
working with actors (youth, academia, and SMEs) less prone to political capture. This
recalibration will enable GRF to sustain reform momentum, uphold its democratic governance
objectives, and remain operationally and financially viable until political conditions permit re-
engagement with traditional state and civil society partners.

Policy Adoption

Strong sustainability requires government institutions to embrace, implement, and where
possible scale the outputs supported/delivered by the GRF project. In some cases, this has
happened. For example, the National Statistics Strategy (NSDS) 2024-2027 developed with
GRF’s support was formally adopted by the Government of Georgia, indicating strong
ownership in that area. This means the strategy will guide actions and budget allocations in the
statistics sector for years to come, a clear sustainable outcome. Also, the PIFC strategy was
approved on May 6, 2025 by the Government of Georgia. Similarly, the Batumi waste
management plan was officially approved and incorporated into the municipality’s work
program, giving it a mandate beyond the project. Batumi authorities have begun
implementation and are seeking funding to execute all its components. The plan’s existence
also fulfils a national requirement that all municipalities have waste management plans, which
bodes well for continuity (Batumi’s plan set an example and will likely remain valid through
2027).

Some GRF-supported outputs were tied to international obligations or national law
requirements, which means the government has reasons and incentives to sustain them. For
example, the MRV system by-laws are needed for Georgia’s commitments under the Paris
Agreement; even if delayed, they will eventually be adopted because Georgia must report GHG
emissions. The waste management plans for municipalities are mandated by Georgia’s Waste
Management Code, so Batumi’s plan, having been created, fulfils that mandate and will be
periodically updated rather than discarded. Moreover, several initiatives have produced
institutionalized materials. For example, the PwD training programme for police has been
integrated into the Police Academy’s regular training curriculum by another UNDP project,
ensuring new officers will continue to receive this training even after the GRF project. Also,
some GRF outputs (like new training curricula or handbooks) have been institutionalized: the
CSB incorporated GRF-developed mentoring guidelines into its official HR toolkit for civil
service. As another example, the Ministry of Economy’s RIA SME toolkit is now part of its
policy-making procedure, per interviews. This kind of embedding of products into institutions’
regular toolkit is a strong factor for sustainability. These instances illustrate sustainable
integration of project results.

However, there are some challenges when it comes to policy adoption. A number of policy
documents produced under the GRF project have not been adopted and have not yet translated
into policy action. As can be seen from Annex X of this report, of the 31 policy documents
elaborated under the project, only 10 have achieved formal approval, representing
approximately one-third of the total output. As one interviewee put it, “some deliverables
remained on paper rather than moving toward implementation” in the current political climate.
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For example, the adoption of the Mining Code draft delivered in 2024 was still pending at the
time of the evaluation - consultations were postponed indefinitely amid elections.

This pattern of outputs delivered but not acted upon poses a key sustainability concern. The
main factors that have contributed to this include the government’s shifting priorities, reduced
institutional openness (some agencies became less willing to push reforms), and high-level
staff turnover in partner institutions affecting out institutional memory. For example, the Rural
Development Agency (RDA) received service design tools and digital standards from a GRF
project, but due to leadership changes within the Agency and the Ministry, those tools were
never piloted or adopted in practice. Similarly, the e-commerce guideline for GCCA was
finalized, yet official adoption stalled due to election distractions and internal capacity issues.
At the same time, the successful approval of the National Strategy for Public Internal Financial
Control and the National Strategy for the Development of Statistics demonstrates that technical,
less politically sensitive reforms can advance more readily than those requiring broader
institutional change or behavioural shifts. Also, the higher approval rate of policy documents
in the environmental pillar of the project (44%, as opposed to 20% in the democratic
governance area) suggests that environmental policy development has found more receptive
institutional ground, perhaps reflecting growing public awareness of environmental challenges
and EU accession requirements that create clear external incentives for action. These cases
show that without a stable commitment from the government, the continuity of reform benefits
is in jeopardy.

Stakeholder Engagement and Capacity

Despite the above concerns, there are some strong points favouring sustainability of GRF’s
results. One of these is the project’s emphasis on capacity building of individuals — the
knowledge and skills imparted to public servants and other stakeholders are an intangible asset
that remains. For instance, the 25 DES staff trained on environmental liability enforcement will
carry that expertise into their jobs, and even if some leave, they might bring the knowledge to
other roles (widening the impact). The fact that 80% of trained civil servants have applied new
skills in their work already suggests that the training “stuck™ and is changing how things are
done. Those behavioural changes can be self-sustaining if they prove useful, as professionals
often continue using effective tools even without a project. Additionally, GRF’s participatory
approach, involving 17 institutions in developing the Statistics Strategy, for example, built a
base of consensus and understanding that can sustain the initiative. The NSDS case shows that
where broad ownership existed, uptake was possible and presumably lasting. This implies that
other outputs that had inclusive processes (like the Circular Economy Roadmap with multi-
stakeholder input) have a network of supporters who may continue advocating for
implementation even without the project. Also, GRF’s practice of evaluating initiatives after
some time gap is itself a mechanism to check on sustainability and prompt stakeholders to
maintain the effort.

However, the broader turnover of civil servants means that some of the very individuals trained
by the GRF project or involved in the initiatives are no longer in positions to apply that
knowledge. The high turnover in state institutions (some forced, some routine) was raised as a
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key challenge by several interviewees of this evaluation. They noted that “newly appointed
staff were not familiar with the CDF initiatives, making it difficult to sustain progress”. This
indicates that institutional memory and continuity, which are essential for sustainability, have
eroded to some extent in the last few months.

Financial Sustainability

Financial sustainability emerged in interviews for this evaluation as a critical determinant of
the long-term viability of GRF-supported reforms, particularly in sectors where technical
outputs such as strategic plans, regulatory tools, or pilot models require follow-up investment,
institutional maintenance, and recurring operational costs. While the GRF initiatives were
designed to be catalytic and fiscally efficient, many generated downstream financial
obligations that extend beyond the scope of the project. For example, the Batumi Waste
Management Plan, developed with the support of the GRF project and formally adopted by
municipal authorities, outlines infrastructure investments, such as landfill upgrades and waste
segregation systems, that far exceed the fiscal capacity of the local budget. Although partial
implementation has begun, Batumi officials confirmed during interviews for this evaluation
that several key components remain unfunded and contingent upon securing external grants or
concessional loans. Without such financing, the full realization of the plan’s benefits is at risk,
raising concerns about incomplete or stalled implementation. Similarly, the nationwide rollout
of the Biopsychosocial (BPS) disability assessment model will require sustained public
investment in training, digital tools, inter-agency coordination, and potentially legislative
reform. While institutional ownership of the reform is evident, particularly within the Ministry
of Health, the absence of earmarked domestic funding poses a risk to full operationalization
and continuity.

This pattern, where the GRF project has provided high-quality, demand-driven technical
inputs, but follow-on financing has been uncertain, is evident in other sectors, including
environmental monitoring, circular economy transition, and regulatory enforcement. A key risk
has been the limited co-financing from government counterparts during implementation.
Without a direct financial stake, the relevant government entities may deprioritize or politically
distance themselves from outputs once the donor-funded technical assistance ends. In this
context, embedding financial planning and resource mobilization strategies into GRF-
supported initiatives and linking them to sectoral investment frameworks or budget cycles
would have enhanced the prospects for financial sustainability. As it stands, while the technical
foundations are strong, the durability of results will depend to a significant extent on the
willingness and capacity of the respective national and subnational authorities to allocate
resources, pursue funding, and institutionalize GRF results over the medium term.

Environmental and Social Sustainability

The GRF project has made some key contributions to environmental sustainability. These have
been reviewed in the “Effectiveness” section of this report, but here suffice to say that
sustainability has been anchored on the act of embedding climate-sensitive planning, regulatory
capacity-building, and ecosystem protection. Direct environmental impacts were perceived by

66



stakeholders as largely positive, with interventions supporting the reduction of pollution,
improved waste management, and enhanced forest and biodiversity conservation. For example,
the GRF-supported air quality modelling tools for the National Environmental Agency have
improved Georgia’s ability to anticipate and mitigate pollution episodes. The initiatives with
MEPA have strengthened the legal framework for GHG monitoring and enforcement of the
Environmental Liability Law. These actions contributed to both climate change mitigation and
adaptation goals by promoting evidence-based environmental governance and reducing risks
of degradation. GRF initiatives such as the Circular Economy Roadmap, inert waste legislation,
and Batumi’s Waste Management Plan have further encouraged more efficient and sustainable
use of resources.

While GRF’s operational footprint was minimal, the project proactively avoided negative
environmental externalities by aligning its interventions with national climate strategies and
EU environmental acquis. However, some legislative outputs, such as the Mining Code and
MRYV by-laws, await political endorsement, leaving a degree of uncertainty regarding their
long-term regulatory effect. To promote post-project environmental viability, GRF focused on
capacity development and institutional embedding, with several implementing partners (e.g.,
NEA, DES, APA) already mainstreaming new tools and protocols into their operational
routines. While no formal environmental risk management mechanism was put in place, the
project’s upstream focus, technical neutrality, and training-intensive approach substantially
strengthened national resilience to environmental risks and improved Georgia’s preparedness
for future climate variability and shocks.

The GRF project promoted social sustainability through interventions that emphasized
inclusion, equity, and the practical realization of rights-based principles in public service
design and delivery. The project targeted multiple dimensions of social equity, especially
through its support to the enforcement of the Law on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities,
the rollout of the Biopsychosocial (BPS) model action plan, and the inclusion of marginalized
populations in health and education reforms. Through these actions, the project directly
contributed to addressing barriers faced by persons with disabilities, ethnic minorities, and rural
populations in accessing public services.

Gender-sensitive design was also evident in interventions like civil service reform and public
health capacity-building, with over 60% of trainees in certain initiatives being women. While
the project did not include a formal human rights safeguard framework, its adherence to
UNDP’s social and environmental standards and participatory implementation model ensured
compliance with core human rights norms. GRF also worked to prevent social exclusion by
integrating local knowledge and stakeholder consultations into most planning processes, such
as in Kutaisi’s Sports Policy and the Circular Economy Roadmap. Although no formal
grievance redress mechanism was institutionalized within GRF, the small-scale and
consultative nature of each intervention helped prevent conflict or elite capture.

Long-term social sustainability was reinforced by strengthening local capacities, particularly
in health, education, and local governance sectors, and by promoting institutional ownership
of reforms. However, risks remain regarding the durability of gains in politically volatile areas
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such as disability rights or inclusive civil service reform, especially given recent regression in
democratic norms. Nonetheless, the GRF’s inclusive design and emphasis on empowerment of
technical staff created a legacy of strengthened institutional awareness and sensitivity to equity
considerations in governance reform.

Risk Management and Mitigation

Most of the analysis in this report is presented from a risk management perspective, given the
elevated risks that the GRF project has faced in the last couple of years. This section synthesizes
some of the key points made throughout this report into a more concentrated analysis of risks
and the way they have been managed and mitigated by UNDP and the project team.

As noted throughout this report, the GRF project has operated in an increasingly complex and
unpredictable political environment, which demanded proactive and adaptive risk
management. A number of institutional, political, and operational risks were anticipated at
project outset, while others emerged during implementation, especially as Georgia’s
democratic backsliding deepened in 2023-2024. The project’s approach to risk management
was grounded in three principles: continuous monitoring and analysis of the situation, built-in
flexibility to adapt intervention scopes, and close coordination with national partners to ensure
alignment and responsiveness. While not all risks could be fully mitigated, the project team
and UNDP Country Office did a good job in containing their adverse effects and maintaining
delivery momentum.

One of the principal risks was political interference in governance institutions, including the
erosion of autonomy of key oversight bodies and abrupt policy reversals. This materialized
acutely in 2025 with the abolition of the Civil Service Bureau (CSB), which had been one of
the GRF’s key counterparts (see Box 2 below for more details). This decision disrupted the
long-term institutionalization of civil service reform outputs developed under GRF. In
response, the project team pivoted to ensuring that the tools and practices piloted with the CSB
were documented, transferred to line ministries, and embedded in ministry-level practices. This
reduced the risk of full loss and preserved institutional memory despite the dismantling of a
central partner.

Box 2: Liquidation of the Civil Service Bureau

The liquidation of the Civil Service Bureau (CSB) in April 2025 raises structural
sustainability issues. The CSB was the key counterpart for civil service reforms; its abolition
means that initiatives like the leadership trainings, mentoring programs, and HR policy
improvements lack a clear institutional home going forward. Its functions moved to the
Government Administration may not be given the same emphasis on neutral, merit-based
civil service principles.

Transparency International assessed the CSB’s abolition as a regression that “undermines
the goals of public service reform” and is aimed at removing critical voices. Consequently,
the sustainability of GRF’s civil service capacity-building outcomes is at risk — without the
CSB to champion ongoing reforms, the momentum could stall or be reversed.
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Another critical risk was the rapid decline in democratic governance and the shrinking space
for civil society, especially following the adoption of the Foreign Agents Law. While the GRF
project was state-focused by design, its interventions often included participatory and
consultative components that depended on civic engagement. In anticipation of tightening
restrictions, the project shifted its emphasis toward technical-level collaboration within
ministries and subnational authorities and embedded inclusive practices through official
mechanisms rather than open civic platforms. For example, interventions like Kutaisi’s Sports
Policy and Batumi’s Waste Management Plan were designed with internalized consultation
processes that remained viable even under restricted civil society conditions.

Reform fatigue and institutional turnover presented another persistent operational risk. Many
partner institutions experienced leadership changes, staff reshuffling, or shifting political
priorities, especially around electoral periods, which affected continuity. The GRF project
mitigated this by maintaining high degrees of intervention-specific ownership through co-
design and by anchoring responsibilities in technical departments rather than political
appointees. Moreover, its rapid-response modality allowed for delayed or paused initiatives to
be rescheduled or reformulated as conditions evolved. This adaptability helped the project
maintain relevance even in an uncertain political and administrative environment.

Financial and fiduciary risks were low. To address these risks, the project team applied rigorous
quality assurance processes, milestone-based disbursement for CDFs, and technical peer
review of consultant outputs. In cases of suboptimal deliverables, such as in a few ODS
assignments with low beneficiary engagement, corrective measures included supplementing
initial outputs with additional work packages or reassignment of tasks to alternate experts.

Also, reputational and political neutrality risks were actively managed by the project team and
the UNDP Country Office. Given the politically sensitive nature of some reform topics, such
as regulatory integrity in the green energy sector or environmental liability enforcement, the
GREF project ensured that its interventions were framed as technical and capacity-building
rather than policy-prescriptive. This enabled the project to operate in sensitive areas without
triggering institutional resistance or public controversy, while still being able to deliver
substantive technical value.
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3.7. Cross-cutting Themes

This section presents an overview of the assessment of the project against cross-cutting themes
such as Human Rights Based Approach, Gender Equality, Social Inclusion (including
Disability Inclusion), and Environmental Sustainability.

Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA)

The GRF project has generally applied a pragmatic HRBA by embedding the core principles
of participation, accountability, non-discrimination, and empowerment within the design and
delivery of its interventions, even in the absence of an explicitly framed HRBA strategy. Many
initiatives targeted structural barriers to the realization of rights, particularly for persons with
disabilities, by aligning institutional practices with international human rights standards.
Notable examples include the support provided to the Ministry of Internal Affairs for the
enforcement of the Law on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, the rollout of the
Biopsychosocial (BPS) model for disability assessment with the Ministry of Health, and the
development of recommendations for general education system improvements and the
advancement of monitoring capacities. These interventions collectively enhanced institutional
capacity to protect and fulfil rights, especially for marginalized and vulnerable groups.
Moreover, by ensuring that technical support was grounded in legislative frameworks and
informed by international treaties to which Georgia is a party, the project reinforced the
normative underpinnings of a rights-based governance model.

However, the application of HRBA in the GRF project was more implicit than systematic.
While many interventions did uphold key HRBA values, there could have been a more
expansive articulation of human rights as explicit outcomes. For example, while the GRF
project ensured broad stakeholder engagement in processes such as the development of
Kutaisi’s Sports Policy and Batumi’s Waste Management Plan, participation was framed in
terms of governance processes or service delivery rather than explicitly as a human right. In a
similar way, while gender and disability considerations were mainstreamed into several
initiatives, other vulnerable groups, such as ethnic minorities, LGBTQ+ persons, or internally
displaced populations, were less visibly targeted. In the context of democratic backsliding and
the shrinking civic space, the absence of a structured HRBA risked limiting the project's
capacity to explicitly defend or expand civil and political rights. Nevertheless, the project's
emphasis on state accountability, inclusive policy design, and institutional responsiveness
aligned with HRBA principles and contributed meaningfully to strengthening rights-based
governance within the bounds of a politically challenging and constrained environment.

