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	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 1:

The lack of an overall project work-plan for the full duration of the project has had some impact on the project implementation as some activities have “drifted” (i.e. agro/eco-tourism and initiation of various construction works) causing delays which might affect the achievement of individual project outputs and outcomes. It is thus recommended that the Project prepare specific work-plans (official or unofficial) to guide it in a successful finalization of the project. At this point in time the Project is in a position where it still can meet its set targets (as listed in the Project Document and the Project log-frame) but a focused and strategic planning is needed.
	
	

	Management Response:

Fully agree. Currently, the main tool used for planning is annual detailed work plan prepared for each project year, and approved by the national executing agency, Ministry of Environment, and UNDP.  Development of an overall project work-plan for the full duration of the project appears to be a useful tool to ensure focused strategic planning. 

Develop. The plan is to be approved by UNDP Belarus and the national executing agency.
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking*

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	1.1 – An overall project work-plan for the full duration of the project will be developed 
	2009
	PMU

	Ongoing 
	 

	1.2 – The overall plan will be approved by UNDP Belarus and the Ministry of Environment of Belarus.
	2009
	PMU, UNDP, MoEnv

	Pending the work plan finalization
	 

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 2:

The MTE Team further suggests that the project critically review the feasibility (financial and otherwise) of a, six to eight months, “no cost” project extension. Such an extension would not only provide the project more time to monitor and evaluate the impact and benefits of its agro/eco-tourism and monitoring components, but it would also put the project in a better position for reaching its target particularly in relation to the “conversion” of polders.
	
	

	Management Response:

There were some delays during the first half of the project implementation which caused the project to fall behind the schedule with some activities implementation, particularly in case of demonstration of viability of alternative use of polders, and development of eco-tourism on the natural reserves territories. Project extension would allow achieving fully the project outputs, along with monitoring/verification of the effectiveness and sustainability of the project results. However, even no cost project extension means administrative additional expenses (project staff salaries, communication, etc). Currently, the project finish date is April 2011. An extension until end of 2011 can be considered. The decision of project extension (or not extension) should be based on evaluation of the results of project implementation in 2009- 2010, taking into account availability of funds to cover additional administrative expenses. It appears that the best time for extension consideration is end of 2010; and the extension should be endorsed by the Project Steering Committee (PSC). 
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	2.1 Close monitoring of project implementation with focus on project outputs. 
	2009-2010
	PMU, UNDP
	On-going
	

	2.2. Evaluation of project implementation and consideration of project extension at the end of 2010. In case of request for extension, it should be endorsed by the PSC
	November-December 2010
	PMU, UNDP, MoEnv and PSC
	
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 3:

In connection with the project’s strategic planning towards project finalization and the project’s exit strategy, the Project should review the project budget to ensure that it does not keep budget allocations which in principle are supporting outputs (for instance 1.3 and 1.5) that the project for all intent and purposes is completed or outputs where intervention is no longer warranted (output 2.3). 
	
	

	Management Response:

The success in achieving the project outputs has been constantly monitored by the PMU and UNDP Belarus. Regular budget revisions are conducted to reflect changes in project implementation. One budget revision conducted in 2008, and two – in the first half of 2009. 
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	3.1. Regular evaluation of project implementation, and budget revision, as deems necessary. 
	
	
	On-going
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 4:

It is recommended that the Project engaged itself in the establishment of the Conservation Committees (i.e. local forum where local people and/or community groups are represented). While state actors have been very much involved in the project interventions the involvement of non state actors has been lacking. Although this has gradually improved over time a strong non state stakeholder base (tourist operators, representatives of local farmstead owners, hunters and fishermen, teachers, NGO etc.) with which the reserves can work has not been created. Generally the lack of Conservation Committees leaves the PAMU without a direct link to the local community. In addition, the local community does not have an established and recognized link to the PAMU and the reserves themselves, hereby lessens the overall feeling of ownership by the local population.
	
	

	Management Response:

The PAMUs play the role of Conservation Committees.

Initially, Conservation Committees were planned as substitution for reserve’s management units until they are officially established. Tt was expected that these Committees will act as bodies, which allow to establish cooperation between local stakeholders (population, local authorities, forestries, etc)  especially during the first years of project implementation. PAMUs were established in mid 2006 and began to perform these functions, and the necessity in Conservation Committees dissappeared. 
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	No action required
	
	
	
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 5:

MTE Team also recommends that a capacity building of the PAMUs is undertaken to ensure full functionality at the time of project closure. This would include the establishment of coordination “mechanism” for information sharing (lessons learned and best practices etc) between the PAMUs (particular those of wetlands reserves). Also, there is a need to improve the institutional memory of the PAMUs, both at the individually level and as a group. The PAMU’s are vulnerable towards the leaving of staff and particular valuable if the change in position is that of a Director, as it could result in that much of the administrative and cooperative knowledge are lost. It is therefore important to establish practices that capture this knowledge, for instance in the form of best practice documentation, lessons learned, detailed minutes of meetings - including decisions taken etc. In this connection, it is important that “memory” contains quality data that can be revisited and actual provide answers to given questions. Because of this, the specific issues have to be clearly presented, including obstacles and challenges. Likewise should the reviewed solutions be presented, as should the justification for the selected plan of action.
	
