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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



UNDP Guyana commissioned an external evaluation of its poverty reduction, environment and energy outcomes under the 2006-2010 Country Programme Action Plan.  The purpose of the evaluation was to better understand UNDP’s contribution to poverty reduction, environment and energy outcomes, and to identify opportunities for improved linkages and integratintg poverty reduction, environment and energy outcomes during the next CPAP.The evaluation was conducted during February and March 2010, and focused on a project sample of eight initiatives that were selected by the Country Office.  The evaluators conducted a desk review of project and policy documentation; and interviewed UNDP senior management and  programme staff, project coordinators, and implementation partners from government, donor agencies, NGOs and the private sector. The targeted audiences for this evaluation include UNDP Guyana, government counterparts, and implementing partners engaged in poverty reduction, environment and energy initiatives.

Overall evaluation findings indicate medium levels of achievement for three outcomes, and a low success levels in the case of one outcome.  One poverty reduction outcome - linking replicable local poverty initiatives to policy change, incorporating trade policies in community and regional development strategies (outcome 10) – showed a medium level of achievement with evidence of income and employment generation, yet little impact at the regional or community levels.   This included an innovative private sector partnership with strong poverty reduction-environment linkages.  However, little progress was made in participatory policy formulation and programming around poverty reduction strategies (CPAP outcome 9), mainly because the second national PRSP was not approved by Government and remains in Parliament.  In relation to this outcome´s MDG component, only one MDG report was produced in 2007 while only anecdotal evidence of MDG awareness was found among government and civil society stakeholders.  

Likewise, UNDP´s environment and energy outcomes are also at an intermediate level of achievement.  Rural Access to energy services (outcome 12) was increased, benefitting a small percentage of hinterland communities with some impact in agro-processing and income generation.   UNDP’s assistance in drafting a feasibility study for the Chiung River micro hydro-electric plant could lead to significant capital investments and would extend electricity to 250 Amerindian families.   Through its environment and energy projects, UNDP has tested and validated innovative approaches for the remote sensing of biomass inventories, payment for environmental services and community-based Natural Resource Management Plans that could offer important inputs to the recently-adopted Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS).  Several Natural Resource Management Plans were incorporated as by-laws for indigenous communities under the Amerindian Act, providing a template that can be used on a wider scale.   Baseline data and case studies on land degradation, deforestation and watershed management are expected to feed into the design of a national Land Use Plan under a proposed follow-up project. 

The evaluators noted that performance and impact were often influenced by externalities outside UNDP’s control:  Low capacities of implementing partners, centralized governance practices, weak institutional coordination, logistical difficulties and an incipient local government sector has undermined the potential of several projects.    Likewise, the enabling conditions for policy impacts were often lacking.  Most projects were executed under the NEX modality, hence performance and effectiveness depended largely on the implementation capacities and “buy in” of government partners often unfamiliar with project models and UNDP guidelines.    These constraints were reinforced internally by unrealistic project design as reflected in frequent under-budgeting and a tendency to spread limited core resources across a dispersed portfolio.   As a result, projects often lacked the time or resources needed to consolidate pilot initiatives or reach policy levels.  Despite these weaknesses, and recurrent delays in project approval and “start up”, most government partners view UNDP Guyana as a responsive, flexible and trusted partner. 

The evaluation findings are not definitive, as the extension of the present Country Programme to 2011 offers time and opportunities to raise the level of outcome achievement. During the remainder of this programme cycle, UNDP Guyana should ensure that pilot initiatives in renewable energy and sustainable land management are consolidated, “up streamed” and replicated under proposed large–scale projects.    Likewise, further support is needed to document and transfer validated models and methods in community resource management, biomass monitoring and ecosystem service benefit sharing to the LCDS.  This could generate important policy impacts and lead to their use on a wider scale.   

As UNDP Guyana approaches the upcoming UNDAF and Country Programme planningexercises, it should ensure the next cycle has greater programmatic consistency and focus.  Many partners feel that UNDP would benefit from fewer yet better-funded projects linked around common themes, as this would facilitate more in-depth implementation and raise cumulative impact.   A more focused approach could also improve perspectives for inter-agency collaboration and “delivering as one” initiatives. 

In this regard, the Low Carbon Development Strategy appears to offer the best option for focusing programme support, streamlining partner coordination and strengthening poverty-environment linkages. The LCDS represents a new threshold in Guyana’s policy framework that offers unprecedented opportunities for programmatic convergence and alignment to national policy priorities.  A number of potential “entry points” indentified by the evaluators are listed in this report.  However, aligning programme resources around the LCDS also carries risks – for example, ambitious performance targets and disbursement conditionalities, lowgovernment implementation capacity, shifting national/global policy priorities - that must be taken into account.  Consideration should be given to developing a project portfolio that is supportive of the LCDS yet also relevant to the needs of implementing partners and targeted beneficiaries. 






































I. INTRODUCTION


The Government of Guyana (GoG) and the UN Country Team in Guyana finalized the United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) for the present cycle in 2005.   The UNDAF sets out joint strategic outcomes for the UN in Guyana for the period 2006 – 2010. The main aim of the UNDAF is to ensure complementarities of activities at the country level around key national development objectives and priorities endorsed in both the National Poverty Reduction Strategy (2001-2006) and the National Development Strategy (2001-2010), in order to optimize the technical and financial resources available to the UN System, and to have the greatest impact from development assistance.

The GoG and UNDP agreed upon a Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP) covering a five- year period together with agreed Result and Resource Framework which determine the Thematic Areas for UNDP support to the GoG during the period 2006 – 2010.  A one-year extension was granted by the GoG on the basis of harmonizing the work of UN agencies. This will result in the current programming cycle concluding in December 2011. Under the current CPAP, UNDP works collaboratively with the GoG to implement projects in four Thematic Practice Areas: Governance; Energy and the Environment; Poverty Reduction; and Crisis Prevention & Recovery. 

The CPAP contains two outcomes under the Poverty Reduction Programme:

· CP Outcome 1:PRS/PRSPs prepared to ensure participatory process with civil society in policy formulation and programming and taking into account clear linkages with human development and the MDGs.
· CP Outcome 2:  Replicable local poverty initiatives linked to policy change undertaken. Community and regional development strategies will take into account national, sectoral and external trade policies. 

Environment and energy-related issues did not receive much consideration duringthe CountryProgramme´sformulation, and outcomes are lacking in the CPAP.   The omission was highlighted during the CPAP mid-term review in 2008, leading to the subsequent incorporation of two EE outcomes:   

· CP Outcome 12:  Increased access to energy services, electricity or cleaner fuels in rural areas.  
· CP Outcome 13:  The value of biodiversity is factored into national planning, with government and local communities empowered to better manage biodiversity and the ecosystem.  

In the first quarter of 2010, UNDP Guyana will embark on a process of planning for its new programme cycle and intends to use the findings of this evaluation to explore new and innovative means of delivering a more efficacious and relevant programme of support. One area of emerging interest is the relationship between poverty and environment. In this regard, and taking into account Guyana’s Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS) that is described in the next section, UNDP will examine opportunities to develop programming aimed at supporting the overarching goals of the LCDS, while at the same time increase support to help Guyana attain MDG targets. In this context, this evaluation is expected to present some forward-looking options to link poverty and environmental issues for consideration in the next Country Programme Action Plan.

1.1	Contextual Background 

Between 1992 and 2006 the percentage of persons living in poverty declined from 43.2 percent to 36.1 percent[footnoteRef:2]. There was however, no shift in the poverty status of the country between 1999 (36.3%) and 2006 (36.1%), while the rural population in the interior regions continued to be the most vulnerable.  There was some improvement recorded on inequality in consumption between 1992 and 2006, with the decreasing patterns of 0.44 to 0.35 respectively. Progress in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) also showed the possibility of eradicating extreme poverty and combating HIV/AIDS to be attainable by 2015. Evidence from the Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey 3 (2006), suggest that reducing child mortality is also attainable.   [2:  Guyana Draft PRSP 2008] 


However, data from two surveys by the Bureau of Statistics (BOS) show that growth in the economy has not increased the number of available jobs.  The Labor Force Survey of 1997 measured the rate of inactivity of the working age population at around 45 percent.  Such high levels of economic inactivity have the likelihood of increasing economic vulnerability, especially among women and youth (young men in particular), which in turn could contribute to higher crime and the spread of HIV/AIDS, as well as tensions, resulting in distrust and lack of social cohesion between and among communities.

In addition, migration out of Guyana has been high – averaging about two percent of the country’s population per year.  Motivated by the search for higher paying jobs and improved standards of living, many university graduates continue to emigrate to member countries of the Organization of Economic Co-operation and Development and to the Caribbean Community Single Market and Economy countries (CARICOM).  According to the report on the 2002 Population Census, population growth over the last 20 years has been marginal.   Therefore, the ongoing emigration of skilled professionals and entrepreneurs in the last 20 years, has hampered the Government’s efforts to achieve sustainable economic growth, and has also limited its capacity to implement policies and programmes. 

Investments by the private sector have been somewhat constrained and Official Development Assistance (ODA) has been fluctuating in recent years.  Consistent with the efforts to create a broad-based job- creation-oriented economic growth policy, an Investment Law and a Small Business Act were passed to stimulate investments, particularly in the hinterland regions, where extreme poverty exceeds the national average.  In addition, comprehensive reforms in fiscal policy, including the passage of the Fiscal Enactments Law, the Organic Budget Law, the establishment of a commercial court and VAT (including Tax Identification Number (TIN)) have been established with the aim of reducing the parallel economy and enhancing the investment framework. 

Guyana is rich in natural resources and biodiversity, yet faces growing environmental challenges.  Many of its ecosystems are inherently fragile, and therefore vulnerable to interventions that alter their ecological balance. Guyana´s economy is dependent upon coastal agriculture, the exploitation of forests and mineral wealth (in particular gold and bauxite).  Hence the economic activities that are the country´s mainstay are inherently threatening to the environment.  

Over 75% of the land area is forested, much of it primary.    The state controls 66.6% of Guyana’s forests; most of the 13.3 million hectares of state-managed rainforest are potentially suitable for timber extraction and post-harvest agriculture, and have significant mineral deposits below its surface. The value of the State Forest Estate - known as Economic Value to the Nation or EVN – is estimated as equivalent to an annual annuity payment of US$580 million. However, deforestation could reduce the EVN and affect critical environmental services – biodiversity, carbon sequestration and water regulation - that Guyana´s forests provide to the world.  Indeed, conservative valuations of the Economic Value to the World (EVW) provided by Guyana’s forests suggest that, left standing, they contribute US$40 billion to the global economy each year.

Conversely, 90% of the country’s population is concentrated along a narrow coastal strip that lies below sea level. The coastal belt is periodically threatened by flooding and erosion.  The high population density and concentration of economic activity generate waste disposal problems and related health hazards.  Extractive activities such as sand-mining lead cause physical alteration to coastal habitats.

In general, Guyana environmental problems can be divided into two categories: resource degradation and resource contamination. Examples of resource degradation include: overfishing and depletion of commercial breeding stocks; deforestation of mangrove swamps, affecting the habitats for important marine species andraising flooding risks in coastal areas; over-harvesting of inland forests with loss of habitats and reduction of species diversity; and soil erosion, which with lowered watershed water-holding capacity, makes  affected areas susceptible to flooding and siltation.  Other important issues are the loss of genetic material; non-use of opportunities for bio-prospecting; and the demand of companies for plant-based products for medicines.  Resource contamination and water pollution are caused from mercury, cyanide and other chemical mining; untreated human and animal waste; and agricultural and industrial waste.    Gold mining activities are geographically dispersed and informal, and therefore difficult to regulate.  

Guyana´s fundamental development challenge has been reconciling tensions between the national – and global – desire to protect Guyana’s rainforest and the need to pursue economic activities that are largely based on natural resource extraction. In recent years, the government, NGOs and international organizations have devoted increasing attention to the valuation of Guyana's biodiversity, and to mechanisms for sharing the benefits of biodiversity conservation and forestalled deforestation.  Although the National Development Plan and National Competitiveness Strategy remain as frameworks for development priorities, the government has initiated a fundamental paradigm shift with the adoption of the Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS) in 2009.  The LCDS aims to realign the economy towards a low-carbon development trajectory-  generating economic growth at or exceeding projected Latin American growth rates over the next decade, while reducing carbon emissions by approximately 30% and offsetting the 10% of GDP that is lost annually to flooding.

There are high expectations towards the LCDS, which carries global significance as it demonstrates how REDD+ could be implemented in a High Forest Low Deforestation (HFLD) country.   As a result, the LCDS has received wide national and international support with significant financing perspectives. The Government of Norway has agreed to provide Guyana with US$250 million by 2015, which shall be allocated towards the following priorities: 

· Investments in strategic low carbon economic infrastructure such as hydro-electricity, improved access to arable, non-forested land; and improved fibre optic bandwidth to facilitate low-carbon business activities.
· Investments in high-potential low-carbon sectors, such as fruits and vegetables, aquaculture, business process outsourcing and ecotourism.
· Reforming the forestry and mining sectors, to ensure that these key economic activities operate according to the standards necessary to sustainably protect Guyana’s forest.
· Expanding development options for Amerindian communities (the poorest segment of Guyana´s population) through improved social services and access to low-carbon energy sources, clean water and employment opportunities that do not threaten the forest.
· Improve services to the broader Guyanese population by expanding job creation, promoting private sector entrepreneurship and improving social services with emphasis on health and education.

1.2	Purpose and Scope of the Evaluation

The purpose the evaluation is to better understand UNDP’s contribution to poverty reduction, environment and energy outcomes, while also identifying opportunities for improved linkages and integratintg poverty reduction, environment and energy outcomes during the next CPAP.

The specific objectives of the evaluation are to:

· Provide evidence to support accountability of projects and programmes;
· Provide evidence of the UNDP contribution to outcomes;
· Identify current areas of strengths, weaknesses and gaps, especially with regard to:

· The appropriateness of UNDP’s partnership strategy
· Impediments to achieving the outcomes
· Adjustments to be made 
· Lessons learned for the next programming cycle

The scope of the evaluation includes documentation of lessons learned, findings and recommendations in the following areas:

· Whether the outcome has been achieved and, if it has not, whether there has been progress made towards its achievement;
· The underlying factors beyond UNDP’s control that influence the outcome (including the opportunities and threats affecting the achievement of the outcome) and the contributions of other bilateral and multilateral donors;
· Whether UNDP’s outputs and other interventions can be credibly linked to achievement of the outcome, including the key outputs, programmes, projects and assistance soft and hard that contributed to the outcome;
· Whether UNDP’s partnership strategy has been appropriate and effective;
· Whether opportunities exist and the extent to which UNDP can contribute to integrated poverty-environment initiatives during its next programme cycle.

1.3	Methodological Considerations

The evaluation methodology was based on the following:

· Review of background and project documents, including final project and evaluation reports. The list of documents reviewed is shown at Annex 1.
· Design of evaluation criteria and identification of outcome indicators in consultation with the Country Office (CO) management and Programme staff.
· In-depth assessment of a sample of projects selected by the CO.
· Interviews with key informants and stakeholder groups, including CO management and heads of practice groups; government officials; representatives of donor organizations and Non Governmental Organizations (NGOs); project Implementation Partners (IPs) and coordinators. The list of individuals interviewed is shown at Annex 2; and the Evaluation Matrix containing the Interview Guide is shown at Annex 3.
· Validation and feedback of preliminary findings by the CO management and Programme Units.

The evaluation centered on a sample of emblematic projects that were selected by the CO for this purpose.  The project sample was comprised by 8 initiatives that encompassed different implementation modalities, stages of completion, geographic areas and thematic focus.  These projects were selected on the basis of their perceived relevance and contribution to UNDP´s poverty reduction and E&E outcomes.  They represent 62 % and 45 %of the respective thematic project portfolios. 