Gender Equality and Empowerment of Women

The GRF project is not a gender-specific project in itself, but Phase IV mainstreamed gender
equality and social inclusion considerations into its processes and supported several initiatives
benefiting marginalized groups.

The GRF project sought to actively include women in its training and capacity-building
activities. As a result, women comprised roughly half of total participants across the initiatives.
This is significant in a context where many technical fields in government are male-dominated.
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The following are some examples that illustrate the gender balance: the civil service agility
training had 321 women vs 79 men (80% female), which is reflective of a high proportion of
women in junior and mid-level civil service roles, with the GRF project capitalizing on that to
build women’s leadership skills. On the other hand, the police training on PwD rights had only
2% women (32 out of 1,650), but this mirrors the low percentage of women in the patrol police
service. It should also be noted that the GRF project didn’t confine women to “soft” topics;
women officers participated in the same trainings, and their inclusion was noted. In
environmental projects, gender parity was also maintained: e.g., in public hearings for
environmental education, roughly equal men and women attended, and in the environmental
liability training, 60% of trainees were female. This suggests that the GRF project ensured that
women benefited equitably from capacity development.

Some GREF initiatives addressed gender or inclusion in their substance. An example is the civil
service reform support through the CSB. According to CSB representatives, GRF-backed
activities helped institutionalize the consideration of gender and diversity in the civil service
reform strategy and action plan. This included steps like promoting women’s participation in
decision-making roles and developing guidelines to prevent gender bias in recruitment and
promotions. The mention of “diversity policies of the HR management system” and “gender
empowerment” shows GRF advocated for structural changes to benefit women and minorities
in public service. If those policies are implemented, it could increase the number of women in
senior positions and ensure a more inclusive civil service. Also, as part of the national strategy
on statistics which was supported by the GRF, all the indicators in the action plan were
reviewed to enhance their gender sensitivity.

Through its support, the GRF project empowered many women professionals. For example,
the Batumi waste management planning was led on the city’s side by a woman department
head, who gained valuable experience and visibility from this project. She and other female
municipal staff worked closely with the GRF consultant, effectively enhancing their technical
know-how in urban planning. Such experiences can increase confidence and position these
women for future leadership. In interview transcripts, female stakeholders articulate how the
projects aligned with empowering women (the CSB official emphasizing putting women in
decision-making, as quoted above). These testimonies reflect that the GRF project was seen as
supportive of women’s advancement. Even in the police training (a male-heavy field), having
women officers in the sessions (even if few) was symbolically important, and those 32 female
officers are now better equipped to champion disability-friendly policing from within.

GREF also ensured that project outputs took gender into account (where relevant). For example,
the Kutaisi Sports Policy made references to promoting sports for girls and women, not just
men, to address the gender gap in sports participation (based on the input of NGOs during its
formulation). The Protected Areas management plan update included community consultation
with women in local villages to integrate their perspectives on forest use. The Circular
Economy Roadmap referenced the importance of involving women entrepreneurs in green
business opportunities. These inclusions, albeit small, showed that a gender lens was applied
in various outputs. However, the GRF project did not define clear gender objectives beyond
counting participation. There wasn’t, for example, a specific goal like “increase women’s
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representation in policy process X by Y%.” Thus, while gender was mainstreamed in
participation, deeper gender-transformative changes were not explicitly targeted except in the
CSB initiative.

Social Inclusion (including Disability Inclusion)

Another key aspect of the GRF project was social inclusion, especially for persons with
disabilities and youth. By promoting the Biopsychosocial model, the GRF project contributed
to a fairer system for people with disabilities to access benefits and services, moving away
from a purely medical model that often excluded those whose disabilities were not purely
physical. This was a significant inclusion win: it acknowledged the social factors and integrated
PwDs more fully into society with appropriate support. The development of daycare standards
for children with disabilities under that project also directly affected social inclusion, aiming
to improve care quality and inclusion for disabled children (with particular benefits for mothers
of such children, who are often primary caregivers). The initiative on PwD rights in policing
was a direct contribution to social inclusion, making law enforcement more accessible and
respectful to a marginalized group. The health access initiative (“Leaving No One Behind in
Health”) targeted municipalities with ethnic minority populations, many of whom face
language and trust barriers in healthcare. By training 1,000 medical workers in communication
and outreach, including many female nurses and doctors, the initiative indirectly improved
health services for minority women (who often bear family health responsibilities) and men in
those communities. The outcome was strengthened vaccine uptake in those areas (an indicator
of improved inclusion in health services).

The environmental education initiative via EIEC also had a notable inclusion dimension: it
targeted youth engagement in environmental issues. By focusing on young people (both girls
and boys) and giving them a voice in environmental decision-making, GRF fostered inclusion
of the youth demographic in governance, which is typically dominated by older officials.

The project’s results framework explicitly tracked social inclusion and diversity. Indicator 1.8
set a goal that “all groups (men, women, PwDs, youth) benefit equally from results”. The
reported result was qualitative: GRF reached 312 participants, 53% women, and promoted
inclusion of all stakeholder groups. While broad, this suggests the project considered the
equitable distribution of benefits. The target of equal benefit was ambitious; measuring it was
tricky beyond participation statistics.

Despite these positives, some gaps were identified. For example, gender and equity objectives
were not clearly defined or analysed in most initiative designs. This means that beyond
ensuring women’s involvement, the initiatives may not have fully explored how to transform
gender relations or deeply address inequities. The reliance on participant gender balance as the
main metric of gender mainstreaming is a somewhat limited approach. Also, while disability
inclusion was good and ethnic minorities were considered in some health and education
projects, there wasn’t a focused look at other vulnerable groups like the rural poor (though
some agricultural service improvements indirectly help farmers).
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Another aspect is the sustainability of social inclusion gains. With the foreign agents’ law and
civil service changes, the inclusive ethos might be threatened. The environment for NGOs
(many of which champion social inclusion) is becoming increasingly restrictive, which could
reduce civil society’s ability to push forward the inclusive agendas that GRF started.
Nonetheless, within government ranks, the individuals trained and sensitized (like those police
officers or health workers) are expected to carry forward more inclusive attitudes.

Integration of Environmental Concerns in Project Activities

Environmental concerns were generally integrated into the GRF activities not only through the
dedicated environmental governance initiatives, but also by mainstreaming environmental
considerations in other governance interventions. For the most part, this integration was not
treated as an add-on or isolated component, but as part of governance reforms aligned with
Georgia’s multilateral environmental commitments.

Several examples illustrate this integration. The support provided to the Ministry of Economy
and Sustainable Development (MoESD) for the National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP)
addressed both industrial energy efficiency and climate mitigation, leading to measurable
indicators for tracking progress on greenhouse gas reductions. Similarly, the collaboration with
the National Environmental Agency (NEA) to develop air quality modelling tools and zone-
based air management plans strengthened institutional capacities for data-driven environmental
policymaking. The development of the Circular Economy Roadmap, in cooperation with
MEPA and the CSO Orchis, contributed to systemic sustainability reforms, including green
procurement and extended producer responsibility. In some key sectors, such as waste
management in Batumi or the Mining Code reforms in Parliament, the GRF project ensured
that environmental safeguards were integral to the policy design. Furthermore, capacity-
building interventions, such as training for the Department of Environmental Supervision
(DES) on damage assessment under the new Environmental Liability Law, directly enhanced
enforcement capabilities. By developing an environmental checklist, SUDA is expected to
improve staff capacity to integrate environmental considerations into urban and spatial
planning, thereby contributing to more sustainable planning practices. These actions show that
environmental concerns were generally consistently treated as governance priorities in their
own right, reinforcing the project’s commitment to sustainability, intergenerational equity, and
evidence-based environmental decision-making.
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4. LESSONS LEARNED

The following are two key lessons drawn through this evaluation from the experience of the
GREF project.

Lesson 1: Political Context Determines Sustainability More Than Technical Quality

The evaluation demonstrates that good technical execution cannot overcome adverse political
conditions. The project produced strategies, training programs, policy frameworks, and a range
of other key outcomes. Yet these technical successes could not withstand Georgia's political
transformation. The government's decision to delay EU accession until 2028 removed the
primary incentive for implementing EU-aligned reforms, regardless of their technical merit.
The enactment of the Foreign Agents Law created legal barriers to utilizing outputs that
involved civil society participation, making even technically sound participatory mechanisms
politically toxic. Furthermore, the abolition of the Civil Service Bureau eliminated the
institutional home for civil service reforms, orphaning carefully developed leadership training
programs and mentoring frameworks despite their proven effectiveness.

This disconnect reveals how political context functions as the master variable determining
whether technical quality translates into real-world impact. The common belief that "good
governance" can be promoted through purely technical interventions proves illusory when
political dynamics are ignored. Governance is inherently political, and technical assistance that
treats politics as peripheral may produce impressive deliverables with minimal lasting
influence.

The GRF experience ultimately demonstrates that in governance programming, treating
political analysis as foundational rather than peripheral is not just advisable but essential.
Technical excellence remains necessary as poorly designed interventions will fail regardless of
political support, but it is insufficient without a realistic assessment of political viability.
Development programs that embed political realism throughout the project cycle, from design
through implementation to sustainability planning, are more likely to achieve lasting impact
than those that treat politics as an external factor to be managed rather than a core determinant
of success.

Lesson 2: Adaptive Programming Models Are Essential, but Require Fundamental
Pivots, Not Just Tactical Adjustments

GRF's tactical adaptations were effective within their scope. When political tensions escalated
following the Foreign Agents Law, UNDP and the project team strategically shifted from high-
visibility governance reforms toward technically focused, lower-profile interventions. It
prioritized engagements with line ministries to maintain operational continuity, while
advancing initiatives in areas less vulnerable to political interference. When protests erupted in
Thilisi, the project swiftly converted planned in-person railway safety training to online
formats, ensuring delivery continuity despite civil unrest. The project demonstrated cross-
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sectoral flexibility by advancing environmental work when governance reforms slowed,
leveraging its broad mandate to maintain momentum across different policy domains.

However, the evaluation reveals that tactical adaptation reached its limits when fundamental
assumptions underlying the project model were systematically violated. GRF's Theory of
Change rested on six critical assumptions that political developments had "systematically
undermined." The assumption that Georgia would maintain EU aspirations was contradicted
by the government's explicit delay of accession efforts. The assumption of civil service
independence was violated by political interference and institutional dismantling. The vision
of participatory policymaking became incompatible with restrictions on civil society and
curtailed public participation requirements.

The evaluation's response to this crisis illustrates the difference between tactical and strategic
adaptation. Rather than proposing further operational adjustments, it recommends complete
abandonment of GRF's traditional institution-building approach in favour of what it terms
"constituency-building." The proposed "FutureGov Lab" embedded within universities would
work with youth to cultivate democratic values in politically neutral academic spaces. The
alternative private sector engagement model would support SME alignment with EU standards
while channelling resources to community initiatives through corporate social responsibility
mechanisms.

These proposals represent a fundamental reconceptualization, not just incremental
modifications. They shift from direct state engagement (the core of GRF's historic model)
towards actors which are "less prone to political capture." They shift from supporting existing
institutions to building alternative constituencies that might press for democratic governance,
when political conditions improve. They trade immediate policy influence for longer-term
democratic resilience, accepting reduced short-term impact in exchange for operational
viability.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

GREF Phase IV has played a significant role in certain aspects of Georgia’s governance reform
landscape in the period 2022 to 2024, delivering a range of outputs that enhance both
democratic and environmental governance in the country. The evaluation finds that the project
was highly relevant to Georgia’s EU-oriented reform agenda and to UNDP/Sweden strategic
priorities, and it achieved a majority of its immediate objectives effectively, within an efficient
operational framework.

The GRF portfolio demonstrated three key strengths: (i) strategic anchoring in national
development frameworks and EU approximation agendas, (ii) institutional partnership with a
diverse mix of public agencies, municipalities, NGOs, and policy think tanks, and (iii) dual
modality flexibility that enables both structural reform support (via CDF) and rapid technical
assistance (via ODS).

The 32 initiatives supported by the project produced tangible results: new policies and
strategies formulated, thousands of public servants and stakeholders trained, and pilot solutions
tested in several areas. These interventions have already led to some concrete improvements —
for example, adopted municipal plans, better informed civil servants, and more robust
mechanisms for environmental management. The project also mainstreamed gender and
inclusion considerations commendably, ensuring diverse beneficiary participation and
addressing the needs of vulnerable groups like persons with disabilities and ethnic minorities.

The GRF project has made efforts to promote inclusion — ensuring women’s participation in
capacity building, targeting vulnerable populations in certain projects, and considering
diversity in reforms. However, the absence of specific, measurable gender targets in some of
the initiatives limited opportunities to achieve more substantial gender-transformative
outcomes and demonstrate concrete progress toward advancing women's roles in governance
and policy processes.

GRF’s Phase IV made a substantive contribution to Georgia’s progress toward the SDGs,
touching on goals related to poverty reduction, health, education, gender equality, sustainable
cities, climate action, life on land, strong institutions, and partnerships. It helped align national
practices with international standards, thereby supporting Georgia’s EU integration journey.
Internally, it fostered a culture of innovation and accountability within Georgian public
administration, planting seeds for long-term institutional transformation.

Challenges and limitations were also identified. The volatile political context, marked by
reduced openness to foreign-funded reforms, election-period stagnation, and institutional
upheavals, significantly hindered the uptake and sustainability of some GRF-supported
reforms. Several high-quality outputs (strategies, draft laws) remained unendorsed or
unimplemented by project end due to shifting political priorities and turnover in government
counterparts. This has tempered the immediate impact and raises concerns about sustaining
gains. The abolition of the Civil Service Bureau and the enactment of the “foreign influence”
law exemplify setbacks that could undermine the very governance improvements GRF sought
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to advance. Moreover, while GRF ensured outputs were delivered, the lack of strong
mechanisms to ensure follow-through (partly because implementation often lies beyond a
project’s scope) means the ultimate outcomes depend on external developments. The
evaluation noted that without continued commitment and resources, some key deliverables risk
staying on paper.

Overall, the Governance Reform Fund Phase IV was a well-conceived and largely well-
executed initiative that achieved meaningful results under difficult circumstances. It succeeded
in building capacity and producing reform blueprints that have the potential to significantly
improve governance and sustainable development in Georgia. The core hypothesis of GRF -
that targeted, expert-driven interventions can catalyse broader reforms - was validated insofar
as many institutions are now better equipped and some reforms have been adopted. However,
the broader impact of these efforts will depend on the enabling political environment. The
project’s achievements in democratic governance and environmental governance are evident,
but their full realization requires continued advocacy, stable political support, and possibly
further assistance to bridge the gap from outputs to sustained outcomes.

Now the project stands at a critical inflection point. Its future viability depends entirely on
executing a fundamental strategic recalibration away from its traditional engagement model
toward the alternative pathways. The pivot proposed by this evaluation toward youth
empowerment through the "FutureGov Lab" anchored in academic institutions and private
sector engagement through EU standards compliance represents the project's only viable path
forward. These alternatives offer the potential to preserve GRF's catalytic spirit and democratic
governance mandate while operating within the constraints of Georgia's deteriorating political
environment, positioning youth, academia, and SMEs as less susceptible to immediate political
capture than traditional partners.

However, the prospects for success remain uncertain and fraught with significant
implementation challenges. Both proposed options require careful design to maintain political
neutrality while avoiding government retaliation, secure sustainable donor funding in a context
where traditional supporters have suspended engagement, and demonstrate meaningful
governance impact through indirect channels. The transition from institution-building to
constituency-building represents a fundamental evolution that must be executed with integrity
to prevent elite capture and maintain credibility with both donors and beneficiaries. Success
will ultimately depend on the project's ability to preserve a reform-oriented ecosystem that can
be reactivated when political conditions improve, making the current phase a critical bridge
period for Georgia's long-term democratic prospects. The window for this transformation is
narrow, as continued democratic erosion may eventually constrain even these alternative
engagement modalities.
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS

The evaluation identified the following key recommendations for the attention of the project
partners. These recommendations are practical, action-oriented and targeted to two groups on
the basis of who should be responsible for their implementation — recommendations for the
GRF project team targeting the remainder of the project’s timeline and resources; and,
recommendations for UNDP Georgia, which are more forward-looking in nature and target the
future/sustainability of the GRF model.
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No.