	

	Management Response:

Though the project has conducted some capacity building activities for PAMUs staff (organizing trainings or supporting PAMUs staff participation in trainings, organized by third parties. Currently, we plan two PAMU directors to undergo training at local business incubators), this will be further intensified. PAMUs capacity building needs assessment will be conducted involving all the key stakeholders, PAMUs, the local authorities and the  MoEnv. As a result, a capacity building plan will be elaborated and implemented. The capacity building process will be regularly evaluated by the project end, and recommendations for PAMUs capacity building for the “after-the-project” period will be formulated in a form of capacity building plan.

It should be noted that PAMUs report to the local authorities and act according to the respective Belarusian procedures. The staff ”leakage” can be attributed mainly to low salaries even for the Belarusian standards – approximately USD 160, paid from the Belarusian Environmental Protection Fund. The issue of salary raise is beyond project’s control. 
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	5.1  PAMUs capacity building needs assessment and development of a capacity building plan. 
	 November – December 2009
	PMU
	Under planning
	

	5.2. The capacity building plan implementation.
	January 2010- February 2011
	PMU
	
	Can be extended in case of project extension

	5.3 Evaluation of PAMUs capacity building results and formulation of an “after-the-project” capacity building plan 
	March 2011
	PMU, UNDP, MoEnv
	
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 6:

In addition to projects planned interventions
, the MTE Team recommends that the project (together with relevant national partners) pay due attention to the branding of the developed local product, to entice increased visitation to the region and increased attention towards the project philosophy of eco-friendly tourism. It is also suggested that the “brand” is promoted via internet (various portals, youtube, blogs etc.), media (TV, radio) and through establishing contact with different user groups (tour operations, adventure clubs). In connection with the branding and the outreach, a decision has to be made as to whether to focus on the local or international market first or whether both markets should be target simultaneously. 
	
	

	Management Response:

The project has already undertaken actions with respect to advertising the project territories as a prospective tourism destination through the Belarusian mass-media, including TV and radio interviews, the Internet. Opening of ecological centres on the project territories was converted into public events with wide participation of local and national mass-media, and tour-operators from the main Belarusian tourist agencies. The project will intensify this campaign with the PR specialist employed.  
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	6.1 –Further intensify the information campaign advertising the project territories as attractive tourist destination. Special press-tours will be organized for the press. National tour-operator specializing in eco-tourism will also be invited to participate in such tours.  
	2009-2011
	PMU
	On-going
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 7:

Project urgently has to identify how it is to deal with the issue of “introducing” hay harvesting inside and outside the reserves, as sustainable and economical land-use options. The importance not only lies within the fact that the Project has several project indicators associated with this particular issue, but in case the Project cannot entice individuals or the farming cooperatives to engage in these activities the reserves will have to do it. The clearing of areas inside the reserve is a critical activity, as natural succession within few years will transfer a given habitat, making it unacceptable to the species previously utilizing the area. Thus, the issue of grass and bush removal (for biodiversity purposes) has to be discussed and different management options need to be reviewed. In all likelihood a subset of different types of management practices will have to be implemented - such as mowing, winter burns, grazing (by cattle from collective farms), establishment of resident free range cattle (all year). In this connection hot-spot areas for target interventions need to be identified, and management interventions determined and implemented.
	
	

	Management Response:

The project has been attending closely to the issue of effectiveness and economic viability of hay harvesting and bush removing inside and outside the targeted reserves to preserve habitats for valuable biodiversity. The key issue is that the considered territories are mainly wetland, and specialized and expensive machinery is needed to harvest hay on these territories; or it should be done manually. both alternatives imply high cost of this activity, which makes it not viable economically in the current economic situation, hence not attractive for local farmers. All the key stakeholders including the conservation authorities, local farmers, scientists and NGO have been involved in the discussion. As a result of the analysis of the project experience with respect to hay and bush removal, it was identified that this activity can be recommended as a purely nature protection measure carried out on the key biodiversity spots on the reserves territories in alignment with reserve’s management plans. And even in this case the issue of high cost can impede hay and bush removal to be applied systematically in the reserves. 
The project experience and recommendations for hay and bush removal inside and outside natural reserves will be summarized in a form of report, and distributed to all the interested parties.

