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Executive summary

Brief description of project

The project was developed long time back in 2005 and was lying at the office of Kyrgyz Agency of Environmental Protection and Forestry due to lack of initiation owing to political instability and was only submitted in 2007. The project was approved by GEF in August 2008 and officially incepted on 5th December 2008. Change in the government was the reason for delay in execution of the project. This project aims to improve fiscal measures and strengthen capacity of the implementing agencies to reduce environmental pollution and damage to natural resources.
The mid-term Evaluation (MTE) is initiated by UNDP Country Office in Kyrgyzstan in line with the UNDP-GEF M&E guidelines in order to assess the overall project progress, make sure the project is on track to deliver the agreed outcomes, and produce recommendations on any adjustments needed. The evaluation will assess overall performance against the objectives and expected outcomes. The evaluation will also assess progress in establishing the information baseline, reduction of threats and constraints and provide suggestions to address the difficulties and move forward to achieve the goal.
Main conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned

Project has accomplished several targeted activities while disturbances due to violence that erupted in April 2010, looting of project office and delay in recruitment of project staffs affected its activities. Evaluation of the project activities indicated that it has accomplished activities like drafting of recommendation on fiscal regulations, strategy document on public participation in management of Nature Protection Fund and activities, proposals on improvement of economic mechanisms of nature management. But it is felt that these documents need further discussion with wide range of stakeholders including from the different states and institutions before submission for approval. Likewise, workshops on determination of danger categories of polluting enterprises for the staffs of the State Agency for Environment Protection and Forestry and Nature Users were conducted to enhance institutional capacity. Moreover, formulation of draft regulation of Nature Protection Fund’s internal audit’s conduction, development of strategy of improvement of environment protection activities financing system, and further training for capacity enhancement is awaited.
In overall it seems that most of the activities of the project may complete on time but approval by the parliament/cabinet and change in institutional setup of implementing agency is uncertain. Hence it is difficult to predict interest of the new government on this regards. At the present political situation of the country no assurance could be achieved from any major stakeholders on approval and implementation of the outcomes of the projects but mid-level staffs from these institutions who were involved in discussions and workshops of the project were found very positive on the project outcomes. Since there was loss of time in the past no-cost extension of 6 months is recommended and the cost of the extended period will be born from the money accumulated from under spending. It is also recommended to concentrate on completion of the remaining activities of the project so that final documents will be ready to submit for approval from the new government. It is also very important that immediately after appointment of the new representation in the project board (PB) by the government, PB meeting should be called to provide strategic support for enhancing project activities. After approval and before endorsement of the new methodology of pollution charging, training support should be provided to the implementing agency to strengthen their capacity. Similarly, at the time of endorsement close supervision is suggested because there could be confusion among staffs while applying new methodology which need to be resolved immediately.  

Introduction

Project background
With the aim of improving fiscal measures for environmental protection and better management of natural resources “Capacity Building for Improved National Financing of Global Environmental Management in Kyrgyzstan” project was approved by GEF in August 2008. Proposed improvement of fiscal measures includes collection, management and allocation of revenue for global environment management. The project is expected to contribute in reducing environmental pollution and damages to natural resources which will have national and international significances. The Inception workshop was organized in May 2009. By that time the project team and main consultants were hired. The project life time is 3 years. The total project budget is US$645000 in which GEF contribution is US$425000 and government contribution in kind is US$220000.

Purpose of the evaluation

This Mid Term Evaluation (MTE) is initiated with the aim of strengthening the strategy and policy options for more effectively and efficiently achieving the project’s expected results. Therefore, the MTE will identify potential project design problems, assess progress towards the achievement of objectives, identify and document lessons learned (including lessons that might improve design and implementation of other UNDP-GEF projects), and to make recommendations regarding specific actions that might be taken to improve the project. It is expected to serve as a tool of validating or filling the gaps in the initial assessment of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency obtained from monitoring. The MTE provides the opportunity to assess early signs of project success or failure and prompt necessary adjustments.

Key issues to be addressed

The environmental and natural resource conservation sector of Kyrgyzstan is affected due to weakness in policies and practices. Main policy related problems are inappropriate fiscal measures for environment protection and natural resource management. Due to this collection, management and allocation of revenues from the pollution chare is affected. Likewise, lack of transparency in management of environmental fund and inadequate funding for environment and natural resource management, weak capacity of the executing institutions and lack public participation (stakeholders) in environment and natural resource management and decision making are also the issues to be addressed by this project. Similarly, knowledge on access to various environment funds for environmental protection or incentives for introducing environment friendly technologies to reduce pollution is lacking among polluters and also with other stakeholders and line agencies.
The outputs of the evaluation and their application
The evaluation will help in the future implementation of the project by strengthening the adaptive management and monitoring function of the project, ensure accountability for the achievement of the GEF objective,  enhance organizational and development learning and enable informed decision - making.

Methodology of the evaluation

The review of the project was carried out during a total period of 15 days in 3 September -17 September 2010. The main methods used included:

· Desk study of project documents, reports and the project website.

· Review of other relevant literature regarding pollution taxing and Global Environmental Management.

· Meetings with Stakeholders like UNDP country office staffs, Ministry of finance, Ministry of natural Resources, Ministry Economic Regulation, Agency of Environment Management and Railway authority.

· Discussions with Project Manager and other staffs (in person and through e-mail).

· Discussion with International expert on environment financing Mr. Juerg Klarer.  

· Review of meeting/workshop minutes.
· The evaluation findings were presented to all stakeholders at UN House and their comments were collected.

· The recommendations were circulated to all stakeholders and their feed back was addressed in the report.

· The draft report was again circulated to all stakeholders to provide them information on complete report and also to provide them further opportunity to place their comments/ suggestions on the report and addressing feed backs report was finalized.
A list of persons met is included in Annex 5.
Structure of the evaluation 

The evaluation will focus on the aspects including Project relevance, Preparation and readiness, country ownership/drivenness, Stakeholder involvement, underlying factors/assumptions, Management arrangements, Project budget and duration, Design of project M&E system, Project’s adaptive management, Stakeholder participation, partnership strategy, Sustainability, Contribution of Implementing and Executing Agencies and Progress towards achievement of intended outputs, outcomes/measurement of change. Similarly, besides descriptive assessment, criteria like Project relevance, country ownership/drivenness, Stakeholder involvement, Management arrangements, Project budget and duration, Design of project M&E system, Project’s adaptive management, Stakeholder participation, partnership strategy, Sustainability and Progress towards achievement of intended outputs, outcomes/measurement of change is rated using the division suggested in the evaluation TOR and presented in the table. Likewise status of each indicator of the outcomes are also rated and presented in the table.
1. The project and its development context

Project start and its duration

The project is approved by GEF in August 2008. The inception workshop was organized in May 2009 to develop inception report. The inception report was revised in November 2009. The project officially started in 5 December 2008. The project period is of three years and the end date is 31 December 2011.
Implementation status

Based on the review of Annual Review report and personal communication with the stakeholder and project staffs, following was the situation of the project implementation:

Outcome 1

The SWOT-analysis of current system of environmental pollution charges of the Kyrgyz Republic was conducted to identify weaknesses in the existing system. Based on these, proposals and recommendations were developed for amendment in current legislation. The list of levied pollutants (polluting substance) was revised and radically shortened from 127 to 20 substances. 
Moreover, analysis of legal basis in the area of environment protection particularly in the sphere of the current system of charges for environment pollution in the Kyrgyz Republic and CIS countries is conducted. Project conducted the analysis of international practices on shaping funds and based on the results of analysis the corrections are being introduced into current normative and legal acts. Particularly the project is proposing to make changes in the current methodology of calculation of charge for environment pollution and in the Law of the Kyrgyz Republic “General Technical Regulation on Provision of Ecological Safety in the Kyrgyz Republic”. The drafted of improved methodological guidelines for calculation of charge on environmental pollution will be further discussed with wide range of stakeholders before submitting for approval. New methodology of calculation of charge of emission from immovable sources has been tested in 32 enterprises.

The Project also drafted Procedure for Development, Agreement and Approval of Environment Protection Plans for nature users, representatives of local authorities, NGOs and entrepreneurs. Draft recommendation was also developed on the Procedures of Public Participation in Nature Protection and Forestry Development program implementation and fund Management. The public participation in Nature Protection and Forestry Development Fund management will help to maintain transparency, increase support from wide range of stakeholders and generate ownership feelings.
Outcome 2

Analysis of recommendations regarding fulfillment of obligations to the Global Ecological Conventions by National Capacity Self-assessment (NCSA) project is conducted. Similarly, reviewing the current financing practices draft proposal is prepared for the improvement in the environment fund management. Likewise, development of draft regulation of Nature Protection Fund’s internal audit’s conduction has been initiated.

Outcome 3

With the aim of enhancing capacity of state agency of environment protection and forestry and Nature users in the area of technical regulation of environmental issues including improvement of economic mechanism, two training workshops on procedures of implementation of the Law of KR “General Technical Regulation on Environmental Safety Provision” was conducted. The workshop was attended by 55 personnel of the State Agency of Environment Protection and Forestry and nature users.

Until now 3 round table discussion were conducted and of these first was on realization of the law “General Technical Regulation on Provision of Ecological Safety in the Kyrgyz Republic” – as the basis for reduction of negative impact of business entities on environment and it was attended by 60 representatives from business entities and main project partners. The other two round-table discussions were organized to discuss normative and legal acts that are being developed by the project team. To make public aware on the project activities, 11 news articles were published in the Mass Media on the project activities. Similarly, website was developed and all draft documents were posted for general public awareness and to collect public opinion.
Problems that the project seeks to address

There are several problems in the environmental sector of this country and these are related to policies to practices. Existing legislation regarding pollution charges and environmental management is weak in many aspects. The existing pollution charge system does not insist behavioral changes as charge rates are low, collection is imperfect and number of pollutants subject to charge is very large. Similarly, environmental financing is imperfect and heavily relied on pollution charges. Lack of appropriate policies and guidelines has affected fund management and due to lack of proper guidelines appraisal of investment is affected. Current system of environmental funds is decisive in channeling funds for environmental investments and system is inefficient and lacks transparency. Pollution charges are not properly managed, controlled and collected by the relevant authorities. Total revenue of environmental funds so limited that it could not provide required amount of the fund for environmental conservation activities. Similarly, capacity of the executing institutions is very weak due to low knowledge and capacity of officials from state and local institutions and of experts from the private sectors in the field of nature management and environment protection. Lack of information of the business community has affected estimation of revenue and due to this planning environmental protection programs is affected. For sustainable management of environment and natural resources, support of all stakeholders is very important. Where as in this country, public are unaware of information on the funding of nature protection activities and in such situation it is not possible to generate local stewardship for environmental and natural resource protection.
Immediate and development objectives of the project