Recommendation

Challenge/problem addressed
by the recommendation

Priority
Level

Type of
Recommendation

Responsibility

Proposed
implementation
time-frame

Develop a Replicable GRF-Inspired
Model for Civil Society Organization
(CSO) Support — Design a flexible,
demand-driven intervention model drawing
on GRF’s proven principles, that UNDP or
other entities can later deploy to address the
emerging needs of CSOs in governance,
inclusion, environmental, and human rights
sectors.

Specific Actions for the Project Team:

e Document GRF’s operational
framework, decision-making processes,
and funding mechanisms, adapting them
for application in a CSO-focused
context.

e Develop a prototype “CSO Rapid
Response and Innovation Facility”
model, including eligibility criteria,
application and selection processes, and
implementation guidelines.

e Conceive a scalability pathway within
the model, detailing how successful
CSO-led pilots can transition into larger
programs through donor, government, or
private sector financing.

Absence of a flexible, demand-
driven mechanism to support
CSOs in governance, inclusion,
environmental, and human rights
sectors; risk of losing institutional
knowledge from GRF’s proven
approach

High

Strategic/programmatic

GREF Project
Team

Design within 1-2
months.

Convert Unimplemented Qutputs into
"Reform-Ready' Knowledge Repository —
Systematically preserve and package all
completed GRF outputs for rapid
deployment when political conditions
improve.

Risk of losing value from
unimplemented outputs due to
political constraints; lack of quick-
deployment resources when
political conditions improve

High

Knowledge management /
institutional memory

GREF Project
Team

Establish archive and
toolkits within 6
months; maintain on
rolling basis
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Specific Actions for the Project Team:

Create a digital archive for all the GRF-
developed strategies, legal frameworks,
and training materials with step-by-step
implementation guides.

Develop "reform activation toolkits" that
provide detailed implementation
guidance for each deliverable, including
resource requirements and timeline
estimates.

Explore the feasibility of the idea of
establishing quarterly "alumni networks"
with the trained civil servants and
stakeholders to maintain reform
knowledge and relationships.

Document lessons learned from each
initiative to improve future
implementation when opportunities
arise.

Create user-friendly interface allowing
future reform teams to quickly identify
and access relevant materials.

Explore Alternative Engagement
Ecosystem Through Universities and
Private Sector — Explore integrated
programming that maintains governance
objectives through youth development and
business compliance.

Specific Actions for UNDP Georgia:

Explore partnering with 2-3 Georgian
universities to embed a governance
innovation agenda within academic
curricula, recruiting 50-75 graduate
students for policy bootcamps focusing
on key governance themes.

Limited ability to operate through
government institutions due to
restrictive political environment;
need for alternative channels to
maintain governance objectives
and civic engagement

Medium

Strategic/programmatic

UNDP Country
Office
(Georgia)

Initiate partnerships
and pilots within 6-9
months; expand over
18-24 months
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Explore the idea of 4-6 month policy co-
creation initiatives where student teams
develop technical solutions to
governance challenges (such as digital
service delivery, environmental
compliance, statistical modernization).
Explore the establishment of a SME EU
Compliance Support Programme
through Georgian Chamber of
Commerce, providing technical
assistance to 30-50 businesses pursuing
EU market access.

Develop "Governance for Business"
training modules that teach transparency,
accountability, and stakeholder
engagement as business competencies.
Explore the idea of SME-funded small
grants program (corporate social
responsibility mechanism) that channels
private sector resources to vetted
community organizations.

Develop Rapid Response Reactivation
Protocol — Create detailed 90-day restart
plan to quickly capitalize on future political
windows for traditional governance
programming.

Specific Actions for UNDP Georgia:

Complete a comprehensive partner
mapping, identifying reform-oriented
officials in suspended institutions and
assessing their current status and
influence.

Develop a detailed engagement
protocols for rapid programme restart,
including activity prioritization matrix
and resource mobilization timeline.

Lack of a ready-to-implement plan
to seize political openings for
governance programming;
potential delays in mobilizing
resources and activities

High

Operational/contingency
planning

UNDP Country
Office
(Georgia)

Protocol design
within 3—4 months;
quarterly updates
thereafter
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Establish clear trigger indicators
(EU/donor funding resumption, policy
reversals, institutional changes, electoral
outcomes) that signal reactivation
opportunities.

Maintain informal contact with key
stakeholders through academic
conferences, technical events, and
international forums.

Prepare a donor engagement strategy
with regular political briefings and
readiness demonstrations to ensure
funding availability when restart
becomes viable.

Update reactivation protocol on a
quarterly basis, based on political
developments and stakeholder
availability.

Develop scenario-based implementation
plans for different types of political
openings (gradual liberalization versus
sudden political change versus electoral
transition).
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ANNEX I: EVALUATION’S TERMS OF REFERENCE

Terms of Reference
Position: International Evaluator & Local Researcher/Expert

Services/Work Description: The purpose of this assignment is to conduct an external final evaluation
ofthe  project

Project/Programme Title: The Governance Reform Fund (GRF) Project, Phase IV

Additional Category: Democratic Governance

Type of Contract: Individual Contract

Post Level: Consultant(s)

Languages Required: English

Starting Date: 1 April 2025

Duration of Assignment: Total of up to 35 days, including one up to the 7-day mission to

Georgia (or work in online mode, in case of travel restrictions), between
April and July 2025 for International Evaluator

Total of up to 20 days between April and July 2025 for Local
Researcher/Expert

Location: Local Researcher/Expert — Thbilisi-based

International Evaluator - home-based with one mission to Georgia

PROJECT INFORMATION

Project/outcome title Governance Reform Fund (GRF) — Phase IV

Atlas ID 00136398 (Atlas), 00127317 (Quantum)
UNSDCEF 2021-2025-CPD 2021-2025 Outcome 1/ By 2025, all people in
Georgia enjoy improved good governance, more open, resilient and
accountable institutions, rule of law, equal access to justice, human
rights, and increased representation and participation of women in

Corporate outcome and gecision making

output
CPD 2021-2025 Output 1.1. Inclusive national and local governance
systems have greater resilience and capacities to mainstream gender,
ensure evidence-based and participatory policymaking, map and
address inequalities and deliver quality services to all.

Country Georgia

Region Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)

. SLETE Planned end
Project dates t

01 January 2022 30 September 2025



Project budget 32,917,822 SEK (3,250,742 USD)

Sweden, represented by the Swedish International Development
Cooperation Agency (Sida)
The Administration of the Government of Georgia (AoG) with UNDP CO
support

1. Background and Context
The goal of the Governance Reform Fund (GRF) phase IV project is to accelerate structural transformation
for sustainable development by enhancing citizen-centric governance systems for efficiently serving their
constituencies. The project aims to improve the capacities of country authorities in policy planning and the
implementation and administration of effective and gender-responsive governance in the context of EU
integration and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The GRF project directs efforts toward
strengthening the political and institutional context, the environmental context, and the economic and social
context in Georgia to create an ecosystem where “no one is left behind”.

Funding source

Implementing party

The project concentrates on various initiatives leading to long-term improvements in public administration,
human rights, public service delivery, statistics, economy, energy, rural development, environment, and
decision-making. The GRF project also continues to prove itself as an effective mechanism in supporting the
consolidation of public administration commitments. GRF maintains a responsive approach by addressing
the needs and priorities identified by the Government of Georgia (GoG) at the institutional/organizational
level. Its approach addresses short-term and long-term capacity development needs, and therefore, its
achievements benefit not agencies but the corresponding initiatives’ results, and their impacts also boost civil
society organizations, local communities, the private sector, and the general public.

In its current phase, GRF continues to support more efficient public administration system development with
the administrative capacity to implement reforms pursuant to Georgia’s integration in the European Union
(EU) and focuses its efforts on advancing the core capacity of public institutions through organizational,
institutional, and human resource development in the priority areas of policy planning and civil service
reform, public service delivery, e-governance, government accountability, human rights, rule of law, gender
equality, and environmental governance through the following well-tested mechanisms:

e (Capacity Development Fund (CDF) - addresses public sector agencies' critical and immediate
capacity development needs. The project places more emphasis on initiatives with medium- to long-
term implications.

e On-Demand [Consultancy] Services (ODS) - provides on-demand advisory services and technical
expertise to develop the capacity of public agencies for policy formation and implementation.

The project has been designed to contribute to the achievement of the expected UN Sustainable Development
Cooperation Framework (UNSDCF) 2021-2025 Outcome: (#1) ‘By 2025, all people in Georgia enjoy good
governance, open, resilient and accountable institutions, rule of law, equal access to justice, human rights,
and increased representation and participation of women in decision-making.’ This overarching goal has been
translated into UNDP Country Program Document (CPD) Outcome: (#1) ‘By 2025, all people in Georgia
enjoy improved good governance, more open, resilient and accountable institutions, rule of law, equal access
to justice, human rights, and increased representation and participation of women in decision making’ and
Output: (#1.1) ‘Inclusive national and local governance systems have greater resilience and capacities to
mainstream gender, ensure evidence-based and participatory policy-making, map and address inequalities
and deliver quality services to all.’

The project is aligned with the priorities of the ‘Results strategy for Sweden s reform cooperation with Eastern
Europe, the Western Balkans and Turkey for the period 2014-2020° and the ‘Strategy for Sweden’s
cooperation with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), 2017-2021,” and is expected to result
in strengthened democracy, greater respect for human rights, and a more fully developed state, adherent to
the rule of law. Through targeted capacity development and support for policy and service delivery reforms,
GREF directly contributes to the aforementioned planned outcome and output. 3.



This process leads to high-level outcomes, bringing stronger or new partnerships and better complementarity
and coordination:

- Institutional and human capacity of targeted public agencies strengthened to better implement reforms
for advancing public administration systems.

- The enabling environment created through advancing policy formulation and regulatory framework
to address sectoral challenges in the field of democratic and environmental governance.

In this context, sustainable development encompasses economic, environmental, and social pillars. It
describes a state of society where living conditions and resources are used to continue to meet human needs
without undermining the integrity and stability of the natural system.

The GRF project pays special attention to reaching the following outputs:

- The solutions ideated with public institutions implemented through targeted interventions.

- Civil servants apply skills and capacities acquired through targeted assistance in their daily operations.

- Partner institutions coached on intervention design, planning, delivery, monitoring, and evaluation.

- Advisory services provided to target institutions for formulating policies and elaborating a regulatory
framework.

The Theory of Change for the GRF project is framed as follows: (a) If GoG has tools for assuming stronger
leadership and ownership of the previously adopted changes in public administration, and (b) if the
professional independence and delegation of responsibilities to civil service are better guaranteed, and (c) if
the public servants benefit from training, framed around the objectives of the line ministries/agencies, then
an inclusive, responsive and accountable policy cycle and service delivery will emerge as integrating elements
of the entire public administration.

The ability of the project to reach its stated outcomes rests on several key assumptions:

- The political situation remains stable, and the country keeps aspirations towards the EU.

- The legislative, policy, and institutional basis are sufficient to guarantee the independence of the civil
service.

- There is sufficient capacity and commitment from public institutions to adopt and operationalize new
procedures and practices necessary for the adequate progress of Georgia’s reform agenda.

- There is sufficient capacity and support within the beneficiary organizations to allow for effective
implementation of the initiatives.

- The pool of international and local experts is available to provide quality support.

- Donor funding is sufficient to ensure the requisite level of donor support for the GRF.

The diagram in Annex V better demonstrates the GRF’s Theory of Change approach and Annex VI presents
the GRF Results Framework.

During 2022-2024, GRF supported 32 initiatives across 24 institutions, allocating almost equally to
democratic (47%) and environmental (53%) governance, with a focus on several areas of public sector
reforms (See Annex VII for a detailed list of initiatives).

Therefore, GRF is seeking an International Evaluator and a Local Researcher/Expert to conduct an external
evaluation of the GRF Project for the period of 1 January 2022 — 31 December 2024.

e Evaluation Purpose, Scope and Objectives

The purpose of this final external evaluation is to assess the overall performance, relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact of the GRF project during the period from 2022 to
2024. The evaluation will aim to:



Determine the relevance of the GRF project, including its alignment with the needs and priorities
of GoG, the objectives of EU integration, the UNDP Strategic Plan, the donor’s strategic plan,
and its adaptability to changing political, social, and environmental circumstances.

Assess the effectiveness of GRF in achieving its intended outputs and outcomes, identifying
factors that have contributed to or hindered its success, and highlighting areas of particular
success and challenges.

Evaluate the efficiency of the GRF resource utilization, including the use of funds, personnel,
and time, and the effectiveness of its monitoring and evaluation systems in tracking performance
and ensuring accountability.

Examine the sustainability of the GRF interventions, including the likelihood of maintaining
project results after its conclusion, the factors that may threaten sustainability, and the extent to
which stakeholders have been engaged to ensure ownership and long-term impact.

Evaluate the impact of the GRF interventions on governance, public administration, policy
development, and public service delivery, including environmental governance, while
identifying internal and external factors that have influenced significant and lasting impacts.
Analyse the extent to which gender equality and social inclusion have been mainstreamed across
the project’s design, implementation, and monitoring, and the effectiveness of GRF in
addressing the needs of marginalized and vulnerable groups.

Explore how GRF’s model can be applied to address the needs and priorities of non-state actors
such as civil society and universities.

Provide forward-looking recommendations based on the feedback collected for improving the
GRF approach in terms of content, strategies, operational modalities, and potential future
programming directions.

The interviews and focus group discussions will be conducted in Tbilisi, Georgia.

The scope of work for the Evaluation Team will include, but may not be limited to:

Complete a desk review of all project-related documents including the project document,
budgetary documents, and reports;

Assess the quality and effectiveness of project coordination with the key partners, and synergies
and complementarity between other UNDP projects and UN Agencies;

Elaborate an evaluation matrix using evaluation criteria/questions provided below as a basis to
develop the evaluation questions (and, where needed, sub-questions), the data sources required
to answer the questions, the data collection and data analysis methods;

Conduct meetings/interviews with current team members, along with the counterparts at the
Government of Georgia, key partners, donors and the UNDP Country Office;

Collect quantitative data, including retrieving public information from government agencies (if
needed), necessary for the evaluation;

Analyse data in accordance with the evaluation objectives per component, and in a broader
context: against the project's objectives and project’s impact;

Analyse the project’s contribution to UN Sustainable Development Goals;

Explore how GRF’s model can be applied to address the needs and priorities of non-state actors
such as civil society and institutions;

Develop recommendations based on project experience for future interventions likely to lead to
improvements and adjustments of the current implementation approach to be considered when
planning scaling up of achieved results and/or designing new intervention in the field of public
administration reform;

Prepare a draft evaluation report providing descriptive overviews, laying out the evidence,
analysing project’s contribution based on evaluation criteria and SDGs, providing conclusions
and recommendations;

Finalize the evaluation report based on solicited feedback from UNDP team and the key project

stakeholders;
8t



e Present the document to the national partners, project donor and the other key stakeholders, as
needed through a dissemination workshop.

Evaluation Limitation: Given the country's current political circumstances and the high staff turnover
at public institutions, some stakeholders may not be available in the same positions or at the same
institutions. This could impact the consistency of engagement and access to institutional knowledge,
potentially affecting the evaluation process and continuity of insights.

The primary intended users of the External Evaluation Report are the GRF Project Team, the UNDP
Democratic Governance Team, UNDP in general, the Government of Sweden, and the Administration
of the Government of Georgia. The findings will be disseminated to the above-stated users.

e Evaluation Criteria and Key Guiding Questions
The final evaluation will be undertaken in accordance with the UNDP Evaluation Policy and

OECD/DAC criteria, assessing the effectiveness, efficiency, impact, relevance/coherence, and
sustainability of the project. The following guiding questions will be addressed:

Relevance/Coherence

e To what extent was the project aligned with the Country Programme Document (CPD) outputs
and outcomes, the UNDP Strategic Plan, SDGs, and the donor’s Country Strategy?

e To what extent was the GRF project aligned with the needs and priorities of the Government of
Georgia and the objectives of EU integration?

e How well had GRF adapted its interventions to changing Georgia's political, social, and
environmental circumstances?

e To what extent did the GRF project integrate gender equality and inclusive governance

principles?
e To what extent did the GRF contribute to achieving SDGs and Georgia’s international
commitments?
Effectiveness

e To what extent did the project contribute to CPD outcomes and outputs, the SDGs, the UNDP
Strategic Plan, donor’s priorities, and national development priorities?

e To what extent have the intended outputs and outcomes of the GRF project been achieved? What
factors have influenced these achievements or shortcomings?

e What areas of the project have been most successful, and what strategies contributed to these
successes?

e Where has the project faced challenges, and how could these challenges have been overcome?

e To what extent was the GRF’s model effective in addressing the needs and priorities of state
actors, and to what extent can it be applied to the needs and priorities of non-state actors such as
civil society and institutions?