On the top of that, the respective project indicator should be revised taking into account the lack of resources in the project budget which can be allocated to procuring special machinery for hay/bush cutting on the target reserves’ territories.
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	7.1 Developing a report containing an analysis of the project experience with respect to hay/bush cutting to support preservation of habitats of valuable species inside and outside the nature reserves, along with recommendations on using this tool for future. 
	2010
	PMU
	
	

	7.2 Formulate suggestion for revision of the respective indicator, supported by appropriate justification. 

	September 2009
	PMU
	On-going
	

	7.3 Manual bush removal will be performed by the project on the territories of limited number of biodiversity hot-spots in the target reserves.
	2010
	PMU
	Under planning
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 8:

In connection with the opening of polders (as flood protection) and the subsequent utilisation of these polders for first spawning grounds for fish and secondly for hay harvesting, the MTE Team advocates (if funding allows) that the project analyse the value of environmental and sustainable development benefits of the Project’s interventions. Such an evaluation would involve different types of surveys related to the different benefit these polders provide. Firstly there are the direct benefits of economic value of hay harvesting and/or grazing, increase in fish population etc. Secondly there are the indirect benefits such as the value of decreased flooding potential, decrease in soil erosion (difference in productive farming and meadows), water purification, carbon sequestration etc. Finally the potential scientific and touristic value could be determined. The findings of such study could provide additional information for the Government in their considerations as to how to use marginal lands.
	
	

	Management Response:

Fully agreed.  An analysis of the value of environmental and sustainable development benefits of the utilization of polders for first spawning grounds for fish and secondly for hay harvesting will be conducted after the planned polder reconstruction completed. This will also justify project extension allowing appropriate time for the data on polder alternative use to be collected. An analytical report will be produced with recommendations to further replicate this experience in Belarus, if it is successful.
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	8.1 Prepare a set of evaluation criteria; collect baseline date.
	2009
	PMU 
	Under planning
	

	8.2. Collect monitoring data on the value of environmental and sustainable development benefits of alternative use of polders (after completion of polder reconstruction).
	Second half 2010 – February 2011
	PMU
	
	Can be extended in case of project extension

	8.3. Prepare an analytical report with recommendation on wide replication of successful project experience.
	March 2011
	PMU
	
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 9:

While the project indicators in general are SMART indicators some of the indicators could be revisited with the purpose of making them more precise and/or more relevant. This includes:

· Indicator 3) Population of indicator bird species (spotted eagle, aquatic warbler, great snipe, corncrake) – Aside from the spotted eagle the baseline interval is so vast it makes little sense. As noted in comment to the current standing of the indicator (i.e. annex 1) it would be more appropriate to have solitary values for each species (as is done in the PIR reporting). In addition to this statistical +/- values (standard deviation) could be included to capture yearly/site variations (in the data used for the baseline values).
	
	

	Management Response:

Do not agree. 

The baseline data from the log-frame presents the minimum and maximum figures for the considered species for a 10-year period of monitoring. The interval occurred because these are mainly flood plain ecosystems, and the population of the considered species heavily depends on of the hydrological conditions for a concrete year. And biological statistical tools are not used for the employed type of bird species monitoring because it is a single survey. 
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	No action required
	
	
	
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 10:

While the project indicators in general are SMART indicators some of the indicators could be revisited with the purpose of making them more precise and/or more relevant. This includes:

· Indicator 5) Population of indicator fish species (pike, ide, catfish, pike perch, roach, zope, white bream) – While the wording of the indicator is somewhat strange, it in effect states that the share of the catch of the indicator species remains at the baseline values. What the indicator does not note is whether the share is expressed as weight or numbers of the catch. Perhaps it would be appropriate to list both under this indicator as the number might have gone down but the weight of the individual fish might go up (or visa versa) all providing different information as to survival rate, health etc. of the fish populations.
	
	

	Management Response:

Do not agree. 

The indicator is the share of valuable and not valuable species against non-valuable in a fish-catch. Monitoring data to assess the indicator status comes mainly from industrial fishing, and it is not feasible to identify the weight of an individual fish in the catch. 
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	No action required
	
	
	
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 11:

While the project indicators in general are SMART indicators some of the indicators could be revisited with the purpose of making them more precise and/or more relevant. This includes:

· Indicator 13) Land area converted from arable agriculture to grasslands – While the indicator is clear it is recommended that the transformation of agricultural lands is not combined into one category (i.e. forest lands and meadows) but are divided up into two, as the indicator is only “concerned” about grasslands.
	