The main objective of the project is to improve fiscal measures for collecting, managing and allocating revenues for global environmental management. There are three specific objectives of the project viz. i) Improved tax instrument for assessing, collecting, and managing revenues for industrial pollution control developed; ii) Natural Resource Mobilization Program (NRMP) and associated comprehensive budget for EPNRM and  iii) Capacities strengthened to assess and management environmental payments for global environmental protection.
Main stakeholders

The main stakeholders identified by the project are as follows:
· State Agency of Environment Protection and Forestry under the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic (KR)
· Ministry of Economy and Finance of the KR
· Ministry of Industry, Energy and Fuel Resources of the KR (MIEFR) 

· Ministry of Agriculture, Water Resources and Processing Industry of the KR 

· Ministry of Economic Development, Industry and Trade of the KR
· Administration of the Government of the KR
· NGOs (including Women’s groups and indigenous communities)
· UNDP country office
· National Agency on Local Self-Governance
· Entrepreneurs Alliance

Potential Stakeholders
Below are name of few stakeholders that are relevant to this project and their involvement could strengthen the project activities:
· Relevant projects
· Academic Institutions 

· Representation of Aiyl Okmotus of other states
· Stakeholders from other stages

Results expected

Project expect following results:
· Improved tax instrument for assessing, collecting, and managing revenues for industrial pollution control. This includes package comprising by-laws, instruction, methodological documents and technical regulations for pollution charges and environmental funds.
· Natural Resource Mobilization Program (NRMP) and associated comprehensive budget for EPNRM (Environmental protection and natural resource management).
· Good proportion of Public participation in environment fund management committee and improved appropriate and transparent management of environment fund.
· Capacities strengthened to assess and management environmental payments for global environmental protection. The staffs with the tax inspection unit, SAEPF, MAWRPI, MEF, and their respective local administrative units are trained to assess environmental fines.
· Increased awareness among stakeholders and general public on environment issues, new methodology and related guidelines, documents with information on environmental funding opportunities. 
Analysis of the situation with regard to outcomes, outputs and partnership strategy
In the current pollution system the charge rates are low, collection is imperfect and with too large number of pollutants it is complicated and difficult to monitor. Similarly, charges are not properly managed, controlled, collected and monitored so it is easy to manipulate and deceive the fees hence it lack incentives for behavioral changes. Therefore, the existing legislation regarding pollution charges and environmental management is not appropriate. With the approval and enforcement of the new charge collection methodology revenue is expected to increase. Similarly, the revenue methodology development process involved implementing agencies and other stakeholder from the beginning and in every activity related to this. This will help to utilize their experience in methodology development and also generates their support to get the methodology approved and endorsed.
Similarly, the current environmental financing is heavily relying on pollution charges which are very low as revenue base is limited. Due to lack of proper guidelines for appraisal of environmental investment and unclear basis for spending fund, allocation for financial resources is inappropriate and fund for nature protection insufficient at the local level. The new proposal will widen the revenue sources and increase revenue. Similarly, the guidelines for the identification of priority areas, policy framework for the inclusion of environmental investments into national budgetary programs and proposals for improving the work of the environment funds will optimize output of the environment investment. At the moment environment fund management board of the government has 5-6 members with only one NGO representation which is very low to influence the decision. However, after the new provision of increasing number of local stakeholders in environmental fund management committee there will be public influence in fund allocation and management.   
At the present system is inefficient and lack transparency. Due to low knowledge and capacity among the staffs of the revenue collecting agency, local institutions and experts from the private sectors their performance is inefficient and due to this the environmental revenue is limited.  Similarly, public is unaware of environment revenue and funding of nature conservation activities. Moreover, there is also lack of knowledge with the business communities regarding availability of financial support for investment in environmental technologies. The project has plans to organize trainings to enhance capacity of the staffs of relevant institutions. Likewise, the provision of the legislative guidelines help to increase participation of public and private sectors will help to maintain transparency and also assure appropriate fund disbursement in important environment and nature conservation activities. Similarly, through the means of webpage, TV program, and print media coverage it will generate public awareness on environment revenue collection and utilization processes and also inform availability of environmental fund for technology improvement.
2. Findings and Conclusions

2.1 Project formulation


Project relevance

This Environmental fiscal reform in Kyrgyzstan project is designed to support the Government of Kyrgyzstan’s public finance management reform plan. Thus it is developed within the framework of public finance management reform for the Republic of Kyrgyzstan. Main goal of environmental fiscal reform is development of institutional capacity to help this country in meeting its national commitments and priorities for environmentally sound and sustainable development. The project is designed to strengthen the process of environmental fiscal measures which improve practice of charging for environment pollution and enhance system of managing and allocating revenues for environment management of global significances and thereby achieve country’s obligations under the Rio Conventions.
Implementation approach

Immediately after approval of project (August 2008) by GEF an inception phase started in December 2008, with an inception workshop held on May 13, 2009. Out put of this workshop was inception document which was further reviewed after consultations with the stakeholders to improve formulation of first and third long-term out-puts. Likewise, the work-plan, logical framework, budget and partners were revised to improve activities and measurable indicators. The review workshop also confirmed relevancy of risks that envisaged during development stage of the project and the ones identified during implementation phase and advised ways to address these risks.
The executing agency for this project is the State Agency for Environmental Protection and Forestry under the Government of KR, which assigned a National Project Director (NPD) and support of its staff and network of experts to management unit of the project. Director resigned following political turmoil and is the position is vacant from past few months and is expected to be fulfilled by the government after the election and formation of new government.
Project management had one project manager and an administrative/finance assistant to execute day to day project activities. Similarly, provision is also made to supervise project management by the focal points from UNDP (the International Environment Officer) and government. There is also provision of project board (steering committee) headed by State Agency of Environment Protection and Forestry (SAEPF) to provide strategic governance. Due to political uncertainty, the appointment of new representative from implementing agency was delayed and expected to be fulfilled only after election and formation of new government. 
Besides, a working group comprised of independent experts, technical government agency representatives and stakeholders’ representatives is formed to provide technical backup to the project. The expert group’s performance will be circulated widely for feedbacks before finalizing policy recommendations. Moreover, provision of several levels of stakeholders’ consultation is also made for feedback from wide range of stakeholders. Similarly, PB also reviews policy recommendations before submission to the cabinet/parliament for approval.
Country ownership/Driveness

The project is in line of Kyrgyzstan’s public finance reform plan and it is developed within the framework of public finance management reform for the Republic of Kyrgyzstan. This will help this country to development institutional capacity for meeting country’s priorities for environmentally sound and sustainable development and fulfill commitments made in international conventions. This project also aim to make this country self reliant in meeting costs of environment management and sustainable development. All stakeholders were found convinced with these facts and were interested to get it approved and endorsed.
Experience from the several European countries and countries in transition demonstrated how improved fiscal measures on environmental charges contribute in environment and natural resource conservation and national development. Improved system of calculation and charging will also help to make process cost effective and increased revenue will support national budget of the country. The project development involved wide range of stakeholders. The suggested provision of participation of wide range of stakeholders in management of environment fund will generate ownership feeling among the citizens of this country and also maintain transparency in fund management administration.
Stakeholder participation

Though the attempt was made to involve wide range of stakeholders in development of the project, some stakeholders like academician, governance in the rural area (Aiyl Okmotus) from all states, entrepreneurs and NGOs from other states, minority groups, poor/marginalised groups and communities affected by industrial pollution were not recognized by the project.

All stakeholders identified in the project document made active involvement in project activities. The project contributed in gender equity and women’s participation in workshops, trainings and round table discussions was very encouraging (49.7% male & 50.3% female). In fact, most of the invited women attended meetings and absentees list was dominated by men. 
Some activities were focused on promoting gender equality, for example, a round table discussion to share information with women organizations. All ecologists of enterprises were women.
Replication approach

The draft improved methodology on calculation of pollution charge, guidelines for public participation in environment fund management, guidelines for accounting, outcomes was placed on web sites for public comments/suggestions. Similarly, round table discussions were also conducted on draft methodology. These arrangements help to educate wide range of people from the country and outsides (from webpage) to learn this methodology and guidelines to replicate in their areas. Besides, this project has planned to replicate implementation of this methodology and related training in other states also. At this stage, it has piloted in 32 industries from Bishkek to see the outcomes of the methodology. The knowledge from this piloting is being used to improve the methodology before replicating in other states.
Cost-effectiveness

Like many European and countries in transition this country also has potentiality for increasing revenue from pollution charge which could support conservation activities as well as development. But due to limitation of fund and many other obligations, the government was not able to invest in projects to improve legislation and charge collection practices, institutional capacity enhancement and other necessary arrangements for proper utilization of environmental fund. Hence, this funding support form UNDP/GEF will assist Kyrgyzstan in protecting its environmental resources, prevent further degradation, enhance institutional capacity, maintain transparency, facilitates public participation in environment fund management. Fiscal reform will help to increase revenue from environmental charge supporting national budget which will have positive impact on environment and natural resource management and development activities. Furthermore, these achievements of the project will also contribute in global environmental protection by decreasing green house gas and land degradation and also fulfill commitment of this country to various international conventions. Evaluating cost involved in this project with such wide range of long term benefits, the project is cost-effective.  Moreover, the project cost does not exceed other similar projects.
Sustainability

Since the project is developed is in line of Kyrgyzstan’s public finance reform plan and it is developed within the framework of public finance management reform the project has policy backup. Project is governed by a steering committee which has balanced representation of UNDP, government’s implementing agency i.e. Agency for Environmental Protection and Forestry, other line ministries and public sector representation. Besides, execution practices maintain transparency and work in close cooperation with all stakeholders and management practices is adoptive that allow flexibility to address risks. GEF committed to provide US$425,000 for the period of 3 years and government of Kyrgyzstan committed US$220000 (in kind). There has not been any change in these commitments. Hence, the project is safe economically as well as politically. Similarly, the project had well explored risks at project design phase, inception phase and also in application phase. Through brainstorming it had identified strategy to address the risk. The actions taken according to the strategy helped to address the risks and most of the risks were resolved while the risk of possible delay exists which is related to political uncertainty and is beyond any ones control.
Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector

UNDP Kyrgyzstan has been working with the Parliament in the areas like clarification of the Fish Moratorium, a draft law on Renewable Energy Sources, and draft Environmental Code and legislation regarding wastes management. Of these the Environmental Code is already adopted by the Parliament while others are in the process. The improved policy and regulatory framework helps conservation of fish biodiversity including endemic fish species with establishment of a biodiversity friendly regime in the lake areas and alternatives for the communities whose livelihood depends on fishing. Similarly, the fiscal reform for environment management will help this country to improve environmental fee charging practices and management of environmental fund in transparently in appropriate activities. This will also make country to generate fund within and outside the country. Moreover, this will also encourage adopting environmental friendly technology. 