Efficiency

e How efficiently has GRF utilized resources, including time, personnel, and funds?
e To what extent have project funds and activities been delivered on time and within budget?
e Were the project’s monitoring and evaluation systems efficient in tracking performance and
ensuring accountability?
Sustainability

e To what extent are the results of the GRF project likely to be sustained after the project ends?

e What factors may threaten the sustainability of GRF-supported initiatives, including political,
financial, or institutional risks?

e How well has the project engaged stakeholders to ensure ownership and long-term impact?



e What factors (e.g., political will, effective collaboration, stakeholder engagement) have
contributed to the project's sustainability?
e What hindering factors (e.g., political instability, lack of resources, institutional resistance) have
constrained the long-term sustainability of GRF-supported initiatives?
Impact

e To what extent have the GRF interventions had significant and lasting impacts on the target
areas?
e What external or internal factors (e.g., policy changes, institutional changes, socio-economic
environment) have contributed to or hindered the achievement of impactful results?
e How have these contributing and hindering factors affected the overall success or challenges
faced by the project?
Gender and Social Inclusion

e To what extent have gender equality and social inclusion been mainstreamed in the project's
design, implementation, and monitoring?
e How effectively has GRF addressed the needs and participation of marginalized and vulnerable
groups (e.g., women, ethnic minorities, disabled persons, economically vulnerable populations)?
e To what extent has GRF promoted gender equality and the empowerment of women and
marginalized groups in its interventions?
Contribution to SDGs

e To what extent has the GRF project contributed to the achievement of the SDGs, particularly in
governance, public service delivery, human rights, gender equality, and environmental
sustainability?

In addition to assessing the current phase of the GRF project, the evaluation will also provide

recommendations for future programming.

e Methodology
The Evaluation Team will work with the project team to prepare a methodology to answer the key

evaluation questions outlined above, as well as any other pertinent questions that may arise to
adequately assess the picture. They must take into account UNDP Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines,
revised edition: June 2021 (http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/) and relevant programmatic
documents, which will be supplied to the evaluators at the beginning of the assignment. As a result of this
exercise, the International Evaluator will propose an evaluation methodology and agree on a detailed plan
for the assignment as part of the evaluation inception report. The final methodology should be approved
by UNDP.

Evaluation should employ a combination of qualitative and quantitative evaluation methods and
instruments. The team is expected to follow a participatory and consultative approach that
ensures close engagement with UNDP, implementing partners, and male and
female direct beneficiaries. The methodology should be robust enough to ensure high quality,
triangulation of data sources, and verifiability of information.

It is expected that the evaluation methodology will comprise of the following elements:

e Secondary research:

a. Document Review of all relevant project documentation: project documents, results
frameworks, monitoring and evaluation plan, theory of change, annual reports, internal
evaluation reports, and other relevant knowledge products.

b. Collect quantitative data, including retrieving public information from the government
agencies (if needed), necessary for the evaluation. 3
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e Primary research — aimed at forming new knowledge by collecting information through:

a. Key informant interviews (KIIs), semi-structured interviews, stakeholder consultations,
field visits, and other participatory methods with governmental and non-governmental
institutions, donors, and external stakeholders.

b. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and workshops with different governmental and non-
governmental institutions, donors, and external stakeholders.

c. Survey of the GRF stakeholders to assess the impact and satisfaction levels of the project
participants.
Data and evidence will be triangulated with multiple sources to address evaluation questions. The final
methodological approach, including the interviews schedule and data to be used in the evaluation,
should be clearly outlined in the inception report and fully discussed and agreed upon with the UNDP’s
commissioning unit - the Democratic Governance (DG) Team Leader and the Monitoring and
Evaluation (M&E) Specialist.

e Gender and Human Rights-based Approach
As part of the requirement, the evaluation must include an assessment of the extent to which the design,

implementation, and results of the project have incorporated a gender equality perspective and rights-

based approach. The evaluators are requested to review the United Nations Evaluation Group’s (UNEG)
Guidance in Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluation during the inception phase.

In addition, the methodology used in the final evaluation, including data collection and analysis
methods should be gender-sensitive to the greatest extent possible, with evaluation data and findings
disaggregated by sex, ethnicity, age, etc. Detailed analysis of the disaggregated data will be undertaken
as part of the final evaluation from which findings are consolidated to make recommendations and
identify lessons learned for an enhanced gender-responsive and rights-based approach of the project.

This evaluation approach and methodology should consider different types of groups in project
intervention — women, youth, minorities, and vulnerable groups.

e Evaluation Products (Deliverables)

Deliverables:

e Inception Report (10-15 pages). The inception report should be developed following and based
on the preliminary discussions with UNDP after the desk review and should be produced prior
to any formal evaluation interviews and a field/country visit. The inception report shall include
a detailed methodology for data collection, showing how each evaluation question will be
answered, proposing the methods to be applied with respective data sources and data collection
procedures, and defining a detailed work plan and a timeline. The draft inception report shall be
discussed with UNDP and the Government of Sweden and finalized based on the feedback (see
the suggested outline in Annex I).

e Evaluation Matrix (suggested as a deliverable to be included in the inception report). The
evaluation matrix serves as a useful tool for summarizing and visually presenting the evaluation
design and methodology for discussions with key stakeholders. It details evaluation questions
that the evaluation will answer, data sources, data collection, analysis tools or methods
appropriate for each data source, and the standard or measure by which each question will be
evaluated.

&



Table 3. Sample Evaluation Matrix

Relevant| Key Specific Data Data-collection | Indicators/ | Methods for
evaluatio| questions sub sources | methods/tools success data analysis

n questions standard
criteria

e Evaluation debriefs. Inmediately following the evaluation, the Evaluation Team shall organize
a preliminary debriefing on the main findings. At a minimum, they will have an inception
meeting with the project team and a debriefing meeting with the UNDP Resident Representative
(RR) in Georgia, the Deputy Resident Representative (DRR), DG Team Leader, and the UNDP
M&E specialist.

e Draft Evaluation Report (40 to 60 pages including the executive summary). The draft
evaluation report shall incorporate a detailed description of the methodology and methods
applied during the planning phase, fieldwork, data collection, and analysis; challenges faced in
the process of conducting the assignment and recommendations for improved planning of
relevant missions in the future; preliminary findings focusing on the major achievements,
emerging/potential issues, and recommendations per project outcome, as well as budget
expenditures, management, and staffing; summary conclusions for relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, sustainability and impact of the intervention; lessons learned and recommendations
on how to scale up the project achievement, design new phase of the intervention and address
the potential challenges due to the political context, while considering the overall logic and
strategic orientation of the project. The draft evaluation report will be discussed and finalized in
agreement with UNDP (see suggested format in Annex II).

e Evaluation Report audit trail. Comments and changes by the Evaluation Team in response to
the draft report should be made to show how they have been addressed.

¢ Final Evaluation Report. The final report shall be developed based on the feedback received
from UNDP on the draft report. The final report shall fully address the evaluation objectives
outlined in the TOR, providing clear and concise answers to the evaluation questions. A
summary of the evaluation findings (in a PowerPoint presentation format) will also be submitted
along with the final report. The findings of the final evaluation report shall be presented in the
dissemination workshop for the GRF project team and UNDP Country Office (CO), national
partners, the project donor, and other relevant stakeholders.

The project materials and other relevant information will be made available by UNDP to the Evaluation
Team upon signing the contract, as well as upon request. UNDP reserves the right to request additional
information under each deliverable in relation to the evaluation objectives.

e Evaluation Ethics

This evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in the UNEG ‘Ethical
Guidelines for Evaluation’.22 The code of conduct is enclosed as Annex III and constitutes integral
part of this TOR. The Evaluation Team must safeguard the rights and confidentiality of information
providers, interviewees, and stakeholders through measures to ensure compliance with legal and other

22 UNEG, ‘UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation’, 2020. Available at https://www.unevaluation.org/uneg gublications/ugg-

ethical-guidelines-evaluation.
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relevant codes governing the collection of data and reporting of data. The Evaluation Team must also
ensure the security of collected information before and after the evaluation and protocols to ensure
anonymity and confidentiality of sources of information where that is expected. The information
knowledge and data gathered in the evaluation process must also be solely used for the evaluation and
not for other uses with the express authorization of UNDP and the partners.

e Conflict of Interest

To ensure the impartiality and objectivity of the evaluation, as well as to avoid the conflict of interest,
UNDP will not consider the applications from candidates who have had prior involvement in the design,
formulation, implementation, or evaluation of the above-indicated project.

e Implementation Arrangements

The Evaluation Team, consisting of an International Evaluator and a Local Researcher/Expert will work
under the overall oversight of UNDP’s commissioning unit. International Evaluator will serve as a
Team Leader, leading and managing the evaluation mission, while Local Consultant will provide
support in organizing the mission programme, providing translation/interpretation when necessary,
assisting in field work and finalization of the evaluation report.

The GRF Project Manager and the project’s M&E Consultant will provide the necessary information
for the evaluation and will be the primary points of contact for the Evaluation Team.

The Project Team will provide the Evaluation Team with all relevant documentation, a list of key
stakeholders (attached to the TOR as ANNEX VIII), and a draft schedule of the meetings and facilitate
their communication with the stakeholders.

e Activity Timeframe and Pavment Modality:

The evaluation is expected to be conducted from April to July 2025.

The International Evaluator will work for up to 35 working days with the following timeline for
activities/deliverables:

Activities Estimated # of Days Time
line
e Develop evaluation design (including proposed Up to 3 days (home- Aori
. . pril
evaluation questions, methodology, and tools) and based) 200
work plan 3

e Desk review of relevant documents

o Submission of the inception report

e Interviews with key stakeholders included in Up to 12 days
ANNEX VIII in addition to project staff, UNDP, and (combination of in-
the donor representative

person and remote
interviews in
cooperation with the

local
researcher/expert
including 7-day field May-
trip) June
2025
o Preparation and submission of the draft Evaluation Up to 13 days(home-
report with forward-looking recommendations to based)

UNDP country office




e Dissemination workshop for UNDP project team Up to 3 days
and Country Office, national partners, project donor,
and other relevant stakeholders

Up to 4 days (home-
based)

o Finalization and submission of the evaluation report
incorporating additions and comments provided by
project staff and the UNDP country office.

July
2025

The local researcher/expert will work for up to 20 working days with the following timeline for
activities/deliverables:

o Contribution to inception report Up to 2 days
o Interviews with key stakeholders included in the Up to 8 days
ANNEX VIII in addition to project staff, UNDP, and (combination of in-
donor representative person and remote April
interviews in -July
cooperation with the 2025
international
evaluator)
o Preparation of transcripts and data analysis Up to 8 days
o Contribution to the final evaluation report Up to 2 days

e Evaluation Team composition and required Competencies




Required Qualifications and competencies for the International Evaluator envisage the
following:

1. Academic Qualifications:

At least a master’s degree in Public Administration, Public Policy, Political Science,
Development, Management, Economics, or a related Social Science field (minimum
requirement).

1I. Years of experience:

At least seven years of professional experience in Projects’ Monitoring and Evaluation,
preferably in the area of governance (minimum requirement).

Demonstrated knowledge (at least 10 relevant projects/engagements) of the public
administration, public management, public administration reform, and good governance
fields (minimum requirement).

At least 10 projects on conducting baseline, mid-term, and final evaluations, out of which at
least three are in an international setting (minimum requirement).

Familiarity with the region (particularly Georgia), and its overall governance features,
particularly the public administration system (minimum requirement).

A solid understanding of the political context, developmental challenges, needs, and
directions in the given region is an asset.

Hands-on knowledge of evaluation methodologies and data collection methods.

Hands-on knowledge of online collaboration platforms to be used for remote workshops and
interviews and online data collection methods.

Experience with the UN organization is an asset.

I11. Language:

Excellent command of written and spoken English.

IV. Competencies:

Corporate competencies:

Demonstrates integrity by modelling the UN’s values and ethical standards.
Understanding of the mandate and the role of UNDP would be an asset.

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

Displays cultural, gender, religion, race, nationality, and age sensitivity and adaptability.
Treats all people fairly without favouritism.

Functional competencies:

Strong communication and analytical skills.

Demonstrated skills in drafting reports.

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

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

Excellent writing, presentation/public speaking skills.

A pro-active approach to problem-solving.

Computer literacy.




Leadership and Self-Management skills:

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

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

Consistently approaches work with energy, positivity and a constructive attitude.
Demonstrates strong influencing and facilitation skills.

Remains calm, in control and good humoured under pressure.

Demonstrates openness to change, new ideas, and ability to manage ambiguity.
Demonstrates strong oral and written communication skills.

Demonstrates ability to transfer knowledge and competencies.

Is able to work independently and manage competing priorities.

Required Qualifications and competencies for a Local Researcher/Expert envisage the following:

1. Academic Qualifications:

At least a bachelor’s degree in Public Administration, Public Policy, Political Science,
Development, Management, Economics, or a related Social Science field (minimum
requirement).

1I. Years of experience:

At least three years of professional experience in conducting qualitative and quantitative
research (minimum requirement);

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

A solid understanding of the political context, developmental challenges, needs, and
directions in the given region is an asset.

Familiarity with the region (particularly Georgia), its overall governance features,
particularly the public administration system is an asset.

Hands-on knowledge of evaluation methodologies and data collection methods.

Hands-on knowledge of online collaboration platforms to be used for remote workshops and
interviews and online data collection methods.

Experience with the UN organization is an asset.

I11. Language:

Native Georgian language skills.
Excellent command of written and spoken English.

IV. Competencies:

Corporate competencies:

Demonstrates integrity by modelling the UN’s values and ethical standards.
Understanding of the mandate and the role of UNDP would be an asset.
Promotes the vision, mission, and strategic goals of UNDP.
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Functional competencies:

Self-Management skills:

Displays cultural, gender, religion, race, nationality, and age sensitivity and adaptability.
Treats all people fairly without favouritism.

Strong research skills.

Strong communication and analytical skills.

Demonstrated skills in drafting reports.

Ability to work under pressure with several tasks and various deadlines.
Excellent writing, presentation/public speaking skills.

A pro-active approach to problem-solving.

Computer literacy.

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

Consistently approaches work with energy, positivity, and a constructive attitude.
Demonstrates strong influencing and facilitation skills.

Remains calm, in control and good humoured under pressure.

Demonstrates openness to change, new ideas, and ability to manage ambiguity.
Demonstrates strong oral and written communication skills.

Demonstrates ability to transfer knowledge and competencies.

Is able to work independently and manage competing priorities.

Pavment Modality

Payment to the Evaluation Team will be made based on the actual number of days worked,
deliverables accepted, and upon certification of satisfactory completion by the manager.

The contract price will be a fixed output-based price. Payments will be made through the bank
transfer according to the following schedule upon satisfactory submission of each deliverable and
invoice and acceptance thereof by UNDP.

Deliverable 1. Inception Report 40% Within a week after signing a contract from UND

Deliverable 2. Final Evaluation 60% Within a week after the submission of the Final
Report Evaluation Report




ANNEX II: RESULTS FRAMEWORK

result of the implementation
of CDF Initiatives

a result of the
implementation of CDF
Initiatives

Expected . 3 q
Outputs Indicators Baseline Targets Progress Narrative
1.1 # of CDF Interventions 1.1 At least 15 CDF 9 CDF initiatives have been implemented in the period of 2022-2024. Given the political
implemented (disaggregated initiatives implemented | circumstances described in the country context above, the scale and scope of implementation of the
Output 1 by democratic and 0 in 2022-2024 (at least GREF project were significantly constrained. The challenging operating environment, including
environmental governance five (5) initiative per political instability and limited institutional engagement at the local level, directly affected the pace of
field) year) implementation
1.2 # of public agencies 1.2 At. leasF 10 public 12 public agencies directly benefitted from the implementation of CDF Interventions (Ministry of
. . agencies directly . - . .
directly benefitting from 0 benefit from the Economy and Sustainable Development, Ministry of Environment and Agriculture, Rural
implementation of CDF . . Development Agency, CSB, NCDC, RDA, MIA, APA, NEA, EIEC, Ministry of Education and
. implementation of CDF .
) Interventions . . Science, Geostat)
Institutional Interventions
and human 1.3 At least 80% of
capacity of 1.3 % of public institutions public institutions
targeted who report increased report increased o C . R . . .
blic S . R . 84% of public institutions report increased institutional capacity as a result of the implementation of
public institutional capacity as a 0 institutional capacity as CDF Initiatives
agencies result of the implementation a result of the '
strengthened | of CDF Initiatives implementation of CDF
to better Initiatives
implement
reforms for
advancing 1.4 At least 80% of 79% of public institutions report improved institutional systems as a result of the implementation of
public 1.4 % of public institutions public institutions CDF Initiatives. The target for this indicator was not fully met, mainly due to limited institutional
administration | who report improved report improved engagement and disruptions caused by the political context in the country. In addition, frequent staff
systems institutional systems as a 0 institutional systems as | turnover and shifting priorities within public institutions made it difficult to implement and sustain

system-level changes. As a result, only half of the institutions reported noticeable improvements.
However, the project made steady efforts to strengthen systems where possible, and positive changes
were observed in institutions that maintained consistent participation.




