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I. Executive Summary 

Table 1 Project Summary Data 

Project Title:  Integrated Natural Resource Management in the Baikal Basin Transboundary Ecosystem 

GEF Project ID: 4029   at endorsement (US$) at completion (US$) 

UNDP Project 
ID: 

4347 
ATLAS ID: 00076781 

GEF financing:  
US$3,898,000 US$3,898,000 

Country: Russian Federation, 
Mongolia 

UNDP own: 
 

 

Region: Europe & CIS Government:   

Focal Area: International Waters, 
Biodiversity  

Other: 
 

 

FA Objectives, 
(OP/SP): 

Strategic policy and 
planning framework, 
Institutional 
Strengthening for 
IWRM, 
Demonstrating 
methods and 
approaches for water 
quality and 
biodiversity 
mainstreaming 

Total co-
financing: 

Cash contributions: 
Foundation for the 
Protection of Lake 
Baikal: US$3,387,097  
Coca-Cola: US$300,000 
UNESCO: US$ 315,000 
 
In-kind contributions: 
National Governments 
US$15,161,290 
Regional Governments 
US$30,124,782 

Cash contributions: 
Foundation for the 
Protection of Lake Baikal:  
US$3,387,097  
Coca-Cola: US$300,000 
UNESCO: US$ 315,000 
 
In-kind contributions: 
National Governments 
US$15,161,290 
Regional Governments 
US$30,124,782 

Executing 
Agency: 

UNOPS 
Total Project 

Cost: 
US$53,186,169 US$53,186,169 

Other Partners 
involved: 

UNESCO, Federal 
Ministry of Natural 
Resources and 
Environment (MNRE) 
(Russia); Federal 
Ministry of 
Environment and 
Green Development 
(MEGD) (Mongolia) 

ProDoc Signature (date project began): 20 June 2011 

(Operational) Closing 
Date: 

31 December 
2015 

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND OVERVIEW 

1. The Baikal project was funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) with a grant 
amount of $3.90 million United States dollars (USD) (not including $0.18 million USD in project 
development financing, and $0.40 million USD in project implementation fees), and originally 
planned co-financing of $49.29 million USD, for a total project cost of $53.19 million USD. The 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) is the GEF Agency, and executing partners are 
UNOPS, the Russian Federal Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE), and 
Mongolian Ministry of Environment and Green Development (MEGD).1 The project has an 
expected approximately four-year implementation period, from late 2011 to December 2015. 

                                                 
1
 Formerly the Ministry of Nature, Environment and Tourism (MNET).  
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2. As stated in the project document, the project objective is άTo spearhead integrated 
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ .ŀƛƪŀƭ [ŀƪŜ .ŀǎƛƴ ŀƴŘ IǀǾǎƎǀƭ [ŀƪŜ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ 
resilience, reduced water quality threats in the context of sustainable economic developmentΦέ 
The project strategy is to take a multi-pronged integrated water resources management 
(IWRM) approach addressing the range of threats and barriers to the Baikal Basin watershed.  

3. The project objective is planned to be achieved through three main outcomes: 

¶ Outcome 1: Stakeholders Elaborate and Adopt a Strategic Policy and Planning Framework 

¶ Outcome 2: Institutional strengthening for IWRM  

¶ Outcome 3: Demonstrating methods and approaches for water quality and biodiversity 
mainstreaming 

4. The project target area is the transboundary watershed of Lake Baikal in Mongolia and 
Russia, which covers 54,000,000 hectares (ha), an area approximately the size of France. The 
project strategy includes a mix of scientific data aggregation, systemic and institutional capacity 
development (including policy strengthening), and practical on-the-ground demonstration 
activities. The core of the approach is the production of the Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis 
(TDA) and Strategic Action Program (SAP), as per the standard GEF international waters focal 
area approach.  

5. According to GEF and UNDP evaluation policies, mid-term evaluations are required 
practice for GEF funded full-size projects (FSPs), and the mid-term evaluation was a planned 
activity of the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plan of the Baikal project. As per the evaluation 
Terms of Reference (TORs) the mid-term evaluation reviews the actual performance and 
progress toward results of the project against the planned project activities and outputs, based 
on the standard evaluation criteria: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, results and 
sustainability. The evaluation assesses progress toward project results based on the expected 
objective and outcomes, as well as any unanticipated results. The evaluation identifies relevant 
lessons for other similar projects in the future, and provides recommendations as necessary 
and appropriate. The evaluation methodology was based on a participatory mixed-methods 
approach, which included three main elements: a) a desk review of project documentation and 
other relevant documents; b) interviews with key project participants and stakeholders; c) field 
visits to a selection of project activity sites in the Baikal basin. The evaluation is based on 
evaluative evidence from the project development phase through April 2014, when the mid-
term evaluation data collection phase was completed. The desk review was begun in March 
2014, and the evaluation mission was carried out from April 7 ς 18, 2014. 

 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS ON THE MAIN EVALUATION CRITERIA 

6. The Baikal project is at a critical phase, where the governments of Russia and Mongolia 
must now move forward in a meaningful way in relation to agreement on the Strategic Action 
Programme (SAP), and on strengthening transboundary cooperation mechanisms. This includes 
a revised and updated agreement that can support transboundary integrated natural resource 
management based on current international norms and standards, and an enhanced joint 
institutional mechanism to support implementation of the SAP and effective transboundary 
cooperation. A large number of valuable outputs have been produced by the project, but it is 
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necessary to have the bilateral cooperation mechanisms in place to support future work, and 
ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀƛƪŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ Concrete steps toward continued 
transboundary cooperation are urgent, as the project has only approximately 18 months 
remaining.  

7. With respect to relevance, the project is considered relevant / highly satisfactory for 
strengthening integrated natural resource management and supporting sustainable in the 
Baikal basin. The project clearly supports priority transboundary environmental and water 
management issues between Russia and Mongolia, and is in line with numerous national 
policies and pieces of legislation in both countries. The project is also relevant to local resource 
user needs and priorities. The project is supportive of the agreed UNDP country priorities for 
each country, and is in-line with the GEF strategic priorities for the biodiversity and 
international waters focal areas. Further, the project clearly supports implementation of 
relevant multilateral environmental agreements, including the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD), the Ramsar Convention, and the World Heritage Convention. 

8. Project efficiency is rated highly satisfactory. Project implementation is considered 
satisfactory, while project execution (i.e. project management) is assessed as highly 
satisfactory. The project is well on-track with financial delivery, with 54.9% of the total GEF 
financing disbursed by the end of 2013, and greater than 95% annual budget delivery in 2012 
and 2013. The results produced thus far are impressive relative to the project expenditure. 
Project management costs are also below the budgeted amount, and are expected to remain 
less than 10% of GEF funding. It is fully expected that the project will finish by the revised 
completion date of December 2015. Financial management procedures are in-line with norms 
for international development projects, and conform to UNDP and UNOPS policies and 
procedures, as well as the requirements of both participating governments. Project co-financing 
is on-track (with a co-financing ratio of 1 : 12.7), and could potentially significantly exceed 
originally expected amounts by the end of the project. The Project Management Unit (PMU) is 
highly professional and has demonstrated excellent planning, reporting, and financial 
management. The project has good stakeholder engagement through various partnership 
approaches, though country ownership in Mongolia is weaker than in Russia. 

9. The Baikal basin project is well on-track to make important progress toward the overall 
project objective, and to achieve the supporting three outcomes. Following the initial slow start 
(the six-ƳƻƴǘƘ άƛƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǇƘŀǎŜέύΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ 
agreed workplans. Project results thus far are rated satisfactory, and project effectiveness is 
also rated satisfactory. The results framework has some shortcomings, as it does not fully and 
adequately reflect project results, and at least one indicator has been completely dropped with 
approval of the Project Steering Committee (PSC), while others have been modified or 
downscaled. Nonetheless, the project is on-track to achieve a majority of indicators. The most 
significant question for the Baikal project ς as it is for most GEF international waters projects ς 
is whether at the end of the day the participating countries will be willing to formally agree to 
concrete and specific measures in the final SAP, which will allow them to move forward in a 
meaningful and collaborative way. The current view for the Baikal project is optimistic, 
particularly since there are only two countries involved, but drafting of the SAP has only 



Integrated Natural Resource Management in the Baikal Basin Transboundary Ecosystem 
UNDP / UNOPS  Mid-term Evaluation 

 8 

started, and there are a number of reasons that the countries may ultimately be reluctant to 
make further formal commitments. 

10. Key results achieved with project support thus far include:  

¶ Completion of the draft Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) by April 2013; 

¶ Progress toward enhanced transboundary cooperation through submission to the Russian 
and Mongolian governments of a draft revised and updated transboundary agreement for 
the management of natural resources; 

¶ Increased understanding and knowledge of ecosystem dynamics in the Baikal basin through 
multiple high quality technical studies and reports on various aspects of the Baikal 
watershed, including the water quality study for the Selenga delta, groundwater 
assessment, pollution transport model, and pollution hotspot assessment, as well as the 
forthcoming Baikal Atlas; 

¶ Strengthened foundational elements of transboundary water resource management 
through significant progress on water monitoring harmonization; 

¶ Enhanced capacity for effective integrate natural resource management through 
development of four river sub-basin management plans, with progress toward 
implementation of these plans; 

¶ Good progress on the pilot and demonstration activities in Russia, including biodiversity-
responsible mining practices, and development of ecotourism plans and infrastructure; and  

¶ Increased information sharing and dissemination through development of the Baikal 
Information Center web portal.  

¶ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ƴƻǘŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ wǳǎǎƛŀƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƘŜ 
Irkutsk paper mill on the south shore of Lake Baikal in early 2014; the mill had been 
identified as the single most significant point source of pollution to the lake. This action was 
not the direct result of project activities funded with GEF resources, though the Russian 
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻf environmental quality in the Baikal basin is 
clearly within the framework of the project.  

11. Key issues and areas for attention for the Baikal project in the 2nd half of 
implementation include:  

¶ Development of an SAP that is adequately concrete and specific, but that can also gain 
political support from both Russia and Mongolia; 

¶ The need to make significant progress toward concluding bilateral agreement on a revised 
transboundary water and environment agreement, including consensus on an enhanced 
joint institutional mechanism to implement the agreement; 

¶ Further progress toward implementation of river basin management plans that have been 
developed; and 

¶ Capacity strengthening support for River Basin Administrations and River Basin 
Management Councils in Mongolia. 