Besides, improving legislative setups, UNDP has also been working to enhance institutional capacity to facilitate mobilization of Global Environmental Facility (GEF) and other donors and outcome of this is launching of two projects namely “Increasing Energy Efficiency in Buildings” and “Capacity Building for Improved National Financing of Global Environmental Management in Kyrgyzstan” with GEF support in 2008. UNDP is also helping government of Kyrgyzstan to access financial resources for environmental activities by restructuring the country’s external debt through new financial schemes such as the Dept for Sustainable Development Swap mechanism and the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) of the Kyoto Protocol. Similarly, GEF/UNDP has also launched sustainable pasture management in the mountains which help to reduce land degradation. 
UNDP joined hand with the State Agency for Environmental Protection and Forestry to prepare the Environmental Assessment for the donors’ Joint Country Support Strategy (JCSS). This assessment will help to change approaches of donors and to take into account the linkage of environment and socioeconomic issues. It is believed that this will enhance efficiency, attract more resources and safeguard environment.

Moreover, UNDP has also been supporting knowledge sharing on environmental field among the wide range of civil society through its net-based program named “Environmental Information Network for Central Asia and Russia (CARNet)”. 
Besides, Dutch company is collecting pesticides from storages of Soviet time and managing their disposal. Similarly, World Bank is working in biogas project to utilize livestock waste and decrease environmental impact. Word Bank and Swiss Cooperation are working separately in forestry management and plantation to help government of Kyrgyzstan to implement Kyoto protocol. 

All these projects are aimed to address problems related to environmental degradation and natural resources conservation with action programs and improvement in legislation and help global environmental management in Kyrgyzstan. 
Management arrangements

Management arrangement is not changed from what was made in the inception phase. But due to political uncertainty the representatives of the government in the Steering committee or Project board is lacking and its activities are stopped. The present arrangement of the management is listed below:
· The executing agency for this project is the State Agency for Environmental Protection and Forestry under the Government of KR, which assigned a National Project Director (NPD) to provide government supervision and provide its staff and network of experts to support Project Management Unit.

· Project management had one project manager and an administrative/finance assistant to execute project activities. The present project manager was environment inspector so is very familiar with the gaps in environment management and charging pollution charge. His experience will benefit the project. 
· The focal points from UNDP (International Programme Specialist) and government are supervising the project management. 
· To provide strategic governance a steering committee/project board (PB) headed by SAEPF is formed including interdisciplinary and multi-sector representation. But due to political uncertainty the representatives of the government has resigned and those positions in the board were vacant and due to this board meeting is not taking place. Until the new government is formed and new appointments are made for the project board the role of project board will be affected.
· Project hiring consultants to prepare technical documents (proposal on methodology of pollution charge, guidelines, to carry out impact analysis, identify environment programs, environment funding scheme etc.).

2.2 Project implementation

Financial management

· The total budget provided by GEF is 425 000 USD and by the KR Government co-financing is 220 000 USD in kind (there inconsistency in co-financing information in different reports).

· Due to delay in initiation of the project and political disturbances, the first year (2009) was under spending (69.8% of initial allocation and 93.7% of revised budget was spent). In the second year (2010) after change in management situation has improved so it is expected that spending in second year will improve with subsequent improvement in achievements.

Monitoring and evaluation

Inception workshop developed log frame which explains goals, specific objectives, plan of action, measurable indicator which help to understand present position and trend of development and successes. The indicators are revised to make them more appropriate. Periodic monitoring and evaluation of activities and achievement is made to track the project and as per provision following arrangement is made for monitoring:
· Day to day monitoring by manager and monthly/quarterly monitoring by UNDP CO based on project reports.

· Reports are submitted to GEF, Implementing agency, UNDP CO and collect comments.

· Mid-term and final evaluation by independent team of international and national experts.

Management and coordination

· Management performance evaluated and also reaction of the stakeholders were considered to improve management arrangements. 

· The review findings were incorporated to improve the project document.

· Risks were identified at the project design phase and during implementation phase. Analysis and discussion on risks during revision of the report developed ways to avoid threat to the project.

· 2 sites that were identified earlier were dropped based on the advice of implementing agency and the site suggested by them was chosen for piloting the project.

Identification and management of risks (adaptive management)

There were all together 10 risks identified and of these 5 were identified at the project design phase and remaining 5 during initial phase of project implementation. A thorough discussion and brain storming was carried out to develop strategy to address the risks. Actions carried out according to the strategy helped to address most of the risks except the one related to political uncertainty. The risks of this project are listed in the table below with solution to resolve them.
	Risks
	Risk mitigation strategy
	Status

	Lack of full commitment from the decision-makers to the project’s principle of transparency in financial management to improve local and national funding for global environment. 

	A manual is prepared on “Public Participation in Nature Protection Fund Management” with the intension of increasing transparency in fund allocation and activities implementation. The Manual is discussed with wide audiences and is being published in two languages.
	Draft manual ready but need further discussion with wide range of stakeholders before submitting for approval. Endorsement of the guidelines will help to maintain transparency and improve fund management. 

	Resistance from self-interest groups on the changes in environment legislation, regulations (instructions) and tariffs.
	The meetings on results of the analysis of current normative and legal acts and necessity of their amendment for the purposes of improvement of environmental activities financing system were organized with stakeholders. The project started to work on introduction of amendments and additions into current instructions on levying charges and on calculation of damage caused to flora and fauna.
	The self-interest group had misunderstanding about the methodology and after educating them on it they are convinced and are now ready to support it so this risk doesn’t exist any more.

	Local communities do not see the value of the decentralized environmental fiscal reform to their livelihoods
	In addition to regular on-going consultations with key stakeholders, the project will undertake twice yearly policy dialogues with local stakeholders.
	Some awareness programs conducted but it was not sufficient. Hence different awareness programs are suggested to the management. Management included such programs in their future work-plan. 

	Delay in approval of the recommended policies will delay its implementation. Due to this the impact of the recommended policy reform could not be assessed within the project life.
	The project works on preliminary agreement of draft documents developed, amendments and additions that are being introduced for further approval by new Government. The Project is conducting meetings and round-tables discussions. In worse scenario the time-frames has to be shifted.
	It is still uncertain as it is related to country’s unclear political scenario. It is expected that the government will be formed and the process will move smoothly. Otherwise, this will not only affect this project but all other project of different donors and national economy.

	Complete change of management of the main partners and damage to the project’s technical and information base will require additional time for restoration and organizing of the work according to the approved annual work plan of the project.
	The main information base of the project has been restored, project national experts resumed their work, and implementation of annual work plan for the year 2010 is initiated with slight delay. The main executors of the implementing partner are permanently informed on the status of the project realization.
	The management team hired, office with information base established and project has resumed its activities.

	Long-term commitment to environmental fiscal reform may wane
	The Project works within wider bounds of the Programme of Public Finance Management Reform, supported by long-term interest of international donors and creditors 
	This is speculation but not necessary that this will happen. But project is very important for the country so there is more possibility to have long-term commitment.

	Presence of a narrow departmental interests of key partners


	Regular consulting meetings with decision makers and key partners.
	After addressing their comments in the revised project report and methodology and renew of close working relation with staffs of stakeholders, their interest has increased and they assured of their help for the project. 

	Change of Government structure and change of the project key partners’ management team.
	Regular informing and conduction of consulting meetings with decision makers. 


	Project established relation with the mid level staffs which are permanent. This help to maintain institutional memory so project is now in safe side compare to before.

	Deficiency of high qualified specialists when selection of national experts
	Establish and building dialogue with representatives of state agencies, subjects of nature management, local communities for consultations, discussion of main issues of current activities within implementation of project objectives.
	Held training for government personnel and planned to have more in the future to enhance capacity of the implementing agency.

	Excessive corruption in the area of identification and collection of charge for environment pollution and degradation of natural resources
	Development of independent monitoring mechanism for provision transparency under implementation of fiscal measures and reduction opportunities for corruption (internal audit procedures)
	Proposal for management of environment fund has provision for increasing public and private sector representation in the committee and that will help to maintain transparency and improve fund allocation.

	High turnover of trained within project specialist among of national partners
	Conditioned by current economic situation in the country.
	Suggested to make job attractive by arranging topping on salary and this will help to retain trained manpower. 


4.3 Results

Attainment of outputs, outcomes and objectives

· Project was found delayed due to political reasons in the beginning and latter April revolution also affected project. Besides, looting of the project office and subsequent change in project management affected (delayed) project activities.

· The SWOT-analysis of current system of payments for environmental pollution in the Kyrgyz Republic was conducted to identify strength and weaknesses. 

· Comparative analysis of legal basis in the sphere of the current system of charge under the area of environment protection in the Kyrgyz Republic were carried out in the light of international practices on shaping funds.

· Based on these analyses, draft proposals and recommendations for amendment in the current legislation developed.

· To address complication in calculation, the list of pollutants is decreased to 20 from 127. This decrease time and cost of calculation and also make process more effective as this will also help monitoring the process. It is also believed that this will increase revenue.

· Draft methodology was placed on the websites for public comments and suggestions.

· New methodology of calculation of charge of emission from immovable sources has been tested in 32 enterprises.

· The Project developed draft Procedure of Development, Agreement and Approval of Environment Protection Activities’ Plan for nature users, representatives of local authorities and NGOs and for entrepreneurs. It is believed that this will help to maintain transparency, provide fee payers an opportunity to know where fees they paid are spent. This will also influence allocation of budget in important environment activities.

· Legislation for pollution charge calculation and guidelines for public participation in environment fund management and guidelines for monitoring fund collection mechanism is in early draft stage.
· Developed webpage to disseminate project related information to general public. This is also contributing in collecting public comments and suggestions on the draft reports.

· 11 articles/news covered in the mass media and there is plan to increase publications. As a strategy to increase media coverage, mandatory provision of publishing two papers by each hired experts is made in TOR.

· To accomplish these activities 1 inception workshop for capacity building, 2 steering committee meetings, 1 round table discussion and 1 training seminar on implementation of technical regulation is accomplished in 2009. Similarly, 1 workshop to identify pollutants to charge the fees and 2 round table discussions were conducted by August 2010. 

· New project team visited all stakeholders to maintain relation and communication with them.
· The communication between the different staff members is well organised. The level of cooperation of staff members appears to be good.
· Development of draft regulation of Nature Protection Fund’s internal audit’s conduction has been started.

· Implementing agency suggested appropriate site for piloting the project. 2 sites that were identified earlier were dropped based on the advice of implementing agency.
· All stakeholders were found positive on the project, its draft reports and expressed their willingness to support the project to achieve its goal.