	

	Management Response:

Agree. Data will be collected for both types of converted land: grassland and forest
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	11.1 Request data from the respective Belarusian authorities for both types of converted land – grassland and forest; starting from PIR 2010  evaluate progress on land area converted from arable agriculture to grasslands and forest. 
	2010 - 2011
	PMU
	Under planning
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 12:

While the project indicators in general are SMART indicators some of the indicators could be revisited with the purpose of making them more precise and/or more relevant. This includes:

· Indicator 16) Area of non-productive agricultural lands that continue to be employed in agriculture in the Polesie lowlands – The project needs to officially document and justify why this indicator was changed (in terms of ha) so that it becomes part of the project record. It is a big indicator change (from 84.900 ha to only 9.000 ha) and some sort of explanations for this is needed.
	
	

	Management Response:

The indicator revision has been done during the inception workshop based on the pilot land use planning performed for the Luninets administrative district (typical for the Polessje region) and completed in December 2005 after finalization of the project document. The results of the pilot land use planning exercise were extrapolated to the whole project region. The project receives updated data on this indicator annually. The revision of the indicator was documented in the project inception report prepared in December 2006.
	
	

	Key Action(s)

	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	
	
	
	Status
	Comments

	No action required
	
	
	
	

	Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 13:

While the project indicators in general are SMART indicators some of the indicators could be revisited with the purpose of making them more precise and/or more relevant. This includes:

· Indicator 20) Number of planned anti-flood embankments that are modified to avert adverse impacts on biodiversity – As noted in the comments to the indicators (i.e. annex1) it might be more appropriate to change this indicator from kilometres of dikes altered to land affected by the alteration of the dikes. Under the current indicator it is not possible to determine whether it is on 50 ha or 50.000 ha adverse impact on biodiversity is avoided. It is however very important from a cost benefit point of view.
	
	

	Management Response:

Agree. Data on kilometers of dikes complemented by data on the affected territory will provide more comprehensive picture. Data on the affected area will be requested from the respective Belarusian authorities, and presented in PIR 2010.
	
	

	Key Action(s)
	Time Frame
	Responsible Unit(s)
	Tracking

	13.1 Additionally to the data on kilometers of dikes altered, request data from the respective Belarusian authorities on the affected area; Include this information in PIR 2010 and other reporting documents. 
	2010-2011
	PMU
	Under planning
	


Overall comments:


The Government’s sustained commitment to project implementation underlines the continued relevance of the project to the national priorities. The project is well on its way towards meeting the set project targets in most areas. Just as important, it is on the verge of meeting some project targets earlier than expected. However, the lack of an overall work-plan has proven to be a draw-back, as it has in few cases have hampered the project implementation. The project has nonetheless done well in keeping on track and this can mainly be ascribed to the project’s management arrangements and the project’s use of adaptive management (including risk management). The project has in general been efficient in its implementation falling behind only in one area (outcome 4). Overall due to the UNDP policy of ensuring value for money when selecting consultants and sub-contractors, the project is to be considered cost-efficient. Moreover, the project is already now showing signs that it will become very cost-effective by the end of the project. The project is doing well in producing the planned results. This not only in terms of meeting the log-frame indicators, but also in reaching the Project Document listed targets. The project during the implementation involved all main stakeholders relevant to the project. This involvement has been on several levels - from implementation of specific project related activities, as Member of the Project Steering Committee or somewhere in between.














For the purpose of providing an overall evaluation of the Belarusian UNDP/GEF project “Catalyzing sustainability of the wetland protected area system in Belarusian Polesie through increased management efficiency and realigned land use practices” the project performance have been summarised in accordance to the five major evaluation criteria of the GEF. In looking at these criteria the MTE took into account the project full process of the project from the stage of project formulation to the present day. The overall project rating which is Satisfactory can be broken down as follows: Relevance – Satisfactory, Effectiveness – Satisfactory, Efficiency – Satisfactory, Results – Satisfactory, Sustainability – Satisfactory.








� PMU stands for Project Management Unit


� MoEnv – Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection of Belarus


� The strategic approach outlined by the PIU includes: 1) Trail development including carrying capacity estimations, guides for how to establish biodiversity sensitive trails and rest stops etc. as well as how to provide environmental information on the trails etc.;  2) Support towards accommodation including how to educate visitors (in a non intrusive way) about the natural value of the area, the does and don’ts in terms of the natural environment as well as towards visitors, so on and so forth; 3) General environmental awareness raising of the local communities, school children etc. using the educational centres and project trails as the backbone; and 4) Supporting initiatives for renting of bikes and boats and for in (and inter) reserve travel.