12. Sustainability is difficult to assess at the mid-term of a project, but risks to the 
sustainability of project results appears to be limited, and overall sustainability is considered 
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moderately likely. Currently, financial risks and institutional/governance risks are not 
significant. Socio-political risks do exist in terms of whether Mongolia and Russia will be 
prepared to continue close formal cooperation on transboundary integrated natural resource 
management at the end of the project, as signified by adoption of the SAP, and substantive 
progress toward a revised and updated bilateral transboundary agreement. Environmental risks 
also do exist as well, considering the current uncertainty about potential hydropower 
development in the Baikal basin in Mongolia.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

13. Key Recommendation 1: The SAP development process should include consultations 
with sub-national government stakeholders, such as soum and aimag level government 
representatives in Mongolia. To ensure implementation of the SAP it must be integrated with 
the planning processes and policies of the Aimags whose territories are included in the Selenga 
basin. The project could support at least one round of stakeholder consultations, which should 
be held in the early phases of SAP development (presumably in the third quarter of 2014). If 
necessary the project should transfer resources from Outcome 3 to Outcome 1 to cover these 
activities. This could be facilitated through the environment departments of the Aimag 
governments. [PMU, Mongolia MEGD] 

14. Key Recommendation 2: The project should explore the possibility of providing further 
immediate support to the government of Mongolia for reviewing and analyzing the draft 
revised transboundary agreement with Russia. This approach would follow similar activities 
undertaken in previous donor projects in which the project supported activities such as expert 
legal analysis, and consultation with the Department of Justice. Being a transboundary 
agreement, this would be facilitated in collaboration with both the MEGD and the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs. The UNDP Mongolia Country Office may be able to help facilitate such an 
approach.  [PMU, PSC] 

15. Key Recommendation 3: The project exit strategy should be developed by the end of 
2014, for approval by relevant stakeholders in early 2015. The exit strategy is necessary to 
clearly define roles and responsibilities to support the sustainability of project results. This 
would include, for example, clear agreement about the responsibility for managing and 
updating the BIC website. [PMU, PSC] 

16. Key Recommendation 4: It is recommended that the project explore all potential 
opportunities to undertake additional demonstration or pilot activities in Mongolia related to 
integrated natural resource management. The project has thus far included relatively few 
practical on-the-ground activities in Mongolia, and such activities are often important for 
gaining stakeholder support and buy-in, and raising awareness. This could have important 
dividends for the project in Mongolia, by engaging aimag and soum government stakeholders. 
[PSC] 

17. Recommendation 5: The Baikal project should explore the option of collaborating with 
the GEF SGP in Mongolia to activate the Baikal NGO network, and potentially undertake some 
biodiversity-related pilot activities in Mongolia supporting IWRM management. [PMU, UNDP 
Mongolia Country Office, GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) in Mongolia] 
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18. Recommendation 6: The project should consider a variety of approaches to increase the 
chances of the two countries moving toward accepting the revised and updated transboundary 
water and environment management agreement. One opportunity could be to hold a media 
evŜƴǘ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ άнл ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻƴ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ wǳǎǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ 
Mongolia (or even 40 years, going back to the 1974 agreement). This theme could also be 
extended to an academic conference on the subject where participants discuss and explore 
current key topics related to transboundary water management for the two countries. [MNRE, 
MEGD, PMU, PSC] 

19. Recommendation 7: To strengthen the current plenipotentiaries mechanism in lieu of a 
new joint commission the project should work with the key stakeholders and both the 
government of Russia and government of Mongolia to integrate the SAP actions and targets 
into the meetings and workplans of the current plenipotentiaries mechanism. This would help 
consolidate the project results and strengthen sustainability, demonstrating initial steps toward 
implementation of the SAP. [MNRE, MEGD] 

20. Recommendation 8: Once the Baikal Information Centre (BIC) website is fully 
operational it should be promoted and linked to as many other relevant websites as possible, in 
particular the website of the MEGD in Mongolia and MNRE in Russia, as well as the websites of 
the environmental agencies of the Republic of Buryatia and the relevant Aimags in Mongolia. 
The BIC will be a great public information resource, but it is necessary to make a proactive 
effort to drive website traffic to the site to ensure that it becomes known to the widest possible 
relevant audience. This would include search-engine optimization as well, and, for example, 
publication of the website URL on any printed materials of the project. [PMU, BIC developers] 

21. Recommendation 9: In Mongolia the project should seek opportunities to develop the 
capacitȅ ƻŦ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛΦŜΦ wƛǾŜǊ .ŀǎƛƴ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
Authorities and River Basin Councils. This could include, for example, the possibility of 
developing the capacity of the River Basin Councils to act as conduits for public and expert 
input to Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) relevant to the river basin management 
plans. In addition, the River Basin Management Authorities are expected to operate as key 
actors in implementing integrated water resource management in Mongolia, but they require 
training and technical capacity on IWRM issues and approaches. The River Basin Management 
Authorities and River Basin Councils for the Eg and Ider rivers are still being established, and 
thus there is a good opportunity for the Baikal project to directly contribute to the 
establishment of these bodies to support implementation of the river basin management plans 
that were developed under the Baikal project. [PMU, PSC, MEGD] 

22. Recommendation 10: The project should increase activity related to responsible mining 
in Mongolia. The project should ensure that the lessons from the biodiversity friendly mining 
pilot activities on the Russian-side are documented and shared with the Mongolian colleagues. 
In addition, the project should engage with the stakeholders in Mongolia involved with 
identifying and disseminating environmentally responsible best practices for the mining 
industry. The Asia Foundation has organized stakeholder roundtable events on this issue, and it 
is a critical issue for the Baikal watershed in Mongolia. The above activities would require 
relatively little project funding. In addition the project should explore the option of conducting 
environmentally responsible mining pilot projects in Mongolia (most likely in the artisanal 
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sector), not necessarily with biodiversity funding, but with funding from the international 
waters portion of the project budget, or with funding from other partners, such as the GEF-SGP. 
[PMU, PSC] 

23. Recommendation 11: The project should conduct an assessment of the feasibility and 
opportunities for citizen-based water quality monitoring networks, supporting the 
implementation of river basin management plans. Such a program would help more closely 
ǘǊŀŎƪ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΤ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ ǊƛǾŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ for quick self-cleaning, so if 
pollution or water quality issues are reported, by the time government officials are able to 
respond and test the water, the pollution may already be significantly diluted. Citizen-based 
monitoring programs also serve a dual purpose of increasing public awareness and supporting 
environmental education, and they can also be relatively cost-effective means of collecting 
basic monitoring data. Examples of such programs include the Georgia (USA) Adopt-A-Stream 
program (http://www.georgiaadoptastream.com/db/), and Cook Inletkeeper (Alaska, USA) 
Citizen Environmental Monitoring Program (http://inletkeeper.org/clean-water/citizen-
monitoring). [PMU, PSC] 

24. Recommendation 12: The key technical experts from the Baikal project should 
participate in the inception workshop of the FAO/GEF mainstreaming project that will be 
starting in 2014, in order to identify all potential synergies between the two projects. One area 
of potential synergy may be related to Payments for Ecosystem Services, which the FAO project 
plans to pilot within Mongolia. [PMU, UNDP, FAO] 

25. Recommendation 13: Support information dissemination and awareness raising of key 
issues identified in the TDA through 1-2 page policy briefs highlighting the key points of the 
primary threats and issues identified in the TDA for the Baikal Basin, particularly for Mongolia. 
Stakeholders highlighted the fact that it is critical to continue raising awareness of high-level 
policy makers in understanding these complex issues. [PMU] 

26. Recommendation 14: There is an excellent opportunity to explore and assess the 
feasibility of payments for ecosystem services (PES) from a transboundary perspective. There 
are numerous examples of successful PES for watershed maintenance around the world, but 
there are few or no known examples of transboundary PES. The Baikal basin has strong 
potential for such a scheme, since Russia is the downstream partner, and has greater resources 
(higher GDP, higher level of development) than Mongolia. A PES scheme could even be 
explored on a non-cash basis, where Russia agrees to provide technical support, or timber, or 
invest in development in Mongolia (specifically, for example, in the soums located ear the 
border) in exchange for a guaranteed level of water quality in the Selenga river as it crosses the 
border, or for ensuring a certain level of forest coverage in specific zones in Mongolia. It is 
highly unlikely that such a scheme could be piloted on a small scale before completion of the 
current IWRM project, but the concept should be explored, potentially with an exploratory 
concept paper or feasibility study, and inclusion of the idea in the SAP. Moving toward such a 
scheme could be globally significant. [PMU, PSC, SAP drafting team] 

27. Recommendation 15: The evaluation recommends that the project keep detailed 
records of co-financing received from all sources. With the Russian Federal investment program 
in the Baikal region the project can be considered to have more co-financing than originally 
planned. At the same time, the number and type of co-financing partners, not just the amount 

http://www.georgiaadoptastream.com/db/
http://inletkeeper.org/clean-water/citizen-monitoring
http://inletkeeper.org/clean-water/citizen-monitoring
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of co-financing received, can be an important indication of stakeholder ownership and support. 
Thus it would be beneficial for the project to record the range of partner organizations who 
have contributed any amount of cash or in-kind co-financing. [PMU] 

28. Recommendation 16: The evaluation recommends that the project results framework 
be reviews in its entirety following this mid-term evaluation to ensure that additional changes 
are not required in the 2nd half of the project. In particular, the indicators for Outcome 2 are not 
reflective of the planned project results under this outcome. [PSC] 

BAIKAL PROJECT MID-TERM EVALUATION SUMMARY RATINGS TABLE 

Evaluation Ratings: 

1. Monitoring and Evaluation rating 2. Implementation & Execution rating 

M&E Design at Entry MS Quality of UNDP Implementation S 

M&E Plan Implementation S Quality of Execution - Executing Agency HS 

Overall Quality of M&E S Overall Quality of Implementation / Execution S 

3. Assessment of Outcomes  rating 4. Sustainability rating 

Relevance  R / HS Financial Resources L 

Effectiveness S Socio-political ML 

Efficiency  HS Institutional Framework and Governance L 

Overall Project Outcome Rating S Environmental ML 

5. Impact rating Overall Likelihood of Sustainability ML 

Environmental Status Improvement M   

Environmental Stress Reduction M   

Progress Toward Stress/Status Change M Overall Project Results S 
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II. Baikal Project Mid-term Evaluation Approach 

29. The mid-term evaluation is initiated by UNOPS, and by UNDP, which is the GEF Agency 
for the project, in line with the monitoring and evaluation plan of the project. The evaluation 
was carried out as a collaborative and participatory exercise, and identifies key lessons and any 
relevant recommendations necessary to ensure the achievement and sustainability of project 
results.  