Project Impact

It is too early to expect impact of the project because until now the suggested amendments in legislation and recommendation on procedure for public participation in Nature Protection Fund management is not approved by the parliament. Similarly, several document preparation and awareness building and capacity enhancement work is due. However, the brain storming activities including analysis of exiting legislations and pollution charging practices, workshops and round table discussion must have generated some awareness among the people involved in these activities. Similarly, bringing news on the project activities in the general public might have made public aware on project activities.
Prospects of sustainability

The project has committed budget of US$425000 from GEF and US$220000 (in kind) from the government of Kyrgyzstan for the three year. With these commitments financial situation of the project is safe and fund left due to under spending will support extended period. Beyond the project life, the outcome of the project (fiscal measures and institutional capacity enhancement) will help to improve revenue generation and provisions of participation of all sectors in fund management safeguard the allocation of generated revenue in various important environment activities. So financially the project goals will continue to function beyond the project time.

Political situation could delay project activities but since all representatives (mid-level permanent staffs) from different line ministries and agencies are involve in the project from the beginning and project is working in close cooperation with them, change in the government structure seems to have less impact on the project. Long experienced staffs of the implementing agencies and ministries also mention that the chances of approval of the project is high and these permanent staffs from ministries and agencies are the ones who provide feed back to every government. Moreover, the stakeholders of the project includes different ministries hence any institutional restructuring may not have any adverse impact on the project as one of these will be the implementing agent. None of the legal and policy related things seems to harm the project as project is build in line with the national environment policy and economic reform plan. Exclusion of stakeholders could affect the project because approval of project outcome needs support of representative (in parliament or in the government) from all part of the country. Support of stakeholders from all part of the country will also be vital while implementing the outcomes of this project. Since the fee will have minimum impact on the industries, lobbing by industries/other polluting companies against the methodology will be less. They rather expressed that it will clarify method of payment and make easier for them.

Scope of Project Evaluation

The project is at the middle of project life so this evaluation will evaluate the status of different activities that are identified as key things to achieve the objective of the project. The main intension of this evaluation was be to analyse if the project is off the track and need guidance to bring on the right track to move again smoothly. To examine the status of the project the evaluation will focus on the various aspects described below. In addition to a descriptive assessment, some of the criteria are rated following the guidelines provided in TOR. The aspects that were focused in the evaluation are: 

i) Project concept/design, relevance and strategy: 

In this aspect evaluation analysed relevance of the Project, country ownership/drivenness, Preparation and readiness, Stakeholder involvement, Underlying factors/assumptions, Management arrangements, Project budget and duration, Design of project M&E system and  Sustainability.
ii) Project implementation: 

In this aspect evaluation analysed Project’s adaptive management(Monitoring systems), Risk Management, Work Planning, Financial management, Reporting, Delays, Contribution of Implementing and Executing Agencies, Stakeholder participation, partnership strategy,  Sustainability (Financial, Socio-political, Institutional framework and governance, Environmental)
iii) Project results (outputs, outcomes and objectives):

In this aspect evaluation focused on progress towards achieving intended outputs, outcomes/measurement of change etc.

3. Conclusions and recommendations

Recommendations
Corrective actions for the design, duration, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project

· Reporting of the project should be made timely.

· The position of project manager was vacant for 5 months (March-July 2010). Such delay in recruiting staffs should be avoided in the future as it affects the project activities.
· Hiring of staffs/experts for remaining jobs should be done immediately so that time will not be wasted and jobs will be completed on schedule.
· Number of training, workshops and round table discussion should be increased. So that more stakeholders could be consulted and trained.
Actions to strengthen or reinforce benefits from the project

· Agency that implements pollution charge methodology should be supported to carry out training for private sector, state level representatives and local governments. This will support implementation of the new methodology of charge calculation.

· Impact study should incorporate impact on women, minority groups, poor communities and industries. This is very important as it may affect product price and thereby affect poor communities whose purchasing power is very low. This project should not make poor more poor against the millennium goal. 
· Increase relevant stakeholders from other states also so that they will also have ownership feeling on this project.
· Campaign to generate public awareness from public to policy level people is not sufficient. Media campaign on environmental issues and role of this project to address problems should be massively conducted. This will create environment in favor of this project.
· To avoid risk of turnover of trained specialist in the implementing agency, it is suggested to make provision of topping on their salary to retain them in their position.

· The environment funding document developed by the expert for this project should be placed on the project webpage and also webpage of other line agencies so that this will help to provide information of access to national and international fund for environmental protection. This will also help industries to receive such fund for buying environment friendly environment friendly technologies. This document should also be distributed to all NGOs, entrepreneurs, relevant government agencies, local governments and other relevant organizations. 
· All methodology and guidelines besides project webpage, should also be placed in webpage of stakeholders,  ministry of law and other line agencies.
Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives

· When the charge calculation methods and guidelines will be approved by the cabinet, it will come in practice. As this is a new method, a close monitoring is needed to identify problems that need immediate support and also some long term support or amendments. 
· Identification of key environmental activities that is needed for Kyrgyzstan should be initiated as early as possible.
· Due to political instability, no meeting of the steering committee could take place in 2010. When the new government appoints representative for steering committee, its activities should be initiated to provide strategic guidance to the project.

· Since the project webpage and publications generates public awareness, it should also be listed one of the objective of the project.

· To avoid risk of future financial problem in environment management due to dependency on revenue from pollution charge, it is necessary to diversify the sources for environment funding. The proposal being developed in this subject should provide all potential options for diversifying environment funding.
Suggestions for strengthening ownership, management of potential risks

· Since the fiscal measures and guidelines will be national legislation, stakeholders from other states should also be provided opportunity to put their ideas. Otherwise they might feel neglected and lack of support from them could affect the implementation of the legislative measures. Similarly, other stakeholders (academicians, more NGOs, minority groups etc) should be involved in all future meetings, workshops and round table discussions. 

· Some stakeholders were not able to receive document of the project to update their knowledge. They should also be updated with the progress of the project through reports and other means.

· Make arrangement so that the same person from each of the institutions represent in all activities so that the institutional memory could be maintained.

· Since the project was affected by political and other reasons, extension of the project life is necessary to accomplish remaining activities. So no cost extension of 6 months is suggested.
· It is assumed that the project will be able to accomplish its objectives within the project life time (including extended period) but incase the government formation or political stabilization is further delayed beyond the project’s extended time then it will affect approval, endorsement and study/analysis of implementation process /impacts. Similarly, training on use of new methodology is planned to conduct after approval of methodology and such delay will also affect this. In such worse situation, there will be two options; one is get approved and endorsed using president’s authority and second is wait for the formation of government. If the first option is used then there will be risk of avoiding this methodology and fund management guidelines by the future elected government as they may not like the process. So, more brainstorming of country men with knowledge of view of different political parties is needed to analyze possibilities of using president’s power. If the second option is to be used then expert’s help will be required to design follow up project as it also require financial support together with action plan. Therefore, the final evaluation of the project should also consider analysis of these things and advise future plan for the project. 
Conclusion
The project was delayed in the beginning and latter again in the middle of the 2009 and this had delayed project activities. Similarly, it is learned from the stakeholders that the previous management was not able to maintain good relation with the Stakeholders and also their suggestions were ignored. But latter, new management maintained good relation and also addressed creative suggestions from the stakeholders in methodology of pollution charge and also in guidelines. This has developed cordial relation between project and stakeholders and they seems taking the outcomes of this project as their brain child and were found serious to make this project succeed. At present project is again on the track and progressing. Most of the risks are addressed and uncertain future political scenario is only risk. But most of the people were positive on the stabilization of political situation after the October election. So, I see good future of this project and the outcome of the project will be very useful lesion for other countries.
4. Lessons learned

Involvement of stakeholders from the very beginning and in all level activities generates local guardianship for the project as this makes them feel that it is their brain child and they don’t want it to die. There could be competition among different stakeholders to get credit of it but our interest is achievement of the goal and we are least bothered with who raise it. From the response of the representatives of ministries, implementing agencies and other stakeholders of this project we could learn this. This strength of the project helps to survive in risky situations created due to political or other reasons.
7. Annexes
Annexes 1: Project Rating
	Aspects
	Rating

	Project relevance, country ownership/drivenness
	Highly Satisfactory

	Stakeholder involvement
	Marginal Satisfactory

	Management arrangements
	Marginal Satisfactory

	Project budget and duration
	Marginal Satisfactory

	Design of project M&E system
	Marginal Satisfactory

	Project’s adaptive management
	Marginal Satisfactory

	Stakeholder participation, partnership strategy
	Marginal Satisfactory

	Sustainability
	

	Financial resources
	Moderately Likely

	Socio-political
	Moderately Unlikely

	Institutional framework and governance
	Moderately Likely

	Environmental
	Likely

	
	

	Progress towards achievement of intended outputs, outcomes/measurement of change
	

	Relevance
	Marginally Satisfactory

	Effectiveness
	Marginally Satisfactory

	Efficiency
	Marginally Satisfactory



Annexes 2: Rate Table Showing Status of objective/outcome as per measurable indicators
	OBJECTIVE
	MEASURABLE INDICATORS FROM PROJECT LOGFRAME
	END-OF-PROJECT TARGET
	STATUS OF DELIVERY*
	RATING**

	Objective:
	· Proposal of reforming the pollution charge system in the context of the Rio Conventions
	· Revised pollution charge system is developed, tested and evaluated using data and information from different enterprises in a pilot territory
	Expected completion by the end of the project.
	MS

	
	· Reform proposals of nature resource mobilization program and development of a financing strategy for financing environmental protection activities
	· Proposals with regard to increase of funds for environmental protection activities are submitted to the implementing agency aiming to be forwarded to the Government for approval
	Expected completion by the end of project.
	MS

	
	· Improvement of financial administration and increased transparency in the management of environmental funds
	· Development of policies for improving the performance of environmental funds
	Expected completion by the end of the project.
	MS

	
	· Capacity development monitoring scorecard rating
	Capacity for:

· Engagement: 3 of 9 

· Generate, access and use information and knowledge: 8 of 15

· Strategy, policy and legislation development: 7 of 9

· Management and implementation: 2 of 6 

· Monitor and evaluate: 6 of 6 

(total score: 26 / 45)
	Expected completion by the end of the project.
	MS

	Outcomes
	MEASURABLE INDICATORS FROM PROJECT LOGFRAME
	END-OF-PROJECT TARGET
	STATUS OF DELIVERY*
	RATING**

	Outcome 1:
	· Proposal for improving the pollution charge system
	· Proposals developed addressing the shortcomings identified , tested and evaluated in a pilot test case in which a large number of pollution-intensive enterprises are located

· Proposal submitted to the relevant governmental institutions for approval
	Expected completion by the end of the project.

Expected completion by the end of the project.
	MS

Not submitted yet.