Expected

Outputs Indicators Baseline Targets Progress Narrative
0
1.5 Feedback by the staff of ; t':f?r‘;leer?lsb;ezg g)fOf the
beneficiary organizations beneficia
involved in the design/ oreaniza tgns rovide
development/ implementation 0 ogs itive fee dbgck 78% of the staff members of beneficiary organizations provide positive feedback regarding the
of sub-projects (extent to ?egar ding the process process of design and implementation of the sub-projects
which the agency is satisfied .
during the design and ?ridf:rlf:n?;(iion of the
implementation processes) preme
sub-projects
1.6 At least 80% of
1.6 Extent to which the civil civil servants report on
servqnts apply the knowledge thf.: application of new 86% of civil servants report on the application of new skills/knowledge gained as a result of their
acquired through targeted 0 skills/knowledge eneavement in the proiect
assistance in their daily gained as a result of gag pro]
operations their engagement in the
project
1.7 Results achieved
1.7 Agenda 2030 through GRF . . g . . .
mainstreamed in GRF- 0 interventions contribute | GRF-supported interventions have positively contributed to the implementation of SDGs 1, 3, 4, 5, 6,
supported initiatives (Y/N) to the implementation 7,11,12, 13,15, 16, 17
PP of nationalized SDGs
Goals and Targets
1.8 All groups (men,
1.8 Gender and diversity EV;?E?;PZ‘;II)IS’ gg?;h)
perspectives appropriately 0 the resul?s ach};eve d GRF-supported interventions benefitted equally to all stakeholder groups.
addressed in initiatives through GRF
interventions
2.1 At least 80% of the
2.1 Percentage of targeted consultancy products
public institutions that assess are evaluated as high-
Output 2 the on-demand consultancy 0 quality by senior 92% of the consultancy products are evaluated as high-quality by senior management and staff

as relevant and appropriate
(effective, efficient, timely
and needs-based) activity

management and staff
members of the
beneficiary
organizations

members of the beneficiary organizations




Expected

Outputs Indicators Baseline Targets Progress Narrative
2.2 At least 80% of
2.2 Extent to which the elaborated policies and

Th bli elaborated policies and legislative frameworks

¢ enabling legislative frameworks are in line with sectoral | 100% of the elaborated policies and legislative frameworks were aligned with sectoral challenges in
environment 0 . ) .

ted address sectoral challenges challenges in the field the field of democratic and environmental governance
create and support the country to of democratic and
through . . S :
. meet international obligations environmental

advancing

: governance
policy
formulation 2.3 At least 60% of
and 2.3 Extent to which the policies and legislative | 63% of policies and legislative frameworks are reported to be used by the agencies in their decision-
regulatory elaborated policies and frameworks are making process. This indicator fell slightly short of the target due to limited uptake of some policies
framework to | legislative frameworks serve 0 reported to be used by | and frameworks. While several were adopted and used effectively, others faced delays in institutional
address as an evidence for informed the agencies in their endorsement or were not fully integrated into agency workflows. The ongoing political uncertainty
sectoral decision-making decision-making and internal restructuring within some agencies further slowed the formal adoption process
challenges in process
the field of
deernz)ecrat(i)c 2.4 At least 60% of
and 2.4 Extent to which the outcomes of the

. | results of provided support interventions (ODS and 0 . . .

environmenta within ODS and CDF 0 CDF) are reported to be 68% of Qufcorpes.of the interventions (ODS and CDF) are reported to be scalable and replicable by
governance the public institutions

initiatives are scalable and
replicable

scalable and replicable
by the public
institutions




ANNEX III: EVALUATION CRITERIA AND KEY QUESTIONS

The evaluation covered the following key areas and questions:

Relevance/Coherence

To what extent was the project aligned with the Country Programme Document (CPD)
outputs and outcomes, the UNDP Strategic Plan, SDGs, and the donor’s Country
Strategy?

To what extent was the GRF project aligned with the needs and priorities of the
Government of Georgia and the objectives of EU integration?

How well had GRF adapted its interventions to changing Georgia's political, social,
and environmental circumstances?

To what extent did the GRF project integrate gender equality and inclusive governance
principles?

To what extent did the GRF contribute to achieving SDGs and Georgia’s international
commitments?

Effectiveness

To what extent did the project contribute to CPD outcomes and outputs, the SDGs, the
UNDP Strategic Plan, donor’s priorities, and national development priorities?

To what extent have the intended outputs and outcomes of the GRF project been
achieved? What factors have influenced these achievements or shortcomings?

What areas of the project have been most successful, and what strategies contributed to
these successes?

Where has the project faced challenges, and how could these challenges have been
overcome?

To what extent was the GRF’s model effective in addressing the needs and priorities of
state actors, and to what extent can it be applied to the needs and priorities of non-state
actors such as civil society and institutions?

Efficiency

How efficiently has GRF utilized resources, including time, personnel, and funds?
To what extent have project funds and activities been delivered on time and within
budget?

Were the project’s monitoring and evaluation systems efficient in tracking
performance and ensuring accountability?

Sustainability

To what extent are the results of the GRF project likely to be sustained after the project
ends?
What factors may threaten the sustainability of GRF-supported initiatives, including
political, financial, or institutional risks?
How well has the project engaged stakeholders to ensure ownership and long-term
impact?
What factors (e.g., political will, effective collaboration, stakeholder engagement)
have contributed to the project's sustainability?
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What hindering factors (e.g., political instability, lack of resources, institutional
resistance) have constrained the long-term sustainability of GRF-supported initiatives?

Impact

To what extent have the GRF interventions had significant and lasting impacts on the
target areas?

What external or internal factors (e.g., policy changes, institutional changes, socio-
economic environment) have contributed to or hindered the achievement of impactful
results?

How have these contributing and hindering factors affected the overall success or
challenges faced by the project?

Gender and Social Inclusion

To what extent have gender equality and social inclusion been mainstreamed in the
project's design, implementation, and monitoring?

How effectively has GRF addressed the needs and participation of marginalized and
vulnerable groups (e.g., women, ethnic minorities, disabled persons, economically
vulnerable populations)?

To what extent has GRF promoted gender equality and the empowerment of women
and marginalized groups in its interventions?

Contribution to SDGs

To what extent has the GRF project contributed to the achievement of the SDGs,
particularly in governance, public service delivery, human rights, gender equality, and
environmental sustainability?

Evaluability Checklist

CRITERIA COMMENTS Y|N
Y

1. Does the project have a
clearly defined Theory of
Change (ToC)? Is there a
common understanding of
what initiatives will be subject
to the evaluation?

The project has a clearly defined Theory of Change
outlined in the project documentation. It focuses on
enhancing citizen-centric governance systems
through three elements: (a) if GoG has tools for
assuming stronger leadership and ownership of
previously  adopted  changes in  public
administration, (b) if professional independence and
delegation of responsibilities to civil service are
better guaranteed, and (c) if public servants benefit
from training. There is a common understanding
among stakeholders about the initiatives to be
evaluated, including both CDF sub-projects and
ODS consultancies.

2.

Is there a well-defined | The project has a detailed results framework with | Y
results framework for the | clearly defined outputs and outcomes. Each
initiative(s) that are subject to | outcome has specific indicators with baselines and
the evaluation? Are targets | targets, covering both institutional capacities

strengthening and enabling environment creation.
The framework includes both quantitative and
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clearly defined? Are

indicators SMART?23

qualitative indicators. The results framework
provides a solid foundation for evaluation, though
some indicators (particularly those related to
stakeholder satisfaction) may need to be assessed
for their SMART criteria compliance during the
evaluation.

3. Is there sufficient data
available for the evaluation?
This should include baseline
data, data collected from
monitoring against targets,
and documented progress to
date.

There appears to be sufficient data available for a
comprehensive evaluation, including baseline data,
progress reports, annual reports, and records of all
32 initiatives implemented between 2022-2024.
The project's monitoring system has tracked
progress against indicators throughout
implementation. The evaluation will assess the
quality and effectiveness of data collection and
monitoring systems, particularly for qualitative
outcomes related to capacity development.

4. Is the planned evaluation
still  relevant, given the
evolving context? Are the
purpose and scope of the
evaluation clearly defined and
commonly shared among
stakeholders? Are the
evaluation questions realistic,
given the project's current
stage and likely data
availability?

The evaluation remains highly relevant as the
project is nearing completion and needs final
assessment of achievements and sustainability.
Scope and purpose are clearly defined in the ToR.
Given the project's near-end stage, sufficient data
exists through project reports, monitoring systems,
and stakeholder access to evaluate core objectives.
The field work includes interviews with key
stakeholders from beneficiary institutions, making
the evaluation questions realistic and achievable
within the planned timeframe. These questions are
realistic given the project's current stage.

5. Will political, social and
economic factors allow for
effective implementation of
the evaluation as envisaged?

The evaluation is designed to effectively navigate
and integrate political, social and economic factors.
The evaluation is feasible due to established

institutional ~ relationships,  identified  key
stakeholders, and established implementation
structures. However, high staff turnover in

government institutions and the current political
context in Georgia may present some challenges
regarding institutional memory and stakeholder
availability. Despite these challenges, current
conditions appear stable enough to conduct an
effective evaluation.

6. Are there sufficient
resources (human and
financial) allocated to the
evaluation?

The allocation of 35 days for the international
evaluator and 20 days for the local researcher
appears adequate given the scope of the evaluation.
The timeframe from April to July 2025 should allow
sufficient time for comprehensive data collection

23 Specific, Measurable, Assignable, Relevant and Time-bound.
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and analysis. The physical resources for the mission
to Georgia (including logistics for stakeholder

7. Is there adequate
information  available to
assess project implementation
and adaptive management?

interviews and focus groups) seem to be
appropriately planned.

The evaluation will review the management
arrangements, work  planning, stakeholder

engagement, reporting, and communications. This
information should be available in project
documentation including annual reports, board
meeting minutes, and through stakeholder
interviews. The GRF's responsive approach to
government needs provides a good basis for
assessing adaptive management.

The project includes specific considerations related
to gender equality and inclusive governance
principles. The evaluation will assess how well
gender has been integrated into the project design
and implementation, including in CDF initiative
selection and ODS service provision. Data on
project beneficiaries appears to be disaggregated by
gender (2,750 women and 908 men reported),
which will facilitate gender analysis.

8. Can the project's
contribution  to  gender
equality, women's
empowerment, and social
inclusion be  adequately
assessed?

9. Is there sufficient
information to evaluate the
project's environmental

impacts and contribution to
sustainability?

For the environmental governance component (53%
of initiatives), the project has shared documentation
on environmental policy development, regulatory
frameworks, and capacity development for
environmental management. The evaluation will
assess achievements in areas such as climate change
policy, biodiversity conservation, and sustainable
resource management, and evaluate potential
environmental and  institutional risks  to
sustainability.

10. Can the -evaluation
adequately assess risks to
sustainability (financial,
socio-economic, institutional,
environmental)?

The evaluation will validate the risks identified in
the project documents and will assess their potential
impact on sustainability. This will require
stakeholder consultations with government partners
to assess their commitment to continuing reforms

after  project completion. The  political
circumstances and staff turnover in public
institutions  present challenges to institutional

sustainability that will need special attention during
the evaluation.
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ANNEX IV: EVALUATION MATRIX

Relevant
evaluation criteria
Relevance/
Coherence

Key questions

To what extent was the project

aligned with the Country Programme

Document (CPD) outputs and
outcomes, the UNDP Strategic Plan,
SDGs, and the donor’s Country
Strategy?

To what extent was the GRF project
aligned with the needs and priorities
of the Government of Georgia and
the objectives of EU integration?

How well had GRF adapted its
interventions to changing Georgia's
political, social, and environmental
circumstances?

Specific sub-questions

- How did the project respond to the
rapidly evolving political situation
in Georgia?

- How did the initiative selection
criteria evolve over time (if they
did)?

- How did the project balance
democratic and environmental
governance needs?

- What governance priorities of
GoG did the project address?

- How were EU integration
objectives reflected in project
activities?

- Did the GRF respond to identified
capacity gaps in government
institutions?

- How were beneficiary institutions
involved in initiative design?

- How did the project respond to
political transitions?

- What adaptations were made
during/after COVID-19?

- How did initiative selection
criteria evolve over time?

- How did the project balance
democratic and environmental
governance needs?
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Indicators/ success
standard

- Evidence of adaptive
management

- Stakeholder satisfaction
with adaptation

- Level of participation by
government in project
planning

- Degree of alignment with
national reform priorities

- Contribution to EU
integration requirements

- Evidence of adaptive
management

- Timeliness of response to
contextual changes

- Stakeholder satisfaction
with adaptation

Data sources

- Project team meeting
minutes

- Annual work plans

- Progress reports

- Project document

- Project staff

- Feedback from
Government partners
(implementing institutions)
- Project document

- List of initiatives
supported by GRF

- National development
documents

- EU Association
Agreement reports

- Project selection criteria
- GREF's Theory of Change
- Government officials
(policy-level stakeholders)
- Technical staff of
government institutions

- Project team meeting
minutes

- Annual work plans

- Project documents

- Progress reports

- Project staff

- Feedback from

- Government partners
(implementing institutions)

Data-collection
methods/tools

- Documentary review
- KIIs with project staff
- KlIs with direct
institutional
beneficiaries

- Evaluation survey

- Document review

- KlIs with government
officials

- KlIs with project staff
- FGDs with
Universities

- Documentary review
- KlIIs with project staff
- KlIs with direct
institutional
beneficiaries

- Field
work/observation



Relevant
evaluation criteria

Effectiveness

Key questions

To what extent did the GRF project
integrate gender equality and
inclusive governance principles?

To what extent did the GRF
contribute to achieving SDGs and
Georgia’s international
commitments?

To what extent did the project
contribute to CPD outcomes and
outputs, the SDGs, the UNDP
Strategic Plan, donor's priorities, and
national development priorities?

To what extent have the intended
outputs and outcomes of the GRF
project been achieved? What factors
have influenced these achievements
or shortcomings?

Specific sub-questions

- How was gender analysis
incorporated into initiative design?
- Were specific gender-related
targets established?

- How were inclusive governance
principles operationalized?

- Was gender expertise available
during implementation?

- Which SDGs were directly
targeted?

- How did initiatives support SDG
implementation?

- What contributions were made to
other international commitments?
- How was SDG progress
monitored?

- What evidence shows contribution
to CPD outcomes?

- How did initiatives support
national priorities?

- What quantifiable progress was
made toward targets?

- How did the project complement
other UNDP initiatives?

- What is the achievement rate for
planned outputs?

- Have outcome-level results been
achieved?
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Indicators/ success
standard

- Evidence of gender
analysis in design

- Gender-disaggregated
results data

- Level of women's
participation in initiatives

- Evidence of contributions
to specific SDG targets

- Recognition of GRF
contribution in national
reports

- Stakeholder assessment
of SDG contribution

- Achievement rates
against targets

- Quality of outputs
produced

- Stakeholder assessment
of contribution

- Output delivery rate -
Outcome achievement
level

- Quality of deliverables
- Stakeholder satisfaction

Data sources

- Gender strategy

documents

- Initiative design
documents

- Progress reports

- Gender disaggregated data
- Monitoring and evaluation
plan

- Results Framework

- Project staff

- Direct institutional
beneficiaries

- SDG reports for Georgia -
Project reports

- List of initiatives
supported by GRF

- National SDG framework -
Government officials
(policy-level stakeholders)

- Results framework

- GREF's Theory of Change
- Progress reports

- Monitoring data

- Evaluation reports

- List of initiatives
supported by GRF

- Project staff

- Government partners
(implementing institutions)
- Project monitoring data

- Progress reports

- Site visits

- Feedback by direct
institutional beneficiaries

Data-collection
methods/tools

- Documentary review
- KlIs with direct
institutional
beneficiaries

- KIIs with gender
experts

- FGDs with CSO
implementing partners

- Documentary review
- KIIs with SDG
coordination bodies

- Stakeholder
consultations

- Evaluation survey

- Documentary review

- Results analysis

- KIIs with UNDP staff
- KIIs with government
officials

- Detailed questionnaire
with Project Team

- Documentary review
- Performance data
analysis

- KIIs with project staff



Relevant
evaluation criteria

Efficiency

Key questions

What areas of the project have been
most successful, and what strategies
contributed to these successes?