The evaluation sample was comprised by the following projects:

Environment & Energy

· 0012817 - Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Electrification of Hinterland and Unserved Areas, utilizing Renewable Energy
· 0006191 - Terminal Phase-Out Management Plan:  Investment Interventions & Technician´s Training
· 00052491 - Ecological and Financial Sustainable Management of the Guiana Shield Eco-Region
· 00047476 - Capacity Development and Mainstreaming for Sustainable Land Management[footnoteRef:3] [3:   UNDP Guyana subsequently asked the evaluators to include GUY/02/002 Building Capacity for the Management of Natural Resources and the Environment in the analysis. 
] 


Poverty Reduction

· 00054586 - Replicable Local Poverty Linkages Project
· 00055913 - National Working Group
· 00049821 - Developing Institutional Social Statistics Capacities
· 00012812 - Establishing Heart of Palm Plantation
· 00012806 - EMPRETEC - Guyana

Effective support was provided to the evaluators by the UNDP CO and Monitoring Specialist in particular.  However the poverty reduction component of the evaluation was constrained by non-availability of relevant documents, specifically project annual reports and evaluation reports in the case of those projects that had since closed.   In general, the evaluators had limited access to “downstream” project stakeholders and clients, especially with hinterland-based projects. This weakened the comparative analysis and triangulation of inputs needed to systematize findings, identify emergent trends and reach well-founded conclusions. 







II. ACHIEVEMENT OF OUTCOMES AND CONTRIBUTION OF KEY PROJECT OUTPUTS

2.1      Poverty Reduction Outcomes

The Common Country Assessment (CCA)[footnoteRef:4] identified the challenges to Guyana’s progress in the context of human development; and grouped them into three broad areas: (i) those related to human capabilities (including education, health, living conditions and access to clean water); (ii) those related to human empowerment (empowering individuals and groups; political and social stability); and (iii) those related to creating opportunities for people (vocational training, diversifying production and creating opportunities for sectoral mobility of workers). The UNDP Poverty Reduction Programme was developed to respond to these issues with two outcomes – Outcome 1 responded to the challenge of human capabilities by advocating pro-poor policies to achieve MDG targets; and Outcome 2 responded to the challenge of creating opportunities for people by strengthening private sector participation in local poverty reduction initiatives. [4:  United Nations Common Country Assessment of Development Challenges in Guyana; UNCT, May 2005 (www.undp.org.gy) ] 


There is no published information of recent data and statistics on poverty or MDGs. The latest statistics on the Bureau of Statistics (BOS) website are based on the Multi Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) data of 2006. However, the MDG Report (2007) indicates that Guyana progressed satisfactorily in 5 of the 11 domestic target areas covering MDG goals 1 through 7. Three additional areas were assessed to have potential to be realigned with the goals over the medium term. The three remaining target areas, all addressing health targets, progress was assessed as insufficient to meet the 2015 goals.

The absence of published statistics makes it very difficult to know exactly the nature and extent of poverty in Guyana. The most recent published data available in the public domain (World Development Indicators, 2000) indicates that between 1993 and 1998, real GDP fell by 24 per cent, while consumption spending also declined by 22 per cent. Furthermore, the Household Income and Expenditure Survey (1999) also revealed that 36.4 percent of the population in Guyana lives in absolute poverty, and 19.1 percent live in a state of critical poverty. There is no evidence to indicate that this trend could have changed.
Moreover, it is also feasible that progress would have been limited during this period due to the devastating floods of 2005, the Global Economic Crisis and significant increases in primary commodity prices, including fuel and food.

Figure 1 below shows the UNDP contribution to progress towards Poverty Reduction Outcomes based on the stated outcome indicators.


Figure 1

Poverty Reduction:  Status of Outcome Indicators

	
CP Outcome 1: PRS/PRSPs prepared to ensure participatory process with civil society in policy formulation and programming and taking into account clear linkages with human development and the MDGs.

	Indicators
	Baselines
	Targets
	Achievement Status

	1. 
2. New PRSP and annual MDG reports completed and circulated
	
2006- No national MDG report 
	
2010 – 
(a) At least 2 Annual MDG progress reports produced

	
One MDG report (2007) was completed. No PRSP report was produced (last report produced in 2005).

	3. 
4. Improved capacity of Government and civil society to monitor PRS and MDG progress
	
Inadequate national capacity to monitor and evaluate MDG/PRS progress
	
2010 – 
(a) MDG website created
(b) Forum for dialogue on MDG national strategy and PRS established

	
MDG website was not created.
No Forum for Dialogue on MDGs and PRS was established.

	
New PRSP (2008-2012) produced and published



	
PRSP I ended in 2006
	
2009 – 
(a) Completion and distribution of PRSP II,

	
PRSP II was developed but has yet to be approved by Government.

	
CP Outcome 2: Replicable local poverty initiatives linked to policy change undertaken. Community and regional development strategies will take into account national, sectoral and external trade policies.

	
Number of jobs created linked to number of communities that successfully implement livelihood projects

	
2007 –
High unemployment in rural areas
	
2010 –
Employment opportunities created in 48 local communities

	
Limited number of jobs created. No specific benchmarks were established to measure progress.

	
Number of trained Local Government and Regional Development Officers and community leaders to implement community-based poverty reduction initiatives

	
2007 –
Limited capacity in Ministries to implement PRS initiatives
	
2010 –
300 Line Ministry officials and community leaders trained to manage community projects

	
Some training was undertaken, but there was no targeted assessment of the training to determine its effectiveness.

	
Number of Private Sector initiatives in support of MDGs

	
2006 –
Limited number
	
2010 –
Two new partnerships with Private Sector established to promote MDGs
	
Some partnerships were forged with banks DIH, IPED and the Crafts and Bee Keepers Associations.




Based on the status of indicators as shown above, there was very limited contribution made by UNDP towards Outcome 1. As stated earlier, the underlying strategy was for UNDP interventions to influence government planning processes that would lead to improved basic social services by ensuring that decision makers had access to evidence based data and relevant information on poverty and MDGs. Only one MDG report was published in 2007, and according to various sources, even that was based on secondary data generated in previous surveys from 1999 to 2003. More importantly, the MDG website and Forum for Dialogue that should have provided a platform for civil society to contribute to the policy dialogue were not established. In addition, one of the indicators was dependent upon the PRSP II being developed and completed with full participation of civil society.  However, as the government has not endorsed the PRSP II, three years after it should have been effective, it was not possible to make an objective assessment on whether the process had been participatory or not. As this assessment focuses on UNDP contributions made through its interventions, the delay by government to endorse the PRSP II affects the overall UNDP contribution to the outcome. The overall UNDP contribution to progress towards Outcome 1 is therefore assessed as very low.

The underlying strategy behind CP Outcome 2 was to provide a structured approach for UNDP to work with those national counterparts and stakeholders that can create livelihood opportunities for the broader population in general and rural communities in particular. There is anecdotal evidence that a limited number of jobs were created through some of the UNDP supported interventions, such as the Heart of Palm project, EMPRETEC and the National Working Group (NWG). However, based on the resources allocated for these interventions, the projects were experimental at best.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  The NWG, for example has an annual budget of US$20,000.] 


The NWG was able to forge a number of partnerships with civil society and private sector organizations, specifically; Banks DIH, the Institute of Private Enterprise Development (IPED) and the Crafts and Bee Keepers Associations. With regards to the training of line Ministry and Regional Administration officials, there was some training undertaken in project management during the period. However, the training was not specifically evaluated to assess its effectiveness, and there was no consistent follow-up training to reinforce the skills or to fill the gaps arising from attrition caused by staff retirement, transfers and promotions. It is therefore not clear whether or not the capacity that may have been developed through this training still exists today. Furthermore, the impact of the outcome was undermined by the government refusal to go through with the Regional Development Strategies that would have provided the requisite institutional framework and policy legitimacy for integrating the outcome as part of the formal local government system and structure. The overall assessment of contribution to progress towards CP Outcome 2 is therefore assessed as low to medium.

2.1.1	Contribution of Key Project Outputs

The evaluation mission obtained primary data from four projects identified by the Country Office (CO): (i) Development of Institutional Social Statistics Capacities (DISSC) project; (ii) Heart of Palm project; (iii) NWG project; and (iv) EMPRETEC project. The evaluators also reviewed the Replicable Local Poverty Linkages project based on the MTR undertaken by the CO in August 2009, as well as three new projects that were launched in June/July 2009 and therefore deemed too early to be evaluated.

On the whole, the evaluators found that the projects had or are delivering their intended outputs. However, the outputs were of such a small magnitude that makes their contribution to outcomes not very significant. For example, the Heart of Palm project has created about 300 jobs in the processing factories, and combined with the community villagers that harvest the palm, the project provides livelihood to over 1,500 people. Given the poverty rate of 36.1 per cent (see Table 1 above) the project therefore provides livelihood to about half a percent of the poor. However, taken from the perspective of the Amerindian communities, this constitutes a significant contribution to poverty reduction.  In addition, the projects are spread too wide such that their impact is diminished. Indeed some of the key stakeholders interviewed also observed that UNDP spread its resources too thinly to make a difference. For example, with an annual budget of US$100,000, the Replicable Local Poverty Linkages Project (RLPLP) is implemented in eight regions, thus effectively reducing the project resources to no more than $12,500 per region. These funds are also disbursed as grants (as opposed to a revolving fund) further limiting the population that can be effectively reached.

What follows is an analysis of individual project performance and contributions: 

DISSC Project. The project was funded by the Inter-America Development Bank (IDB), with UNDP providing soft support for training and equipment. The objective of the DISSC project was to strengthen government capacity to collect, analyze and disseminate key economic and social data; and to develop systems to ensure feedback from civil society on policy framework and programming. Some of the key outputs delivered by the project include the establishment of Project Coordination, Planning and Management Unit (PCPMU) in the Office of the President. The PCPMU was considered a best practice in the Caribbean Region. Statistical units were established in key Ministries, including in the Bureau of Statistics, Ministry of Education, Ministry of Health, Ministry of Home Affairs, Ministry of Labour and Human Services, Ministry of Water, Ministry of Housing and the Central Housing Planning Authority.  Four statistical units were also established in 4 Regions while all ten Regions had Regional M&E Committees established. However, when the UNDP project ended, the PCPMU was also closed and the capacity that had been developed in that unit was lost. In addition, as UNDP had also been supplementing the salaries of the Statisticians in the line Ministries, some of the Statisticians left. In addition, there were however no Statisticians that were seconded to the Regions. The loss of that capacity has been so pronounced that it has become important for UNDP to once more develop new projects to rebuild that capacity. Three projects were launched in June 2009 – AID Effectiveness Support, MDG Support and Budget M&E Support – but there doesn’t appear to have been any application of lessons learnt from the DISSC project as there are no reports on record.

Hearts of Palm The objective of the project was to provide sustainable livelihood to Amerindian communities. The project harvests palms at 4 locations in Regions 1, 2, 4 and 5. The palm is taken to organic certified processing factories where it is processed and packaged for export mainly to France and USA.  The palm is processed by a private sector company called Amazon Caribbean Limited (AMCAR).The factories employ Amerindians from the same communities, employing over 300 individuals, providing income for more than 1,500 families. On average the harvesters earn Gy$2,000 a day, which is mostly paid in kind in the form of food commodities provided at cost price. The company also supports education and health in Amerindian villages. And has built a school in Red Hill Community in Region 1. They also provide free ambulatory services for the community. UNDP supported a study for farming of the manicole and found that it can be seeded and planted. However, AMCAR decided not to go that route in order to maintain its organic processes. As the palm is an herb which re-germinates after harvesting, the project has no impact on the environment. 

Officials from AMCAR observed that their contribution to the development of the community was not achieving maximum impact because the government did not have a development plan for the villages. More should be done to promote initiatives targeted specifically at the social, political and economic integrity of Amerindian communities. The evaluators observed that there were no indicators in the CPAP related to indigenous peoples’ issues. This is the kind of void that UNDP should aim to fill leveraging on its comparative advantage as a trusted development partner, thereby assisting private sector companies to collaborate meaningfully with government.

National Working Group (NWG) The objective of the NWG is to develop capacity of private sector to improve business processes toward the achievement of the MDGs, including engaging in partnerships for development. Among the key outputs of the project are; identifying potential growth areas and providing technical backstopping and business support services to respective enterprises, including; (1) Apiary production; (2) Crafts Association of Guyana; (3) Northwest Organics – has environment component , by providing alternative livelihood to stop poaching of Turtle eggs that negatively impacted marine conservation; the group now has basket of organic products and has been running for 5 years; (4) Blue Flame Women’s Group capacitated to produce cassava bread and access export markets; (5) Denmore Garments, now listed as example of Social Responsibility in pursuit of MDGs in Guyana. 

The project also commissioned a study that indicated low quality of Graduates from vocational training institutions. This resulted in strengthening of Technical Vocational Council and revision of vocational training curricula. In general, the project has been effective in providing support to strengthen SMEs to participate in growth sectors. However, there is not much evidence of work on MDG partnership with private sector and in policy advocacy as indicated by the absence of a Small Business Policy.

EMPRETEC  The project was launched in 2003 and implemented until August 2006, with an objective of supporting and advancing entrepreneurship development by working directly with SMEs. The project selects growth-oriented enterprises, and provides access to a comprehensive and integrated range of services to enhance their participation in national development. The project provided training to micro-enterprises since 2003, some of which are still operating to this date; among them D&J Shipping Services whose founder was awarded the UNCTAD Women in Business Award and will be representing EMPRETEC Guyana in Geneva in March 2010. A few of the micro-enterprises have since graduated to SMEs, described as having at least 15 employees, or a capital base of more than Gy$ 10 million (USD 50,000). The project has also established the Network of EMPRETEC Entrepreneurs for members to exchange experiences and support each others’ businesses. Interviews with key stakeholders in EMPRETEC, however indicated that UNDP had stopped support in 2006 before the project was able to stand on its own feet. At the start of the project, it was realized that the UNCTAD model was based on SME development, while there were not many SMEs in Guyana. The IP then identified a suitable model implemented by EMPRETEC in Guatemala, which was based on micro-enterprises and thus more suitable to the situation in Guyana. However, as they were beginning to adapt to this model, the UNDP component of the project was stopped and has not been renewed since then. 

Replicable Local Poverty Linkages Project (RLPLP) The objective of the project was to strengthen the capacity of depressed communities to create jobs. Among some of its key outputs, the project provided livelihood opportunities to depressed communities in 8 regions; provided training to local community leaders to implement projects and used participatory methodologies for selection of projects. The MTR of the project that was done by the CO in August 2009 had however found that there project had a weak job creation component; the policy environment was not conducive to decentralized planning; projects spread too thinly; and that if the project used a micro-finance approach instead of giving out grants, more people would have benefitted from the limited resources.

Studies have shown that emphasis on production, employment and decent work is required in order to contribute effectively to the MDG goal of reducing poverty. For example, the International Labour Organisation (ILO) has noted declining employment content of growth in recent years. While the global economy has grown by 4.1 per cent per annum in the last decade, employment growth has averaged just 1.6 per cent per annum.[footnoteRef:6]Unless growth is sustained and employment driven, it does not provide a sustainable way out of poverty. Furthermore, the rise in food prices also affects the poor who are net buyers of grain much more, unless the principle of decent work is applied to protect their purchasing power and wages. In this regard, the central pillar of the decent work agenda for creating jobs is the promotion of the private sector and sustainable enterprises, particularly the small and medium sized enterprises.  [6:  ILO estimates based on Global Employment Trends Model, 2007.] 


The foregoing analysis shows that at the level of projects, UNDP has been able to deliver on intended results. However, what is also apparent is that the problem of unemployment and livelihood opportunities is of a magnitude that cannot be addressed on a project by project basis. Figure 1 above illustrated that the impact of such interventions on poverty reduction had since leveled off from 2006. A more effective approach should be based on a longer-term strategy based on a programme approach that can both address the issue at the level of enabling environment, institutional capacity and individual empowerment through access to skills and capital. Such an approach will necessarily involve a comprehensive programme on employment-led pro-poor economic growth strategies.

2.2	Achievement of Environment and Energy Outcomes

This section assesses the level of achievement of environment and energy outcomes contained in the Country Program Action Plan (CPAP).  The assessment is largely based on the project sample selected by the CO, through the review of project documentation and interviews with project coordinators and government partners.  It is important to note that most of these projects are still under implementation, and it is possible that additional outputs and impacts may materialize in the future.  The present Country Program cycle was extended by one year until 2011.  At this stage, a definitive evaluation of outcomes or UNDP Guyana´s performance in achieving is premature.  Instead, the ratings should be viewed as an indicator of progress (or early warning) that can be improved during the next 12 months.  However, there is an emergent patter of under-funded pilot projects that lack the time, resources or partner capacities to upscale approaches that are successful on the ground.  Several E&E projects need additional time and funds to consolidate pilot processes, influence policy or encourage wider implementation. 