	
	· Effective and transparent  administration of environmental funds
	· Proposals for improving the work of environmental funds is developed based on international practice and recommendations
· Guidelines for the identification of priorities are derived
	Expected completion by the end of the project.

Expected completion by the end of the project.
	MS

Not completed

	
	· Adequate legislation package (by-laws, instruction, methodological documents and technical regulations) for pollution charges and environmental funds
	· Legislative package as well as reform proposal approved by implementing agency and submitted to Government for approval
	Expected completion by the end of the project.
	Not approved yet.

	Outcome 2:
	· Program to improve the funding situation of environmental investments developed
	· Policy framework for the inclusion of environmental investments into national budgetary programme (budget financing for environmental objectives) is established 

· Strategy for extending the revenue base of environmental funds is developed
	Expected completion by the end of the project.

Expected completion by the end of the project.
	MS

MS

	
	· Strategy aiming to develop criteria for the appraisal of environmental priorities and investment decision
	· Proposals for improving the work of environmental funds is developed based on international practice and recommendations (development of guidelines / criteria of prioritising environmental expenditures)
	Expected completion by the end of the project.
	Not completed yet. MS

	Outcome 3:
	· Dissemination activities, such as training of experts and workshops presenting the recommended changes
	· 10 workshops are held open for the public and private sector 

· At least 80 governmental officials (state and local institutions) and 30 representatives of the private sector are trained
	Expected completion by the end of the project.
Expected completion by the end of the project.
	MS. 

MS

	
	· Public information campaign with regard to the proposed changes with regard to the system of pollution charges and the funding schemes of nature protection measures
	· Survey on the effectiveness of environmental fiscal measures

· Information campaign during project implementation is carried out during project implementation phase
	Expected completion by the end of the project.
Expected completion by the end of the project.
	Only piloting done but real survey need to be done.

MS.


*Status of delivery colouring codes:

Green / completed – indicator shows successful achievement

Yellow – indicator shows expected completion by the end of the project

Red – Indicator show poor achievement - unlikely to be complete by end of Project

** Status of project outcomes will be rated as follows:

· Highly Satisfactory (HS): The project has no shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Satisfactory (S): The project has minor shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Marginally Satisfactory (MS): The project has moderate shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU): The project has significant shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Unsatisfactory (U): The project has major shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The project has severe shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.
Annexes 3: Evaluation TOR
Terms of Reference

Mid-Term Evaluation 

of UNDP-GEF project

CAPACITY BUILDING FOR IMPROVED NATIONAL FINANCING OF GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT IN KYRGYZSTAN

I. INTRODUCTION

This Mid Term Evaluation (MTE) is initiated by the UNDP Kyrgyzstan as the Implementation Agency for this project and it aims to provide managers (at the Project Implementation Unit, UNDP Kyrgyzstan Country Office and UNDP-GEF levels) with strategy and policy options for more effectively and efficiently achieving the project’s expected results and for replicating the results. It also provides the basis for learning and accountability for managers and stakeholders.

This evaluation is to be undertaken taking into consideration the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation policy (http://thegef.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEPoliciesProcedures/mepoliciesprocedures.html) and the UNDP-GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy (http://www.undp.org/gef/05/monitoring/policies.html).

The MTE is intended to identify potential project design problems, assess progress towards the achievement of objective, identify and document lessons learned (including lessons that might improve design and implementation of other UNDP-GEF projects), and to make recommendations regarding specific actions that might be taken to improve the project. It is expected to serve as a tool of validating or filling the gaps in the initial assessment of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency obtained from monitoring. The MTE provides the opportunity to assess early signs of project success or failure and prompt necessary adjustments.

The evaluation will play a critical role in the future implementation of the project by providing advice on: (i) how to strengthen the adaptive management and monitoring function of the project; (ii) how to ensure accountability for the achievement of the GEF objective;
 (iii) how to enhance organizational and development learning; and (iv) how to enable informed decision - making. 

The evaluation will have to provide to the GEF Secretariat with complete and convincing evidence to support its findings/ratings. The evaluator should prepare specific ratings on specific aspects of the project, as described in the section IV of this Terms of Reference. Particular emphasis should be put on the current project results and the possibility of achieving the objective and outcomes in the established timeframe, taking into consideration the speed, at which the project is proceeding. 

II. Project overview 
The “Capacity Building for Improved National Financing of Global Environmental Management in Kyrgyzstan” project was approved by GEF in August 2008. The Inception workshop was organized in May 2009. By that time the project team was hired as well as the main consultants. The project life time is 3 years. The total budget is 645,000.00 USD (GEF contribution is 425,000 USD, Government – 220,000 USD (in kind).

The goal of this project is to improve fiscal measures for environmental protection and natural resource management. The objective of the project is to improve fiscal measures for collecting, managing and allocating revenues for global environmental management.

The project is designed to produce three outcomes: 
Outcome 1. Improved tax instrument for assessing, collecting, managing and allocating revenues for industrial pollution control developed. The development of a tax instrument for controlling and managing industrial pollution that significantly degrades land and biodiversity-rich ecosystems and habitats, as well as contributes to climate change through atmospheric pollution.

With an emphasis on critical ecosystem and land degradation, as well as environmental pollution, international and national experts will consult and agree on what constitutes best taxation instruments and associated environmental fiscal reforms (EFR) are applicable to Kyrgyzstan.  The Working Group established under the project will conduct thorough analysis of the strengths, weaknesses, threats and opportunities (SWOT analysis) of existing economic instruments for nature resources use with particular emphasis on payments for pollution of environment. In addition, particular attention will be given to the matters of best practice application for catalyzing financial and economic benefits to industry that employ environmentally sound and sustainable technologies. This output will build upon the OECD DAC Guidelines on “Environmental Fiscal Reform for Poverty Reduction”, with particular reference to Chapter 10, “Fiscal Measures for Industrial Pollution Control”.

The recommendations on improvement of the system of environmental protection activities financing, payments system for pollution of environment should be made effective by the relevant legislation. These recommendations should be discussed with the representatives of public, private sector and civil society, and should be considered and approved by all involved executive bodies with further presentation to the Government. 

Proposed recommendations will allow for differentiation of payment for pollution of environment by industrial enterprises depending on their environmental impact. At the same time, the recommendations will allow for increasing capitalization of funds for further effective revenue allocation at the national and local levels.
Outcome 1 indicators:

· Proposal for improving the pollution charge system

· Effective and transparent  administration of environmental funds


 Adequate legislation package (by-laws, instruction, methodological documents and technical regulations)    for pollution charges and environmental funds

Outcome 2. Natural Resource Mobilization Programme and associated comprehensive budget for EPNRM.

Products under this output include Recommendation on improvement of nature – conservative financing activity, which should be adopted by PB with further submitting for adoption at the legislative level. This outcome serves to ensure the institutional (largely political and financial) sustainability of the project by developing a clear, transparent and manageable strategy and guidelines for fiscal management of resources for environmental protection and natural resource management.

Outcome 2 indicators:

•
Program to improve the funding situation of environmental investments developed 

•
Strategy aiming to develop criteria for the appraisal of environmental priorities and investment decision

Outcome 3. Capacities strengthened to assess and management environmental payments for global environmental protection. This outcome focuses on strengthening the human and institutional capacities for assessing, calculating and collecting fines for industrial pollution.

This output takes the form of pre-existing and strengthened mechanisms (process) that leads to the adoption of environmental fiscal reform package of guidelines and services (product), which includes the NRMP. Specifically, this output begins as a set of national consultations that are organized and held to solicit comments on the expert-recommended package for improvement of the system of payment for pollution of environment and improvement of financing of nature – conservative activity in particular for effective allocation of funds at the republican and local levels.

Trainings sessions will be conducted with natural resource users on the methodology related to identification of hazard category based on the Law “General technical regulation to ensure environmental safety”; training sessions on development and selection of programs (selection criteria), aimed at financing of nature – conservative activity, including on implementation of GEF obligations ensuring transparency, accountability, cost-effectiveness, optimal yields and dividends, as well as timely and sustainable disbursement of funds to local levels.  Importantly, criteria for the allocation of resources need to be developed to ensure fair and equitable distribution.  This will build upon the assessments of the regulatory and institutional weaknesses for environmental fiscal management undertaken as part of outcomes 1 and 2.  Particular attention will be given to training on fund and asset management.  Project activities will also include improving lines of communication and instituting reporting requirements for improved oversight. 

This process also serves to help institutionalize best practices for implementing EFR, building upon the experiences demonstrated by the project and the broader public finance management reforms underway in Kyrgyzstan.  Among the project deliverables is the training provided to stakeholders (Government agencies and ministries, including non-governmental organizations and private sector) in the interpretation of new and improved environmental fiscal measures.  Guidelines will be prepared on improvement of the system of payments for pollution of environment along with methodological guidelines on the development of targeted budgetary programs aimed at funding of nature – conservative activity on the basis of the costs of environmental degradation, ecosystem restoration, and environmental rehabilitation, with particular emphasis on activities that produce global environmental benefits.  Parties found guilty of corruption are widely advertised in public notices.

Outcome 3 indicators: 

· Dissemination activities, such as training of experts and workshops presenting the recommended changes 

· Public information campaign with regard to the proposed changes with regard to the system of pollution charges and the funding schemes of nature protection measures

III. EVALUATION OBJECTIVES 

The MTE is initiated by UNDP Country Office in Kyrgyzstan in line with the UNDP-GEF M&E guidelines in order to assess the overall project progress, make sure the project is on track to deliver the agreed outcomes, and produce recommendations on any adjustments needed. 

The purposes of the MTE are:

(i) To assess overall performance against the project objective and outcomes as set out in the Project Document, project’s Logical Framework and other related documents
;

(ii) To assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the project;

(iii) To analyze critically the implementation and management arrangements of the project;

(iv) To assess the progress to date towards achievement of the outcomes;

(v) To review planned strategies and plans for achieving the overall objective of the project within the timeframe;

(vi) To assess the sustainability of the project’s interventions;

(vii) To list and document initial lessons concerning project design, implementation and management
;

(viii) To assess project relevance to national priorities (including achieving gender equality goals);

(ix) To provide guidance for the future project activities and, if necessary, for the implementation and management arrangements.

In particular, this evaluation will assess progress in establishing the information baseline, reducing threats, and identifying any difficulties in project implementation and their causes, and recommend corrective course of action. Effective action to rectify any identified issues hindering implementation will be a requirement prior to determining whether implementation should proceed.

Project performance will be measured based on Project’s Logical Framework Matrix (see Annex 3), which provides clear performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. Success and failure will be determined in part by monitoring changes in baseline conditions. 

Recommendations of the evaluation should also include the following gender-related criteria
:

· Are women and men involved into project activity equally?

· Is the project maintaining a positive gender equality situation in improving national financing of Global Environmental Management in Kyrgyzstan? 