A. Mid-term Evaluation Purpose and Objectives 

30. The purpose of the evaluation is to provide an independent external view of the 
progress of the project at its approximate mid-point, and to provide feedback and 
recommendations to UNDP and project stakeholders that can help strengthen the project and 
ensure its success during the second half of implementation. 

31. The objective of the mid-term evaluation is to:  

¶ Identify potential project design issues; 

¶ Assess progress toward achievement of expected project results; 

¶ Identify and document lessons that can both improve the sustainability of benefits from 
this project and aid in the overall enhancement of UNDP and GEF programming in the 
region; and  

¶ Make recommendations regarding specific actions that should be taken to improve the 
project.  

B. Mid-term Evaluation Scope 

32. The scope of the evaluation will be as outlined in the Terms of Reference for the 
evaluation, and will include aspects covering:  

¶ Project design, development, risk assessment / management, and preparation 

¶ Project timing and milestones 

¶ Implementation and execution arrangements, including GEF agency oversight 

¶ Stakeholder participation 

¶ Partnership approach 

¶ Work planning, financial management/planning, co-financing 

¶ Flexibility and adaptive management 

¶ Progress toward results 

¶ Key remaining barriers 

¶ Sustainability 

¶ Catalytic role: Replication and up-scaling 

¶ Monitoring and evaluation (project and results levels) 

¶ Impact and Global Environmental Benefits 

33. In addition, the UNDP requires that all evaluations assess the mainstreaming of UNDP 
programming principles, which include:  

¶ UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF)/Country Program Action Plan (CPAP) /  
Country Programme Document (CPD) Linkages 
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¶ Poverty-Environment Nexus / Sustainable Livelihoods 

¶ Disaster Risk Reduction / Climate Change Mitigation / Climate Change Adaptation 

¶ Crisis Prevention and Recovery 

¶ Gender Equality / Mainstreaming 

¶ Capacity Development 

¶ Rights-based Approach 

34. Evaluative evidence will be assessed against the main UNDP and GEF evaluation criteria, 
as identified and defined in Table 2 below: 

Table 2. GEF and UNDP Main Evaluation Criteria for GEF Projects 

Relevance 

¶ The extent to which the activity is suited to local and national development priorities and 
organizational policies, including changes over time. 

¶ The extent to which the project is in line with the GEF Operational Programs or strategic 
priorities under which the project was funded.  

¶ Note: Retrospectively, the question of relevance often becomes a question as to whether 
the objectives of an intervention or its design are still appropriate given changed 
circumstances. 

Effectiveness 

¶ The extent to which an objective has been achieved or how likely it will be achieved.  

Efficiency 

¶ The extent to which results have been delivered with the least costly resources possible; 
also called cost-effectiveness or efficacy.  

Results 

¶ The positive and negative, foreseen and unforeseen changes to and effects produced by a 
development intervention. 

¶ In GEF terms, results include direct project outputs, short to medium-term outcomes, and 
longer-term impact including global environmental benefits, replication effects and other 
local effects.  

Sustainability 

¶ The likely ability of an intervention to continue to deliver benefits for an extended period of 
time after completion: financial risks, socio-political risks, institutional framework and 
governance risks, environmental risks 

¶ Projects need to be environmentally, as well as financially and socially sustainable. 

 

C. Principles for Design and Execution of the Evaluation 

35. The GEF M&E Policy2 includes principles for evaluation, which are outlined as follows: 

¶ Credibility 

¶ Utility 

¶ Impartiality 

                                                 
2
 See http://www.thegef.org/gef/Evaluation%20Policy%202010.  

http://www.thegef.org/gef/Evaluation%20Policy%202010
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¶ Transparency 

¶ Disclosure 

¶ Participation 

36. The evaluation was also conducted in line with United Nations Evaluation Group norms 
and standards.3  

D. Evaluation Approach and Data Collection Methods 

37. The evaluation commenced March 12, 2014 with the signing of the evaluation contract, 
and the evaluation field mission was carried out from April 7th ς 18th, 2014. The evaluation field 
visit itinerary is included as Annex 6 to this evaluation report.  

38. The evaluation was carried out in accordance with the guidance outlined in the UNDP 
Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Results,4 and in accordance 
with the evaluation guidance as outlined in the GEF M&E Policy. 

39. The collection of evaluative evidence was based on three primary data collection 
methodologies:  

1. Desk review of relevant documentation 
2. Interviews with relevant stakeholders at local, regional, national and international 

levels 
3. Field visit to projects sites 

40. As such, the mid-term evaluation process involved four main steps, some of which 
overlapped temporally:  

1. Desk review of project documentation, and logistical preparation and coordination 
with the project team for the field visit 

2. In-country field visit, including visits to project field sites, and qualitative interviews 
with key stakeholders at the national and local levels 

3. Analysis of data, follow-up to address any data gaps, and drafting of the evaluation 
report, then circulation to evaluation participants for additional feedback and input 

4. Finalization of the evaluation report and follow-up with the project team and 
stakeholders 

41. Individuals targeted for interviews were intended to represent the main project 
stakeholders, partners and beneficiaries, and those most knowledgeable about various aspects 
of the project. The evaluation also sought to include a representative sample covering all 
different types of stakeholders, including national and local government, civil society, local 
communities, and the private sector.  

E. Limitations to the Evaluation 

42. All evaluations face limitations in terms of the time and resources available to 
adequately collect and analyze evaluative evidence. For the Baikal IWRM mid-term evaluation, 
the evaluator was not able to visit all project field sites, though a number of key sites in Russia 
were visited. Also, as is understandable, some project documents were available only in Russian 

                                                 
3
 See http://www.uneval.org/normsandstandards/index.jsp?doc_cat_source_id=4.  

4
 See http://www.undp.org/evaluation/handbook.  

http://www.uneval.org/normsandstandards/index.jsp?doc_cat_source_id=4
http://www.undp.org/evaluation/handbook
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or Mongolian language, although the project team and UNDP worked to ensure that language 
was not a barrier to the collection of evaluative evidence. In addition, all key documents were 
available in English. Altogether the evaluation challenges were not significant, and the 
evaluation is believed to represent a fair and accurate assessment of the project. 

 

III. Project Overview 

A. Baikal IWRM Project Development Context 

43. This section includes a brief summary of some geographic and socio-economic aspects 
of the Baikal Basin; much more extensive and detailed information is available in the 
Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis produced by the project. Portions of the below section are 
drawn directly from the project document and the TDA.  

44. The project area targeted is the watershed of Lake Baikal, which encompasses an area 
of 540,000 km2 (an area approximately the size of France), stretching across north-central 
Mongolia, and mainly the area of Russia south and southeast of Lake Baikal to the Mongolian 
border (see Figure 1). Lake Baikal, situatŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘ {ƛōŜǊƛŀΣ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ 
unique lakes. It is a global hotspot of aquatic biodiversity, harboring an extraordinary variety of 
flora and fauna, including hundreds of endemic species of amphipods, flatworms, and fish, as 
well as the only species of freshwater seal on earth. At present, over 2,550 species are known 
from Lake Baikal, including 1,550 species of fauna and 1,000 plant species and numbers 
continue to increase as new species are being discovered. 

45. Similar to Lake Tanganyika in East Africa, Lake Baikal lies in a geological rift zone that 
continues to extend as a result of the divergence of continental plates. With an estimated age 
of between 25-30 million years, and a maximum depth of 1,637 meters, Lake Baikal is the 
ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƻldest and the deepest lake. The lake contains approximately 20% of the globally 
available surface freshwater. Lake Baikal is also famous for its water clarity, which can reach up 
to 40 meters. 

46. In 2008, the Russian Government declared Lake Baikal to be one of the Seven Wonders 
of Russia. In 1996, Lake Baikal was added to the UNESCO list of World Heritage Sites (UNESCO 
1996), due to its value as a natural phenomena, representing outstanding examples of ongoing 
ecological and biological processes in evolution and development of freshwater ecosystems, 
and as a significant habitat for the conservation of biodiversity. Furthermore, the Baikal region 
includes numerous historical, archaeological and cultural monuments, several of which are 
traditionally considered sacred. 

47. A total of 336 rivers flow into Lake Baikal with only one outlet, the Angara River. As a 
result, the residence time of water in the lake is over 300 years. The largest tributary of Lake 
Baikal is the Selenga River, which starts in Mongolia and contributes over 60% of annual inflow 
to the lake. The catchment area of the Selenga River is 447,060 km2, of which 148,060 km2 

(33%) is within Russia and 67% within Mongolia. The Selenga Basin comprises over 80% of the 
Baikal Basin, illustrating the importance ƻŦ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƪŜΩǎ long-term ecological health. 
¢ƘŜ {ŜƭŜƴƎŀ 5Ŝƭǘŀ ƻŦ [ŀƪŜ .ŀƛƪŀƭ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŦǊŜǎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŘŜƭǘŀǎ ƻŎŎǳǇȅƛƴƎ сул 
km2. In 1996, the delta of the Selenga River was included on the list of Ramsar Wetlands of 
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International Importance because of its significant role as a habitat for flora and fauna, as well 
as its role in functioning as a water filter against pollution flowing into the lake. 