Where has the project faced
challenges, and how could these
challenges have been overcome?

To what extent was the GRF's
model effective in addressing the
needs and priorities of state actors,
and to what extent can it be applied
to the needs and priorities of non-
state actors such as civil society and
universities?

How efficiently has GRF utilized
resources, including time,
personnel, and funds?

Specific sub-questions

- What internal factors affected
achievement?

- What external factors influenced
results?

- Which initiatives achieved best
results?

- What common factors led to
success?

- How were successful approaches
identified and shared?

- Were there unexpected positive
results?

- What major obstacles were
encountered?

- How were implementation
challenges addressed?

- What adaptive measures were
taken?

- What lessons were learned from
challenges?

- How did state actors assess the
CDF and ODS mechanisms?

- What evidence shows
effectiveness for state institutions?
- What aspects could be applied to
non-state actors?

- Are there examples of non-state
actor engagement?

- Was the project implemented
within budget?

- How were human resources
allocated and utilized?

- Was the project timeframe
adequate?
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Indicators/ success
standard

- Evidence of significant
results

- Replication of successful
approaches

- Stakeholder recognition
of successful elements

- Documented challenges
- Effectiveness of adaptive
measures

- Lessons learned
documentation

- Satisfaction levels of state
actors

- Evidence of adaptability
to different contexts

- Potential applications
identified

- Budget utilization rate
- Cost per beneficiary

- Timeliness of
implementation

- Value for money
assessment

Data sources

- Project staff

- Project reports

- Success stories

- Feedback by direct
institutional beneficiaries
- Government officials
(policy-level stakeholders)
- Project staff

- CSO implementing
partners

- Project reports

- Project team meeting
minutes

- Project staff

- Implementing partners
(government and CSOs)

- Direct institutional
beneficiary feedback

- Initiative documentation
- CSOs representatives

- Universities

- Project staff

- CSO beneficiaries

- Project budget

- Financial reports

- Implementation timelines
- Monitoring and evaluation
plan

- Project document

Data-collection
methods/tools

- KlIs with direct
institutional
beneficiaries

- Documentary review
- Outcome mapping

- KIIs with
implementers

- FGDs with
Universities

- Documentary review
- KIIs with project staff
- KIIs with
implementing partners
- FGDs with
Universities

- Documentary review

- KIIs with state actors
- KIIs with CSOs

- FGDs with
Universities

- CSO needs assessment
survey

- Evaluation survey

- Financial analysis

- Documentary review
- KIIs with project staff
- KIIs with UNDP
management



Relevant
evaluation criteria

Sustainability

Key questions

To what extent have project funds
and activities been delivered on
time and within budget?

Were the project's monitoring and
evaluation systems efficient in
tracking performance and ensuring
accountability?

To what extent are the results of the
GRF project likely to be sustained
after the project ends?

What factors may threaten the
sustainability of GRF-supported
initiatives, including political,
financial, or institutional risks?

How well has the project engaged
stakeholders to ensure ownership
and long-term impact?

Specific sub-questions

- How cost-effective were the
implementation modalities?

- What was the fund utilization rate?
- Were there significant budget
revisions?

- Were activities implemented as
scheduled?

- How were procurement processes
managed?

- How was project progress
monitored?

- Was the M&E system adequate for
capturing results?

- How was data quality ensured?

- How was M&E information used
for decision-making?

- Are there exit strategies for
initiatives?

- Have results been
institutionalized?

- Is there government budget
allocation for continuation?

- What sustainability plans exist?

- What political risks exist?

- Are there financial constraints for
continuation?

- What institutional capacity
challenges remain?

- Are there environmental
sustainability concerns?

- How were stakeholders involved
throughout the project cycle?
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Indicators/ success
standard

- Percentage of budget
execution

- Activity implementation
rate

- Timeliness of
procurements

- Cost variance analysis
- Adequacy of M&E
system

- Quality of performance
data

- Evidence of data-based
decisions

- Stakeholder assessment
of M&E

- Evidence of
institutionalization

- Government budget
commitments

- Integration into
institutional systems

- Stakeholder plans for
continuation

- Identified risk factors

- Severity of sustainability
threats

- Existence of mitigation
strategies

- Stakeholder assessment
of risks

- Level of stakeholder
participation

Data sources
- Project staff

- Financial reports
- Budget revisions
- Activity timelines
- Project staff

- M&E plan

- Progress reports

- Annual reports

- Internal evaluation reports
- Project staff
Implementing partners
(government and CSOs)

- List of initiatives
supported by GRF

- Project document
- Direct institutional
beneficiaries

- Project staff

- Institutional capacity
assessments

- Project staff

- Government officials
(policy-level stakeholders)

- Stakeholder engagement
plans

Data-collection
methods/tools

- Detailed questionnaire
with Project Team

- Financial analysis

- Timeline analysis

- Documentary review

- KIIs with project staff

- Documentary review
- Quality assessment of
M&E tools

- KIIs with project staff
- KIIs with
implementing partners

- Documentary review

- Institutional
assessment

- KIIs with beneficiaries
- KIIs with government
officials

- Field work/observation

- Documentary review
- KIIs with government
officials

- KIIs with project staff
- Evaluation survey

- Documentary review
- Stakeholder analysis
- KIIs with stakeholders



Relevant
evaluation criteria

Impact

Key questions

What factors (e.g., political will,
effective collaboration, stakeholder
engagement) have contributed to the
project's sustainability?

What hindering factors (e.g.,
political instability, lack of
resources, institutional resistance)
have constrained the long-term
sustainability of GRF-supported
initiatives?

To what extent have the GRF
interventions had significant and
lasting impacts on the target areas?

What external or internal factors
(e.g., policy changes, institutional
changes, socio-economic

Specific sub-questions

- What ownership mechanisms were
established?

- How was capacity development
approached?

- How was stakeholder commitment
secured?

- What evidence shows political
support? - How has collaboration
enhanced sustainability?

- What stakeholder engagement
approaches worked best?

- What institutional champions
emerged?

- How has political transition
affected sustainability?

- What resource constraints threaten
continuation?

- Where has institutional resistance
emerged?

- What other barriers affect
sustainability?

- What evidence shows meaningful
change in governance systems?

- What lasting improvements in
policy development exist? - How
has institutional performance
changed?

- What benefits reached
citizens/end-users?

- How did political context affect
impact?
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Indicators/ success
standard

- Evidence of ownership -
Capacity development
effectiveness

- Stakeholder commitment
indicators

- Evidence of political
support

- Quality of partnerships
- Effective engagement
strategies - Champion
identification

- Identified hindering
factors

- Severity of constraints

- Mitigation efforts

- Stakeholder awareness of
constraints

- Evidence of systemic
changes

- Policy improvements

- Institutional performance
enhancements

- End-user benefits

- Identified contributing
factors

Data sources

- Capacity development
strategies

- Steering Committee
meeting minutes

- Project staff

- Direct institutional
beneficiaries

- Project reports

- Partnership documentation
- Project staff

- Government officials
(policy-level stakeholders)
- Implementing partners
(government and CSOs)

- Project reports

- Risk assessments

- Project staff

- Government officials
(policy-level stakeholders)
- Implementing partners
(government and CSOs)

- Baseline and endline data -
Project assessments

- Government statistics

- External evaluations

- Internal evaluation reports
- List of initiatives
supported by GRF

- Direct institutional
beneficiaries

- Government institutions

- Analysis reports

- Political & economy
analysis

Data-collection
methods/tools

- FGDs with
Universities

- CSO needs assessment
survey

- Documentary review

- Stakeholder mapping
- KIIs with government
officials

- KIIs with project staff
- Detailed questionnaire
with Project Team

- Documentary review

- Context analysis

- KIIs with stakeholders
- FGDs with
Universities

- Documentary review

- Comparative analysis
- KIIs with beneficiaries
and stakeholders

- Field
work/observation

- Documentary review
- Context analysis
- KIIs with stakeholders



Relevant
evaluation criteria

Gender and Social
Inclusion

Key questions

environment) have contributed to or
hindered the achievement of
impactful results?

How have these contributing and
hindering factors affected the
overall success or challenges faced
by the project?

To what extent have gender equality
and social inclusion been
mainstreamed in the project's
design, implementation, and
monitoring?

How effectively has GRF addressed
the needs and participation of
marginalized and vulnerable groups
(e.g., women, ethnic minorities,
disabled persons, economically
vulnerable populations)?

To what extent has GRF promoted
gender equality and the

Specific sub-questions

- What institutional changes
supported or hindered results? -
How did the socio-economic
context influence outcomes?

- What project design factors
affected impact?

- How did the project adapt to
context factors?

- What mitigation strategies were
employed?

- How were enabling factors
leveraged?

- What lessons were learned about
context influence?

- How was gender analysis
incorporated in project design?

- Were gender considerations
reflected in implementation?

- How was gender-disaggregated
data collected? - How were social
inclusion principles
operationalized?

- How were vulnerable groups
identified?

- What specific measures targeted
these groups?

- How was their participation
ensured?

- What benefits reached
marginalized populations?

- What specific empowerment
measures were implemented? - How
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Indicators/ success
standard

- Identified hindering
factors

- Context-result
relationships

- Stakeholder assessment
of factors

- Effectiveness of
adaptations

- Mitigation success rate
- Leverage of enabling
factors

- Documented lessons
learned

- Evidence of gender
mainstreaming

- Quality of gender
analysis

- Gender-sensitive
indicators

- Social inclusion measures

- Participation rates of
vulnerable groups -
Benefits reaching
marginalized groups

- Effectiveness of inclusion
measures

- Stakeholder assessment
of inclusion

- Evidence of
empowerment outcomes

Data sources

- Project reports

- Government officials
(policy-level stakeholders)
- Project staff

- Progress reports

- Project staff

- Implementing partners
(government and CSOs)

- Gender strategy

- Project design documents
- Project document

- Gender-disaggregated data
- Monitoring reports

- Results Framework

- List of initiatives
supported by GRF

- Project staff

- CSO implementing
partners

- Vulnerability assessments
- Inclusion strategies

- Participation records

- Beneficiary data

- Vulnerable group
representatives

- Project staff

- CSO beneficiaries

- Gender strategy
documents

Data-collection
methods/tools
- Evaluation survey

- Document review

- KIIs with project staff
- FGDs with
Universities

- Detailed questionnaire
with Project Team

- Documentary review
- Gender analysis

- KIIs with project staff
- Evaluation survey

- Documentary review

- Participation analysis
- KlIIs with vulnerable
groups

- Stakeholder
consultations

- CSO needs assessment
survey

- Documentary review



Relevant
evaluation criteria

Contribution to
SDGs

Key questions

empowerment of women and
marginalized groups in its
interventions?

To what extent has the GRF project
contributed to the achievement of
the SDGs, particularly in
governance, public service delivery,
human rights, gender equality, and
environmental sustainability?

Specific sub-questions

did initiatives address systemic
barriers?

- What capacity was built for
gender-responsive governance?

- How were empowerment results
measured?

- Which SDGs were most directly
impacted?

- What specific SDG targets were
advanced?

- How were contributions
monitored?

- How did initiatives link to national

SDG priorities?
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Indicators/ success
standard

- Capacity improvements
for gender-responsive
governance

- Removal of systemic
barriers

- Stakeholder assessment
of empowerment

- Evidence of SDG target
advancement - SDG
indicator improvements

- Recognition in national
SDG reporting

- Stakeholder assessment
of SDG contribution

Data sources

- Initiative documentation
- Women beneficiaries

- Marginalized group
representatives

- Project staff

- SDG reports

- Project-SDG mapping

- Initiative documentation
- Results Framework

- National SDG framework
- Government officials
(policy-level stakeholders)
- Project staff

Data-collection
methods/tools

- Gender empowerment
analysis

- KIIs with women
beneficiaries

- FGDs with
Universities

- Documentary review
- SDG contribution
analysis

- KIIs with SDG focal
points

- Stakeholder
consultations

- Evaluation survey



ANNEX V: PARTICIPATING STAKEHOLDERS AND DATA COLLECTION
PROTOCOLS
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ANNEX VI: LIST OF REVIEWED DOCUMENTS

e 2022 09 29 GRF Report 2015-2021

e GRF External Evaluation Report 2021

e GRF M&E Plan and Risk Log

¢ GRF Requests' Tracker 2022-2024

e 2023-04-20 GRF Annual Report

e 2024-04-19 GRF Annual Report 2023

e Annual Report 2022

e Annual Report 2023

e Annual Report 2024

e Democratic Governance Capacity Assessment Form

e Environment Capacity Assessment Form

e 2023 11 14 Sida Amendment I

e 2024-12-3-Annex 1- GRF Project Proposal-amendment- Final Draft

e 2024 07 30 Evaluation Report GRF-final draft (2)

e 2024 Internal Evaluation Report- final draft

e United Nations Development Programme (2024). Internal Evaluation of GRF Initiatives
2023-2024 (Final Draft).

e United Nations Development Programme (2024). Internal Evaluation of GRF Initiatives
2022-2023.

e Annual Reports of GRF Phase IV (2022, 2023, 2024) — key results and participant data.

e Interview Transcripts with project stakeholders (2024) — qualitative insights from
beneficiaries in Batumi City Hall, Civil Service Bureau, etc.

e Politico (Oct 8, 2024). “EU strips Georgia of €12IM in funding over democratic
backsliding.” politico.eupolitico.eu

e FIDH/OMCT (Apr 30, 2025). “Georgia: Adoption of the new Foreign Agents Registration
Act.” fidh.org

e Civil Georgia (Feb 3, 2025). “GD Government to Abolish Civil Service Bureau.”
civil.gecivil.ge

e Sida (2022). “Evaluation of the Governance Reform Fund in Georgia.’
cdn.sida.secdn.sida.se.

)
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https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-georgia-130-million-funding-democratic-backsliding/#:~:text=The%20European%20Union%20will%20cancel,Tbilisi%E2%80%99s%20growing%20crackdown%20on%20dissent
https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-georgia-130-million-funding-democratic-backsliding/#:~:text=Russian,the%20bill%20over%20the%20summer
https://www.fidh.org/en/region/europe-central-asia/georgia/georgia-adoption-of-the-new-foreign-agents-registration-act#:~:text=The%20%E2%80%9Cforeign%20agents%E2%80%9D%20law%20has,extended%20this%20requirement%20to%20individuals
https://civil.ge/archives/659174#:~:text=On%20February%203%2C%20the%20GD,voices%20within%20the%20public%20service
https://civil.ge/archives/659174#:~:text=Tsukhishvili%20also%20recalled%20a%20joint,expressed%20opposition%20to%20the%20changes
https://cdn.sida.se/app/uploads/2022/01/27102355/DE2022_6_62482en.pdf#:~:text=Georgian%20government%2C%20the%20sustainability%20can,play%20an%20oversight%20role%20on
https://cdn.sida.se/app/uploads/2022/01/27102355/DE2022_6_62482en.pdf#:~:text=governance%20of%20the%20mechanism%20,number%20of%20projects%20%2F%20requests

ANNEX VII: PROJECT’S THEORY OF CHNAGE

UNDP
Courntry
Programm
e Outcome

UNDP
Country
Programme
Output

GRF
Objective

Intermediate
outcomes

Outputs

Artivities

By 2025, all people in Georgia enjoy improved good governance, more open, resilient, and accountable institutions,
rule of law, equal access to justice, human rights, and increased representation and participation of women in decision-
making

Inclusive national and local povernance systems have greater resilience and capacities to mainstream gender, ensure
evidence-based and participatory policymaking, map and address inequalities and deliver quality services to all

Accelerate structural transformation for sustainable development by enhancing
citizen-centric governance systems for efficiently serving their constituencies

Institutional and human capacity of targeted
public agencdies strengthened to better
implement reforms for advandng public
administration systems

The enabling emvironment created through advandng policy
formulation and regulatory framework to address sectoral
challenges in the field of democratic and environmental
Bowvernance

The solutions ideated with
public institutions implemented
through targeted interventions

Fartner institutions coached on
intervention design, planning,
delivery, moni ng, and
evaluation

Civil servants apply =kills and

capacities acquired through

targeted assistance in their
daily operations

Advisory services pravided to
target institutions for

elaborating an
framework

Capacity Development Fund On-Demand Consultancy Service

(oDSs)

Democratic Governance Environmental Governance
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Assumptions

Political  situotion remains
stable, and the country
keeps ospirotion  Towards
ELL

¥ There is sufficient copacity
and commitment from public
institutions to the adoption
and operationolization  of
new procedures and practices
necessary for the effective
pragress of Georgia’s reform
agenda.