Figure 2 below shows the UNDP contribution to progress towards Environment & Energy Outcomes based on the stated outcome indicators.
Figure 2

Status of Outcome Indicators:  Environment & Energy

	CP Outcome 12:  Access to energy services, electricity or cleaner fuels in rural areas increased 



	Indicators
	Baselines
	Targets
	 Status 

	
#  Hinterland communities accessing and using renewable electricity/energy 
	
2006 - Electricity supply is low in hinterland areas, which are distant and isolated from the coast. 

Very little data is available on volumes, cost of supplies, markets and suitable energy sources.
	
Policy advisory services provided to 7 CARICOM Countries to assist them in preparing draft energy policy.


Awareness and information platform implemented.

MOUs signed with Government and private investors for technical and financial assistance to develop Renewable Energy projects.
	
12 hinterland communities and community enterprises use renewable energy, with improved income generation and educational benefits in some cases.

Some community training was provided in energy system operation and maintenance.  Further capacity building and marketing support is needed.

No tangible policy impacts in renewable energy. A follow-up project is proposed.

Feasibility study for proposed hydroelectric facility that would benefit 250 Amerindian families if constructed.

	# Women groups empowered through increased reliance on access to energy
	
Same as above
	
Same as above
	
The above include 1 women’s enterprises 



	CP OUTCOME13:  Value of biodiversity factored into national planning, government and local communities empowered to better managed biodiversity and ecosystem



	
# of new/updated policies, plans and regulations prepared and enacted on Natural Resources and Environmental Management
	
2006 - Several critical policies and legislation not in place, amidst outdated regulations.
	
Update critical policies and regulations.
	
Studies on natural resources, land management and degradations may feed into proposed national Land Use plan.

Radar-based remote sensing demonstrates a more effective option for mapping


and monitoring biomass and carbon inventories


	
Range of policies prepared and implemented on Natural Resources and Environment
	
Same as above.
	
Prepare drafts, such as access and benefit-
sharing, community management plans for natural resources.
	
Sustainable management of Iwokrama Reserve strengthened through updated/improved plans.


Pilot community-based nat. resource management and benefit-sharing plans in Iwokrama and North Rapanuni offer inputs to LCDS.

Pilot community-based nat. resource management plans in North Rapanuni support community registration under Amerindian Act, with potential for replication.





The evaluation found Outcome 12to have a medium level of achievement, based on two outputs:  The installation of renewable energy systems in 12 hinterland communities under the Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Electrification of Hinterland and Unserved Areas, utilizing Renewable Energy project; and UNDP´s catalytic role in supporting a pre-feasibility study that could lead to the construction of a micro hydro-electric plant which, if funded, would provide electricity to over 250 Amerindian families.  

Despite tangible advances in energy access with economic and social impacts ate community level, the scale of measurable impact is too micro to have any significant effect on the outcome:  The participating communities represented only 5% of the 200 or more that exist in Guyana´s hinterland (of which the vast majority lack electricity and rely on fuel wood).   To achieve the outcome to a higher extent, UNDP´s renewable energy project would have needed to strengthen planning and policy making skills for renewable energy, and build institutional capacities to manage renewable energy alternatives – both of which were included as project objectives in the signed document.   

Although the Renewable Energy project expanded the scope of the government´s rural electrification program from household lighting to address local development concerns, this has not influenced policy or led to wider replication.  A very small budget (US$ 200,000) and the high cost of implementing activities in the rural hinterland prevented the project from achieving a greater scale of impact.  The project´s design was not ambitious and targeted a minimum of only three pilot community initiatives. 

Likewise, UNDP´s support to the pre-feasibility study for the proposed hydro electric plant is an important contribution that may leverage capital investment in the future and lead to concrete benefits.  The provision of electrification to 250 Amerindian families, combined with the outputs of the renewable energy project, would have raised the outcome´s achievement considerably.  However, the decision to construct the hydroelectric plant has not been taken by the GoG at this time. Hence the evaluators consider that a medium achievement rating is appropriate for this outcome. 

Better progress was made towards Outcome 13, which is also at an intermediate stage of achievementyet with perspectives for future policy impact.This is largely due to the advances realized by Building Capacity for the Management of Natural Resources and the Environment, the Guiana Shield Initiative (GSI) and Sustainable Land Management. These initiatives have conducted baseline studies, tested innovative approaches to ecosystems management and implemented local pilot initiatives that improved the operational capacities of national implementing partners, and could contribute to important policy initiatives such as the Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS) and Guyana’s proposed first national land use plan.   If these projects are able to make the link and transfer knowledge, this would advance the outcome´s achievement considerably. 

A common pattern emerging from the E&E project portfolio and this outcome in particular, is UNDP´s difficulties in up-scaling pilot initiatives in order to influence policy levels and catalyze replication on a wider scale.  This is very much influenced by externalities such as low government implementation and coordination capacities; centralized governance practices (and therefore weak regional and local government); and the lack of enabling policies or legislation.  However, spreading limited resources for pilot projects that do good work on the ground but lack the mechanisms or resources to transfer knowledge or feed into larger initiatives or policies, undermines their potential impact and contribution to achieving the outcome.  Now there is an opportunity to focus resources and transfer innovative approaches in remote sensing, monitoring of carbon inventories, payment schemes for carbon services, and community-based natural resource planning - to the LCDS and national climate change policymakers. 

2.2.1	Contribution of Key Project Outputs

Ecological and Financial Sustainable Management of the Guiana Shield Eco-Region (Guiana Shield Initiative)The national component of this regional project has demonstrated the benefits of using radar-based remote sensing to measure biomass.   Radar technology is less environmental impact than LANDSAT methods and penetrates cloud cover.  This could provide an important instrument for carbon inventorying as well as assist the LCDS´s monitoring and verification mechanisms.  Likewise, the validation of an ecosystems benefit-sharing model for Amerindian communities within the Iwokrama Forest offers an important input in designing the payment for carbon services mechanisms that are eventually contemplated under the LCDS.  

Building Capacity for the Management of Natural Resources and the Environment This project supported interventions at different levels, combining on-the-ground pilot activities with “upstream” policy support:  The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was assisted in designing a draft policy and regulations on Access to Genetic Resources and Benefits Sharing and draft regulations.  Community-based Natural Resource Management Plans were formulated for 10Amerindian villages of North Rapununi; these plans have provided a template for community by-laws that are required under the Amerindian Act.  This has in turn strengthened the land tenure security of participating indigenous settlements. 

While the scale of intervention is too limited to have significant impact on the outcome, the planning approach has been validated and could be expanded to other Amerindian villages located in areas of high biodiversity.  Community-based Natural Resource Management Plans have significant potential to serve as an eligibility requirement for receiving carbon payments under the LCDS at a later date.    The drafting of a draft policy for genetic resources and benefit sharing is an important contribution, yet its ultimate approval and implementation will require a stronger EPA and better enforcement of EIAs and environmental legislation.

Renewable energy systems involving photovoltaic, wind, micro-hydro technologies and wood stoves were introduced in 13 rural communities with mixed results. Two community enterprises (the Purima mill and Orealla fruit-cheese women´s association) have increased their production and income thanks to improved energy access.  Purima´slighted facility is also used to hold evening classes and community meetings.   The installed systems appear to be working well in the other communities with two exceptions where there were delays; in another one the selected energy type was proven to be unfeasible.  

The project´s contributions have generated new capacity needs – in enterprise management, marketing, maintenance of equipment - that need support. The CO approved a three-month extension for the project under the Office of the Prime Minister´s Hinterland Strategies program; during this period there may be opportunities to influence hinterland energy policies.  UNDP plans to expand the project approach to 140 communities under a proposed large-scale initiative that would be implemented by the OPM with funding from EU´s Energy Facility.  If the new project came through, the achievement of this outcome could rise considerably.

Capacity Development & Mainstreaming for Sustainable Land Management   Several studies were undertaken on land degradation, watershed management and early warning systems for flooding, forest fires and drought, which have generated information that was not previously available.   The project has also supported training on resource valuation (applied to charcoal production, agriculture and ecotourism), and analyzed land degradation from bauxite mining in pilot sites in order to articulate remedial actions with local stakeholders. These initiatives have strengthened the planning capabilities and strategic positioning of the Guyana Lands & Survey Commission, and are expected to feed into Guyana´s first national and regional land use plans, in addition to larger-scale interventions that are foreseen under a euro 3.5 million EU project. 

Caribbean Renewable Energy and Development Project (CREDEP) This regional initiative supported a pre-feasibility study of the Chiung River´s hydroelectric potential, in collaboration with GTZ.  This has led to a full feasibility study, providing the GoG with the technical data needed to mobilize US$2 million for a micro hydroelectric plant that would benefit over 250 Amerindian families.  A funding proposal was submitted to the EU´s Energy Facility and a decision is pending.   

Terminal Phase-Out Management Plan:  Investment Interventions & Technician´s Training Project objectives were to eliminate CFCs from refrigeration units and help achieve Guyana commitment to the Montreal Protocol.  The project originally planned to retrofit CFC equipment in cooperation with the national association of electrical engineers, but could not accomplish this due to inadequate funds and procurement delays that lowered stakeholder expectations.  In response to the limitations faced, the project changed approach and has focused activities on student training at technical institutes.  The project also reached an agreement with the Customs Department to enforce controls on CFC equipment.  This includes the use of national labeling standards to certify CFC-free units. Although the project didn´t retrofit equipment as planned, CFCs are in effect being phased out as new refrigeration units enter Guyana from Suriname (which receives EU-approved equipment), Brazil and the United States.  As the situation stands, Guyana may fully phase out CFCs by next year.  However, this will be attributable to technological change and market forces rather than the project’s intervention. 


III.	ANALYSIS OF CONTRIBUTING FACTORS

3.1     Design and Relevance

3.1.1	Poverty Reduction

	By and large, the outcomes are relevant and aligned to national goals of addressing the challenge of poverty in the context of job-creation based on targeted information on depressed communities and regional disparities. The Outcomes are also aligned with MDG goal 1 on poverty reduction.

However, the evaluation noted that the CP Outcomes were narrowly defined and not articulated in the context of the “intended development change”. As currently articulated, the outcomes appear to be limited only to what can be attributed to UNDP acting alone; whereas development outcomes should be broader, such that UNDP can only contribute towards the outcome. For example, the outcome “replicable local poverty linkages linked to policy change undertaken” does not quite define a development change; which is why it is also used to define one of the projects that was meant to contribute to that same outcome. In other words, this was only one of the outputs to which UNDP could actually claim full attribution as a result of its interventions targeted at both upstream (policy) and downstream (community) projects. The same argument applies to the outcome “PRS prepared to ensure participatory process with civil society  (
Suggested CP Outcome
:  
 ”Sustainable economic development based on pro-poor policies and private sector engagement in job creation; driven by evidence-based participatory planning.
)in policy formulation…” which would also be better as an output. The two CP outcomes could actually be combined into one CP Outcome, with specific CP Outputs that clearly articulate the interventions for which UNDP would be directly accountable. The following exhibit presents a possible articulation of the CP Outcome in a manner that clearly depicts the intended development change, as well as the specific output areas where UNDP would seek to contribute towards the outcome.
It was also noted that UNDP interventions are mainly designed as projects; with no comprehensive programme linking the different projects as a specific poverty reduction programme. This approach has inherent design defects as discussed throughout this report. For example, UNDP has 3 new projects that started in June/July 2009. The projects: (1) MDG Support plan that is based in the Bureau of Statistics aims to support activities that will lead to the completion and publication of Guyana’s MDG Report(s); (2) Budget, M&E Support Plan that is based in the Ministry of Finance aims to (a) build capacity for enhanced programme-based budget planning, monitoring and evaluation; and (b) support evidence-based policy making through building capacities for the collection and analysis of disaggregated data and monitoring of social expenditures; and (3) Aid Effectiveness Support Plan, also based in the Ministry of Finance  aims to (a) Strengthen capacity within the Ministry of Finance to plan, manage and implement, aid effectively according to the 2005 Paris Declaration; and (b) establish tools and incorporate systems within existing country systems to monitor aid effectiveness. 
Using the programme based approach, it would be possible, and perhaps more effective to integrate these projects into a single programme with distinct activities and outputs. This would improve the coordination of activities, improve efficiency and reduce the workload for UNDP programme staff as well as for the IP charged with coordinating the projects.
	3.1.2	Environment & Energy

The UNDP Country Office did not define outcomes or any other framework to guide EE activities during the first half of the Country Program.  As a result, much of the EE project portfolio has developed in response to legitimate yet ad hoc needs that have lacked the programmatic context to bind the parts and raise cumulative impact.    Environment and energy issues did not receive much consideration during the UNDAF and Country Program planning processes.  The findings of the CPAP mid-term review highlighted “…a significant gap in the UNDAF where Environment and Disaster Management are not explicitly stated within the Country Programme Outcomes.”  This omission and the general absence of measurable indicators led the evaluators to conclude that“…UNDP’s CPAP and global strategy is unable to synchronize efficiently with the national UNDAF”.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Final Report Mid-Term Review Country Programme Action Plan 2006-2010, pp. 4-7 (November 2008)] 


The exclusion of EE outcomes and indicators was a critical oversight that raises questions on the approach used by the CO team in designing the UNDAF and Country Program.  Several respondents recall that environmental issues weren´t high on the government´s agenda at the time these processes were unfolding.   UNDP did not receive guidance from the government on EE needs or priorities.  Yet the overarching importance of sustainable resource management and biodiversity conservation in a country that has 80% forest cover [footnoteRef:8]  - and where inaccessibility toenergy services is a major barrier for rural development and poverty reduction –should have been evident.   UNDP´s EE projects have grown to occupy a large share of the total program budget as a result of GEF funding.  [8:  The Office of the President, based on an independent assessment by McKinsey & Company, has estimated the value of Guyana’s rainforest, if harvested and the land put to the highest value subsequent use, to be between US$4.3 billion and $23.4 billion.] 


After the MTR findings, UNDP took corrective action by creating two new CPAP outcomes – increased access of hinterland communities and women’s groups to energy services; and biodiversity factored into national, regional and local planning  – with the corresponding indicators.   In addition to showing good adaptive management, this allowed UNDP to improve its strategic positioning and link project interventions to a program context.   However, some of the outcome indicators aren´t quantifiable or lack baselines, which makes it difficult for UNDP (and the evaluators) to measure changes to an existing situation. 

The situation improves at the project level. All projects in the evaluation sample are relevant to environmental and energy priorities.  Projects such as Terminal Phase Out Management Plan, Second National Communication on Climate Change and theGuiana Shield Initiative support Guyana’s commitments to multilateral environmental agreements. Building Capacity for the Management of Natural Resources and the Environment was designed to build core capacities among partner organizations for improved execution of their mandates in sustainable use of biodiversity, pollution prevention and control, and communications and awareness.  The project assisted the Environmental Protection Agency´s (EPA) Strategic Plan and proposed genetic resources policy.  This type of enabling capacity support is highly regarded by many partners and strengthens UNDP´s position as a trusted and responsive organization. 

The regional Guyana Shield Initiative is testing innovative approaches and incentives to conserve a unique ecosystem that spans several countries.   Support is being given to calculate the GS biodiversity value for carbon sequestration, and explore potential payment for ecosystem services (PES) schemes in anticipation of policies promoted under REDD+.   This is relevant for the new Low Carbon Development Strategy that has was recently designed by the government, and offers inputs that could be applied on a wider scale under the LCDS:  The use of radar technologies for the remote sensing of biomass inventories and design of a benefit sharing model for Amerindian communities within the Iwokrama Forest are recognized as important contributions by government partner.  They additionally point to an increased alignment by the GSI to national priorities.  In particular, radar technology remote sensing can assist LCDS monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV) by measuring changes in biomass and carbon inventories through cloud covers with little environmental impact.  The GSI is also relevant for designing support activities (for monitoring and payment for ecosystem services) that build on the priorities and experience of the Iwokrama Center.   The design of a third GSI phase opens opportunities to further align project objectives and implementation to the LCDS without undermining the project´s regional identity.   