48. The water catchment of Lake Baikal is shared by the Russian Federation (Russia) and 
aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΦ ¢ƘŜ .ŀƛƪŀƭ .ŀǎƛƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ [ŀƪŜ YƘƻǾǎƎƻƭΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ƭŀƪŜ ŀƴŘ 
Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ тр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ŦǊŜǎƘǿŀǘŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ōŀǎƛƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƴǳƳŜǊƻǳǎ 
mountains, extensive boreal forests, tundra, and steppes with high scenic beauty and 
significant natural values. Due to the climatic and geologic differences in the region, a great 
variety of plants and animal species are found. 

Figure 1 Lake Baikal Transboundary Watershed 
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49. The territory of the Baikal Basin is complex in terms of its political and administrative 
arrangements. Political borders split the Basin practically in half between Russia and Mongolia. 
Within the Baikal Basin there are three separate Russian states (Oblast, Krai and Republic) and 
one Autonomous Region; 12 different Mongolian states (Aimags); over 45 national parks, strict 
nature reserves and significant cultural sites in both regions; and over 25 counties (rayons) in 
Russia and 116 counties (soums) in Mongolia, 28 of which are divided by the Basin boundary. 

50. Differences in economic development both among the Russian states of the Baikal Basin 
ŀƴŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ wǳǎǎƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀƴ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀǎƛƴ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΦ Lƴ нллуΣ wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ 
GDP per capita was $11,832 USDΦ Lƴ нллуΣ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ D5t Ǉer capita was $1,191USD.  

51. ¢ƘŜ .ŀǎƛƴ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ 
populous city, Ulaanbaatar, is within the watershed. The total estimated Mongolian population 
in the Basin in 2011 was 2,079,200 persons. The estimated population on the Russian side was 
524,600, for a total population in the basin of approximately 2,600,000 persons.  

52. Traditionally, the main foundation of the economy of Mongolia was pasturing livestock 
ƘǳǎōŀƴŘǊȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
export revenues. The sector, which includes industrial processing of livestock products and 
related services, employs 33% of total labor force, and constitutes approximately 19% of the 
ŀƴƴǳŀƭ D5t ŀƴŘ нр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŜȄǇƻǊǘ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜΦ The past few years the economy of 
Mongolia has been changing in structure. The mining sector is becoming an increasingly 
dominant sector and has led the economic growth of the country. The agriculture sector 
decreased from 18.7% in 2008 to 13.1% in 2011, whereas the industry sector increased from 
37% to 58.3% over that same period. 

53. A key factor related to economic development in Mongolia is that Mongolia currently 
imports power from Russia, and has a goal to increase domestic energy independence. On the 
other hand, Russia has a goal of exporting more natural gas. At the same time, the growing 
mining industry requires both power, and water for operations ς both of which have 
implications for the water resources of the Baikal Basin. Mongolia is currently conducting 
feasibility studies for hydropower infrastructure on rivers in the Selenga watershed. 

54. In the Republic of Buryatia there has been a slight increase in the annual economic 
contribution of the industry sector compared to the agriculture sector between 2007-2011. The 
contribution of the transport sector reduced significantly during that same period. Overall, 
there has been a steady decline in the proportion of people employed in industry, agriculture 
and construction since 1985. Agriculture is traditionally an important employment sector in 
Buryatia, but this sector was impacted heavily by the economic crisis in the мффлΩǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǿ 
only represents 11.9% of the total workforce. The employment rates in trade almost doubled in 
the same period. The largest increase in employment took place in the public administration 
sector. 

B. Project Concept Background 

55. As outlined in the ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŘŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ мфтп 
with the Agreement between the USSR Government and the Government of the Mongolian 
tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ wŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ¦ǎŜ ŀƴŘ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ŜƭŜƴƎŀ wƛǾŜǊ .ŀǎƛƴ ²ŀǘŜǊǎΦ Lƴ мфуу ŀƴ 
agreement between the USSR and the Mongolian People's Republic was signed in Ulaanbaatar 
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ƻƴ Ψ/ƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ²ŀǘŜǊ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ¢ǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ²ŀǘŜǊǎΩΦ {ƛƎƴŜŘ ƛƴ мффрΣ ǘƘŜ 
ōƛƭŀǘŜǊŀƭ ΨtǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜ ƻŦ ¢ǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ²ŀǘŜǊǎΩ όt¦¢²ύ !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ wǳǎǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ 
Mongolƛŀ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ Ψ²ŀǘŜǊ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩ όмфууύΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ Ψwŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ¦ǎŜ ŀƴŘ 
tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ŜƭŜƴƎŀ wƛǾŜǊ .ŀǎƛƴ ²ŀǘŜǊǎΩ όмфтпύ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ōǊƻŀŘ ƛƴ ǎŎƻǇŜΦέ 

56. According to individuals involved in the project development period, the Russian 
government began conversations with UNDP about the possibility of GEF-support for Lake 
Baikal in mid-2006. This was potentially building on the work done under a previous GEF-
ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ [ŀƪŜ .ŀƛƪŀƭ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΥ ¢ƘŜ ά.ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ 
Conservatioƴέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ όD9C L5І флύΣ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘ .ŀƴƪΣ ƘŀŘ ŀ ϷсΦо Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
component focusing on a variety of biodiversity conservation actions around Lake Baikal, and 
was implemented from approximately 1996-2003. On the Mongolian side, there was also some 
ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ά/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9Ǝ-¦ǳǊ ²ŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘέ 
project (GEF ID# 1859), a medium-sized project also implemented by the World Bank and the 
International Finance Corporation, which included a component on sustainable catch-and-
release high-end fishing ecotourism.  

57. Following the initial discussions with the Russian government UNDP engaged Mongolia 
with the goal of developing an International Waters project focused on integrated watershed 
management of the entire Baikal Basin. At some point in the development process Russia 
indicated that it would also be interested in using a portion of its biodiversity focal area 
allocation from the GEF to support biodiversity conservation activities under the project; 
however, Mongolia did not have resources still available under its GEF allocation, and thus the 
biodiversity-specific portions of the project were limited to the Russian side of the watershed. 
This is further discussed in Section III.D below on the project description.  

58. The approach of combining GEF allocations under two focal areas created some 
challenges in the GEF Secretariat procedural aspects related to the project development 
process, according to individuals involved, which led to some delays in the project 
development.  

C. Problems the Project Seeks to Address 

59. The top threats identified in the TDA are summarized in Table 3 below, in order of 
priority. At the macro scale, these threats encompass issues such as wastewater management, 
mining development, forestry, agriculture development, hydropower development, wildlife and 
fisheries management, and rangeland management.  

Table 3 Main Concerns and Specific Problems for the Baikal Basin Transboundary Ecosystem5 

Main Problem Area Specific Problem 

1. Degradation of Aquatic and 
Terrestrial Habitats 

¶ Deforestation 

¶ Degradation of agriculture, pasture, and rangelands 

¶ Ecosystem changes 

2. Hydrological Regime Changes ¶ Water level decrease in the catchment basin 

¶ Water level increase in the catchment basin 

3. Decline of Water Quality ¶ Chemical contamination 

                                                 
5
 Source: Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis, 2013.  
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¶ Increased suspended solids and sedimentation 

¶ Microbial pathogenic contamination 

¶ Organic pollution and eutrophication 

¶ Thermal contamination 

4. Unsustainable Fisheries and Wildlife 
Exploitation 

¶ Over-exploitation of aquatic biota 

¶ Over-exploitation of terrestrial wildlife 

5. Biological Invasions ¶ Alien species invading aquatic habitats 

¶ Alien species invading terrestrial habitats 

Cross-cutting Areas  

6. Impacts of Global Climate Change ¶ Fluctuations in freshwater flow 

¶ Increased extreme weather events 

7. Natural Disasters ¶ Earthquakes 

¶ Mudslides 

¶ Droughts and floods 

 

D. Project Description and Strategy 

60. !ǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ 5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ άTo spearhead integrated 
natural resource management of Baikal Lake Basin ŀƴŘ IǀǾǎƎǀƭ [ŀƪŜ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ 
resilience, reduced water quality threats in the context of sustainable economic development.έ 
The objective is to be achieved through three main outcomes, consisting of 15 outputs: 

¶ Outcome 1: Stakeholders Elaborate and Adopt a Strategic Policy and Planning Framework 

o Output 1.1. Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis of threats to the Baikal Basin 
ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ IǀǾǎƎǀƭ ƭŀƪŜ ƛƴ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ  

o Output 1.2. Study on the Selenga Delta habitat and water quality issues, including 
toxic pollution and nutrient loading, water level fluxes, sedimentation levels, and the 
health of the benthic zone 

o Output 1.3. An assessment of transboundary problems in integrated surface and 
ground water resources management of the Baikal Basin and corresponding pollution 
threats, focusing on: stress on ground and surface water resources; deterioration of 
water quality in both surface and ground waters of the Basin; and vulnerability of 
groundwater dependent ecosystems 

o Output 1.4. Pollution hot spot assessment of the transboundary Baikal Basin, 
including a prioritized list of projects to be considered for future investment, the 
development of prefeasibility studies and revised regulations to reduce industrial 
pollution loading in the Baikal/Selenga basin 

o Output 1.5. SAP, including joint actions to enhance ecosystem protection 

o Output 1.6. Biodiversity conservation standards and biodiversity management 
objectives for tourism (including sport fishing) and mining integrated in SAP and local 
legislation, regional development plans; with amendments to EIA policies to address 
biodiversity risks 
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o Output 1.7. Sub-basin watershed management plans incorporating biodiversity 
management and ecosystem resilience objectives 

¶ Outcome 2: Institutional strengthening for IWRM  

o Output 2.1. Joint Commission for the Baikal / Selenga Basin established and 
capacitated on the basis of the current joint Russian - Mongolian Task Force on 
Transboundary Water Use and Protection 

o Output 2.2. Inter-ministerial committees established at national levels 

o Output 2.3. Training program developed and implemented for key actors in an 
improved and enhanced, long-term transboundary management of the Baikal Basin 

o Output 2.4. The harmonized Baikal Basin Water Quality Monitoring program set 
under implementation, including upgraded monitoring stations 

¶ Outcome 3: Demonstrating methods and approaches for water quality and biodiversity 
mainstreaming 

o Output 3.1. Pilot projects on biodiversity conscious mining approaches 

o Output 3.2. Demonstration and strategy development for (dead) livestock disposal to 
cease periodic anthrax outbreaks 

o Output 3.3. Pilots for the mainstreaming of biodiversity and ecosystem health 
management objectives into tourism planning and practice 

61. The main results expected from the project are highlighted in the project results 
framework, included as Annex 9 to this evaluation report (with a summary of potential 
achievement). Among the key project results are the revised and updated TDA, and the 
Strategic Action Programme, to be validated and confirmed by both the Russian and Mongolian 
governments.  