· Is the project enhancing visibility and awareness of gender-related issues in Environmental Management in Kyrgyzstan?

· Will the project benefit to women and men equally? 

The evaluation team is expected to work with key project stakeholders, including UNDP Country Office in Kyrgyzstan, The State Agency on Environmental Protection and Forestry under the government of the KR, Republican foundation on forestry development, the state agency on local-self government, business sector and NGOs, including women’s groups. 

IV. SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

The evaluation will focus on the range of aspects described below. In addition to a descriptive assessment, all criteria marked with (R) should be rated using the following divisions: Highly Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Marginally Satisfactory, Marginally Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory, Highly Unsatisfactory. All ratings given should be properly substantiated: 

1. Project concept/design, relevance and strategy 

1.1 Project relevance, country ownership/drivenness (R): the extent to which the project is suited to local and national development priorities and organizational policies, including changes over time as well as the extent the activities contribute towards attainment of global environmental benefits:

a. Is the project concept in line with the sectoral and development priorities and plans of the country, including MDGs? 

b. Are project outcomes contributing to national development priorities and plans?

c. How and why project outcomes and strategies contribute to the achievement of the expected results.

d. Examine their relevance and whether they provide the most effective way towards results.

e. Do the outcomes developed during the inception phase still represent the best project strategy for achieving the project objectives (in light of updated underlying factors)?  Consider alternatives.
f. Were the relevant country representatives, from government and civil society, involved in the project preparation? 

g. Does the recipient government maintain its financial commitment to the project? Has the government approved policies or regulatory frameworks in line with the project’s objectives?

1.2 Preparation and readiness: 

a. Are the project’s objective and components clear, practicable and feasible within its timeframe? 

b. Were the capacities of executing institution and counterparts properly considered when the project was designed? 

c. Were lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated in the project design? 

d. Were the partnership arrangements properly identified and the roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to project approval? 

e. Were counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities), enabling legislation, and adequate project management arrangements in place at project entry?

1.3 Stakeholder involvement (R):
a. Did the project involve the relevant stakeholders through information-sharing, consultation and by seeking their participation in the project’s design? 

b. Did the project consult and make use of the skills, experience and knowledge of the appropriate government entities, NGOs, community groups (including women’s groups), private sector, local governments and academic institutions in the design of project activities? 

1.4 Underlying factors/assumptions:

a. Assess the underlying factors beyond the project’s immediate control that influence outcomes and results.  Consider the appropriateness and effectiveness of the project’s management strategies for these factors.

b. Re-test the assumptions made by the project management and identify new assumptions that should be made.

c. Assess the effect of any incorrect assumptions made by the project.

1.5 Management arrangements (R):

a. Were the project roles properly assigned during the project design?

b. Are the project roles in line with UNDP and GEF programming guidelines?

c. Can the management arrangement model suggested by the project be considered as an optimum model? If no, please come up with suggestions and recommendations.

1.6 Project budget and duration (R): 

a. Assess if the project budget and duration were planned in a cost-effective way?

1.7 Design of project M&E system (R):

a. Examine whether or not the project has a sound M&E plan to monitor results and track progress towards achieving project objectives.

b. Examine whether or not the M&E plan includes a baseline (including data, methodology, etc.), SMART indicators and data analysis systems, and evaluation studies at specific times to assess results and adequate funding for M&E activities.

c. Examine whether or not the time frame for various M&E activities and standards for outputs are specified.

1.8 Sustainability: 

a. Assess if project sustainability strategy was developed during the project design?

b. Assess the relevance of project sustainability strategy

2. Project implementation 

2.1 Project’s adaptive management (R):
a. Monitoring systems

· Assess the monitoring tools currently being used:

· Do they provide the necessary information?

· Do they involve key partners?

· Are they efficient?

· Are additional tools required?

· Assess the use of the logical framework as a management tool during implementation and any changes made to it.

· What impact did the retro-fitting of impact indicators have on project management, if such?

· Assess whether or not M&E system facilitates timely tracking of progress towards project’s objectives by collecting information on chosen indicators continually; annual project reports are complete, accurate and with well justified ratings; the information provided by the M&E system is used to improve project performance and to adapt to changing needs.

b. Risk Management

· Validate whether the risks identified in the project document and PIRs are the most important and whether the risk ratings applied are appropriate.  If not, explain why.

· Describe any additional risks identified and suggest risk ratings and possible risk management strategies to be adopted.

· Assess the project’s risk identification and management systems:

· Is the UNDP-GEF Risk Management System
 appropriately applied?

· How can the UNDP-GEF Risk Management System be used to strengthen the project management?

c. Work Planning

· Assess the use of routinely updated work plans.

· Assess the use of electronic information technologies to support implementation, participation and monitoring, as well as other project activities.

· Are work planning processes result-based
? If not, suggest ways to re-orientate work planning. 

d. Financial management

· Consider the financial management of the project, with specific reference to the cost-effectiveness of interventions.  (Cost-effectiveness: the extent to which results have been delivered with the least costly resources possible.). Any irregularities must be noted.

· Is there due diligence in the management of funds and financial audits? 

· Did promised co-financing materialize (please fill out the co-financing form provided in Annex 1)?

e. Reporting 

· Assess how adaptive management changes have been reported by the project management.

· Assess how lessons derived from the adaptive management process have been documented, shared with key partners and internalized by partners.

f. Delays

· Assess if there were delays in project implementation and what were the reasons.

· Did the delay affect the achievement of project’s outcomes and/or sustainability, and if it did then in what ways and through what causal linkages?

2.2 Contribution of Implementing and Executing Agencies:

b. Assess the role of UNDP, the state agency on environmental protection and forestry under the government of the KR and republican foundation on forestry development against the requirements set out in the UNDP Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures
. Consider:

· Participation in Steering Committees

· Project reviews, PIR preparation and follow-up

· GEF guidance

· Operational support

c. Consider the new UNDP requirements outlined in the UNDP Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures, especially the Project Assurance role, and ensure they are incorporated into the project’s adaptive management framework.

d. Assess the contribution to the project from UNDP and assistance from the state agency on environmental protection and forestry under the government of the KR and republican foundation on forestry development (i.e. policy advice & dialogue, advocacy, and coordination).

e. Suggest measures to strengthen UNDP’s soft assistance to the project management.

2.3 Stakeholder participation, partnership strategy (R):  

a. Assess whether or not and how local stakeholders participate in project management and decision-making.  Include an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the approach adopted by the project and suggestions for improvement if necessary.

b. Does the project consult and make use of the skills, experience and knowledge of the appropriate government entities, NGOs, community groups, private sector, local governments and academic institutions in the implementation and evaluation of project activities? 

c. Consider the dissemination of project information to partners and stakeholders and if necessary suggest more appropriate mechanisms.

d. Identify opportunities for stronger partnerships.

2.4 Sustainability:

a. Assess the extent to which the benefits of the project will continue, within or outside the project scope, after it has come to an end; commitment of the government to support the initiative beyond the project. 

b. The evaluators may look at factors such as mainstreaming project objectives into the broader development policies and sectoral plans and economies.

The sustainability assessment will give special attention to analysis of the risks that are likely to affect the persistence of project outcomes. The sustainability assessment should also explain how other important contextual factors that are not outcomes of the project will affect sustainability. The following four dimensions or aspects of sustainability will be addressed:

· Financial resources: Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes? What is the likelihood of financial and economic resources not being available once the GEF assistance ends (resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and private sectors, income generating activities, and trends that may indicate that it is likely that in future there will be adequate financial resources for sustaining project’s outcomes)?
· Socio-political: Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes? What is the risk that the level of stakeholder ownership (including ownership by governments and other key stakeholders) will be insufficient to allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be sustained? Do the various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that the project benefits continue to flow? Is there sufficient public / stakeholder awareness in support of the long term objectives of the project?
· Institutional framework and governance: Do the legal frameworks, policies and governance structures and processes pose risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project benefits? While assessing this parameter, also consider if the required systems for accountability and transparency, and the required technical know-how are in place.
· Environmental: Are there any environmental risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes? The terminal evaluation should assess whether certain activities will pose a threat to the sustainability of the project outcomes. 
On each of the dimensions of sustainability of the project outcomes will be rated as follows:

· Likely (L): There are no or negligible risks that affect this dimension of sustainability.

· Moderately Likely (ML): There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of sustainability.

· Moderately Unlikely (MU): There are significant risks that affect this dimension of sustainability

· Unlikely (U): There are severe risks that affect this dimension of sustainability.

3. Project results (outputs, outcomes and objectives) 

3.1 Progress towards achievement of intended outputs, outcomes/measurement of change: 

Progress towards results should be based on a comparison of indicators before and after (so far) the project intervention.

To determine the level of achievement of project outcomes and objectives following three criteria should be assessed:

· Relevance: Are the project’s outcomes consistent with the focal areas/operational program strategies and country priorities?

· Effectiveness: Are the actual project outcomes commensurate with the original or modified project objectives? In case the original or modified expected results are merely outputs/inputs then the evaluators should assess if there are any real outcomes of the project and if yes then whether these are commensurate with the realistic expectations from such a project.

· Efficiency: Is the project cost effective? Is the project the least cost option? Is the project implementation delayed and if it is, then does that affect cost-effectiveness? Wherever possible, the evaluator should also compare the cost-time vs. outcomes relationship of the project with that of other similar projects.

Outcomes and the  whole project should be rated as follows for relevance, effectiveness, efficiency:

· Highly Satisfactory (HS): The project has no shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Satisfactory (S): The project has minor shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Marginally Satisfactory (MS): The project has moderate shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU): The project has significant shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Unsatisfactory (U): The project has major shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

· Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The project has severe shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives.

V. EVALUATION deliverables 

The core product of the Mid-Term Evaluation will be the Mid-Term Evaluation Report that includes:

· Findings with the rating on performance;

· Conclusions drawn;

· Recommendations for improving delivery of project outputs;

· Lessons learned concerning best and worst practices in producing outputs;

· A rating on progress towards outputs.