Likewise, the preparation of Community Natural Resource Management Plans in Amerindian communities of the North Rupununi region (under an earlier pilot project) assists the demarcation and tenure security of indigenous lands - which occupy 33.5% of the national territory - and implementation of the Amerindian Act.   The model used could serve as a template for enablingindigenous villages to participate in future benefit-sharing schemes under the LCDS, if applied on a wider scale.  

The Sustainable Land Management project (SLM) is very relevant to the mandate of the Guyana Land & Survey Commission.  The project has assisted GL&SC in implementing baseline studies and pilot efforts that feed into land use planning and mitigation of land degradation from deforestation, flooding and mining activities.   Although Guyana currently lacks a comprehensive land use policy or legal framework, the project’s extension offers opportunities to link with a large-scale National Land Use Plan initiative that GLSC plans to implement with the EU.   

Although too small to have significant impact, Capacity Building & Demonstration Projects for Hinterland Areas/Renewable Energy addresses a development constraint affecting most of Guyana’s inland population, most of who depend on fuel wood with low efficiency and negative environmental impact. The provision of reliable and affordable energy is recognized as a prerequisite for economic development and poverty alleviation.  The project is linked to the UNDP/GoGUnserved Areas Electrification Program for Hinterland Communities Utilizing Renewable Energies project.  While there´s no evidence of policy effects, the project approach has thepotential to expand the scope of hinterland electrification policies beyond household lighting to support local development needs as well.  A follow-up pilot project is proposed with the Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) to expand renewable energy access to 140 communities, which if realized would contribute significantly to the outcome. 

Project relevance and performance were in some cases undermined by design factors.  In particular, inadequate budgetary resources and timelines have affected implementation and impact. The Terminal Phase-Out Management Plan project had to re-adjust its focus from retrofitting refrigeration equipment for phasing out CFCs, to training and awareness raising, because funds were insufficient to convert units as planned.  The under-budgeting of equipment lowered expectations and the participation of the electrical engineers association.  With the added delays in the project´s signing and, afterwards, procurement, this initiative was able to move forward with perseverance and “prudent management” according to the project coordinator.  The UNEP component was extended in order to finish technical assistance on policy and regulatory issues.  

The Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Renewable Energy project attempted to (i) increase knowledge and skills development for policy planning; (ii) identify funding opportunities for clean energy development; and (iii) provide technical assistance and capacity building by implementing hinterland demonstration projects - with a total budget of US$ 200,000. [footnoteRef:9] The project was able to install renewable energy technologies in 12 communities but has lacked the resources to provide organizational training and management support to community enterprises; in some cases, the installed systems faced technical and operational problems that could have been averted by prior testing.   Although the project was conceived for demonstration purposes, the effects of the renewable energy systems at the community level have not been documented as there is limited follow-up.  The demonstration activities promoted by the project have not expanded to other communities, nor have they influenced national policy or leveraged additional resources (although a new proposal hopes to expand rural energy access to 140 communities with EU funding).  [9:  The unrealistic budgeting in relation to the objectives raises questions on the depth of project appraisal reviews.] 


The Guiana Shield Initiative has not had the time or the budget to implement an experimental program over a geographically extensive, culturally diverse, and politically heterogeneous region. The implementation timelines of the GSI - and other hinterland initiatives - are often inconsistent with the dynamics of Amerindian and other rural communities.  As a result, pilot initiatives can remain unconsolidated and local capacities lacking to sustain activities after the project finishes.  There were delays in the GSI’s start-up, and several initiatives will require more time and support to have impact.  The project’s logical framework lacks clarity and has an excessive number of objectives and outputs. As noted by a recent mid-term evaluation, the absence of measurable indicators in the project log frame prevents managers from tracking progress, a constraint that should be “…a vital concern for stakeholders.” [footnoteRef:10] [10:  GSI Phase II Project: Ecological and Financial Sustainable Management of the Guiana Shield Eco-region: Mid Term Evaluation (2009)] 


Several of these shortcomings could have been avoided through better design and inception planning.  However, the restrictions faced by these projects also reflect systemic constraints – short-term implementation cycles; declining core allocations - that affect UNDPon a global scale.   Most respondents feel that a more focused EE program with fewer projects (and stronger cross-project linkages) would help focus resources with better opportunities for cumulative impact.    Earmarking funds for small-scale local initiatives without a firm commitment for follow-up support can raise community expectations with limited perspectives for concrete benefits.  Projects do not prepare for implementation.  Several projects might have benefitted from a brief inception stage to review the baseline situation and adjust work plans and expectations accordingly.   Inception workshops could also have been held to begin thinking about exit strategies and how project deliverables and momentum might be sustained beyond the project cycle. 

3.2	Poverty-Environment-Energy Linkages

As noted earlier, specific poverty reduction outputs are integrated into different projects of the CO programme as sustainable livelihood components; while also some environment components are integrated into poverty reduction projects. For example, the Heart of Palm project uses ‘organic certified’ as part of its strategy to align with the government’s Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS). Specifically, AMCAR decided not to farm the manicole even when studies found that it could be seeded and planted, because that would entail processes that are not consistent with organic methods, such as application of fertilizer. Other opportunities for poverty-environment linkages were identified in other projects, but these have not been pursued for various reasons. For example, stakeholders noted the possibility of processing the droppings of pigs into propane gas for domestic use, while also the combination of fish and rice farming has acknowledged as a process in which the by-product of one can feed the other. 

 (
“Government policies are inconsistent.  For example, the customs duty on importation of solar-powered equipment is too high, thus encouraging the use of diesel powered machinery, which is not consistent with the low carbon strategy.”
AMCAR executive
)With particular reference to the LCDS, the strategy emphasizes the development of infrastructure such as roads, energy and clean water supply as some of the main areas in which the REDD+ funds may be applied. This provides specific entry points for UNDP to develop poverty reduction projects around job creation that link with environment outcomes. At policy level, there are also opportunities for UNDP to assist government in streamlining sector policies to make them more cohesive and in line with the LCDS. This point was emphasized by some of the private sector representatives who made the observation in the opposite exhibit. By applying a programme approach, UNDP could therefore be able to work at the level of the enabling environment by developing interventions that address policy issues; while also working at the institutional level, assisting to make the policies operational by developing appropriate structures and mechanisms for implementing them; and also work at the individual level by empowering entrepreneurs to take advantage of the policies to grow their businesses and create employment. 

As already noted however, officially published statistics are very scarce, making it difficult to know the exact nature and extent of poverty in Guyana, and thus also difficult to precisely determine where the nexus of poverty and environment exists. That notwithstanding, based on evaluators’ inferences from available data, Guyana is faced with a high unemployment, estimated at 11.7 per cent[footnoteRef:11] by the Private Sector Commission. Further, because convention records as unemployed “only those who have sought, but have not obtained employment”; it is believed that much of the workforce does not actively seek employment because they have abandoned hope of finding suitable jobs.; while others, though employed, earn incomes that reduce them to livelihoods below the poverty line. In the absence of employment opportunities, the poor often rely on natural resources for their livelihood and household incomes, which leads to the depletion of resources and lad degradation.  [11:   Private Sector Commission: Technical information Bulletin No. 4; April 2007.] 


While the evaluators did not do a specific analysis to determine the extent of dependence on natural resources by the poor, the areas of high risk are in household energy and pollution. In addition, natural disasters such as flooding also disrupt productive activities thereby increasing poverty. These risks present opportunities for developing alternative ways of environmental management such as renewable energy (solar energy) to mitigate the risk. The environment can therefore be harnessed to create employment and livelihood opportunities for the poor, for example through promotion of eco tourism and management of water resources for irrigation and generation of electricity.

A positive finding is the presence of poverty-environment linkages within the EE project sample:  Three out of four projects in the sample (Guyana Shield Initiative, Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Renewable Energy and Sustainable Land Management) – in addition to Building Capacity for the Management of Natural Resources and the Environment - address economic development and sustainable livelihood issues with potential for replication and/or policy impact.   This is consistent with the MTR’s recommendation to re-align the UNDAF with strengthened poverty-environment linkages applying sustainable livelihoods approach; and increasing the access of vulnerable groups to renewable energy sources.  A recent exploratory mission by the UNDP/UNEP Poverty and Environment Initiative (PEI) is another positive step that is likely to strengthen cross-thematic linkages with opportunities for joint implementation, should a PEI project materialize during the next cycle. 




3.3	Effectiveness

3.3.1	Poverty Reduction

All projects under the Poverty Reduction Programme have been implemented through the National Execution (NEX) modality, which is in line with the principle of national ownership of the Paris Declaration. However, it is noteworthy to also realize that the Paris Declaration promotes the use of programme-based approaches, which tend to be more sustainable and long term and predictable funding methodology; as well as much more closely aligned to the principle of managing for development results. Some of the informants that were interviewed noted that project approaches tend to have more immediate results, but generally fail to address the development issues holistically. For example, as stated earlier, UNDP launched 3 new projects in June/July 2009 located in the Ministry of Finance and BOS respectively. It would be more effective if all three projects were combined into one comprehensive programme of support with 3 different outputs. In this way, there would be no need for separate project coordination arrangements, thereby reducing the workload substantially.  A second example is the case for the RLPLP project, which focused only on providing livelihood alternatives in depressed communities. A programme approach could have enabled a more comprehensive design that includes issues of civil society empowerment, strengthening of local government systems such as planning and budget, as well as private sector engagement. 

One of the gaps that key stakeholders noted with regards to implementation of projects was a perceived failure to follow-up on its interventions. The general perception was that UNDP tends to move to new interventions before its earlier projects have achieved any real results at the level of impact. One of the issues associated with this is the short planning cycle for projects. A programme approach would enable UNDP to pursue broader objectives that may be carried forward through one or two CPAP cycles, as opposed to project approaches which tend to have much more limited objectives. One of the examples that were often cited was the EMPRETEC project which was closed before the project had barely gone through the learning curve. 

The evaluation also observed that UNDP system for knowledge management and application of lessons learned was not operating effectively. For example, the DISSC project that ended in 2007 had attempted to build institutional capacity for data collection and analysis towards the MDG goals. When the project was closed, this capacity was not retained but now UNDP has launched two new projects on MDG Support and Budget M&E Support, which have similar objectives. However, there are no reports that are available with documented lessons to inform the new projects; and as there have been changes in programme staff, the extent to which institutional memory of the lessons still exists cannot be guaranteed. 



3.3.2 Environment & Energy

During the first half of the Country Program, UNDP´s EE activities lacked programmatic direction. The absence of environmental or energy-related outcomes, quantifiable indicators and baselines on which to measure progress were critical oversight that led the Country Program´s mid-term review to conclude that UNDP’s CPAP and global strategy did not synchronize with the national UNDAF. [footnoteRef:12] [12:   Final Report Mid-Term Review Country Programme Action Plan 2006-2010, p7 (November 2008)] 


The lack of focus and measurable indicators initially affected UNDP Guyana´s ability to apply results-based management (RBM) with its EE portfolio.   This partially reflected on the absence of articulated national environmental policies at that time that UNDP could build on.  The attention of management was also diverted to the 2006 local elections and preparation of Guyana’s first national MDG report. EE projects represent the largest share compared to other thematic areas, but many were developed in response to ad hoc government requests.  The dispersion of projects with limited resources or linkages has prevented promising initiatives from progressing beyond the pilot stage, lowering the potential for cumulative impact and discouraging joint implementation. 

 (
“ A key lesson learnt …was the importance of providing more guidance, mentoring and support to Implementing Partners in areas such as recruitment of consultants, setting up processes to ensure quality consultant reports, preparing ToRs etc. 
...
. A paradigm shift from focusing on individual level to system-wide capacity development is needed.”
- 2009 ROAR
)Overall program effectiveness has improved after the CPAP mid-term review flagged these issues and remedial actions were taken by the CO.  Two E&E outcomes were incorporated with indicators and poverty linkages.  In addition, a monitoring and evaluation specialist and poverty reduction program officer were hired.  Although the environmental practice area remains understaffed, the CO’s response to the MTR findings shows responsiveness and adaptive management. However, some actions that are still pending:  The 2008 Resident Coordinator’s report stated that the UNCT would “…vigorously engage the Government on a more coherent UN program in support of national development priorities, social policies and strategies, accompanied by continuing strong emphasis on simplifying and harmonizing UN procedures”. [footnoteRef:13] This does not appear to have been pursued to a significant extent, and should be considered during the upcoming UNDAF discussions.  EE outcome indicators don´t have baseline indicators, benchmarks or targets.  This makes it difficult to measure progress towards outcomes, and assessments instead tend towards qualitative analysis. [13:  2008 UNDG Resident Coordinator’s Report, p. 3] 


CO respondents feel that project effectiveness and financial delivery have improved during the past two years.  While this is due to the performance of UNDP staff and project implementers – and government partners in the case of NEX projects – it is felt that the inclusion of EE outcomes has given more direction to UNDP´s initiatives in this area.  Most interviewed government partners were positive in assessing UNDP’s performance.  

 (
“UNDP has been one of the better organizations in Guyana, staff is very approachable for sharing skills and time…this is a big plus.  They want to do more but are constrained by limited resources.”
“UNDP is an easier partner to work with than other agencies but can be improved in its operations” 
“We’ve always had good results with UNDP projects…”
“UNDP is tremendously user-friendly and they’re always ready.”
-  Government partners involved in environment and energy projects
)UNDP Guyana´s responsiveness and flexibility are recognized as important strengths.  Its role in channeling GEF resources is important in helping the government implement environmental policies and meet multi-lateral commitments.  Resource constraints and the slow pace of project approvals are also recognized, but viewed as operational constraints the CO has no control over. 

Effectiveness at the project level is influenced by design, implementation arrangements and partner capacities.  According to reports, the Guiana Shield Initiative (GSI) has begun generating interesting lessons at the Guyana site where “a good team and a vibrant community” support fieldwork. The GSI has benefitted from theIwokramaCentre´s experience in protected area management, biodiversity conservation and Amerindian communities during the past 15 years.  GSI support indeveloping biomass monitoring and benefit sharing models builds onto theIwokramaCentre´s prior work and addresses IC priorities.  The IC´s focal point expressed general satisfaction with the effectiveness of UNDP support, despite a late project start and deficiencies in some of the monitoring reports.   

Project timelines tend to be very linear, which can be inconsistent with the dynamics and pace of hinterland communities.  In this respect, GSI support might have been more effective if additional time been given to develop pilot processes with Amerindians living in the Iwokrama Forest.  The GSI travel budgetisalsoconsidered inadequate given the distance and isolation of the project sites.

Despite these constraints and a slow start, the implementation of theGIST project is considered effective. The project management unit is based at UNDP Guyana and has access to COs and other partner offices across the Guiana Shield region.  It has taken advantage of cost-sharing opportunities that add value to the project at low cost.  To compensate the time lost during the initial stage, a project extension has been approved without additional cost to the project.  This, combined with the likelihood of a third phase, should help to consolidate pilot initiatives and raise the level of impact.

The implementation of Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Renewable Energy was also generally effective, despite the challenges of working with small hinterland communities.  The project budget was too small to fully achieve its objectives. In some cases, energyequipment was not pre-tested prior to installation, leading to technical problems.  Local enterprises need guidance on management, marketing and equipment maintenance.  Project activities were extended by three months under the Office of the Prime Minister´s Hinterland Strategy.  The pilot experiences are expected to feed into a larger-scale project with the OPM that hopes to receive EU funding.  Making this link is essential if the project is to have impact on a wider scale.
 (
“There is also a need...for improving the operational, project implementation capacity of several key national institutions.  This problem is acute because many of these institutions do not work normally with project type work models and consequently find it difficult to integrate UNDP projects smoothly in their work. In fact the incongruent models of working can sometime overwhelm key IP staff when faced with UNDP reporting and other demands while undertaking other responsibilities, which in some cases are more substantive responsibilities.  This can result in: incorrect submission of FACE forms, incomplete progress reports, etc.  All of these when taken together represent inadequate, weak management and coordinating systems at the level
 of the Implementing Partners.”
- 2009 ROAR
)
The Renewable Energy project has not influenced government policies yet hasdemonstrated a broader approach to rural electrification that addresses local development needs by supporting communal enterprises and women´s organizations.  The CO´s role in promoting access to renewable energy was recognized by the President of Guyana, who requested further UNDP involvement during the UN Regional Directors Team visit in 2008.