62. The total GEF financing for the project is $3,898,000 USD. The project is funded with 
$2,630,000 USD from the GEF international waters focal area, and $1,268,000 USD from 
wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŦƻŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ 
expected to be used only for activities on the Russian side of the basin.  

E. Implementation Approach and Key Stakeholders 

i. Implementation Arrangements 

63. The implementation structure of the project is indicated in Figure 2, below. The project 
ƛǎ ŜȄŜŎǳǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ¦b5tΩǎ άbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ƳƻŘŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ 
Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE) as the Russian executing agency, and the Federal 
Ministry of Environment and Green Development (MEGD) as the Mongolian executing agency.  

64. The PMU is primarily responsible for the day-to-day management and operations of the 
project. The main PMU office is based in Ulan-Ude, hosted by the Baikal Institute of Nature 
Management. The staff consists of the Project Manager, a Bioresources and Data Management 
Expert, a Finance Officer, and a Project Administration and Logistics Officer. There is also a PMU 
office in Ulaanbaatar, hosted by the Mongolian Water Authority, with a Technical Director and 
an Administration and Finance Officer. The PMU also has a Technical Director for Russia, based 
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in Moscow. Thus in total the PMU has seven staff, covering both technical and management 
functions.  

65. The project has funding from both the biodiversity and international waters GEF focal 
areas, but is primarily considered an international waters project, and is implemented with 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ¦bht{ άLƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ²ŀǘŜǊǎ /ƭǳǎǘŜǊέ (IWC) (in accordance with long-standing 
UNDP and GEF practices for international waters projects), based at the UNOPS offices in 
Copenhagen. The UNOPS IWC supports the project in-part to address the challenges of project 
management in a transboundary context; UNOPS supported project start-up through personnel 
recruitment and set-up of the PMU, and provides support for budget management, travel 
logistics, workshop management, human resources services, and procurement. The project is 
further supported by the UNDP-GEF regional office in Bratislava, and the UNDP Russia Project 
Support Office, in Moscow.  

66. The project also has a partnership agreement with UNESCO, which is executing the 
project component on groundwater.  

Figure 2 Baikal Project Implementation Structure6 

 
67. The main project oversight mechanism is the PSC. As described by the project 
ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ t{/ άis responsible for making management decisions for a project in particular 
when guidance is required by the Project Manager. The Project Board plays a critical role in 
project monitoring and evaluations by quality assuring these processes and products, and using 
evaluations for performance improvement, accountability and learning. It ensures that required 
resources are committed and arbitrates on any conflicts within the project or negotiates a 

                                                 
6
 Source: Project Document.  

Project Manager 

 

Project Board ï Steering Committee 

Senior Beneficiary: 

 

Government of Russia -MNRE 

Government of Mongolia -

MWA  

 

Executive: 

 

UNDP 

 

 

Senior Supplier: 

 

UNOPS 

Project Assurance 

UNDP 

 

Project Support 

 

Project Organisation Structure 

Ulan-Ude PMU Office 

 

 

Moscow PMU Office 

 
Ulaanbaatar PMU Office 

 



Integrated Natural Resource Management in the Baikal Basin Transboundary Ecosystem 
UNDP / UNOPS  Mid-term Evaluation 

 23 

solution to any problems with external bodies.έ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ t{/ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ƘŜƭŘ following the 
project Inception Workshop, on November 22, 2011, and the second PSC meeting was held 
April 26, 2013 in Ulaanbaatar. The third PSC meeting is planned for July 2014 near Lake Baikal. 
The membership of the PSC was confirmed at the project Inception Workshop, and is indicated 
in Table 4 below. However, additional organizations and institutions have participated in the 
PSC meetings, as also indicated in the table.  

Table 4 Baikal Project PSC Membership and Participation 

Organization 1
st
 PSC Attendance 2

nd
 PSC Attendance 

PSC Members   

UNDP UNDP-GEF Regional Technical 
Advisor; Head of Environment 
Unit; Programme Associate 

UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor 

UNOPS Observer Observer (not indicated as PSC member) 

Baikalvodresurs (Russia) Head of Baikalvodresurs  

MNRE (Russia) Represented by the PMU 
National Technical Director for 
Russia 

Represented by the PMU National 
Technical Director for Russia 

Ministry of Sport, Tourism and 
Youth Policy 

Not attending Not attending 

Ministry of Natural Resource of 
the Republic of Buryatia 

Minister Minister 

Ministry of Natural Resources 
and Ecology of Irkutsk Oblast 

Minister Minister 

Zabaikalsky Krai Head of the department Not attending 

MEGD (Mongolia) Not attending National Project Director, State Secretary 
of the MEGD; Head of Foreign 
Cooperation Division of MEGD; Officer for 
Transboundary Water Issues, Policy 
Implementation and Coordination 
Department of MEGD (3 persons) 

Water Authority of Mongolia National Project Director, Head 
of the Water Authority of 
Mongolia,   

N/A (Water Authority now under MEGD) 

Ministry of Mineral Resources 
and Energy (Mongolia) 

National Project Director Not attending 

One Aimag Not attending Not attending 

Institute of Meteorology and 
Hydrology, Mongolia 

Head of Hydrology Section Head of Hydrology Section 

Federal Water Resources Agency 
(Russia) 

Head of the Baikal Basin Water 
Management 

Head of the Yenisei Basin Water 
Management 

Federal Service for Natural 
Resources Supervision 

Head of Division for Republic of 
Buryatia 

Head of Division for Republic of Buryatia 

Observers PMU staff; UNESCO Programme 
Specialist; UNOPS Portfolio 
Assistant 

PMU staff; UNESCO Programme Specialist; 
UNOPS Portfolio Assistant; TDA 
consultant; Law Expert consultant; World 
Bank Senior Hydropower Specialist 
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ii. Key Stakeholders 

68. Given the size of the area, the transboundary nature of the watershed, and the 
integrated approach advocated by the project, the relevant stakeholders for integrated 
watershed management in the Baikal Basin are numerous. The full list of stakeholders identified 
in the project document is included as Annex 6 to this evaluation report. Stakeholders cover 
government authorities at local, regional, and federal levels, numerous civil society 
stakeholders, local land users and other private sector actors, as well as multiple academic and 
research institutes. The most critical stakeholders can be considered as those represented on 
the project steering committee, as indicated in Section III.E.i above.  

F. Key Milestone Dates 

69. Table 5 below indicates the key project milestone dates.  

Table 5 Baikal Project Key Milestone Dates7 

Milestone Expected date [A] Actual date [B] Months (total) 

1. Project Preparation Grant (PPG) Approval N/A October 26, 2007  

2. PPG Supplemental Approval N/S October 8, 2009 24 (24) 

3. Project Information Form (PIF) Approval N/S April 29, 2010 7 (31) 

4. GEF Council Workplan Inclusion Approval N/S June 8, 2010 1 (32) 

5. Final Project Document N/S December 29, 2010 7 (39) 

6. CEO Endorsement Request N/S N/S N/A 

7. CEO Approval N/A March 4, 2011 2 (41) 

8. UNDP-Country Prodoc Signature  N/S May 6, 2011 2 (43) 

9. Project manager hired N/S November 1, 2011 6 (49) 

10. Inception Workshop N/S November 21, 2011 1 (50) 

11. Mid-term Evaluation 1st quarter 2014 April 2014 28 (78) 

12. Project Operational Completion May 31, 2015 N/A N/A 

13. Terminal Evaluation 2nd quarter 2015 N/A N/A 

14. Project Financial Closing December 31, 
2015 

N/A N/A 

 

70. As indicated by individuals involved in the project development phase, the project 
concept first started in mid-2006, with discussions between the Russian government and UNDP. 
Data on when the project concept was first submitted to the GEF is not available, but the first 
project preparation funding was approved in October 2007, approximately 1-1.5 years after 
initial discussions on the concept. From that point to GEF CEO Endorsement was 41 months, 
and there were another two months until UNDP Prodoc signature in May 2011 (considered the 
ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ άǎǘŀǊǘέύ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ wǳǎǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΣ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 

                                                 
7
 Sources: 1.A. Not applicable; 1.B. GEF online PMIS; 2.A. Not specified; 2.B. GEF online PMIS; 3.A. Not specified; 

3.B. GEF online PMIS; 4.A. Not specified; 4.B. GEF online PMIS; 5.A. Not specified; 5.B. Date on project document 
file name; 6.A. Not specified; 6.B. Not specified; 7.A. Not available; 7.B. GEF online PMIS; 8.A. Not specified; 8.B. 
GEF online PMIS; 9.A. Not specified; 9.B. UNOPS personal communication; 10.A. Not specified; 10.B. Inception 
workshop report; 11.A. Approximately project mid-point based on actual start-up; 11.B. Timeframe of MTE data 
collection phase and field mission; 12.A. 48 months after Prodoc signature; 12.B. Not applicable; 13.A. Within three 
months of project completion, as per UNDP-GEF evaluation guidelines; 13.B. Not applicable; 14.A. Based on 
standard UNDP procedures, in relation to expected project operational completion date; 14.B. Not applicable.  
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development phase time of more than 3.5 years, not counting activity prior to PPG approval. 
However, it was another seven months before the project inception workshop was held in 
Ulan-Ude, on November 21, 2011.  

71. This is a rather long development period for a project by current GEF standards, which 
target a development period of 22 months or less for FSPs. According to individuals involved in 
the project development phase, the long development time was partially due to the GEF 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƻƴŎŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ 
focal area allocation. At this time the GEF did not have a clear process for developing multi-
focal area projects, taking into account the GEF strategic results framework indicators for each 
focal area, and thus shepherding the project through this process required a lot of discussion 
between UNDP and the GEF Secretariat.  