¥ The legislative, policy and
institutional basis are
sufficient to guarantee the
independence of the civil
service.

¥ There is sufficient capacity
and suppart within the
beneficiary argonizations to
allow for effective
implementation af the
initiatives.

¥ The pool of international and
local experts is availoble to
provide guality support.

Sida fumding is sufficient to
ensure the requisite lfevel of
donor support for GRF.




Capacity Development Fund (CDF) Sub-Project
Title

ANNEX VIII: LIST OF PROJECT INITIATIVES

Implementing Partner(S)

! Budget (USD) :

Duration

Direction

Type of
Initiative

Improving The Quality of Agricultural Public Rural Development Agency (RDA), Non- 134,679.60 September 2022- Democratic CDF
Services for Rural Population Profit (Non-Commercial) Legal Entity - February 2024 Governance
Innovations and Reforms Centre (IRC)
Strengthening the Capacity of the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable 118,052 February 2023 - Democratic CDF
Government of Georgia in Utilizing the SME Development of Georgia (MoESD) / April 2024 Governance
RIA Tools in Practice ISET Policy Institute (ISET-PI)
N(N)LE (ISET)
Supporting Effective Enforcement of the Law | The Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgia 148,845 July 2022 - June Democratic CDF
on The Rights of Persons with Disabilities (MIA) / Implemented by NGO Network of 2023 Governance
Centres for Civic Engagement (NCCE)
Promoting Agility in the Civil Service Through LEPL Civil Service Bureau (CSB) 136,000 April 2022 — April Democratic CDF
Strengthening Leadership and Fostering 2023 Governance
Behavioural Changes
Upgrading Data Collection Process and LEPL National Statistics Office of Georgia 99,800 July 2022 - May Democratic CDF
Developing Trust in Official Statistics (Geostat) 2023 Governance
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Capacity Development Fund (CDF) Sub-Project Implementing Partner(S) | Budget (USD) Duration Direction Type of
Title 1 Initiative
Leaving No-One Behind in Access to Public LEPL National Centre for Disease Control 85,500 October 2022 — Democratic CDF
Health Services and Public Health (NCDC) May 2023 Governance
Supporting General Education System in National Centre for Educational Quality 82,840 July 2022 - Democratic CDF
Georgia Enhancement (NCEQE). Non- February 2023 Governance
Governmental Organization (NGO) -
Education Coalition (EFA)
Elaboration of the National Strategy for Public Ministry of Finance of Georgia (MoF) 20,000 July 2024 - Democratic 0oDS
Internal Financial Control for 2025-2028 November 2024 Governance
Develop the E-commerce related secondary LEPL Georgian Competition and 15,000 July 2024 - Democratic 0oDsS
legislation Consumer Agency (GCCA) September 2024 Governance
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Capacity Development Fund (CDF) Sub-Project
Title

Implementing Partner(S)

| Budget (USD)

Duration

Direction

Type of
Initiative

10 Railway management system development LEPL Rail Transport Agency (RTA) 15,000 July 2024 - Democratic 0oDsS
November 2024 Governance

11 Strengthening the Delivery of Social Services Ministry Of IDPs from The Occupied 24,623 November 2022 — Democratic 0oDS
for Persons with Disabilities (PwDs) Territories, Labour, Health and Social November 2023 Governance

Affairs (MOIDPLHSA)

12 Sports Policy Development for Kutaisi Kutaisi City Hall 32,745 December 2022 - Democratic ODS
Municipality June 2023 Governance

13 Elaboration of the National Strategy for the LEPL National Statistics Office of Georgia 30,000 July 2023 - March Democratic 0oDsS
Development of Statistics for 2024-2027 (Geostat) 2024 Governance
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Capacity Development Fund (CDF) Sub-Project
Title

Implementing Partner(S)

Budget (USD)

Duration

Direction

September 2023 —

Type of
Initiative

14 Preparing the policy analysis on accessibility Investors Council of Georgia 25,300 Democratic 0oDsS
of Georgian high education for the February 2024 Governance
international students
15 The Strengthening the Capacity of the LEPL Levan Mikeladze Diplomatic Training 16,000 September 2023 - Democratic 0oDsS
Ministry of Foreign Affairs by Implementing and Research Institute (DTRI) May 2024 Governance
the National Cybersecurity Strategy of
Georgia
16 Developing the List of Indicators for Ministry of Economy and Sustainable 6,000 March 2022 - Environmental ODS
Monitoring and Updating National Energy and | Development of Georgia (MOESD) June 2022 Governance
Climate Plan (NECP) Measures in the
Industrial Sector
17 Strengthening Public Participation LEPL Environmental Education and 135,160 June 2022 - Environmental CDF
Mechanisms in The Environmental Decision- Information Centre (EIEC) August 2023 Governance
Making Processes and Supporting
Environmental Education
18 Advancing Air Quality Policy Development LEPL National Environmental Agency 102,930 August 2022 — Environmental CDF
Capacities Through the Introduction of (NEA) October 2023 Governance
Comprehensive Air Pollution Monitoring
Instruments
19 Advancing Sustainable Development and Agency Of Protected Areas (APA) 59,850 September 2022 - | Environmental CDF
Protected Area Management System August 2023 Governance
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Implementing Partner(S) | Budget (USD) Duration Direction Type of
i ! Initiative

Capacity Development Fund (CDF) Sub-Project
Title :
20 Developing Batumi Municipal Waste Batumi City Hall 8,000 October — Environmental 0oDsS
Management Plan for 2023-2027 December 2022 Governance
21 Improving the Regulatory Framework for the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable 19,500 October — Environmental 0oDS
Promotion of the Green Transport Concept in Development of Georgia (MOESD) December 2022 Governance
Georgia
22 Supporting the Implementation Process for World Experience Georgia (WEG) 136,702 USD January 2023 — Environmental CDF
the EU’s “Clean energy for all Europeans” May 2024 Governance
Package
23 Supporting the Government of Georgia in Georgian Society of Nature Explorers 149,905 USD | September 2023 - | Environmental CDF
Enhancing Governance and Policies for a Orchis NNLP (ORCHIS) August 2024 Governance
Transition to a Circular Economy
24 Advancing the Enforcement Capacities of the | Ministry Of Environmental Protection and 45,318 December 2022— | Environmental ODS
Environmental Liability Legislation in Georgia Agriculture (MEPA) April 2023 Governance
25 Strengthening the Inert Waste related Environmental Protection and Natural 25,991 December 2022 - | Environmental 0oDsS
Regulatory Framework in Georgia Resources Committee (EPNRC), October 2023 Governance
Parliament of Georgia
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Capacity Development Fund (CDF) Sub-Project
Title

Implementing Partner(S)

Budget (USD)

Duration

Direction

December 2022 —

Type of
Initiative

26 Development of the Roadmap for Updating National Environmental Agency (NEA) 20,254 Environmental 0oDsS
the Soil Quality Monitoring and Assessment March 2023 Governance
System and elaboration of the New Soil
Quality Standards.
27 Development of Mining Code of Georgia National Agency of Mineral Resources 40,000 August 2023 - Environmental 0oDS
March 2024 Governance
28 Developing Standard Operating Procedures Spatial and Urban Development Agency 19,200 USD June 2024 - Environmental ODS
(SOPs) for Spatial and Urban Plan (SUDA) September 2024 Governance
Enhancement
29 Elaboration of the development Concept and Department of Environmental 20,000 USD July 2024 - Environmental 0oDS
Action Plan for 2025-2029 to strengthen Supervision October 2024 Governance
oversight capacities of the Department of
Environmental Supervision (DES)
30 Combatting Arsenic Contamination in LEPL Nuclear and Radiation Safety 72,000 USD August 2024 - Environmental 0oDS

Uravi

Agency (ANRS)

October 2024

Governance
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Capacity Development Fund (CDF) Sub-Project
Title

Implementing Partner(S)

Budget (USD)

Duration

Direction

Type of
Initiative

31 Supporting Georgia's Green Transition Ministry of Economy and Sustainable 16,000 USD August 2024 - Environmental 0oDsS
Development of Georgia (MOESD) September 2024 Governance
32 Development of by-laws for the Ministry Of Environmental Protection and | 17,250 USD October 2024 - Environmental 0oDS

establishment of EU Greenhouse Gas
Monitoring, Reporting, and Verification (MRV)
System

Agriculture (MEPA)

December 20204

Governance
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ANNEX IX: ANALYSIS OF THE QUALITY OF PROJECT INDICATORS

Indicator Description Specific | Measurable | Achievable | Relevant | Time- Overall Notes
bound Rating
Output 1: Institutional and Human Capacity Strengthening

11 # of CDF Interventions STRONG Disaggregation requirement not clearly
implemented measured

12 # of . public  agencies STRONG Direct benefit" could be more precisely
benefitting defined
0 . . " L]

13 Ay ' r'eportmg . increased MODERATE Increased .c?pamty . c.ould benefit from
institutional capacity clearer definition; subjective
5 - - - - —

L4 Ay ' r'eportlng improved MODERATE Overlaps with 1.3; vague definition
institutional systems

L5 Staff positive feedback on MODERATE Positive feedl?ack undefined; no
processes methodology specified

L6 Civil servants applying new MODERATE Application" needs clearer definition; self-
knowledge reported

L7 Agenda 2030 mainstreamed MODERATE Binary measyre not f}llly adequate, as quality
(Y/N) matters; "mainstreaming" undefined
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Completely qualitative; no measurable criteria

Multi-dimensional criteria provided; clear
assessment

"Addressing challenges" needs clearer criteria

"Used in decision-making" needs precise
definition

18 Gender/(.hversny MODERATE

perspectives addressed
Output 2: Policy and Regulatory Framework Development

5 -

21 A) assessing consultancy as STRONG
high-quality
5 — -

29 % of policies addressing MODERATE
sectoral challenges
5 — -

23 % .(')f polllees used in MODERATE
decision-making
0

24 % of outcomes scalable and MODERATE

replicable

"Scalable and replicable" lacks clear definition
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ANNEX X: POLICY DOCUMENTS FORMULATED WITH GRF SUPPORT

Elaborated Policy
Document

Budget (USD) Duration Type of

Initiative

Capacity Development Fund Implementing Partner(S)

(CDF) Sub-Project Title

Democratic Governance

Improving The Quality of Rural Development Agency 134,679.60 September CDF Service quality assurance | Not Approved
Agricultural Public Services (RDA), Non-Profit (Non- 2022- tools
for Rural Population | Comrpercml) Legal Entity - February Service design guide for Not Approved
nnovations and Reforms Centre 2024
(IRC) RDA
Service digitalization Not Approved
standard for the RDA
Strengthening the Capacity Ministry of Economy and 118,052 February CDF RIA SME Test Not Approved
of the Government of Sustainable Development of 2023 - April methodology, practical
Georgia in Utilizing the Georgia (MoESD) / 2024 guidebook, and excel
SME RIA Tools in Practice | ISET Policy Institute (ISET-PI) calculator
N(N)LE (ISET)
Supporting Effective The Ministry of Internal Affairs 148,845 July 2022 - CDF 2023-2027 MIA Strategy | Not approved (not finalized)
Enforcement of the Law on | of Georgia (MIA) / Implemented June 2023 and Action Plan of
The Rights of Persons with | by NGO Network of Centres for Protecting Rights of
Disabilities Civic Engagement (NCCE) PwDs
Promoting Agility in the LEPL Civil Service Bureau 136,000 April 2022 — CDF Professional Development | Not Approved
Civil Service Through (CSB) April 2023 Concept on Civil Servants
Strengthening Leadership
and Fostering Behavioural Draft amendment to the Not Approved
Changes legislation on a
whistleblowing
mechanism
Upgrading Data Collection | LEPL National Statistics Office 99,800 July 2022 - CDF N/A N/A
Process and Developing of Georgia (Geostat) May 2023
Trust in Official Statistics
Leaving No-One Behind in LEPL National Centre for 85,500 October 2022 CDF N/A N/A
Access to Public Health Disease Control and Public —May 2023
Services Health (NCDC)
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Capacity Development Fund Implementing Partner(S) Budget (USD) Duration Type of Elaborated Policy
(CDF) Sub-Project Title Initiative Document
7 Supporting General National Centre for Educational 82,840 July 2022 — CDF Recommendations for Not Approved
Education System in Quality Enhancement (NCEQE). February revising the National
Georgia Non-Governmental Organization 2023 Goals of General
(NGO) - Education Coalition Education
(EFA) General education system | Not Approved
performance assessment
indicators frameworks
8 Elaboration of the National Ministry of Finance of Georgia 20,000 July 2024 - ODS The National Strategy for | Approved
Strategy for Public Internal (MoF) November Public Internal Financial
Financial Control for 2025- 2024 Control for 2025-2028
2028
9 Develop the E-commerce | LEPL Georgian Competition and 15,000 July 2024 - ODS E-commerce guideline for | Not Approved
related secondary legislation Consumer Agency (GCCA) September businesses in Georgia
2024
10 Railway management LEPL Rail Transport Agency 15,000 July 2024 - ODS Roadmap for Aligning Not Approved
system development (RTA) November Georgia’s Railway
2024 System with EU Directive
2016/798/EC: Strategic
Gap Analysis and
Tailored Legislative,
Technical, and
Operational Priorities
11 Strengthening the Delivery Ministry Of IDPs from The 24,623 November ODS The action plan on the Approved
of Social Services for Occupied Territories, Labour, 2022 — institutionalization of the
Persons with Disabilities Health and Social Affairs November biopsychosocial model
(PwDs) (MOIDPLHSA) 2023 within the State Disability
Status Determination
System for 2023-2025
Monitoring Mechanism Not Approved
for the Biopsychosocial
Model State Action Plan
Day centre service model | Not Approved
and standards
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# Capacity Development Fund Implementing Partner(S) Budget (USD) Duration Type of Elaborated Policy
(CDF) Sub-Project Title Initiative Document
12 Sports Policy Development Kutaisi City Hall 32,745 December ODS Sport Policy Concept of Approved
for Kutaisi Municipality 2022 — June Kutaisi Municipality 2030
2023
13 Elaboration of the National | LEPL National Statistics Office 30,000 July 2023 - ODS National Strategy for the | Approved
Strategy for the of Georgia (Geostat) March 2024 Development of Statistics
Development of Statistics for 2024-2027 and two
for 2024-2027 year action plan for 2024-
2025
14 Preparing the policy Investors Council of Georgia 25,300 September ODS N/A N/A
analysis on accessibility of 2023 —
Georgian high education for February
the international students 2024
15 The Strengthening the LEPL Levan Mikeladze 16,000 September ODS N/A N/A
Capacity of the Ministry of Diplomatic Training and 2023 - May
Foreign Affairs by Research Institute (DTRI) 2024
Implementing the National
Cybersecurity Strategy of
Georgia
Environmental Governance
16 | Developing the List of Ministry of Economy and 6,000 March 2022 — ODS An assessment to identify | Approved
Indicators for Monitoring Sustainable Development of June 2022 key industry-related
and Updating National Georgia (MOESD) features, measures, and
Energy and Climate Plan policies described in
(NECP) Measures in the NECP, targeting three
Industrial Sector main directions -
decarbonization, energy
efficiency and research,
and innovation and
competitiveness
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# Capacity Development Fund Implementing Partner(S) Budget (USD) Duration Type of Elaborated Policy
(CDF) Sub-Project Title Initiative Document
17 Strengthening Public LEPL Environmental Education 135,160 June 2022 - CDF Updated Preschool Approved
Participation Mechanisms in | and Information Centre (EIEC) August 2023 Environmental Education
The Environmental Program
Decision-Making Processes
and Supporting
Environmental Education
18 Advancing Air Quality LEPL National Environmental 102,930 August 2022 CDF Air Quality Management | Approved
Policy Development Agency (NEA) — October Plan for the Central Zone
Capacities Through the 2023
Introduction of
Comprehensive Air
Pollution Monitoring
Instruments
19 Advancing Sustainable Agency Of Protected Areas 59,850 September CDF Thilisi National Park Approved
Development and Protected (APA) 2022 - Management Plan
Area Management System August 2023 Protocol Document for Approved
Firewood Production
20 Developing Batumi Batumi City Hall 8,000 October — ODS A waste management plan | Approved
Municipal Waste December for Batumi Municipality
Management Plan for 2023- 2022 for 2023-2027
2027
21 Improving the Regulatory Ministry of Economy and 19,500 October — ODS A complete package of Not Approved
Framework for the Sustainable Development of December draft laws on clean road
Promotion of the Green Georgia (MOESD) 2022 transport to promote
Transport Concept in procurement of clean and
Georgia energy-efficient vehicles
through public
procurement and support
low-emission mobility
development in Georgia
in line with the EU
requirements
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# Capacity Development Fund Implementing Partner(S) Budget (USD) Duration Type of Elaborated Policy
(CDF) Sub-Project Title Initiative Document
22 Supporting the World Experience Georgia 136,702 USD January 2023 CDF High Level Road Map for | Not Approved
Implementation Process for (WEG) — May 2024 Implementation of RED II
the EU’s “Clean energy for Directive in Georgia
all Europeans” Package Energy Efficiency Not Approved
Indicator for Services
Sector
23 Supporting the Government Georgian Society of Nature 149,905 USD September CDF Circular Economy Not Approved
of Georgia in Enhancing Explorers Orchis NNLP 2023 - Roadmap
Governance and Policies for (ORCHIS) August 2024
a Transition to a Circular
Economy
24 | Advancing the Enforcement Ministry Of Environmental 45,318 December ODS N/A N/A
Capacities of the Protection and Agriculture 2022—April
Environmental Liability (MEPA) 2023
Legislation in Georgia
25 Strengthening the Inert Environmental Protection and 25,991 December ODS Draft legislative Not Approved
Waste related Regulatory Natural Resources Committee 2022 - amendments in the Waste
Framework in Georgia (EPNRC), Parliament of Georgia October 2023 Management Code
26 Development of the National Environmental Agency 20,254 December ODS N/A N/A
Roadmap for Updating the (NEA) 2022 — March
Soil Quality Monitoring and 2023
Assessment System and
elaboration of the New Soil
Quality Standards.
27 Development of Mining National Agency of Mineral 40,000 August 2023 ODS Development of Mining Not Approved
Code of Georgia Resources - March 2024 Code of Georgia
28 Developing Standard Spatial and Urban Development 19,200 USD June 2024 - ODS N/A N/A
Operating Procedures Agency (SUDA) September
(SOPs) for Spatial and 2024
Urban Plan Enhancement
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Capacity Development Fund Implementing Partner(S) Budget (USD) Duration Type of Elaborated Policy
(CDF) Sub-Project Title Initiative Document
29 Elaboration of the Department of Environmental 20,000 USD July 2024 - ODS DES Development Not Approved
development Concept and Supervision October 2024 Concept and Action Plan
Action Plan for 2025-2029 for 2025-2029
to strengthen oversight
capacities of the Department
of Environmental
Supervision (DES)
30 Combatting Arsenic LEPL Nuclear and Radiation 72,000 USD August 2024 ODS N/A N/A
Contamination in Uravi Safety Agency (ANRS) - October
2024
31 Supporting Georgia's Green Ministry of Economy and 16,000 USD August 2024 ODS N/A N/A
Transition Sustainable Development of - September
Georgia (MOESD) 2024
32 | Development of by-laws for Ministry Of Environmental 17,250 USD October 2024 ODS Development of by-laws Not Approved
the establishment of EU Protection and Agriculture - December for the establishment of
Greenhouse Gas (MEPA) 20204 EU Greenhouse Gas
Monitoring, Reporting, and Monitoring, Reporting,
Verification (MRV) System and Verification (MRV)
System
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ANNEX XI: CHALLENGES AND STRATEGIC OPTIONS