UNDP’sSustainable Land Management (SLM) project was implemented effectively according to government partners in the Guyana Lands and Survey Commission (GLSC) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), even though some activities are behind schedule. SLM was most effective in its training activities, and in connecting GLSC to a wider network of NGOs and educational specialists. The baseline information derived from studies on land degradation, deforestation and watershed management will assist GLSC in monitoring changes in land use more effectively.  According to the project director, UNDP has shown “good will” in considering an extension to complete pending activities and link the project to a larger EU initiative that will design Guyana´s first national and regional land use plans. Although the project has not had policy impact – in part because national land use policies do not exist - sustainable land management will be included as an item within the national Medium Term investment plan.  

UNDP Guyana has been least effective in up-streaming the knowledge generated from its pilot experiences to policymaking levels in order to encourage replication a wider scale.[footnoteRef:14]To a significant extent this is influenced by externalities outside CO control:  In analyzing the gaps that affected UNDP’s environmental portfolio, the CAPP mid-term review identified implementation delays, delays in legislative/consultative processes, lack of coordination andlimited information-sharing among partners and donors as contributing factors. The implementation capacity of government partners in nationally-executed (NEX) projects is often lacking.  As noted by one government contact, “UNDP´s support was commendable and timely.  Any delays came from our side.” [footnoteRef:15]   Government implementation capacities are generally low (especially at local government levels) and enabling policy frameworks sometimes lacking.[footnoteRef:16]  Most of the EE portfolio is executed through the NEX modality; in such cases, effectiveness and overall performance largely depend on implementing partners who are often unfamiliar with project models and UNDP guidelines.   Government “buy in” becomes essential to move projects forward.   [14:  An important exception is Building Capacity for the Management of Natural Resources and the Environment, which has shaped a draft genetic resource and benefit-sharing policy in addition to the Environmental Protection Agency´s (EPA) Strategic Plan.  ]  [15:  Interview with Mr. Horace Williams, Office of the Prime Minister]  [16:   There is no national Land Use policy or legislation, the PRSP has not been approved and the Local Government Act is in the Attorney General’s office.  ] 


The situation is reinforced by internal constraints:  Project approvals are time-consuming (particularly in the case of GEF projects) and in several cases delayed.  Projects often face difficulties in accessing qualified national consultants.   Inadequate timelines and budgetary allocations undermine the consolidation of pilot processes and lower their demonstrative value.   There is little analysis, validation or documentation of implementation methods, impacts, lessons learned or their policy implications.  

UNDP has not implemented joint programs with other UN agencies, nor have steps been taken to harmonize procedures or create a “delivering as one” environment.  There does not appear to be much discussion around this topic despite the potential opportunities offered by the LCDS.  The difficulties faced by some projects in promoting inter-institutional collaboration among government partners, may have dampened internal initiative as well.  However, there are positive examples of institutional collaboration in renewable energy and sustainable land management that can be built upon. [footnoteRef:17] [17:   Most of the EE portfolio is executed through the NEX modality; in such cases, effectiveness and overall performance largely depend on implementing partners who are often unfamiliar with project models and UNDP guidelines.   Government “buy in” becomes essential to move projects forward.  
] 

“In s found that capacity for 

3.2 3.4    Efficiency

Between 2006-2009 UNDP Guyana delivered almost US$ 15.6 million in core funding, resources mobilized from international donors, and global trust funds such as GEF.  The CO management and several government partners feel that UNDPs efficiency has gradually improved over time although some bureaucratic practices persist.   UNDP Guyana surpassed its resource mobilization targets during the past two years, developing new partnerships in spite of declining bilateral aid.  Financial delivery has likewise improved.  The EE portfolio has had an important role in mobilizing resources from GEF and other sources; the Environment & Sustainable Development Practice Area accounts for the largest share of programme funding under the present CP.  Conversely, the Poverty & MDG Practice Area has had little impact in resource terms.  Yet senior management considers that fundraising and delivery have improved across the board, in part because more attention is being given to results-based management.  

3.4.1	Poverty Reduction

Stakeholders interviewed were all satisfied with UNDP support to projects. They noted that UNDP made specific efforts to ensure that the IPs and project coordinators were familiar with the operational systems, which increased performance efficiency. There were however some instances where the IPs experienced delays in the disbursement of funds by UNDP. This was most often associated with structural problems such as lack of banking accounts/facilities in specific locations.

The evaluation noted that the poverty reduction projects were housed in different programme units as a result of a period in which the CO did not have a dedicated Poverty Reduction officer. This arrangement may have affected efficiency as indicated by the difficulties in getting relevant documents during this evaluation. In addition, there are also components of sustainable livelihood that are integrated in different projects in the other programme units. For example, the EPSTI project under the Governance programme has sustainable livelihood components. While this is not necessarily a bad thing, there are no mechanisms through which the outputs and results achieved through these components are reflected as part of the poverty reduction outcomes. More specifically, the total UNDP allocations to the poverty reduction outcome do not reflect the inputs that are delivered through these activities.  

The evaluation noted that the allocations to poverty reduction have been steadily declining during the period of the current CPAP (2006 – 2010). Figure 1 below illustrates how total annual allocations have been declining over the period 2006 to 2008:[footnoteRef:18]Between 2006 and 2008, total allocations declined by more than 65% to less than US$200,000 from $530,000.  Total allocation rose in 2009 to about 2008 levels but declined again in 2010. [18:  CPAP MTR Report] 

 (
Allocations for Poverty Reduction Outcomes from 2006 -2010
Year
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
(Budget)
Total
Total
$529,552
$465,542
$199,063
491,000
443,000
$2,128,157
)					Figure 4
	
Aggregate delivery figures indicate that the Poverty Reduction Practice Area captured comparatively low resource allocations in 2009 – only 6% of the total programme budget – and delivered approximately 60% of it´s US$ 4912,000 budget during the same year (Figure 2). Overall, however, the project funds involved are very little such that implementation has not been much of a challenge.  Disaggregated data at outcome level was not available, probably indicating challenges of tracking resource allocation at outcome level, which should be possible through Results-Based Budgeting in ATLAS.

3.4.2	Environment & Energy

As noted above, Guyana delivered almost US$ 15.6 million between 2006-2009.   The largest share of funding by practice area corresponded to Environment &Sustainable Development which in 2009 absorbed over 60% of the total programme budget.  More than half of the ESD´s 2009 budget was comprised by GEF funds, reflecting UNDP Guyana´s reliance on GEF to move its environmental agenda forward. 

The importance of the Environment & Sustainable Development Practice Area (which encompasses all EE projects) to UNDP´s overall programmeis illustrated in Figure 2.    In addition to capturing the largest share of funding under the current Country Programme – largely thanks to GEF – , the ESD practice area accounted for more than half of the  total programme budget expenditures in 2009, and also had the highest delivery rate among practice areas.    These figures underscore the acknowledged responsiveness and efficient performance of the ESD practice area, which relies on one programme officer and an assistant. 

This however is not often reflected at the project level.  Several GEF funded projects experienced significant delays in 2008.  Indeed,more than half the EE projects in the evaluation sample were delayed, under-funded orhave not fully achieved their objectives.  This isin large part due to time and resource limitations affectingCapacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Renewable Energy and Terminal Phase-Out Management Planwhich commenced six months late.  The termination date of Building Capacity for the Management of Natural Resources and the Environment was postponed by one year due to delays in hiring a project coordinator.   The Sustainable Land Management (SLM) projectalso experienced long extended delays in hiringa project coordinator due to the salary level that was offered.   


Figure 5


Source:  UNDP Guyana Web Page


It can be argued that projects are neither cost-effective nor efficient when they cannot fully achieve their goals due to funding and time constraints. This tendency raises questions on the adequacy of project design and budget allocations, as UNDP Guyana has exceeded its own resource mobilization targets.
 (
“
We’ve been able to achieve most objectives
through prudent management, but would have achieved more had there been sufficient funds.”
- A National Project Coordinator 
)
The progress of the Guyana Shield Initiative has been “painfully slow” according to a recent monitoring report.  The same report states that GSI’s effectiveness, impacts and prospects for sustainability are “unknown or limited” despite several years of implementation.[footnoteRef:19] This is attributed to design flaws and insufficienttime and funding to implement an ambitious regional program. In spite of the challenges, the GSI´s Guyana component is considered one of the most successful.  Procurement and disbursements are managed effectively by the project team.  [19:  MR-122505.01 EU Monitoring Report (11/09)] 


Several government and NGO partners point out slow project approvals and procurement by UNDP, which are attributed to the UN system bureaucracy and dense procedures outside the CO’s control.   On the other hand, UNDP´s flexibility and responsiveness (and that of the EE program officer) are appreciated. More than one respondent felt that UNDP was more efficient than the World Bank or other donors represented in Guyana. 

The CO relies excessively on GEF to fund environmental projects.  This is perhaps inevitable given the circumstances, yet has some efficiency problems.  Project approvals have been slow and in some cases exceeded one year.  Recruiting and procurement are also very slow although this is attributed to the low capacity of the implementing partner and thedifficulty of finding qualified national consultants. The government has had problems in raising GEF’s 1:1 co-financing requirement.  These factors affect Guyana´s ability to take full advantage ofGEF funding opportunities.
 (
“I am aware of UNDP’s bureaucracy and slowness, but the [CO] team is very open.”
“UNDP seemed to me a big bureaucracy. To get 100 USD you had to go through a very slow process.”
“UNDP is  slow in approving projects, but better than the World Bank and other agencies.”
- Government partners engaged in environment and energy projects
)


3.5	Partnership Strategy

3.5.1	Poverty Reduction

A good number of poverty reduction projects have had effective partnerships between UNDP, government, donors, private sector and civil society. For example, the NWG has a Steering Committee which comprises representatives from all these sectors. The Hearts of Palm project also represented effective partnership with the private sector.  However, in other projects, UNDP’s partnership roles have been non-strategic and have had very limited or no value-added to the project outputs/results. For example, in the DISSC project, the UNDP role was to provide a supplementary financial stipend to supplement salaries of Statistical Officers recruited into the Bureau of Statistics and line Ministries. The stipend was provided for 18 months, and when it stopped, government did not pick up the gap resulting in 5 of the 14 statisticians (36%) left.

Some key stakeholders that were interviewed also noted that UNDP had not played a leading role in coordinating donors/development partners because Government rather prefers bilateral arrangements, and also because the donor community in Guyana is rather small for there to be a real need for structured coordination. The evaluators noted however, that the government and the UNCT had initiated discussions to strengthen harmonization between UN agencies, while on its part, the government had also designated the Ministry of Finance as the main interlocutor for coordination of all UN assistance.

3.5.2	Environment & Energy

UNDP has a wide range of implementation and consultation partners in Guyana.  National partners include the Office of the President, Office of the Prime Minister, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Amerindian Affairs, Ministry of Health, Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Education, Ministry of Local Government Regional Development, Guyana Police Force, Guyana Defense Force, Guyana Lands and Survey Commission, EPA, GNBS, Forestry Commission, Geology and Mines Commission, NARI, GEA, University of Guyana, CDC & NDIA.  The EE portfolio has allowed the CO to partner with national and international NGOs in renewable energy access and ecosystems management.  UNDP has piloted resource management plans with Amerindian communities, and developed an innovative partnership with a private sector enterprise to sustainably harvest hearts of palm in hinterland areas.

The CO has built partnerships with the EU, CIDA and IDB around governance and disaster management initiatives.   UNDP´s partnership strategy has helped the CO exceed its resource mobilization targets during the past two years, despite a declining donor presence in Guyana.  The SLM and Renewable Energy projects are expected to feed into larger EU projects that may generate additional funding possibilities. However, the environment and energy portfolio is almost entirely dependent on GEF funding and most of the larger initiatives are GEF projects.  Several government partners consider that UNDP provides access to an important funding source through its GEF connection, even though project approvals are slow and there are difficulties in meeting the 1:1 co-financing requirement. 

Inter-agency collaboration is not strong and needs guidance.  An Outcome Board was created with agency representatives to discuss progress towards UNDAF goals. Joint implementation with other UN agencies is limited and ´Delivering as One´ initiatives do not exist.  UNDP’s main partner agency for environmental projects has been UNEP, which provided technical services to the “Terminal Phase-out Management Plan” project, among others.  

UNDP Guyana holds bi-monthly meetings with the Ministry of Finance to review projects and discuss related issues.  Government partners coincide in recognizing UNDP-Guyana’s importance as a neutral and trusted partner that is flexible and responsive despite having limited resources (see box on pg. 9).   UNDP’s role as articulator and link to a wider network of international cooperation in line with Paris Declaration principles is recognized and reinforced by declining levels of donor support. Some evaluation respondents have suggested that UNDP CO be bolder and more proactive in assuming this role; UNDP is sometimes perceived as having become too cautious.  This undermines its potential role in aid coordination and stakeholder dialogue around strategic issues. 

A recently approved aid coordination project could widen opportunities, as would theGuyanaSustainable Development Trust Fund, a proposed multi-donor funding modality that UNDP would coordinate to support the LCDS while promoting One UN practices. The 2008 Resident Coordinator’s report mentions that the UNCT will “vigorously engage” the government on discussing a more coherent program and harmonizing UN procedures. However, this does not seem to have happened to any significant extent and will need to be considered during UNDAF meetings.

Coordination and partnership building are not easy tasks.  Guyana has a centralized governance culture that limits the delegation of decision=making and has been sensitive to development cooperation in governance, electoral and other areas. The central government tends to work bilaterally with international organizations rather than promote donor coordination. There is insufficient communication between line ministries, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is institutionally weak, and environmental policy decisions are often taken by the Office of the President. Some UNDP projects have had difficulties with inter=ministerial cooperation. These factors discourage joint program modalities with government partners as well as other UN agencies.   This may change in the future, to the extent the recently adopted Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS) offers opportunities to coordinate activities with various government institutions.

3.6	Monitoring and Evaluation

3.6.1	Poverty Reduction

The UNDP Monitoring and Evaluation system appeared to be weak. From the perspective of design, some of the outcome and output indicators did not have specific baselines and benchmarks by which to measure progress. In cases where an attempt was made to define them, the baselines were either not specific enough or could not be measured in any meaningful way. For example, the following exhibit illustrates one of the indicators and baseline for CP Outcome 1:

As illustrated in the exhibit above, the baseline does not specifically define what is being measured and how it will be measured. As a result, at any point during the implementation process, it is not possible to say what has been achieved in specific measurable terms. 

Some of the projects that have since been closed did not have any final reports or evaluation reports. It was not clear whether this was only a matter of inefficient record and filing system or that the final reports were never prepared. Although there is no specific requirement that all projects should be evaluated, it is certainly reasonable to expect that there at least will be a final report at the close of a project. The lack of these reports is not satisfactory because those reports should be used as institutional memory to inform future programming.

3.6.2	Environment & Energy

During the first half of the CP cycle, the absence of EE outcomes and indicators has prevented UNDP from monitoring progress at a programmatic level.  This has weakened the cohesiveness of the EE project portfolio and lowered its cumulative impact potential.  The absence of indicators was highlighted by the CPAP mid-term review as a major omission.  The CO has taken corrective actions by introducing two EE outcomes with corresponding indicators, and recruited a Monitoring & Evaluation specialist to support project monitoring, evaluations and knowledge management. Since 2008, annual output targets and indicators are included in yearly work plans under the “Enhanced Results-based Platform”.  This is considered to have improved monitoring practices.

The above actions are important steps in the right direction.  However, the CO continues to face obstacles in monitoring progress towards EE outcomes. The outcome indicators lack baselines, performance benchmarks or targets on which to measure changes:  For example, the indicators forCPAP outcome #12 are the number communities or women’s groups receiving access to energy services, yet they do not specify minimum scale of impact that is being sought or any other quantifiable parameter.  Under these conditions, the criteria for success or failure become highly subjective and can be manipulated to justify either.  As a result, the monitoring of EE at a programmatic level is limited and based on qualitative analysis. Annual Work Plans (AWP) are required to include baselines and achievement indicators, yet these tend to be activity-specific without fitting into a broader framework that links their contribution to overall programmatic goals.