72. The project is planned for a 48-month implementation period, which would mean that 
completion is currently expected by approximately June 2015, or four years after Prodoc 
signature. However, considering that project activities did not substantively start until 
approximately January 2012, it may be advisable for the project to have a no-cost extension to 
December 31, 2015. This would ensure sufficient time to complete all project activities, and 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ άŀŎǘǳŀƭέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ŀpproximately four years. This 
evaluation does not make a specific recommendation about a project extension, but it is 
anticipated that UNOPS, UNDP, and the respective governments for each country will consider 
and provide a decision this issue.  
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EVALUATION FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

IV. Relevance 

A. Relevance of the Project Objective 

73. The Baikal project is considered relevant όƻǊ άhighly satisfactoryέ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
relevance criteria), as the project clearly supports priority transboundary environmental and 
water management issues between Russia and Mongolia. The project is in line with numerous 
national policies and pieces of legislation in both countries, and is relevant to local resource 
user needs and priorities as well. The project is in-line with the agreed UNDP priorities for each 
country, and is in-line with the GEF strategic priorities for the biodiversity and international 
waters focal areas. Further, the project clearly supports relevant multilateral environmental 
agreements, including the CBD, the Ramsar Convention, and the World Heritage Convention.  

i. Relevance to National and Local Policies and Strategic Priorities 

74. ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƴƻǘŀōƭŜ Ǉƻƭƛǘȅ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ мффр άtǊƻǘŜŎtion and Use of 
¢ǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ²ŀǘŜǊǎέ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘΣ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ wǳǎǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ 
directly linked with this agreement, and the plenipotentiary meeting mechanism that supports 
its implementation. One of the goals of the project is to produce a revised and updated bilateral 
agreement on water and environmental management between the two countries.  

75. On the Russian side the project is highly relevant, first and foremost with respect to the 
1999 (rev. 2004) Russian special law on the protection of Lake Baikal. In addition, the project is 
directly supportive of wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ for the sustainable management and socio-
economic development of the Lake Baikal region. The project supports numerous other federal 
and sub-national laws and policies, as outlined in section 1.5 of the project document. These 
include the Law on Protection of Natural Environment, Law on Wildlife, Water Code, Law on 
Fishing and Protection of Aquatic Bio-Resources, and the Protected Areas Law.  

76. In Mongolia the project also supports multiple national environmental policies, also as 
outlined in section 1.5 of the project document. These include the Law on Water, Law on 
Special Protected Areas, Law on Environmental Protection, Law on Forests, and Minerals Law.  

ii. Relevance to UNDP Country Priorities 

77. ¢ƘŜ .ŀƛƪŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ¦b5t ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƛǎ 
summarized in a table in the project document in section 2.6, as indicated in Table 6 below.  

Table 6 Baikal Project Relevance to Agreed UNDP Country Priorities8 

Country:  UNDAF 
Outcome(s) /  
Indicator(s): 

Expected Outcome(s) / 
Indicator(s): 

Expected Output(s) /  Indicator(s): 

Russia NA Improved environmental 
sustainability of development 
/environmental dimension in 
development policy. 

Conserved ecosystems are considered as 
important resource for sustainable 
development. 

                                                 
8
 Source: Project document.  
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Mongolia NA Country Program Outcome 3.1: 
Improved environmental 
governance is practiced 

The impact of the depletion of non-renewable 
Resources and environmental degradation 
assessed and corrective actions reflected and 
addressed in national and sectoral plans. 

 

iii. Relevance to GEF Strategic Objectives 

78. The GEF has limited financial resources so it has identified a set of strategic priorities 
and objectives designed to support the GEF's catalytic role and leverage resources for 
maximum impact. Thus, GEF supported projects should be, amongst all, relevant to the GEF's 
strategic priorities and objectives. While strategic priorities are reviewed and proposed for each 
four-year cycle of the GEF, in practice the overall approach of the GEF's support in the 
biodiversity focal has remained roughly focused on the same broad areas of intervention.  

79. The project was approved and is being implemented under the strategic priorities for 
GEF-5 (July 2010 ς June 2014).9 The relevant international waters strategic objective is objective 
мΥ άCatalyze multi-state cooperation to balance conflicting water uses in transboundary 
ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜκƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōŀǎƛƴǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƭƛƳŀǘƛŎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦέ ¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ 
strategic objective the project supports three outcomes and associated indicators:  

¶ Outcome 1.1: Implementation of agreed SAPs incorporates transboundary IWRM 
principles (including environment and groundwater) and policy/ legal/institutional 
reforms into national/local plans 

o Indicator 1.1: Implementation of national/local reforms; functioning of national 
inter-ministry committees 

¶ Outcome 1.2: Transboundary institutions for joint ecosystem-based and adaptive 
management demonstrate sustainability 

o Indicator 1.2: Cooperation frameworks adopted and states contribute to financial 
sustainability 

¶ Outcome 1.3: Innovative solutions implemented for reduced pollution, improved water 
use efficiency, sustainable fisheries with rights-based management, IWRM, water supply 
protection in SIDS, and aquifer and catchment protection 

o Indicator 1.3: Measurable water-related results from local demonstrations 

80. Under the GEF-5 biodiversity strategic objectives, the project supports Objective 1: 
άLƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ tǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ !ǊŜŀ {ȅǎǘŜƳǎΣέ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ hǳǘŎƻƳŜ мΦмΥ 
άLƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ wǳǎǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ protected areas within the Baikal Basin 
(though particularly so in Russia), including Zabaikalsky National Park (Russia), Baikalsky Nature 
Reserve Special Protected Area (Russia), and Kabanskiy Nature Reserve in the Selenga delta. 
The project is supporting the protected areas in developing their tourism infrastructure, to 
improve management and enhance revenue opportunities. The relevant GEF biodiversity focal 
area results framework indicators are 

                                                 
9
 For the focal area strategic priorities for GEF-5, see GEF CounŎƛƭ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ D9CκwΦрκомΣ άD9C-5 Programming 

5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΣέ aŀȅ оΣ нлмлΦ  
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¶ Indicator 1.1: Protected area management effectiveness score as recorded by 
Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool 

¶ Indicator 1.2: Funding gap for management of protected area systems to meet total 
expenditures required for management.  

81. ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ нΥ άMainstream Biodiversity Conservation and 
Sustainable Use into Production Landscapes, Seascapes and SectorsΣέ hǳǘŎƻƳŜ нΦнΥ άaŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ 
to conserve and sustainably use biodiversity incorporated in polƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎΣέ 
with Indicator 2.2: Polices and regulations governing sectoral activities that integrate 
biodiversity conservation as recorded by the GEF tracking tool as a score. 

iv. Relevance to Multilateral Environmental Agreements 

82. In addition to the previously mentioned 1995 bilateral agreement on the Protection and 
Use of Transboundary Waters between Russia and Mongolia, there are other multilateral 
environmental agreements that are supported by the project. The CBD is a key multilateral 
environmental agreement for which the GEF is the financial mechanism. Russia is a party to the 
CBD, having ratified the agreement on April 5, 1995, and Mongolia is also a party, with 
ratification September 30, 1993. The Baikal basin project supports ǘƘŜ /.5Ωǎ Ǉrotected areas 
program of work, and meets CBD objectives by supporting the Convention's Articles 6 (General 
Measures for Conservation and Sustainable Use), 7 (Identification and Monitoring), 8 (In-situ 
Conservation), 10 (Sustainable Use of Components of Biological Diversity), 11 (Incentive 
Measures), 12 (Research and Training), 13 (Education and Awareness), and 17 (Exchange of 
Information). ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ /.5Ωǎ !ƛŎƘƛ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ нлнлΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎΥ  

¶ Target 4: By 2020, at the latest, Governments, business and stakeholders at all levels have taken 
steps to achieve or have implemented plans for sustainable production and consumption and 
have kept the impacts of use of natural resources well within safe ecological limits. 

¶ Target 5: By 2020, the rate of loss of all natural habitats, including forests, is at least halved and 
where feasible brought close to zero, and degradation and fragmentation is significantly 
reduced. 

¶ Target 7: By 2020 areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestry are managed sustainably, 
ensuring conservation of biodiversity. 

¶ Target 8: By 2020, pollution, including from excess nutrients, has been brought to levels that are 
not detrimental to ecosystem function and biodiversity. 

¶ Target 12: By 2020 the extinction of known threatened species has been prevented and their 
conservation status, particularly of those most in decline, has been improved and sustained. 

¶ Target 14: By 2020, ecosystems that provide essential services, including services related to 
water, and contribute to health, livelihoods and well-being, are restored and safeguarded, taking 
into account the needs of women, indigenous and local communities, and the poor and 
vulnerable. 

83. The Baikal project also supports the World Heritage Convention, as Lake Baikal was 
designated a World Heritage Site in 1996. In addition, The Orkhon River Valley Cultural 
Landscape, within the Baikal watershed in Mongolia, was designated a World Heritage Site in 
2000. In a similar manner the project supports the Ramsar Convention, as the Selenga delta 
(the outlet of the Selenga river into Lake Baikal) was designated as a wetland of international 
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importance in 1996. The Baikal project also naturally supports the Helsinki Convention of the 
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe on the Protection and Use of Transboundary 
Watercourses and International Lakes; however, only Russia is a party to the convention, with 
acceptance February 6, 2013, while Mongolia is not a party to the convention. The project 
could also be considered supportive of the Convention on Migratory Species, considering that 
there are some species that do migrate back and forth between Russia and Mongolia in the 
Baikal watershed, particularly birds and fish.  

B. Relevance of the Project Approach: Project Strategy and Design 

84. The project design is considered sound, with a structure in-line with a standard 
approach for international waters projects, including production of the TDA and SAP. There are 
however a few areas where the project design might have been strengthened. One is that there 
could have been more practical on-the-ground demonstration activities, particularly on the 
Mongolian side. Many of the demonstration activities on the Russian side are funded from the 
biodiversity focal area allocation, and the argument is that this money cannot be spent for 
activities in Mongolia. There is no clear reason however why during the project development 
phase there were not demonstration activities in Mongolia included in the project design, with 
funding from the international waters allocation. Previous GEF project experience has shown 
that stakeholder ownership and buy-in can be significantly increased by including some 
practical activities that can be clearly seen by local communities and government stakeholders, 
even with relatively little funding. This would have been useful given the fact that Mongolian 
stakeholders tend to perceive the project as being driven by Russia (understandably so), and 
have not yet demonstrated the same level of ownership as seen in Russia.  