The report is proposed to adhere to the following basic structure:

5. Executive summary

· Brief description of project

· Context and purpose of the evaluation

· Main conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned

6. Introduction

· Project background

· Purpose of the evaluation

· Key issues to be addressed

· The outputs of the evaluation and how will they be used

· Methodology of the evaluation

· Structure of the evaluation 

7. The project and its development context

· Project start and its duration

· Implementation status

· Problems that the project seeks to address

· Immediate and development objectives of the project

· Main stakeholders

· Results expected

· Analysis of the situation with regard to outcomes, outputs and partnership strategy

8. Findings and Conclusions


4.1 Project formulation

· Project relevance

· Implementation approach

· Country ownership/Driveness

· Stakeholder participation

· Replication approach

· Cost-effectiveness

· Sustainability

· Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector

· Management arrangements


4.2 Project implementation

· Financial management

· Monitoring and evaluation

· Management and coordination

· Identification and management of risks (adaptive management)


4.3 Results

· Attainment of outputs, outcomes and objectives

· Project Impact

· Prospects of sustainability

9. Conclusions and recommendations

· Findings

· Corrective actions for the design, duration, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project

· Actions to strengthen or reinforce benefits from the project

· Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives

· Suggestions for strengthening ownership, management of potential risks

10. Lessons learned

· Good practices and lessons learned in addressing issues relating to effectiveness, efficiency and relevance

11. Annexes

· Evaluation TOR 

· Itinerary

· List of persons interviewed

· Summary of field visits

· List of documents reviewed

· Questionnaire used (if any) and summary of results

· Comments by stakeholders (only in case of discrepancies with evaluation findings and conclusions)
The Report will be supplemented by Rate Tables, attached in Annex 4 of this TOR.
The report will include a table of planned vs. actual project financial disbursements, and planned co-
Financing vs. actual co-financing in this project, according to the table attached in Annex 1 of this TOR.
The expected length of the report is around 50 pages in total. The first draft of the report is expected to be submitted to the UNDP Country Office in Kyrgyzstan within 2 weeks of the in-country mission for subsequent circulation to the key project stakeholders for comments. Any discrepancies between the interpretations and findings of the evaluator and the key project stakeholders will be explained in an annex to the final report.
VI. METHODOLOGY 

An outline of an evaluation approach is provided below, however it should be made clear that the evaluation team is responsible for revising the approach as necessary. Any changes should be in-line with international criteria and professional norms and standards (as adopted by the UN Evaluation Group8). They must also be cleared by UNDP before being applied by the evaluation team.

The evaluation must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. It must be easily understood by project partners and applicable to the remaining period of project duration.

Evaluators should seek guidance for their work in the following materials, which could be found at (www.undp.org/gef):

· UNDP Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluation for Results

· UNDP/GEF M&E Resource Kit

· Measuring Results of the GEF Biodiversity Programme 

It is recommended that the evaluation methodology include the following:

· Documentation review (desk study), to include Project Document, GEF Project Implementation Reviews, Minutes of the Project Steering Committee meetings, GEF quarterly project updates;

· Interviews with Project Management Unit and key project stakeholders, including UNDP Country Office in Kyrgyzstan, GEF Regional Coordination Unit in Bratislava, the state agency on environmental protection and forestry under the government of the KR, republican foundation on forestry development, and other stakeholders, as necessary;

· In-country field visits.

VII. EVALUATION TEAM

The evaluation will be undertaken by a team composed of an International Consultant (Team Leader) and a Local Consultant. They will receive the support of UNDP Country Office and Project Management Team, and will be assisted by a translator/interpreter (when needed). 

The evaluators selected should not have participated in the project preparation and/or implementation and should not have conflict of interest with project related activities. 

The International Consultant - Team Leader will be responsible to deliver the expected output of the mission. Specifically, he/she will perform the following tasks:

· Lead and manage the evaluation mission;

· Design the detailed evaluation methodology and plan;

· Conduct desk-reviews and interviews in order to obtain objective and verifiable data to substantive evaluation ratings and assessments, including:

· Assessment of Annual Plan implementation;

· Assessment of the developed recommendation on participation of the public in the management of environmental protection foundations;

· Assessment of advanced development methodologies on the environmental protection activities and taking them into account while collecting fines for environment pollution;

· Assessment of improvement of the methodology on collection of fines for environment pollution; 

· Assessment of the activities on discussion and coordination of the methodologies that being developed;

· Assessment of the activities on the pilot territory for testing of the practical usage of the developed methodologies; 

· Draft the evaluation report and share with the key stakeholders for comments;

· Finalize the evaluation report based on the inputs from key stakeholders.

Qualification requirements for the International Consultant - Team Leader:

· Advanced university degree in environment or related area;

· Extensive (at least 10-year) experience and proven track record with policy advice and/or project development/implementation in environment (preferably specialization in economics of nature management, and financing of environment conservation activities, experience in development and promotion of methodological approaches that strengthen financing mechanisms and capacity in the area of environmental protection);

· Proven track record of application of results-based approaches to evaluation of projects focusing on financial mechanisms in environmental protection (relevant experience in the CIS region and within UN system would be an asset);

· Familiarity with priorities and relevant international best-practices in the field, and with UNDP Gender Mainstreaming Strategy; 

· Knowledge of and recent experience in applying UNDP and GEF M&E policies and procedures;

· Excellent English communication skills, knowledge of Russian would be an asset;

· Demonstrable analytical skills;

· Good interpersonal skills.

The Local Consultant will provide input in reviewing all the project-relevant documentation and provide the Team Leader with a compilation of information prior to the evaluation mission. Specifically, the Local Consultant will perform the following tasks:

· Review the original documents;

· Participate in the design of the evaluation methodology;

· Organize the mission program, arrange and facilitate meetings with key stakeholders; 

· Provide regular translation/interpretation as necessary;

· Draft related parts of the evaluation report, as relevant;

· Assist the International Team Leader in finalizing the draft report by incorporating inputs received;

· Provide other support services for the International Team Leader.

Qualification requirements for the Local Consultant:

· Masters degree (or equivalent) in environmental sciences (agronomy, biology, zoology or related area);

· At least 5-year experience in project development and/or evaluation, preferably in the field of environment protection (preferably specialization in economics of nature management, and financing of environment conservation activities, experience in development and promotion of methodological approaches that strengthen financing mechanisms and capacity in the area of environmental protection);

· Familiarity with gender issues;

· Excellent time-management skills;

· Excellent interpersonal and communicational skills;

· Proficiency in English and Russian, Kyrgyz language is an asset; 

· Prior experience with UNDP would be an asset.

VIII. management ARRANGEMENTS

The principal responsibility for managing this evaluation lies with UNDP Country Office in Kyrgyzstan. It will be responsible for liaising with the project team to set up the stakeholder interviews, arrange the field visits, coordinate with the Government. 

These Terms of Reference follow the UNDP-GEF policies and procedures, and together with the final agenda will be agreed upon by the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit and UNDP Country Office in Kyrgyzstan. UNDP Country Office in Kyrgyzstan will receive a draft of the final evaluation report and provide comments on it prior to its completion.

The evaluation mission will take place during 30 August – 13 September 2010. The total duration of the assignment will be 15 calendar days. The following timetable is recommended for the evaluation:

Desk review, development of methodology

2 days

Interviews with stakeholders



5 days

Drafting report 





3 days

Draft report circulation




3 days

Finalization of report




2 days

Prepared by:
___________________


Approved by:
___________________

GEF terminology and project review criteria

Implementation Approach includes an analysis of the project’s logical framework, adaptation to changing conditions (adaptive management), partnerships in implementation arrangements, changes in project design, and overall project management. 

Some elements of an effective implementation approach may include:

· The logical framework used during implementation as a management and M&E tool

· Effective partnerships arrangements established for implementation of the project with relevant stakeholders involved in the country/region

· Lessons from other relevant projects (e.g., same focal area) incorporated into project implementation 

· Feedback from M&E activities used for adaptive management.

Country Ownership/Driveness is the relevance of the project to national development and environmental agendas, recipient country commitment, and regional and international agreements where applicable. Project Concept has its origin within the national sectoral and development plans

Some elements of effective country ownership/driveness may include:

· Project Concept has its origin within the national sectoral and development plans

· Outcomes (or potential outcomes) from the project have been incorporated into the national sectoral and development plans

· Relevant country representatives (e.g., governmental official, civil society, etc.) are actively involved in project identification, planning and/or implementation

· The recipient government has maintained financial commitment to the project 

· The government has approved policies and/or modified regulatory frameworks in line with the project’s objectives

For projects whose main focus and actors are in the private-sector rather than public-sector (e.g., IFC projects), elements of effective country ownership/driveness that demonstrate the interest and commitment of the local private sector to the project may include:

· The number of companies that participated in the project by: receiving technical assistance, applying for financing, attending dissemination events, adopting environmental standards promoted by the project, etc.

· Amount contributed by participating companies to achieve the environmental benefits promoted by the project, including: equity invested, guarantees provided, co-funding of project activities, in-kind contributions, etc.

· Project’s collaboration with industry associations
Stakeholder Participation/Public Involvement consists of three related and often overlapping processes: information dissemination, consultation, and “stakeholder” participation. Stakeholders are the individuals, groups, institutions, or other bodies that have an interest or stake in the outcome of the GEF-financed project. The term also applies to those potentially adversely affected by a project.

Examples of effective public involvement include:

Information dissemination

· Implementation of appropriate outreach/public awareness campaigns

Consultation and stakeholder participation

· Consulting and making use of the skills, experiences and knowledge of NGOs, community and local groups, the private and public sectors, and academic institutions in the design, implementation, and evaluation of project activities

Stakeholder participation 

· Project institutional networks well placed within the overall national or community organizational structures, for example, by building on the local decision making structures, incorporating local knowledge, and devolving project management responsibilities to the local organizations or communities as the project approaches closure

· Building partnerships among different project stakeholders

· Fulfillment of commitments to local stakeholders and stakeholders considered to be adequately involved.

Sustainability measures the extent to which benefits continue, within or outside the project domain, from a particular project or program after GEF assistance/external assistance has come to an end.  Relevant factors to improve the sustainability of project outcomes include: 

· Development and implementation of a sustainability strategy. 

· Establishment of the financial and economic instruments and mechanisms to ensure the ongoing flow of benefits once the GEF assistance ends (from the public and private sectors, income generating activities, and market transformations to promote the project’s objectives).

· Development of suitable organizational arrangements by public and/or private sector. 
· Development of policy and regulatory frameworks that further the project objectives.
· Incorporation of environmental and ecological factors affecting future flow of benefits.

· Development of appropriate institutional capacity (systems, structures, staff, expertise, etc.) .
· Identification and involvement of champions (i.e. individuals in government and civil society who can promote sustainability of project outcomes).
· Achieving social sustainability, for example, by mainstreaming project activities into the economy or community production activities.
· Achieving stakeholders consensus regarding courses of action on project activities.

Replication approach, in the context of GEF projects, is defined as lessons and experiences coming out of the project that are replicated or scaled up in the design and implementation of other projects. Replication can have two aspects, replication proper (lessons and experiences are replicated in different geographic area) or scaling up (lessons and experiences are replicated within the same geographic area but funded by other sources). Examples of replication approaches include: 

· Knowledge transfer (i.e., dissemination of lessons through project result documents, training workshops, information exchange, a national and regional forum, etc).

· Expansion of demonstration projects.

· Capacity building and training of individuals, and institutions to expand the project’s achievements in the country or other regions.