Most CO monitoring is directed at specific projects, where progress is measured on the basis of outputs and objectives listed in the results framework matrix.   This is undertaken by an understaffed EE practice area which is responsible for supporting UNDP and GEF projects – UNDP Guyana´s largest thematic portfolio - in addition to UNEP activities in Guyana.   UNDP, GEF and UNEP projects carry different monitoring and reporting requirements.  The EE practice area does not have a monitoring budget, and depends on the resources allocated by each project.  As a result, monitoring is project-centered and infrequent.  Visits to hinterland projects are difficult and monitoring is by e-mail andtelephone.   There is very little post-project follow up, and the CO is largely unaware of how pilot processes in renewable energy or community resource management have developed beyond the project timeframe.    Projects face internal monitoring challenges as well:  The lack of clear and measurable indicators in the Guiana Shield Initiative’s logical framework has prevented project managers from tracking progress effectively.Theabsence of a socio-economic monitoring mechanism weakens the ability to measure impacts resulting from pilot initiatives.  Monitoring and field delivery are also affected by an insufficient travel budget. Despite these limitations, the GSI team monitors the annual work plan on a quarterly basis.

These combined factors weaken UNDP Guyana´s ability to document case studies and share innovative approaches.  Several respondents feel that the CO has limited knowledge of its own activities and comparative advantages, which lowers its ability to lead donor coordination and stakeholder consultations on strategic issues.   The recent addition of a monitoring specialist to UNDP´s programme section could raise the COs knowledge management performance.  A good practice noted by the evaluators was the publication of a “lessons learned” review of the Renewable Energy project; hopefully this practice can be extended with the support of the monitoring specialist. 

Despite the shortcomings, external perceptions of EE project monitoring are generally positive.  Most project coordinators and partners appear satisfied with UNDP’s monitoring performance.  This is largely attributed to the efforts of the EE program officer who was often praised for her responsiveness and willingness to collaborate.   A government member to the GEF Working Group praised the program officer´s efforts facilitate monitoring visits through collaboration between projects with common objectives or geographic regions. [footnoteRef:20] [20:  Interview with Mr. L. Court, Cabinet Monitoring Officer ] 


3.7	Sustainability

The project results delivered under the Poverty Reduction portfolio showed varying levels of sustainability. As a general observation, projects that had strong ties with civil society and private sector tend to be sustainable. For example, the EMPRETEC project is still operating more than 6 years after UNDP stopped funding. In addition, some of the entrepreneurs that were trained under the project are still in business, and several have grown form micro to small business and are now able to access commercial loans on the strength of their own business profiles and collateral. The Heart of Palm project has also continued to operate without UNDP support. The MTR concluded in 2009 that as currently designed, the RLPLP was not sustainable because most of the projects did not have the critical mass needed for growth and replication. However, it was also noted that the community-based piggery projects had more potential for sustainability. In addition, it was noted that closer cooperation between line Ministries, particularly with the Ministry of Agriculture could enhance potential for sustaining results.

On the other hand, UNDP projects that aimed to build institutional capacity in Government have proven to be unsustainable if the Government was unable or not willing to absorb the projects into the national budget system. The DISSC project is a case point, where the capacity developed in the PCPMU was not maintained, while also many of the Statistical Officers left the government when UNDP funding stopped. Furthermore, even those Ministries that were able to retain their Statistical units, the absence of current data casts doubt on the level of capacity that exists in those Ministries. 

 (
”I do not like how [UNDP] projects are being done.  The sustainability aspects are poor.”
- A member of the National GEF Working Group.
)There are limitedopportunities to assess sustainability, since three of the four EE projects in the sample are still ongoing. An in-depth assessment of sustainability is premature at this time and should be revisited at a later stage, once the various project cycles have finalized.  However, if the evaluation indicates that outcomes are being only partially achieved – and the instruments to measure progress are often lacking – then the enabling conditions for sustainability are probably not present. The Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Renewable Energy project has finished but there’s little knowledge of how communities and local enterprises are managing their energy service, or what benefits are resulting.  There are successful case studies of higher production, lower operating costs and income generation in some communities (Purima andOrealla), yet these carry marketing and capacity needs that must be addressed to consolidate these processes. The project’s evaluationrecommended earmarking funds to maintain and repair energy generators, train local counterparts in operating the systems, and build local capacity to meet management and marketing needs.   If there is a follow-up project, this should include a brief inception phase to assess local needs and plan interventions that have greater depth and engage local stakeholders at the various stages of the project cycle.  [footnoteRef:21] [21:   Evaluation of the Hinterland Electrification and Renewable Energy Pilot Project (February 2009) 
] 


Sustainability is often invoked in the UNDP discourse but seldom found on the ground.  In part this reflects operational shortcomings that affect UNDP as a system and are not limited to the Guyana CO.   The mechanisms for assessing ex post sustainability and filling gaps to consolidate incipient impacts are often lacking.   There is very little post-project follow up, and the E&E practice area is to a large extent unaware of how pilot processes in renewable energy or community resource management have developed over time. The gap is reinforced by limited field monitoring and documentation, which in turn is the result of staff constraints and lack of funds for post-project monitoring ortechnical “backstopping”. In terms of project design, the potential for sustainability is weakened when little attention - and resources - is given to transferring responsibilities and having an “exit” strategy that enables partners to sustain the momentum. Projects are often designed with limited baseline information, which can lead to unrealistic assumptions and budgets.  This has affected the Capacity Building and Demonstration for Renewable Energy and Terminal Phase-Out Management Plan projects.

Under these circumstances, sustainability – or continuity – largely depends on the approval of a new project tokeep the process moving forward.  Such is the case with the Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Renewable Energyand Sustainable Land Management (SLM) initiatives that will need to feed into proposed larger-scale EU projects to achieve impacts that weren´t reached during implementation, encourage replication on a wider scale and influence policy.  The final evaluation of the Renewable Energy project concluded that it should be continued “based on the outcome of the pilot phase” - raising local service capacities through training; earmarking maintenance funds for participating communities; and providing managerial and marketing support to community enterprises. 

Likewise, various pilot initiatives started under the Guiana Shield Initiative aren’t expected to sustain themselves after the present project phase; further financial and technical support are needed to validate and “upstream” innovative approaches in ecosystems management.  Fortunately, a third GSI phase is foreseen to create a regional eco-management framework, consolidatepilot processes, and are good perspectives for applying radar-based remote sensing techniques, ecosystems research and community carbon benefit-sharing schemes under the Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS).



IV. 	CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED


Conclusion 1: UNDP has a good image among government partners and its contributions are appreciated,despite limitedfunds. The perception of UNDP as a trusted and flexible partner – and less bureaucratic than others - was often expressed during the evaluation.   This is an important niche that partially offsets the lack of funds, and relates to the COs strategic positioning.   There is the impression is that UNDP has (or could have) easier access than other international development organizations to politically sensitive governance and policy issues.  Government officials and donors recognize UNDP´s coordination role in line with the Paris Declaration and One UN principles, and hope that the CO and wider UN system can help Guyana   diversify funding sources to offset diminishing bilateral support. The CO has met and surpassed its resource mobilization targets for the past two years, of which E&E represents a large share.  Programme delivery has improved recently as well.  The creation of a multi-donor Sustainable Development Trust Fund to support the LCDS has been proposed with UNDP input; which would raise the CO´s profile in donor coordination. 

Conclusion 2:  During the first half of the Country Programme, the cohesiveness of UNDP´s poverty reduction and E&E portfolios was weakened by the lack of program outcomes, measurable indicators or clear policy guidelines to design support around.  As noted by various respondents, the resulting tendency is towards dispersed, small-scale projects that address legitimate needs but lack programmatic focus or linkages; as a result several are unable to consolidate pilot processes or leverage wider support.    For example, the coverage of the RLPLP to 7 regions and use of grant funding limited the impact to subsistence level initiatives; while also the inclusion of two EE outcomes in the CPAP after the mid-term review has enabled UNDP to focus initiatives in these areas, yet the outcome indicators continue to lack baselines or targets on which to measure progress.   This makes assessments somewhat subjective. 

Conclusion 3:  Outcome achievement in the poverty reduction portfolio is low to medium. Most of the outcome indicators as stated in the results framework were not achieved. In addition, the contribution of projects to the outcomes has been minimal at best. At the design level, most of the projects aimed to contribute to poverty reduction outcomes through employment creation, but the evidence shows that only a limited number of jobs were created through the projects. Some of the projects, notably the RLPLP did not have appropriate strategies for job-creation, and instead focused on providing livelihood opportunities, which is a useful result in itself, but nonetheless dos not constitute employment creation.

Conclusion 4:  Resource allocations do not reflect poverty reduction as a priority for Guyana. UNDPallocationsto some of the projects are very small; for example the NWG has annual allocation of US$25,000. In addition, the failure by government to finalize the PRSP II may also be taken to indicate low priority for poverty reduction outcomes. While Guyana has moved to become a middle-income country, there are still widespread disparities between different social groups and regions; and the high rate of emigration by the youth and university graduates points to a need for increased efforts in employment creation to provide opportunities for the poor and other disadvantaged groups.

Conclusion 5:  The evaluation found medium levels of outcome achievement in theCountry Programme´senvironment and energy component.  Performance and impact were affected by low budgets and timelines, and by externalities outside the CO´s control: weak implementing partner capacities; lack of enabling policies or legislation; and the high cost of working in hinterland areas among others. Most EE projects were implemented under the NEX modality, with the CO assuming a supportive role. 

In the case of environment and energy, a UNDP pilot project provided energy access in approximately 5% of Guyana´s hinterland communities by connecting communal enterprises to renewable energy systems.  Thishasled to tangible improvements in production and income for a couple of enterprises, which have not been quantified. The project approach was innovative in expanding the scope of rural electrification in support of local development needs.   However, the scale of intervention was simply too small to have any significant impact (aside from demonstrating a new approach that could be applied more widely).  The combination of resource/time constraints and limited implementing partner capacities prevented the project from having wider impact or policy effects.  Although UNDP plans to reach 140 communities through a larger EU-funded project with the Prime Minister´s Office, current levels of achievementare low for a five-year programme objective.   UNDP´s support to a pre-feasibility study for a micro hydro-electric plant has led to a US$ 2 million proposal that was submitted by the GoG for EU funding; if approved, this would extend electricity to over 250 Amerindian families and raise the achievement level for this outcome considerably. 

UNDP´s other EE outcome - “factoring” of biodiversity at different planning levels and empowering local communities in resource management - has advanced farther.  Innovative approaches in remote sensing of biomass inventories, payment mechanisms for environmental services, and community resource management plans have been tested with positive results.  They could offer important inputs to the Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS), which will guide Guyana´s development and conservation agendas during the coming years.   Likewise, baseline studies on land degradation, deforestation, flooding and watershed management – combined with pilot land reclamation initiatives - have improved the enabling conditions for land use planning and monitoring.   The information generated is expected to feed into the design of a National Land Use Plan with regional components, under a future initiative.  

Conclusion 6:  UNDPGuyana has demonstrated good adaptive management practices in adjusting to some of challenges affecting its E&E portfolio. The CO addressed a critical oversight of environment and energy outcomes in the original Country Programme Action Plan, by introducing new outcomes and impact indicators, following the recommendations of the CPAP mid-term review.  The programme section was strengthened by the recruitment of a poverty reduction and monitoring specialists.  The Environment & Sustainable Development practice area has the largest share of projects, and has tried to encourage shared monitoring between projects to make better use of limited resources. At the project level, the Guyana Shield Initiative has become increasingly responsive to national policy needs, generating innovative approaches that are likely to be replicated on a wider scale.    The Terminal Phase Out project shifted its strategy from an equipment-intensive approach to training and capacity building, in order to cope with insufficient funding and lowered stakeholder expectations.   These examples underscore the perception of UNDP Guyana as a responsive and flexible partner. 

Conclusion 7:  UNDP has the opportunity to raise the level of outcome achievement during the remainder of the current program cycle.    With more than a year to go before the current Country Programme expires, this assessment is not definitive and is more an indicator of progress or “early warning”.  The extension of the present cycle to 2011 offers opportunities to raise the achievement of EE outcome achievement considerably over the next year, by linking PR and EE projects to wider-scale initiatives in agriculture, rural energy and land use planning that are being planned by the government with EU support.   The CO can and should take the necessary actions to ensure that successful pilot processes in energy access, radar-based biomass monitoring and sustainable land management move on to higher ground. 


V.  	LESSONS LEARNED


Lesson 1: The project approach to programming does not enable UNDP to address the many dimensions of poverty comprehensively. Projects tend to have limited objectives and timeframes; thereby limiting the opportunities for addressing poverty reduction comprehensively and in a sustainable manner. For example, the RLPLP project focused only on providing livelihood opportunities to disadvantaged people in depressed communities, and thereby missed the opportunity to develop sustainable value-adding entrepreneurial capacity through micro credit and revolving funding. The micro credit model had been shown to be a successful model in the EMPRETEC project, but these lessons were not applied. One of the key lessons to be learned here is that, with limited resources and a short timeframe, projects should be used only as pilot interventions targeted at limited number of communities in order to document what works well; create effective partnership strategies with local organizations to ensure up-scaling and replication; and thereafter, a comprehensive programme should be developed to implement the strategies based on the lessons learnt.

Lesson 2:  Progress towards outcomes and overall programme performance were strongly influenced by implementing partner capacities and a difficult operating environment.  Most of the PR and EE portfolio is executed through the NEX modality; in such cases, effectiveness and overall performance depend on implementing partners who are often unfamiliar with project models and UNDP guidelines.   Government “buy in” is essential to move projects forward, but sometimes lacking.UNDP and GEF bear responsibility for approval delays and (in some cases) unrealistic project design and budgeting.  However, delays in implementation and poor coordination often reflected low partner capacities as well as the difficulties of finding qualified expertise. To an extent this situation is influenced by systemic constraints and differing institutional dynamics – government institutions do not organize their work along project- based models and are often unfamiliar with UNDP´s administrative and reporting requirements.   The combined effect of these factors on the delivery and impact of UNDP support underscores the urgency of focusing programme interventions to a greater extent and harmonizing administrative and reporting procedures to facilitate national execution.

Lesson 3:  In several cases, project objectives and design were inconsistent with available resources, timelines and on-the-ground realities.  There is need for greater “quality control” during project design and in particular, greater attention to local conditions. Three of the four E&E projects in the sample have needed extensions to advance towards objectives that are were not (or are unlikely to be) fully met.   Project implementation schedules and timelines tend to be linear, which can be inconsistent with the dynamics and pace of hinterland communities and Amerindian groups – as well as government partners who do not organize their work around projects.    Exit strategies do not seem to have been adequately considered in several cases and sustainability often depends on the availability of new funding.  In some projects, the capacities of local partners to assume new responsibilities or manage growth were overlooked in the initial design or from lack of funds.   Further attention to local contexts –through pre-implementation field visits or inception workshops - would have adjusted project expectations and design, leading to greater effectiveness.   Some of the GEF-funded projects had an opportunity to do so. 

Lesson 4:  Looking forward, there is general consensus that UNDP needs to focus its programme components and project portfolio in order to make better use of limited resources, raise cross-project synergies and improve cumulative impact. There is little point in allocating limited resources to pilot initiatives when conditions are lacking to consolidate incipient processes, document results for policy levels or leverage additional funds for replication.  The recently adopted Low Carbon Development Strategy represents a new threshold in Guyana’s development and offers UNDP an unprecedented opportunity to focusprogramme resources in a manner that strengthens environmental, poverty and governance linkages with possibilities for streamlining implementation/coordination arrangements.   The CO can use the global attention the LCDS is receiving to leverage itself to a higher level, accessing support from the UN system to do so.  The LCDS could additionally serve as a driver for inter-agency collaboration and “Delivering as One” initiatives.    However, this requires strategic positioning, an assessment of the risks involved and identifying entry points that can collectively constitute a programme intervention.  The evaluators feel that UNDP can support this process in a substantive manner, even without being an important donor.  Some of the options are discussed in the next section. 