85. A second point is that a clear gap in the project activities is with the mining sector in 
Mongolia. The mining sector is a major economic driver in the Mongolian portion of the Baikal 
basin, and has direct impacts on water resources in the basin. The project might have 
supported some activities related to good practices for artisanal mining activities, for example. 
According to individuals involved in the project development phase there was little or no 
support from the Mongolian government to include mining activities within the scope of the 
project. In recent years the US-based Asia Foundation has supported multi-stakeholder 
dialogues in Mongolia on environmentally responsible mining; this evaluation recommends that 
the project assess opportunities for linkages and synergy on these issues with integrated water 
resource management in the Baikal basin.  

86. Another gap is the lack of a stronger more comprehensive focus on ecosystem services 
as a framework for understanding integrated water resource management in the Baikal basin. 
Ecosystem services, and particularly their economic value, are increasingly recognized as a 
mechanism through which policy makers and local resource users can easily understand the 
complex functioning of all components of ecosystems. The focus on ecosystem services was not 
as prevalent at the time the project was developed as it is today, but it was still clearly an 
internationally known concept. As discussed later in Section VI of this report, there are notable 
opportunities to further explore the concept of ecosystem services (particularly transboundary 
ecosystem services) in the context of the Baikal basin.  
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87. A final point is that there is not clear justification in the project document for the 
inclusion of Output 3.2. While addressing human health threats is clearly an important 
development issue, the linkage with integrated water resource management is not sufficiently 
clear.  

88. There was not extensive detailed information available on the long project development 
phase, but all indications are that the key stakeholders on both the Russian and Mongolian 
sides were adequately involved in the project development process. This contributed to a good 
project design. However, as discussed elsewhere in this report, the view from the Mongolian 
side is that the project was initiated and is driven by Russia. 

 

V. Project Management and Cost-effectiveness (Efficiency) 

89. Overall, project efficiency is rated highly satisfactory. The project is well on-track with 
financial delivery, with 54.9% of the total GEF financing disbursed by the end of 2013, and 
greater than 95% annual budget delivery in 2012 and 2013. The results produced thus far are 
impressive relative to the project expenditure. Project management costs are also below the 
budgeted amount, and are expected to remain less than 10% of GEF funding. Financial 
management procedures are in-line with international norms, and conform with UNDP and 
UNOPS policies and procedures, as well as those of both participating governments. Project 
expected co-financing is on-track (with a co-financing ratio of 1 : 12.7), and could potentially 
significantly exceed originally expected amounts by the end of the project. The PMU is highly 
professional and has demonstrated excellent planning, reporting, and financial management. 
The project has good stakeholder engagement through various partnership approaches, though 
country ownership in Mongolia is weaker than in Russia. 

A. Implementation, Including UNDP Oversight 

90. The most notable priority that UNDP might have the capacity to influence during the 
remaining project implementation period is to ensure that Mongolia considers itself as an equal 
partner in the project, and that as much as possible is done to strengthen stakeholder 
ownership from the Mongolian side. As discussed elsewhere in this report, the Baikal basin 
project is understandably seen as a Russia-centric endeavor, and the project results will benefit 
from stronger Mongolian engagement on all aspects. 

91. UNDP is the responsible GEF Agency for the project, and carries general backstopping 
ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊǎƛƎƘǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¦b5tΩǎ Ƙŀǎ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ 
implementation, with no notable issues. UNDP implementation is considered satisfactory. The 
responsible UNDP Regional Technical Advisor has participated in the PSC meetings (and is 
actually designated as a member of the PSC), and UNDP provided the necessary introductory 
information at the project inception workshop.  

92. There was some initial confusion about oversight of the project between the UNDP 
Bratislava regional office, the UNDP Russia Project Support Office in Moscow, and the UNDP 
Country Office in Mongolia. This was partly because an international waters project had not 
been implemented in Mongolia before. In addition, there may have been further challenges 
ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ¦b5tΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ wǳǎǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀ Ŧŀƭƭ ƛƴ 
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different regions, with Russia under the purview of the Bratislava office, and Mongolia, as part 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ά!ǎƛŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴέΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Bangkok regional office.  

93. The extensive time required for the project development phase can be considered 
partly the responsibility of UNDP, as the GEF agency that was responsible for developing the 
project, but there are numerous factors that contributed to the long development phase. On 
the whole, as discussed above, the project design that resulted is generally sound.  

B. Execution, Including Country Ownership 

i. Project Management 

94. As indicated in Section III.E above, the responsible national executing partners are the 
MNRE in Russia, and the MEGD in Mongolia. While the project is implemented under the 
άƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ƳƻŘŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ ta¦ ƛǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǘƻ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ƭƛƴŜ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŜȄŜŎǳǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέΣ ŀƴŘ 
relates directly to the work of the PMU, in combination with the management and 
administrative aspects handled by UNOPS. 

95. Project execution is considered highly satisfactory. The Baikal project is characterized by 
highly professional and efficient project management, with excellent planning, reporting, and 
engagement of stakeholders. Among the more than 30 GEF projects previously evaluated by 
the mid-term evaluator, the Baikal project easily ranks as among the best in terms of the 
dedication, professionalism, and management capacity. This has been attested to by the fact 
that the PMU was recognized by UNOPS as having the best project management among 
projects in its international waters cluster. In addition, the PMU has demonstrated the ability to 
work effectively on a wide range of technical issues, with the support and engagement of many 
different scientific and technical partner organizations.  

96. Indicators of the high quality project execution include the high financial delivery rate 
(greater than 95% annual delivery, and greater than 50% total delivery at the project mid-point, 
as further discussed in Section V.F ōŜƭƻǿύΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳŜƭȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ 
and workplanning, admirably comprehensive recordkeeping and project documentation, and 
the engagement of high-level representatives from both Mongolia and Russia in the PSC and 
other project activities. In addition, the project has not faced any significant issues with 
deliverables from project contractors.  

97. The execution structure, with project Technical Directors in Moscow and in Ulaanbaatar 
has also proven to be effective. Although Moscow is not within the Baikal watershed 
(Ulaanbaatar is), having a full-time Technical Director in Moscow has allowed the project to 
engage at the highest levels of federal government in Russia, with discussions of project issues 
held in the Russian State Duma. The Rusǎƛŀƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀ ά.ŀƛƪŀƭέ 
working group within the State Duma. While this is indicative of the importance the Russian 
government accords the Baikal region, the subject of few GEF projects have been accorded 
such high-level government attention.  

98. There are three minor areas where the project may be able to strengthen project 
management: A.) In the management of minor expenses it would be preferable to use petty 
cash or some other mechanism that avoids project staff having to personally advance funds to 
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the project and then be reimbursed; mixing project staff personal finances with project finances 
is not considered best practice. B.) Project procurement notifications should be published 
sufficiently in advance to allow a representative pool of potential applicants to submit bids; this 
may mean at least one or two months advance publication. /Φύ hƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ 
efforts to make publications and documents available in at least two if not three languages 
(often including English) is highly admirable; at the same time, the project has often relied on 
technical and scientific staff to make translations between Russian and Mongolian, which is not 
an efficient use of the time of these individuals. Whenever possible the project should utilize 
the professional translators that the project has contracted, who can work more efficiently than 
scientists to produce outputs in multiple languages.  

ii. Country Ownership 

99. As highlighted at the beginning of this report, Russia and Mongolia are in asymmetrical 
situations in myriad ways, and particularly when it comes to the Baikal watershed. Mongolia is 
the upstream party, while Russia is the downstream party. Russia and Mongolia have different 
levels of development, and consequently have different development priorities in the Baikal 
watershed. The project concept was initiated by Russia, and Mongolia was later asked to join in 
the venture of an international waters project. Russia is investing heavily in a range of 
infrastructure and other measures to improve the sustainability of development in the Baikal 
region. Also as previously highlighted, Russia has specific legislation on the protection of Lake 
Baikal. ¢ƘŜ ƭŀƪŜ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƛǎ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΣ ŀƴŘ is designated a World Heritage 
Site. The project activities have been discussed in the Russian federal Duma. Perhaps the most 
notable recent indicatoǊ ƻŦ wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
Lake Baikal is the recent closure of the Irkutsk paper mill on the southern shore of the lake, 
which was a major economic contributor to the region, employing approximately 3,000 people. 
The mill had been identified as one of the most significant sources of pollution to the lake.  

100. On the other hand, it appears that Mongolia is only beginning to consider its territory 
part of the transboundary Baikal watershed, rather than just the Selenga river watershed, 
which ends at the border with Russia. Naturally, Russia, as the downstream party, is proactively 
engaging Mongolia on water management issues. Multiple stakeholders interviewed for this 
evaluation, in both Russia and Mongolia, indicated that from the view of Mongolia the project is 
somewhat Russia-centric. This is understandable, given that the project concept was initiated 
by Russia, the PMU headquarters are in Russia, and the project is overseen by UNDP on the 
Russian side, while the responsible UNDP Regional Technical Advisor also happens to be 
Russian. There are numerous other small indications as well. Approximately a third of the 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ D9C ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ wǳǎǎƛŀΣ 
and as a consequence, there are no notable demonstration activities in Mongolia. The project 
legal expert who drafted the revised transboundary agreement for Russia and Mongolia is 
wǳǎǎƛŀƴΦ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ ¦b5tΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ wǳǎǎƛŀ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿŀǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ά.ŀƛƪŀƭ .ƻȄέ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻƻƭ όŀ ƘƛƎhly visible project output, 
which focuses on the lake itself), while there is no such tool on the Mongolian side. What one 
ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ άōƛƎ ōǊƻǘƘŜǊέ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ wǳǎǎƛŀ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜǎ 
this view.  
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101. Given all of the aforementioned factors, it is clear that Mongolia is less politically 
inclined to commit itself to specific environmental management measures, when its 
overarching goal is continued rapid economic development. This was highlighted at the second 
project steering committee meeting, when representatives from Mongolia expressed their 
initial reluctance to make any modifications to the status quo with respect to transboundary 
resource management with Russia. aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴΣ ŀƴŘ continues to be, 
largely driven by the mining industry, which requires both water and power. Both of these 
resources are supported by hydropower development, particularly in the Selenga watershed. 
This is further discussed in Section VII.A.iv on environmental risks to sustainability for this 
project. At the same time, there are numerous individuals and institutions in Mongolia strongly 
committed to sustainable development, and protection of the Baikal watershed.  