Challenges and Strategic Options for the GRF
Project in Georgia

Elinor Bajraktari and Tengiz Sultanishvili

Concept Paper

July 2025

1. Context: Deteriorating Democratic Governance and Shrinking Civic Space

The Governance Reform Fund (GRF) project, which was originally established with the aim
of strengthening democratic governance in Georgia, has reached a critical juncture at the end
of its current phase. Over the past three years, the political climate in the country has
deteriorated significantly. Political interference has eroded the autonomy of key democratic
institutions, public participation requirements in policymaking have been curtailed, and civil
service watchdogs have increasingly lost their independence. The enactment of the
"Transparency of Foreign Influence" law has stigmatized civil society organizations (CSOs)
as foreign agents, which is severely undercutting their advocacy role and funding base.

This trend, flagged by international observers as “democratic backsliding”, has resulted in the
suspension of direct financial support by traditional development donors, such as the EU and

other Western countries. This includes Sweden, which has been the long-standing funder and
supporter of the GRF project.

Georgia’s EU trajectory is now caught in a paradox: formally, Georgia maintains its EU-
accession commitments under its Association Agreement, the Deep and Comprehensive Free
Trade Area (DCFTA), and programs like Erasmus+ and Horizon Europe. However, the de
facto backsliding across all governance domains undermines compliance with EU political
conditionalities. With democratic norms compromised, the credibility of Georgia’s EU
candidacy is now increasingly questioned. This situation creates major challenges for
Georgia’s international partners, who have traditionally supported its EU ambitions and in
particular the reforms associated with the EU integration process (which have been at the
centre of the GRF project).
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Looking forward, Georgia’s governance context is expected to remain challenging for UNDP
and its traditional partners that have supported GRF: in the foreseeable future, it is highly
likely that polarized politics, the shrinking civic space, and uncertain European prospects will

continue to be key features of Georgia’s governance landscape.

Against this backdrop, the future of the GRF project faces two fundamental risks, which
represent a crucial dilemma for UNDP and the traditional donors.

Its original mandate, which has focused on direct support for state governance capacity,
has become politically risky and is even seen as counterproductive by certain partners.
Continued direct engagement with state institutions risks legitimizing the very structures
driving the democratic erosion. Even if it were possible to support directly state
institutions due to UNDP’s neutral mandate and the necessity to collaborate with the
government under any circumstances, it is unlikely that any donor funding (whether from
traditional or non-traditional donors) would be available for this kind of work in the
current conditions in the country. Even government co-financing as a potential source of
funding remains highly unlikely at this stage. So, this avenue remains practically closed
off at this moment, and may be reopened only when the traditional donors decide to
reengage with state institutions.

On the other hand, direct support to civil society organizations (CSOs) now carries
significant political and operational risks. While some engagement with government-
aligned or government-supported CSOs (GONGOs) remains technically possible, such
actors often lack independence and credibility, and working through them may undermine
the governance objectives that GRF seeks to uphold. More importantly, overt support to
independent CSOs is likely to provoke retaliation by the state, given the increasingly
restrictive legal environment. The recently enacted “Transparency of Foreign Influence”
law and related measures have stigmatized independent civic actors as foreign agents,
exposing them to legal sanctions, reputational harm, and operational constraints. In this
context, any donor-backed initiative perceived as empowering independent CSOs risks
being obstructed or dismantled by authorities. Compounding this, it remains unclear
whether independent CSOs could effectively operate under the GRF framework at all,
given the extensive legal and administrative limitations imposed on their activities. This
uncertainty raises doubts not only about the feasibility of programming, but also about the
safety and sustainability of civil society partnerships. As a result, while civil society
remains a vital pillar of democratic governance, the current environment renders direct
support through GRF highly vulnerable, and potentially counterproductive, in the short to
medium term.

Thus, Georgia’s democratic backsliding has not only eroded the original assumptions
underpinning the GRF model, but has rendered its two traditional axes of engagement - state

institutions and independent civil society - politically constrained and financially
unsustainable. In this situation, to maintain the continuity of the GRF project, UNDP needs to
recalibrate its model in a way that preserves its proven value, upholds UNDP’s diplomatic
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neutrality, secures funding from willing donors, and maintains the integrity of its democratic
governance mandate.

2. Recalibration Options

In the face of the two crucial risks described above, in order to preserve its relevance and
protect its governance mandate, the GRF project has to pivot towards actors and sectors
which are less conducive to democratic erosion and less vulnerable to immediate political
suppression.

In the current conditions, the available options are limited. What is proposed here is a shifting
of GRF engagement from direct institution-building support for state bodies and CSOs
toward other actors to indirectly sustain governance standards, accountability, and European
alignment under the prevailing constraints in the country.

The following sections outline three practical options, each rooted in local context, especially
the current political conditions.

Option 1: Youth Empowerment — “FutureGov Lab” for Next-Generation Governance

Georgia’s legal frameworks now constrain donors' ability to fund independent CSOs, creating
a risk that financial support may be channelled to GONGOs instead. Engaging youth through
these government-affiliated entities would likely be counterproductive to fostering
independent civic values. Furthermore, there is a significant risk that youth will be hesitant to
associate with independent CSOs for fear of social stigma or being targeted under new laws.
Moreover, the government is actively promoting GONGOs to dominate the youth
engagement space, which may include compelling external partners like UN agencies to use
these channels exclusively.

Therefore, as a strategic alternative, GRF could prioritize partnerships with academic
institutions for youth-focused programs. Until the political and legal landscape for
independent CSOs becomes more defined, academia offers a sphere of relative independence
and a viable platform for this kind of work.

One option is the establishment of a dedicated Youth Lab (which could be labelled
“FutureGov Lab”) anchored in GRF’s catalytic and flexible model. The Lab concept directly
links youth empowerment with academic institutions by positioning higher education as both
a strategic and operational anchor for youth-driven governance innovation in a context where
traditional civil society channels have been politically constrained. This linkage is not merely
logistical, but structural and intentional, reflecting a realignment of the GRF’s reform
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objectives to leverage the residual autonomy and intellectual capital of universities as safe,
credible, and forward-looking platforms for democratic renewal.

The Lab would position youth as the vanguard of Georgia’s democratic renewal by investing
in the next generation’s capacity to generate, test and disseminate governance solutions
outside state structures. The rationale is clear - Georgia’s youth consistently demonstrate
stronger pro-democracy attitudes than older cohorts. They represent the country’s best chance
to preserve democratic ideals and sustain reform pathways during this period of institutional
closure.

This option also redirects GRF’s reform impetus to the higher education sector - a semi-
autonomous sphere that shapes public values, evidence-based policy, and Georgia’s long-
term human capital.

Given the heightened risk of youth disengagement from independent CSOs under current
legal constraints, the FutureGov Lab could be positioned as an institutionalized programme
embedded within Georgia’s leading universities.

Key activities could include:

o NextGen Reform Bootcamps: Workshops teaching design thinking, data literacy, and
governance problem-solving through challenge-based sprints.

e Policy Co-Creation Labs: Platforms for youth to collaborate with civil society to draft
policy proposals, test civic tech tools, and simulate legislative processes.

e Civic Start-Up Incubator: Support for youth-led digital governance and social innovation
projects.

o Youth Ambassadors for Governance: Regional youth leaders conducting community
outreach, media engagement and civic education.

The Lab’s design operationalizes this link with academic institutions through several core
activities that embed youth governance engagement within the academic setting. For
instance, NextGen Reform Bootcamps utilize university spaces and faculty to impart
technical and civic competencies; Policy Co-Creation Labs facilitate structured interaction
between students, academic mentors, and reform-oriented CSO professionals; and the Civic
Start-Up Incubator leverages university innovation ecosystems and entrepreneurship
programmes to nurture digital governance solutions. Moreover, the Lab’s regional Youth
Ambassador scheme leverages university networks to extend its geographic reach and embed
civic leadership in diverse communities, using academic affiliation as a legitimizing shield.
Each of these components makes use of existing institutional infrastructure, safeguards
academic freedom, and legitimizes youth engagement under the rubric of research, education,
and innovation.
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This arrangement would help transform universities into incubators of democratic values and
civic skills, with the Lab acting as a catalytic node that mobilizes students, faculty, and
affiliated networks for public sector innovation.

The Lab would ensure that the GRF remains politically neutral, while embedding democratic
values through a bottom-up approach. Its approach would guarantee that capacity-building
for youth remains practical and credible while minimizing exposure to politicized
interference. Co-location with academic institutions would protect the Lab’s neutrality,
maximize its outreach, and align with donors’ long-term youth empowerment objectives.
This is inherently low-risk: framed as capacity-building and innovation, it avoids
confrontation with authorities. It aligns with UNDP’s people-centred governance vision and
resonates strongly with donor priorities on youth empowerment. Importantly, it fosters
visible, community-level engagement, building a pipeline of reform-minded actors prepared
to re-engage when conditions improve.

The programme must be designed flexibly and co-created with youth to ensure relevance.
Maintaining and branding its neutrality will be critical to mitigate political pushback. A
phased approach, starting with a 12-month pilot, would allow for learning and adaptation.
Storytelling and impact monitoring will be essential to demonstrate credibility to donors in
the absence of direct policy impacts.

Option 2: Engaging the Private Sector — Advancing EU Standards Compliance and
Civic Innovation

This option positions Georgia’s private sector as a pragmatic GRF entry point for embedding
governance principles through economic incentives. It proposes the creation of a dedicated
GRF funding window that simultaneously (1) supports small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) in aligning with EU standards across technical, environmental, and labour domains,
and (i1) incentivizes firms to direct Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) contributions
toward CSOs and grassroots initiatives. This dual strategy mobilizes market actors to
contribute to rule-based development, while creating indirect channels of support for civic
engagement in a politically constrained environment.

The rationale is threefold. First, enhancing SME compliance with EU norms strengthens the
institutional foundations of a transparent, competitive economy aligned with Georgia’s
European aspirations. Second, building CSR frameworks into this support enables firms to
legally channel private resources to civic actors, fostering community-level resilience without
state interference. Third, it broadens GRF’s constituency by embedding governance-linked
reforms within the private sector, an actor that enjoys relative political insulation and strong
public legitimacy under the government’s pro-growth agenda.

Proposed core activities include:
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o EU Compliance Support Facility: Provision of grants and targeted technical assistance to
help SMEs obtain EU certifications, improve quality systems, and meet sustainability
benchmarks necessary for integration into European value chains.

e Training and Advisory Services: Sector-specific capacity building delivered in
partnership with independent chambers of commerce and professional associations,
leveraging expert rosters to offer tailored compliance guidance.

e Civic Innovation Partnerships: Competitive challenge grants for SMEs that develop
public-interest solutions, such as green technologies or civic tech tools, demonstrating
business alignment with social value creation.

e CSR-Linked Co-Financing Mechanism: Integration of contractual CSR obligations for
recipient firms, encouraging a percentage of support to be reinvested in vetted, non-state
civic initiatives at the local level.

This model would deliver practical socio-economic dividends such as job retention, export
capacity, and innovation, while also reinforcing governance norms through regulatory
compliance and CSR-driven civic engagement. Its design is politically viable and technically
neutral, reducing the likelihood of state obstruction. Framing it as a development and EU
accession support measure, rather than a governance intervention, will enhance acceptability
among government stakeholders and shields donors from political exposure.

To ensure integrity and prevent elite capture, the facility must apply transparent eligibility
criteria, prioritize SMEs with limited resources, and enforce strict due diligence.
Collaborations should be routed through independent business associations rather than state-
affiliated bodies, aligning with donor restrictions. Technical expertise in SME development
and EU regulatory frameworks should be mobilized at the outset, with clear communications
strategies to underscore the developmental rationale of the programme.

By combining economic upgrading with structured civic reinvestment, this option creates a
resilient channel for sustaining reform-oriented ecosystems under constrained political
conditions, while delivering tangible benefits that align with both donor priorities and
national economic goals.

GRF’s future relevance depends on a decisive pivot: retaining its governance mandate, while
recalibrating delivery models for a restrictive political context. The two options presented in
this paper - the FutureGov Lab for youth and the support for private sector standards and
compliance - preserves GRF’s catalytic spirit, while aligning with the democratic governance
principles that GRF was designed to promote. They safeguard GRF’s normative commitment
to democratic governance while pragmatically adjusting to a reality in which direct
engagement with the state or civil society may be untenable. By shifting engagement to
actors -such youth, academia, SMEs, that are less susceptible to immediate political capture,
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GRF will be able to maintain its operational space, donor credibility, and reform momentum.
This approach will also enable GRF to shift from institution-building to constituency-
building - an important evolution given the political regression underway. If designed and
implemented with integrity, these two options will help preserve a reform-oriented ecosystem
that can be reactivated when political conditions improve.
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ANNEX XII: ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

This evaluation was conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in the UNEG ‘Ethical
Guidelines for Evaluation’. The consultant has safeguarded 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 consultant has also ensured
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 is solely used for the evaluation and not for other uses with the
express authorization of UNDP and partners.
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ANNEX XIII: CODE OF CONDUCT

Evaluators/Consultants:

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the
evaluation.

Consultant Agreement Form

Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System:

Name of Consultant: Elinor Bajraktari N
Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant):

I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations
Code of Conduct for Evaluation.

Signed at Vienna (Place) on 30/05/2025 (Date)
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ANNEX XIV: MANAGEMENT RESPONSE
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