Lesson 5:  UNDP has an untapped potential to assume a leading role in knowledgemanagement and advocacy on E&E issues.  Several national partners have noted that UNDP can play a stronger role in knowledge management by documenting good practices, lessons and policy implications arising from its various initiatives (with emphasis on Energy & Environment),  disseminating these to government and other national partners, and supporting stakeholder consultations on key issues.  While the M&E limitations signaled in the report undermine this potential, the recent recruitment of a full-time Monitoring & Evaluation Specialist can – and should – raise UNDP´s KM capabilities by providing opportunities (and staff resources) for field research, M&E backstopping support, aggregation/analysis of findings, discussion round-tables and publications on issues of interest. 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS


Recommendation 1: UNDP should strengthen collaboration with the Government in pursuit of the MDGs by promoting dialogue and involvement of civil society and private sector through targeted policy advocacy. The starting point for effective poverty reduction in the context of LCDS should be recognition of the disparities that exist between regions, and their different potential due to diverse cultural and environmental conditions. In this regard, it is therefore critical that a formal mechanism is established through which communities can participate in development planning at the local level, taking into account local resources and capacities. UNDP should therefore leverage its global experience to advocate for more decentralization and empowerment, notwithstanding the limited population size in Guyana. 

Recommendation 2:  During the remainder of the present Country Programme cycle, UNDP Guyana should ensure that pilot initiatives in renewable energy and sustainable land management are consolidated and expanded underproposed larger-scaleprojects. The CO has taken steps in this direction by extending the Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Electrification of Hinterland and Unserved Areas project for three months under the Office of the Prime Minister´s Hinterland Electrification programme.   UNDP plans to extend renewable energy access to 140 communities in partnership with the OPM through a proposed EU initiative, applying the methodology used in its pilot project.  Likewise, the CO is considering an extension of the Sustainable Land Management project to complete pending activities that include demonstration activities in degraded mining areas.   There are good opportunities for feeding project outputs – baseline studies on land degradation, deforestation and watershed management; case studies on the rehabilitation of degraded land – into a proposed EU programme that aims to develop Guyana´s first national and regional land use plans in collaboration with the Guyana Lands & Survey Commission (GLSC).   

Both initiatives are necessary to consolidate incipient processes, influence policy levels – i.e. supporting a national land use planning framework;addressinglocal development needs within hinterland electrification policies - and raise the level of outcome achievement for increased access to energy services, electricity or cleaner fuels in rural areas. There are important resource mobilization considerations as well.  However, these processes need to be nurtured and UNDP may be required to provide interim funding to maintain their momentum:  Supporting emergent capacity needs of community enterprises in management and marketing; documenting processes and impacts to encourage replication on a wider scale; improving implementation strategies and methodologies based on the lessons learned from the pilot phase; and ensuring greater preparedness among implementing partners.  

Recommendation 3:  As UNDP Guyana approaches the planning stages for the UNDAF and Country Programme, it should try to ensure that the next cooperation cycle has greater programmatic consistency and focus. There is a strong argument to be made for fewer yet better-funded projects that are linked around common themes, and hence more likely to generate cumulative impact beyondindividual project outputs.  This will require a combination of strategic thinking, risk management and shared vision to balance the overlapping demands that UNDP faces as an inter-governmental organization with a broad mandate. In terms of strategic positioning, UNDP needs to align itself around key national policy objectives to avoid dispersing limited core resources in response to ad hoc government requests.   

Recommendation 4:  With a core mandate in capacity development, UNDP can offer its global experiences and expertise as part of a programme of capacity development for enabling activities under the Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS).   The LCDS appears to offer the best option for focusing support during the next cooperation cycle, streamlining coordination arrangements and strengthening poverty – environment linkages.  The LCDS represents a new threshold in Guyana´s governance framework that offers unprecedented opportunities for greater programmatic convergence and alignment to national policy priorities.  This offers enabling conditions for joint programming and implementation arrangements, integrated log frames, and division of labor agreements between UNDP practice areas and within the UNCT.  

Recommendation 5:  Consideration should be given to articulating a project portfolio that is supportive to the LDCS, yet able to stand on its own should the LCDSfail to gain international or market support.  The project portfolio should have a degree of built-in autonomy so that performance is not excessively vulnerable to policy shifts or other externalities (as happened with the CPAP outcome that was designed around the implementation of PRSP II).   This means that project design be relevant to the needs of the implementing partner and targeted beneficiaries, in addition to the LCDS.

Recommendation 6:  UNDP Guyana needs to follow up on a series of “entry points” that the evaluators identified in their discussions with project managers, government partners, donors and NGO representatives.  Most of the entry points involve capacity building and operational support in the context of the LCDS, offering opportunities to achieve a level of programmatic convergence and relevance to national policy objectives that would not have possible in the past. They include the following: 

· Further advocacy and engagement with the Government towards developing programmes that enable it to contribute to both upstream and downstream outputs; such as developing the value chain in agriculture by promoting research for high yield varieties; strengthening job creation capacity of SMEs in seed production; agro-processing; logistics management and marketing of agro-produce.

· Developing the pro-poor policy formulation capacity of central and local government by strengthening civil society participation and MDG monitoring at local level.

· Promoting development of enabling environment for the SME sector to create employment through facilitating their access to capital and credit; skills and technology; as well as access to markets through opportunities to provide services and inputs for large scale enterprises
· Mainstreaming the use of radar-based remote sensing technologies to measure biomass and carbon inventories for the LCDS, in support of its monitoring and verification mechanisms.  This could be included as a sub-component under the third phase of the Guyana Shield Initiative. 

· Validating and “up-streaming” low carbon benefit-sharing models for environmental services (developed with GSI support for Amerindian communities in the Iwokrama Forest)once this stage is reached under the LCDS and indigenous communities are able to participate in REDD+.

· Expand the design of Community Natural Resource Management Plans that were piloted by the Building Capacity for the Management of Natural Resources and the Environment project, to improve the access of Amerindian and other hinterland communities to low carbon benefit sharing schemes, consolidate indigenous land tenure systems, and provide a tool for monitoring local conservation practices.

· The Global Environment Facility Small Grants Programme (GEF-SGP) offers an agile mechanism for supporting LCDS implementation and monitoring in hinterland areas, documenting case studies and providing feedbacktomanagement levels within a knowledge management framework.  This could be combined with capacity development and mentoring for national NGOs participating in the programme.    GEF-SGP can provide UNDP Guyana with an important vehicle for promoting sustainable livelihoodinitiatives andstrengthening poverty–environment linkages, complementingUNDP´s pilot work in renewable energy access, community natural resource management and payment for ecosystem services.  It could also play an important capacity development and advisory role to a government small grant programme that is planned under the LCDS.  This could include project screening and training support, field accompaniment and building mentor relations with experienced NGOs.  GEF-SGP could be a conduit toimplement local sustainable development projects with funds from the first LCDS tranche, or be contracted for field monitoring and documentation.

· UNDP Guyana does not have the scale of funds that other donors can bring to the LCDS.  Nor is it in a strong position to provide the specialized technical expertise that is needed - and is already provided by recognized NGOS and private firms. However, the conditionalitiesfor disbursements requirelevels of institutional capacity and performance that the GoG needs to strengthen.    UNDP can use its comparative advantages to provide enablingassistance to government partners engaged in the LCDS:  Supporting institutional coordination mechanisms; developing information systems; and providing technical “backstopping” support through expert review, mentoring and gap-filling were identified as possible areas of UNDP involvement.   While none of these initiatives constitute a programme by themselves, their cumulative impact could be significant if designed under a common conceptual framework

· Aligning sector policies around the LCDS framework was not identified as an area for UNDP support.  Yet it remains a pressing need that must be addressed by the government and could offer opportunities for UNDP involvement.  This would provide an entry point for the UNDP-UNEP Poverty & Environment Initiative (PEI) that recently conducted an exploratory mission in Guyana.   Based on its growing body of experience, the PEI could advise the government on linking environmental and poverty reduction policy interventions and harmonizing sector practices.In addition to connecting diverse UNDP partners such as the Ministry of Finance and EPA, this endeavor might generate opportunities for joint implementation and inter-agency collaboration on areas of common interest. 

· GoG is planning investments in infrastructure, services and hinterland development projects with the first tranche of Norwegian funds. The anticipated scale of capital investment will generate demands for environmental impact assessments (EIA) and land use planning that are outside the present capabilities of the EPA, GLSC and regional governments; these institutions will require capacity building and technical support to meet these demands.  The investments intend to stimulate low-carbon development alternatives with an important potential for employment and income generation.  This may open opportunities for poverty reduction, sustainable livelihood and energy access projects, while generating a demand for sustainable land management and technical support to mediate land use conflicts.  These would in turn make use of capacities and methods drawn from other UNDP projects, enabling a programmatic convergence with strong poverty-environment linkages - and raising the level of outcome achievement.

Taken together, these entry points offer possibilities to align environment, poverty reduction and governance initiatives in support of the LCDS’s implementation. This could be articulated as an interlinked programme composed of flexible support modules addressing capacity building; technical backstopping and gap-filling, information, monitoring and feedback systems; knowledge management and dissemination of best practices.  The implementation arrangements could (i) engage inputs from the different UNDP Practice Areas (and UNCT if feasible) applying streamlined administrative and reporting procedures; (ii) strengthen upstream/downstream linkages with support from GEF-SGP and other selected projects; and(iii) promote stakeholder inclusiveness and participation. 

Recommendation 7:  UNDP Guyana has a strategic opportunity to empower itself as a Country Office through the LCDS -raising its profile within the organization and catalyzing support from a wider window of opportunity.  With the LCDS, Guyana has assumed unprecedented importance in the global environmental community as a pilot country for the implementation of REDD+ and carbon benefit payments.  For the first time, a government has adopted a low carbon model as a national development strategy.  Being a high forest/low intervention country, Guyana has enabling conditions for success, yet faces significant performance requirements with limited institutional capacity.  UNDP Guyana has the opportunity – and the right – to leverage support from UNDP Headquarters and the UN system so that it is able to contribute substantively to this process.   This could include higher allocations from GEF (using LCDS funds as co-financing), support from UN REDD or the MDG Achievement Fund for a joint programme[footnoteRef:22], guidance from the UN Multi-donor Trust Fund on effective fundraising and funds management (especially if the proposed Sustainable Development Trust Fund moves forward), and the possibility of becoming a“Delivering as One” pilot country during the next round.   [22:  The MDG Fund´s support for the conservation of Ecuador´s Yasuni Reserve has led to inter-agency collaboration and division of labor arrangements that may be of interest to UNDP Guyana. ] 


These could in turn provide the basis for expanding the Environment & Sustainable Development practice area under a Team Leader and achieving a more programme-based management approach.   Several government respondents mentioned that the Gog is looking beyond the Guyana CO for supporting the LCDS, and hopes to access support from UNDP Headquarters and the overall UN system; the CO should serve as interlocutor and use this opportunity to leverage itself upwards. 

Recommendation 8:  These opportunities carry challenges and risks that need to be considered by UNDP Guyana before committing itself to the LCDS.UNDP can use some of the LCDS entry points to further its own agenda for inter-agency coordination and operational effectiveness.  However, most partners point out that UNDP needs to improve on its own effectiveness as well. As suggested by a senior presidential advisor, “strengthen what you have before inventing new modalities.”  Project approvals and recruitments cannot take one year.  Reporting and administrative requirements need to be simplified and standardized within the UNCT.  Yet any internal change process is subject to trial and error, and should be applied incrementally.  While the idea of using the LCDS to introduce new program modalities or “delivering as one” practices is tempting, the preparedness of UNDP and the UNCT are not evident.  With its ambitioustimeline and disbursement requirements, the LCDS is not a good venue for testing new approaches that may not deliver according to expectations.  Holding an inception phase to organize inter-agency collaboration and harmonize roles and procedures in advance can be very useful in these cases.    

Recommendation 9:  The greatest risks in supporting the LCDS - or any other policy initiative - are likely to come from externalities outside UNDP´s control. They should be considered before programme resources are committed on a significant scale. There are inherent risks in clustering projects and resources around the LCDS, even if the government moves UNDP in this direction.   Low implementation and coordination capacities, reinforced by centralized decision-making and weak local government, could affect GoG´s capacity to move beyond the first tranche. There is limited institutional capacity to enforce land use and conservation policies, or regulate gold mining ventures within forest areas.   Indeed, hinterland miners have already staged a protest against the LCDS, which is perceived as a threat to their own interests. As Guyana approaches an election year, capital investments funded by the first LCDS tranche could be channeled to populated areas of electoral importance, and not go where it really needs to go.    GoG hasalready demonstrated an ability to halt externally supported policy initiatives when they are perceived as politically sensitive, at the risk of losing important donor inflows.   The evaluators have already noted UNDP’s vulnerability to external factors and the low achievement of an outcome that was contingent on the approval and implementation of PRSP 2.   This should not happen with the LCDS.  

Recommendation 10:  More consideration needs to be given to promoting the social, cultural, ecological, political and economic integrity of Amerindian communities and their peoples.  There were no indicators in the Country Programme Action Plan related to the spectrum of indigenous peoples’ issues.  The experiences of some hinterland projects suggest the need to adjust project implementation approaches and timelines to local dynamics, particularly when Amerindian communities are involved.   This could have relevance for future projects and possibly the LCDS as well. 

Recommendation 11:  Some of these recommendationscan be expanded through groupdiscussionsduring the planning of the next programmecycle.  The discussions could consider the viability of proposed entry points, risks and alternative scenarios, and perspectives for UNCT collaboration. This should follow an incrementalprocess. As the design of the UNDAF and CPAP approach, UNDPGuyana needs to validate the entry points with government partners and proceed forward.    It should apply the conventional project approach in designing support for the next cycle.  Once UNDP has a sense of where it is going in terms of projects and programme, it can then consider linkages and opportunities for joint implementation, making adjustments accordingly.  Clearly some discussion sessions or a brief retreat are justified to explore these options once the general parameters are clear. 

There are other development needs expressed by government partners are unrelated to the LCDS yet fully relevant.  They deserve consideration and could be part ofUNDP’s “contingency portfolio”, earmarking a portion of the funds available for the next cycle.  In the case of EE they include support for implementing the Environmental Protection Act, follow-up to the National Biosafety Framework, controlling invasive species that threaten biodiversity, supporting priority projects identified in the 2nd National Biodiversity Plan, and supporting the design and implementation of regional and national land use policies.   The possibility of assisting the University of Guyana´s faculties of geography and natural sciences in using GIS systems, while encouraging their participation in the LCDS – through research and thesis studies – and providing information for academic use, was suggested on several occasions. 
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Annex 1

EVALUATION MEETINGS




	Ministry of Finance
	Ms. Donna Levi  - Head of Bilateral

	
	Mr. TarachandBalgobin- Head Project Cycle Management Division

	Ministry of Finance
	Ms. Sonya Roopnauth, Director of Budget

	EPTSI - Livelihood
	Trevor Clark

	Guiana Shield Initiative
	Patrick Chesney

	GEF Group
	EPA, Leroy Cort (Cabinet Monitoring Officer)

	Office of the President
	Dr. Roger Luncheon - Head Presidential Secretariat

	Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	Hon. Carolyn Rodrigues-Birkett, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	Univ. of Guyana
	Prof Clive Thomas, IDS

	Guyana Lands & Survey
Commission
	DoorgaPersaud (CEO & Former ED EPA), Andrea Mahammad (Project Associate SLM Project)

	Amazon Caribbean  (Guyana) Limited
	Mr. Denys Bourque, Chief Executive Officer, 47 Second Street, Subryanville, Georgetown

	World Wildlife Fund
	Dr. Patrick Williams (Representative)

	National Working Group
	Major General Joe Singh (Ret), FatuGbdema& Beneficiaries

	EMPRETEC, "J" Lama Avenue, Bel Air Park, Georgetown 
	Judy Semple- Joseph (EMPRETEC) and Empretec Beneficiaries

	Office of the Prime Minister
	Mr.  Horace  Williams

	Guyana Forestry Commission
	James Singh, Head, Guyana Forestry Commission 

	Office of the President
	ShyamNokta (Advisor to the President on Climate Change)

	World Bank
	Mr. GiorgioValentini - Representative 

	NRDDB
	Ms. Vanda Razik

	Ministry of Agriculture
	ParmeshwariePitamber (SNC Project), ZainoolRahaman (TPMP Project)

	CIDA
	Anna Iles

	 DFID
	Ms. Nicola Jenns - Head, DFID

	USAID
	Carol Horning

	IDB
	Mr. Marco Nicola - Representative (IDB)