· Use of project-trained individuals, institutions or companies to replicate the project’s outcomes in other regions.

Financial Planning includes actual project cost by activity, financial management (including disbursement issues), and co-financing. If a financial audit has been conducted the major findings should be presented in the TE. 

Effective financial plans include:

· Identification of potential sources of co-financing as well as leveraged and associated financing
.  

· Strong financial controls, including reporting, and planning that allow the project management to make informed decisions regarding the budget at any time, allows for a proper and timely flow of funds, and for the payment of satisfactory project deliverables

· Due diligence due diligence in the management of funds and financial audits.

Co-financing includes: grants, loans/concessional (compared to market rate), credits, equity investments, in-kind support, other contributions mobilized for the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral development cooperation agencies, NGOs, the private sector and beneficiaries. Please refer to Council documents on co-financing for definitions, such as GEF/C.20/6.

Leveraged resources are additional resources—beyond those committed to the project itself at the time of approval—that are mobilized later as a direct result of the project. Leveraged resources can be financial or in-kind and they may be from other donors, NGO’s, foundations, governments, communities or the private sector. Please briefly describe the resources the project has leveraged since inception and indicate how these resources are contributing to the project’s ultimate objective.

Cost-effectiveness assesses the achievement of the environmental and developmental objectives as well as the project’s outputs in relation to the inputs, costs, and implementing time. It also examines the project’s compliance with the application of the incremental cost concept. Cost-effective factors include:

· Compliance with the incremental cost criteria (e.g. GEF funds are used to finance a component of a project that would not have taken place without GEF funding.) and securing co-funding and associated funding.

· The project completed the planned activities and met or exceeded the expected outcomes in terms of achievement of Global Environmental and Development Objectives according to schedule, and as cost-effective as initially planned.

· The project used either a benchmark approach or a comparison approach (did not exceed the costs levels of similar projects in similar contexts)

Monitoring & Evaluation. Monitoring is the periodic oversight of a process, or the implementation of an activity, which seeks to establish the extent to which inputs, work schedules, other required actions and outputs are proceeding according to plan, so that timely action can be taken to correct the deficiencies detected. Evaluation is a process by which program inputs, activities and results are analyzed and judged explicitly against benchmarks or baseline conditions using performance indicators. This will allow project managers and planners to make decisions based on the evidence of information on the project implementation stage, performance indicators, level of funding still available, etc, building on the project’s logical framework. 

Monitoring and Evaluation includes activities to measure the project’s achievements such as identification of performance indicators, measurement procedures, and determination of baseline conditions.  Projects are required to implement plans for monitoring and evaluation with adequate funding and appropriate staff and include activities such as description of data sources and methods for data collection, collection of baseline data, and stakeholder participation.  Given the long-term nature of many GEF projects, projects are also encouraged to include long-term monitoring plans that are sustainable after project completion.

Annexes 4: 

The itinerary of the international expert on mid-term evaluation of UNDP/GEF project "Capacity building to improve national financing for the overall management of the environment in the Kyrgyz Republic", Bishkek, September 7-14, 2010
	Date
	Activity
	Place
	Time

	07.09.10
	Meetings with the international adviser for the Environmental Programme of UNDP in Kyrgyzstan J. Takenov and members (A. Ashiralieva, T. Filkova, O. Elemanov, T. Musuraliev) on the optimization of the implementation of project tasks. 
	The representative office of UNDP in Kyrgyzstan (room will be booked after the approval of the final version of the program)
	15.00-16.00

	07.09.10
	Meeting with the Manager of the UNDP Environmental Programme with the participation of the project team.
	Office of the Environmental Programme of UNDP
	16.30-17.30

	08.09.10


	Meeting with representatives of the State Agency on Environmental Protection and Forestry to evaluate interaction and cooperation of the UNDP/GEF project in implementation of goals and objectives of the project.
	The State Agency on Environmental Protection and Forestry. 
	9.00-12.00

	08.09.10
	Meeting with representatives of the Ministry of Finance to discuss issues of budget financing of environmental protection and environmental protection funds activities, investments in resource-saving industries. Evaluation of cooperation.
	Ministry of Finance
	14.00-15.00

	08.09.10
	Meeting with the project team to analyze and evaluate information obtained during meetings with the partners.
	Office of the Environmental Programme of UNDP
	15.30-18.00

	09.09.10
	Work with the project team on the optimization of the implementation of project tasks.
	Office of the Environmental Programme of UNDP
	9.00 -10.00

	09.09.10
	Meeting with representatives of the Ministry of Economic Development to discuss improvement of fiscal management in environmental protection (macro forecast, possibility of increasing the budget financing of environmental protection, the economic stimulation of environmental protection, elimination of barriers in the development of environmental entrepreneurship. Evaluation of cooperation. 
	Ministry of Economic Development
	10.00-11.00

	09.09.10
	Meeting with representatives of the Ministry of Natural Resources in the mining industry. Evaluation of cooperation.  
	Ministry of Natural Resources
	14.00-16.00

	09.09.10
	Meeting with Ms. Elena Jevakina, Ecologist - Bishkek Railway Office.
	Office of the Environmental Programme of UNDP
	16.00-17.00

	09.09.10
	Working with international experts and national consultants on the harmonization of the most effective criteria and methods of evaluation of the project.
	Office of the Environmental Programme of UNDP
	17.00-18.00

	10.09.10
	Working with local consultant and the project team to analyze and evaluate information obtained during meetings with partners.
	Office of the Environmental Programme of UNDP
	9.00-18.00

	11.09-12.09
	Working with national consultants to prepare a presentation on the topic: "Evaluation of mid-term results of the UNDP/GEF project. Achieved results. Errors and gaps. Recommendations for achieving goals and objectives of the project.
	Office of the Environmental Programme of UNDP
	9.00-18.00

	13.09.10
	Presentation to the project partners (participants: representatives of the Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Economic Development, the State Agency on Environmental Protection and Forestry, Ministry of Natural Resources, the UNDP/GEF project experts).
	The representative office of UNDP in Kyrgyzstan
	9.00-11.00

	13.09.10
	Working with local consultant and the project team on the mid-term evaluation report of the project. The results summing up.
	Office of the Environmental Programme of UNDP
	14.00-18.00


Annexes 5: List of persons interviewed/interacted
Mr. Zharas Takenov- International Programme Specialist, UNDP CO
Ms, Ormonbekova - UNDP

Ms. A. Ashiralieva - UNDP

Ms. T. Fikova - UNDP

Mr, Omurbek Elemanov - UNDP Project

Mr. Taalaibek Musuraliev -UNDP Project

Mr. Bakytbeck Satybekov - National Consultant

Ms. J. Bekkulova - Office of State Agency on Environmental Protection and Forestry

Mr. A. Kenenbaev - Office of State Agency on Environmental Protection and Forestry

Mr. R. Sadyrbaev - Office of the Ministry of Finance

Mr. N. Shamshiev - Office of the Ministry of the Economic Development

Ms. G. Shabaeva - Office of the Ministry of Natural Resources

Mr. A, Kadraliev - Office of the Ministry of Natural Resources

Mr. Juerg Klarer - International Expert on Environment Financing

Ms. Elena Jevakina - Ecologist, Kyrgyz Railway 
Ms.Tatiana Samarets - Engineer, Bishkek Thermal & Electric Power Station.
Annexes 6: Summary of field visits

No field visit was made.
Annexes 7: List of documents reviewed 

General documentation

· UNDP Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures

· UNDP Handbook for Monitoring and Evaluating for Results 

· GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy 

Project documentation 

· Project document UNDP Kyrgyzstan, PIMS 3726 Capacity Building for Improved National Financing of Global Environment Management in Kyrgyzstan.
· Annual Project Reports

· Project Implementation Review

· Quarterly Reports

· Steering Committee (Project Board) Meeting minutes
· Workshop, training and round table discussion minutes
· First mission Report by Stefan Speck, 
· Second mission Report by Stefan Speck, May 2009.

· Work plan 2009
· Work plan 2010

· Methodological Guidelines on determination of fees for environmental pollution in the Kyrgyz Republic.
· Improvement of Fee Rates Calculation Methodologies for Environmental Pollution for Kyrgyzstan. 
· Pilot Site Selection to test recommendations for improved system of payments and financing for environmental activities.

· Standard Semiannual Progress Report - 00062983. UNDP/GEF Project “Capacity Building for Improved National Financing of Global Environmental Management in Kyrgyzstan”, PIMS 3726 (January 1 -June 30, 2010).

· Manual on public participation in fund management in the field of nature conservation and development of forestry at the State Agency of Environmental Protection  and Forestry Development under the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic.
Annexes 8: Questionnaire used (if any) and summary of results

No specific questionnaire prepared but communication were focused on stakeholders views on the project, evaluation of past and future cooperation, communication and coordination between implementing agencies, management and steering committee, management arrangements, monitoring arrangements, achievements, risks etc. 
Annexes 9: Comments by stakeholders (only in case of discrepancies with evaluation findings and conclusions)

Stakeholders that were interacted were very positive to the project activities and are very interested in the subject. Since their role was acknowledge and involved in active participation they were very ready for cooperation in the future also.






� Moreover, according to the Guidelines on Gender Mainstreaming at the GEF, analysis of the monitoring and evaluation reports from the GEF projects shows that the projects usually do not monitor or report the progress on gender issues. Gender is one of the mandatory cross-cutting requirements in the UNDP and GEF and should be incorporated into any UNDP/GEF project cycle.





� Such as UNDP KGZ Country Gender Mainstreaming Strategy (2008-2011)


� Including achieving gender equality goals, setting gender-sensitive indicators and ensuring gender balance among the project’s beneficiaries and target groups


� In relation to the abovementioned, it should be noted that there is increasing feminization of poverty in Kyrgyzstan (70% of poor and poorest are women according to a World Bank assessment). There is an exclusion of women’s groups from management of natural recourses, decision making in environment protection, and from raising awareness on this issue. Achieving Gender Equality goals is reflected in UNDP Global Gender Equality Strategy for 2008-2011 and in a road map on making women’s and men’s concerns an integral dimension of all aspects and areas of UNDP’s work. UNDP Kyrgyzstan also developed Country Gender Mainstreaming Strategy (2008-2011) and annual working plans for its implementation. 





� UNDP-GEF’s system is based on the Atlas Risk Module.  See the UNDP-GEF Risk Management Strategy resource kit, available as Annex XII at http://www.undp.org/gef/05/monitoring/policies.html


� RBM Support documents are available at http://www.undp.org/eo/methodologies.htm 


� Available at � HYPERLINK "http://content.undp.org/go/userguide/results/project/" ��http://content.undp.org/go/userguide/results/project/� 


� Please refer to Council documents on co-financing for definitions, such as GEF/C.20/6. The following page presents a table to be used for reporting co-financing.
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