	UNICEF
	Representative UNICEF

	PAHO
	Dr. Kathleen Israel- Representative PAHO/WHO

	UNFPA
	Ms. Patrice La Fleur - Assistant Representative UNFPA  

	FAO
	Dr. Lystra Fletcher-Paul

	Bureau of Statistics
	Lennox Benjamin, Chief Statistician

	 Ministry of Education
	Nicola Warrinna, Senior Statistician

	Ministry of Health
	Cheryl Peters, Senior Statistician

	 
	Theodore Thompson, Statistical Officer

	Ministry of Home Affairs
	Beverly Wilson, Statistician, 

	Ministry of Housing
	Deborah Montouth- Hollingsworth

	Guyana Water Inc.
	Cheryl Matthews-Jones, Statistical Officer

	Central Housing & Planning Authority
	Sasha Layne, Statistical Officer, Jamie Cumbermack, IT Manager 

	Environmental Protection
Agency
	Dr. IndarjitRamdas (ED EPA), Dr. RovinDeodat (former Director EIT at EPA), SharifahRazack (Director EIT EPA)

	European Union
	Menno Arnold and Colleagues (EU)

	Demarara Distillers Ltd.
	Bal Persaud (Former ED EPA)

	Iwokrama  Center
	Dr. Raquel Thomas (Director, Resource Management & Training)

	Conservation International
(CI)
	Dr. David Singh (Former Director-General Iwokrama, Director CI)





























Annex 2

Documents Reviewed

General:  

Government of Guyana and UNDP: Country Programme Document for Guyana 2006-2010 (2005)

Government of Guyana and UNDP:  United Nations Development Assistance Framework for Guyana 2006 – 2010
(4/2005)

Government of Guyana and UNDP: Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP) 2006 – 2010 (2006)

Government of Guyana and UNDP: Adjusted Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP) 2006 – 2010 (2008)

UNDP: Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP) – Mid Term Review (6/2008)

UNDP:  ROAR 2008-2009

UNDG Resident Coordinator’s Annual Report 2008

UNDP Guyana:  Intensifying the use of the RBM framework for improved Development Assistance:  Plan of Action (POA) for Guyana Country Office (no date)

UNDP:  Aid Effectiveness Support Plan (2009)
UNDP:   Enhanced Budget M&E Support Plan (2009)

Environment & Energy:

Government of Guyana: Guyana National Development Plan 2006-2010:  Environment (Chapter 5) and Energy (Chapter 7)

Government of Guyana:  Transforming Guyana’s Economy While Combating Climate Change:  A Low Carbon Development Strategy (12/2009) 

GUY/03/001   Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Electrification of Hinterland and Unserved Areas, Utilizing Renewable Energy:  Project Document

GUY/03/001   Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Electrification of Hinterland and Unserved Areas, Utilizing Renewable Energy:  Final Evaluation Report (2/2009)

GUY/03/001   Capacity Building and Demonstration Projects for Electrification of Hinterland and Unserved Areas, Utilizing Renewable Energy:  Project Review/Lessons Learned (12/2006)

00047476   Sustainable Land Management: Project Document

00047476   Sustainable Land Management:  Progress Reports 2009-2010

00052491 Ecological and financial sustainable management of the Guiana Shield Eco-region - GSI Phase II:  Project Document (12/2007)

00052491 Ecological and financial sustainable management of the Guiana Shield Eco-region - GSI Phase II:  EU Monitoring Report (7/2009)

00052491 Ecological and financial sustainable management of the Guiana Shield Eco-region - GSI Phase II:  Annual Reports 2007-2009

00052491 Ecological and financial sustainable management of the Guiana Shield Eco-region - GSI Phase II:  Mid-Term Evaluation (11/2009)

00061916   Terminal Phase Out Management Plan:  Investment Interventions & Technicians Training:  Project Document (5/2008)

00061916  Terminal Phase Out Management Plan:  Investment Interventions & Technicians Training:  Progress Report (1/2010)

UNDP/UNEP Poverty & Environment Initiative (PEI):  Mission Report (10/2009)

Poverty Reduction:

Government of Guyana:  Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper 2008-2012 (2008)
Government of Guyana and UNDP (2006); EMPRETEC End Term Evaluation Report.
UNDP:  NWG Annual Work Plan (2009)
UNDP:   NWG Summary Report, Public Private Partnership & MDGs (2009)
UNDP:  EPTSI Project Annual Report (2009)
UNDP:  MDG Support Plan (2009)
UNDP:  NWG Annual Work Plan (2008)
UNDP:  NWG Status Report (2007)
UNDP:   DISSC Project Document (2006)




Annex 3

Interview Guide

	Evaluation Issue
	Key Questions
	Evaluation Criteria
	Indicators
	Sources of Data
	Data Collection method

	Accountability of projects and programmes
	 1. How relevant were interventions with regards to the beneficiaries’ problems, the needs of the country, the global priorities and the other partners and donors
2. Is the project the best answer to solve the most relevant poverty/environmental problems and socioeconomic needs of the targeted population?  Does it cover and reach intended beneficiaries?
3. Is the intervention strategy well adapted to the socio-cultural context where it’s being implemented?
4. To what extent were the opinions and interests of national and local authorities; citizens and other stakeholders taken into account in designing the development intervention?
5. To what extent have the target population and participants taken ownership of the project by playing a leadership role?
6. To what extent were national and counterpart resources (public and private) mobilized to contribute to the objective of generating results and impacts?


	1. Content analysis of project documents against  national planning frameworks
	1 (a) Root problems for beneficiaries are alleviated/eradicated

(b) Government able to fund with national budget system

(c) Donors value adding to the projects

2. Participatory planning involving representatives of beneficiary groups


3. Number of beneficiaries taking part in the projects consistently from start to end;
Gender composition of beneficiaries

4. Participatory planning approaches 




5.  Community based management committees formed


6. Funding composition of projects

	Project reports, evaluation reports

Project beneficiaries

Key informants
	Document review

Interviews

Group discussions

	UNDP contribution to Outcomes
	1. According to the context: Have the effective and best measures been adopted to solve the social/environmental problem?
2. To what extent and in what ways is the project contributing to the Millennium Development Goals at local and   national level?
3. To what extent have behaviours and/or root causes of the poverty and environmental problems been changed?
4. Are outputs of the needed quality?
Is the project covering the number of beneficiaries planned?
5. What type of effects is the project producing in men, women, youth and other societal categories of beneficiaries? (Rural versus urban population, etc)

	1. Comparative analysis of before and after contexts/situation
	1. Minimal spin-off of negative unintended results


2. Cross-cutting impact of results on MDG goals and targets




3. New and appropriate livelihood systems developed/implemented




4. Interventions produce intended outputs;

Outputs contribute to outcomes

5. Results appropriately impact men and women equitably


	1. University of Guyana – IDS



2. CSOs and CBOs
	1. Interview of key informants

	Areas of strength, gaps and challenges
	1. Have good practices or lessons learn been identified?
2. Are conditions and premises for sustainability of the projects taking place?
3. How are Aid Effectiveness principles (ownership, alignment, management for development results and mutual responsibility) taken into account in the projects?


	
	1. Interventions approaches and processes improved over time

2. Community interest and ownership;
Sustainable funding sources

3. Effective institutional coordination mechanisms established

	1. UNDP programme staff


	

	Process and management
	1. To What extent were resources/inputs (financial, human, etc) have been transformed in outputs?
2. To what extent does the project management (organizational structure, information flows, decision making, etc) contribute to generate planned outputs and outcomes?

	1. 
	1. Planned outputs achieved on time


	
	Interviews with key informants

Review of project documents


































Annex 4

Terms of Reference

Evaluation Terms of Reference (TOR)

1. INTRODUCTION

The Government of Guyana (GoG) and UNDP entered into a basic agreement governing UNDP’s assistance to Guyana, namely the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement (SBAA) and this was signed by both parties on 3 May 1977.

The GoG and the UN Country Team Guyana finalized the United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) during 2005. The UNDAF sets out the joint strategic outcomes for the UN in Guyana for the period 2006 – 2010. The main aim of the UNDAF is to ensure complementarity of activities at the country level around key national development objectives and priorities endorsed in both the National Poverty Reduction Strategy (2001-2006) and the National Development Strategy (2001-2010), in order to optimize the technical and financial resources available to the UN System, and to have the greatest impact from development assistance.

The GoG and UNDP agreed upon a Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP) covering a five- year period together with agreed Result and Resource Framework which determine the Thematic Areas for UNDP support to the GoG during the period 2006 – 2010.  A one year extension was granted by the GoG on the basis of harmonisng the work of UN agencies. This will result in the current programming cycle concluding in December 2011.

Under the current CPAP, UNDP works collaboratively with the GoG to implement projects in four Thematic Practice Areas: Governance, Energy and the Environment, Poverty Reduction and Crisis Prevention and Recovery. UNDP Guyana is desirous of conducting an outcome evaluation for its Environment and Poverty clusters.

Specifically, UNDP is desirous of evaluating the contribution of its energy and environment and poverty projects to the achievement of the following outcomes:

· CP Outcome 1: PRS/PRSPs prepared to ensure participatory process with civil society in policy formulation and programming and taking into account clear linkages with human development and the MDGs.
· CP Outcome 2:  Replicable local poverty initiatives linked to policy change undertaken. Community and regional development strategies will take into account national, sectoral and external trade policies. 
· CP Outcome 3: Access to energy services, electricity or cleaner fuels in rural areas increased.
· CP Outcome 4: “Value of biodiversity factored into national planning. Government and Local communities empowered to better manage biodiversity and the ecosystem.”

Under the current programme of support, UNDP implements about 14 projects, whose collective outputs contribute to the achievement of the outcomes stated above. These projects are implemented by several governmental and non-governmental agencies, including: Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development, Ministry of Agriculture, and the Ministry of Culture, Youth and Sports.

UNDP Guyana in the first quarter of 2010 will embark on a process of planning for its new programme cycle and intends to use the findings of this evaluation to explore new and innovative means of delivering a more efficacious and relevant programme of support. One area of emerging interest is the relationship between poverty and environment. In this regard, and taking into account the Guyana’s Low Carbon Development Strategy (LCDS), UNDP will examine opportunities to develop programming aimed at supporting the overarching goals of the LCDS, while at the same time increase support to help Guyana attain MDG targets. In this context, this evaluation is expected to present some forward looking options to link poverty and environmental issues for consideration in the next Country Programme Action Plan.

2. OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION

This evaluation is intended to assess UNDP’s contribution towards progress made in achieving the following outcomes:

· CP Outcome 1: PRS/PRSPs prepared to ensure participatory process with civil society in policy formulation and programming and taking into account clear linkages with human development and the MDGs.
· CP Outcome 2:  Replicable local poverty initiatives linked to policy change undertaken. Community and regional development strategies will take into account national, sectoral and external trade policies. 
· CP Outcome 3: Access to energy services, electricity or cleaner fuels in rural areas increased.
· CP Outcome 4: “Value of biodiversity factored into national planning. Government and Local communities empowered to better manage biodiversity and the ecosystem.”

The rationale for commissioning this evaluation using a hybrid design is to better understand UNDP’s contribution to poverty and environment outcomes, but also to identify synergies and opportunities for improved poverty-environment linkages for possible integration in the next CPAP.

Specifically, this exercise will:

(1) Provide evidence to support accountability of projects and programmes;
(2) Provide evidence of the UNDP contribution to outcomes
(3) Identify current areas of strengths, weaknesses and gaps, especially with regard to:

(i) The appropriateness of UNDP’s partnership strategy
(ii) Impediments to achieving the outcomes
(iii) Adjustments to be made 
(iv) Lessons learned for the next programming cycle

It is important to note the timing of this evaluation. Several projects under the Energy and Environment and Poverty clusters are active, while the others are now closed. In addition, this evaluation will immediately precede the commencement of the planning process for the next cycle and comes after the recently implemented Assessment of Development Results – a UNDP centrally initiated and executed independent evaluation.

3. SCOPE OF THE EVALUAT I O N

For this evaluation, the Consultant is expected to take the following factors into account for each of the above mentioned outcome: 

· Geographic coverage of  projects;
· Timeframe of the projects;
· Issues pertaining to the relevance, performance and success of the project(s) 

In addition, the scope would also be expected to include documentation of lessons learned, findings and recommendations in the following areas:
· Whether the outcome has been achieved and, if it has not, whether there hasbeen progress made towards its achievement;
· An analysis of the underlying factors beyond UNDP’s control that influence theoutcome (including the opportunities and threats affecting the achievementof the outcome) and the contributions of other bilateral and multilateral donors;
· Whether UNDP’s outputs and other interventions can be credibly linked toachievement of the outcome, including the key outputs, programmes, projectsand assistance soft and hard that contributed to the outcome;
· Whether UNDP’s partnership strategy has been appropriate and effective.
· An analysis of where opportunities exist and the extent to which UNDP can contribute to integrated poverty-environment initiatives during its next programme cycle.

The main stakeholders for this evaluation are: UNDP Guyana, Key Government Implementing Partners including: Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Local Government, Ministry of Culture, Youth and Sports, Environmental protection Agency, the Guyana Elections Commission and CARICOM. A comprehensive list of stakeholders will be provided to the Consultant. 
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4. PRODUCTS EXPECTED FROM THE EVALUATION

The main product from this evaluation will be a detailed, pointed report with findings, recommendations, lessons learned, and rating on performance. 

It should also comprehensively address the following:
· Strategies for continuing or concluding UNDP assistance towards the outcomes;
· Recommendations for formulating future assistance in the outcomes if warranted; and on UNDP’s strategic positioning in the areas of poverty and environment for the next country programme.
· Recommendations on opportunities for linking more explicitly Environment and Poverty initiatives in the next programme cycle;
· Lessons learned concerning best and worst practices in producing outputs, linking them to outcomes and using partnerships strategically;
· A rating on progress towards outcomes and progress towards outputs;
· A rating on the relevance of the outcomes.


5. METHODOLOGY OR EVALUATION APPROACH

The Consultant is expected to use either or a combination of the following methodological approaches in implementing this evaluation exercise:
· Documentation review (desk study, ADR);
· Interviews;
· Field visits;
· Questionnaires;
· Participatory techniques and other approaches for the gathering and analysis of data;
· Participation of stakeholders and/or partners.

In addition, UNDP envisages that the environment and poverty clusters will separately be reviewed, and that the consultancy team will structure the findings, lessons learned and recommendations in the report around: the environment cluster, the poverty cluster and poverty and environment linkages with specific regard to opportunities for fostering linkages in the new programming cycle.

It is important to note that UNDP is one of many partners contributing to the outcomes being considered under this exercise. As a result, the methodology to be used should take into account UNDP’s comparative advantages, positioning, and constraints as a development agency in Guyana. 


6. EVALUATION TEAM

UNDP Guyana anticipates a team of about two individuals with a minimum of 10 years experience each of evaluating projects and programmes. Individuals with experiences of conducting outcome level evaluations are especially preferred. Consultants must have at minimum, a Master’s degree in the Social and Environmental Sciences or related fields. One of the Individual will be assigned the role of Team leader for this evaluation.

7. IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS

· UNDP will provide a pre-evaluation briefing to Consultants, after which consultants are expected to conduct evaluation activities

	Poverty
	

	In-country Work
	

	Data Collection 
	Feb 22 – March 3 (10 days) 

	Debriefing with UNDP staff on key evaluation findings
	March 2

	Inception Report
	within 5 days of field work (same report for poverty and environment clusters)

	Home
	

	Submission of poverty report
	March 4 – 10 (5 days) 

	Environment – Team Leader
	

	In-country Work
	

	Data Collection and inception report

	Feb 22 – March 12 (19 days)

	Debriefing with UNDP Guyana Staff.
Presentation of the Evaluation findings and preliminary recommendations to UNDP and Ministry of Finance
	March 8

	From Home 
	

	Submission of First Draft of Report
	March 22 –

	Finalization and Submission of Final Report
	March 31











  

           Indicator: Improved capacity of Government
          and civil society to monitor PRS and MDG
             progress




                                Baseline: Inadequate national capacity to
                                monitor and evaluate MDG/PRS progress 





Financial Delivery by Practice Area:  2009
(% of Programmed Expenditure)
% Expenditure of Practice Area Budget	EE	Pov Red	Dem Gov	CP	&	R	Caricom	0.87000000000000721	0.61000000000000221	0.83000000000000218	0.74000000000000521	0.64000000000000823	% Expenditure of Total Programme Budget	EE	Pov Red	Dem Gov	CP	&	R	Caricom	0.64000000000000823	6.000000000000031E-2	0.22	2.0000000000000007E-2	6.000000000000031E-2	





2