C. Partnership Approach and Stakeholder Participation 

102. The project has a strong partnership approach, as numerous stakeholders on both the 
Russian and Mongolian sides are actively engaged in the project activities. The project includes 
an interesting partnership with UNESCO, which is fully responsible for a component on 
groundwater. !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ άBarguzinsky ŘŀǘǎŀƴέΣ a 
Buddhist monastery in the Barguzin valley, on environmentally responsible religious tourism. 
The project is actively working with protected area managers, academic and research 
institutions, civil society organizations, and religious organizations. For example, The NGO 
ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ άCǊƛŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ .ŀƛƪŀƭ .ŀǎƛƴέ is participating in the development of the BIC. 

103. One area where there is opportunity for additional stakeholder participation is at the 
Aimag and Soum government levels in Mongolia. There are numerous national organizations 
and institutions involved in the project on the Mongolian side, but there has not been strong 
engagement from the sub-national level. Representatives from the Republic of Buryatia in 
Russia have been actively involved in the project, but there has been much less involvement 
from the approximately ten Aimags10 in Mongolia that are covered by the Selenga watershed. 
This is particularly important in Mongolia as the governance structure is decentralized, and 
Aimag governments have significant responsibility for activities in their territory. The level of 
involvement has partly been the case because there have been few on-the-ground project 
activities on the Mongolian side, but also because there has been significant institutional 
restructuring in Mongolia. The governance structure in Mongolia was changed in 2012, and is 
still becoming stable, and the water management institutions were restructured in 2013. 
Therefore the project has focused on engaging with the national water management 
authorities in Mongolia. However, Aimags also have a critical role to play on outputs such as the 
SAP. This is further discussed in Section VI.A on results under Outcome 1.  

104. Another opportunity for additional partnership engagement is with the private sector, 
although there is some engagement through the biodiversity-friendly mining demonstrations in 
Russia. Given the scope of the project and the size of the area it is operating in, it appears that 
there could be additional opportunities to engage private sector partners in shifting the overall 
development pattern in the region toward sustainable development, particularly in Russia. 
There are many different approaches that could be taken; one example could be for the project 

                                                 
10

 Seven large Aimags, and the Aimags of three major cities: Darkhan, Orkhon, and Ulaanbaatar. 



Integrated Natural Resource Management in the Baikal Basin Transboundary Ecosystem 
UNDP / UNOPS  Mid-term Evaluation 

 34 

ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ ŀ άŘŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎƛƎƴ ƻƴ ǘƻΣ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ 
follow or avoid certain practices to ensure the environmental quality of the Baikal watershed. 
While the on-the-ground results of such a declaration might be limited, it could at least 
contribute to awareness raising within the private sector. Another approach, taken in other 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ά.ŀƛƪŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅέ ƎǊŜŜƴ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 
tourism businesses (hotels, etc.) and others such as restaurants. This could alternatively or also 
ōŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ά.ŀƛƪŀƭ ōǊŀƴŘέ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ  

D. Risk Assessment and Monitoring 

105. Section 2.4 of the project document discusses identified risks, though only three risks 
are highlighted, each with a risk rating of moderate. One of the three relates to climate change 
risks. In addition, the project results framework (Section II, Part 2 of the project document, p. 
соύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ŎƻƭǳƳƴ ƻƴ άwƛǎƪǎ ŀƴŘ !ǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎέ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 
inception report did not update the risk assessment analysis. The 2013 PIR also does not 
identify any critical risks.  

106. GEF projects typically have inadequate risk assessment at the development phase, and it 
would appear that the Baikal project risk assessment was also very limited, considering only 
three risks were identified for a project encompassing such a wide range of activities and issues 
over such a large area. At the same time, the fact that the project does not currently face any 
critical risks is an indication that risk assessment and risk management has been sufficient. 
However, more risks may arise in the second half of the project, as the project stakeholders 
work to consolidate results and ensure sustainability. In particular, there is a moderate risk that 
both the Russian and Mongolian governments will not sign-off on an agreed SAP, and that the 
project will not be able to move forward with the revised transboundary agreement between 
the two countries. There are other risks related to some of the smaller specific project activities 
as well, such as the low-level risk of sustainability for the Baikal Information Center online 
portal. The PMU and UNDP must continue to diligent risk monitoring during the second half of 
the project, and develop mitigation measures for specific risks.  

E. Flexibility and Adaptive Management 

107. CƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ D9CΩǎ ǘŜƴ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ 
implemented in a flexible manner to maximize efficiency and effectiveness, and to ensure 
results-based, rather than output-based approach. Thus, during project implementation 
adaptive management must be employed to adjust to changing circumstances. 

108. The Baikal IWRM project is being implemented in a flexible and adaptive manner, and 
there have been a number of small changes and adjustments made to the project plans and 
expected results, as needed. For many projects it is necessary to make changes in initial 
workplans at the project inception workshop to reflect any changes to the context since the 
project development phase, but this was evidently not the case for the Baikal project, as the 
ƛƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƴƻǘŜǎ άDuring the Inception Phase of the [Baikal] project no major 
changes influencing the planned implementation of project activities were identified. The 
project outcomes, outputs, and activities as defined in the Project Document, remain entirely 
valid and no changes need to be applied.έ 
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109. Changes have been made following the inception workshop, though there have been no 
changes at the objective or outcome levels. For example, the project document foresaw 
$50,000 USD budgeted for four monitoring buoys to be installed in Lake Baikal. Based on 
feedback from project stakeholders, the PSC determined the funds would be better spent in 
providing some water quality monitoring equipment for the relevant laboratory in Mongolia.  

110. Some modifications to the project results framework have also been made. For 
example, the original results framework included ecosystem resilience parameters for Hovsgol 
Lake ς nutrient concentrations, secchi depth, and abundance and age structure of Hovsgol 
grayling. However, there is not an adequate monitoring program in place to track these 
indicators, there are no pollution hotspots near the lake, and there is little fishing pressure. The 
project proposed to remove these indicators from the results framework, and to agree with the 
Mongolian government on new, more relevant indicators for Hovsgol Lake. In another example, 
the indicator related to the level of fishing pressure on Taimen in Russia had to be changed, as 
it, is a Red List species in Russia, and is officially not allowed to be caught.  

111. One notable point for adaptive management is whether the project will actually catalyze 
ŀ άƴŜǿέ Wƻƛƴǘ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƻǊ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
project will even succeed in getting Russia and Mongolia to agree to an enhancement of the 
ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ άǇƭŜƴƛǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀǊƛŜǎέ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΦ This is discussed at-length in the adaptive management 
section of the 2013, and is further discussed in Section VI.B on results for Outcome 2. The 
current outlook is that there will not be a άnewέ Joint Commission as foreseen in the project 
document, but the current mechanism may be strengthened with a more meaningful mandate.  

F. Financial Planning by Component and Delivery 

112. The breakdown of project GEF financing is indicated in Table 7 below. The total project 
budget is $3,898,000 USD, not including the PPG amount. Of this, $0.92 million (or 23.5% of the 
total) was planned for Outcome 1, $0.75 million (19.3%) was planned for Outcome 2, and $1.84 
million (47.3%) was planned for Outcome 3. The planned project management budget equates 
to 9.9% of the total GEF resources. The M&E budget indicated in the M&E plan in the project 
document was $0.27 million, or 7.0% of the total budget. However, the M&E costs are drawn 
from various project budget lines, and do not have their own separate budget line.  

113. Figure 3 below shows the breakdown of planned and actual spending by outcome. As of 
December 31, 2013, the project had disbursed $2.14 million, or 54.9% of the project budget. 
Figure 4 shows the project planned, revised, and actual budget total budget expenditure by 
year.  

 

Table 7 Project Planned vs. Actual Financing, Through December 31, 2013 ($ million USD) 

 GEF amount 
planned 

Share of total 
GEF amount 

GEF amount 
actual 

% of GEF 
amount actual 

% of original 
planned 

Outcome 1: Stakeholders Elaborate and 
Adopt a Strategic Policy and Planning 
Framework 

$0.92 23.5% $0.78 36.3% 84.7% 

Outcome 2: Institutional strengthening for 
IWRM 

$0.75 19.3% $0.46 21.5% 61.3% 

Outcome 3: Demonstrating methods and 
approaches for water quality and 

$1.84 47.3% $0.72 33.5% 38.9% 
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biodiversity mainstreaming 

Monitoring and Evaluation* $0.27 7.0% N/A 8.7% N/A 

Project Coordination and Management $0.38 9.9% $0.19  48.2% 

Total
ϟ
 $3.90 100.0% $2.14 100.0% 54.9% 

Sources: Project Document for planned amount; data provided by PMU for actual GEF amounts.  
*The project document includes a detailed M&E budget. However, the total M&E budget includes activities that would be 
funded from the project management budget line (such as annual reporting) or other sources (such as UNDP oversight). As such, 
the funds for M&E activities were drawn from across project budget lines. 

 

Figure 3 Project Actual (through 2013) and Planned (2014-15) Spending By Component ($ USD) 

 
*Note: Outcome 1 includes the sub-contract to UNESCO.  

 

Figure 4 Baikal Project Planned, Revised, and Actual Spending by Year ($ USD) 
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114. The project financial delivery rate in 2011 was only 5.8% of the amount foreseen for the 
first year in the project document, but this was primarily due to the fact that the project 
inception workshop was not until November of the first year. In 2012 the project delivered 
95.1% of the revised planned budget, and in 2013 the financial delivery rate was 96.7%. These 
annual delivery rates are impressively high compared with most GEF projects, and on the whole 
the project is fully on-track for successful execution. As previously mentioned, although the 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ άƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅέ ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƭƻǎŜ ƛƴ aŀȅ нлмрΣ it is anticipated that the project will have a 
no-cost extension through the end of 2015, considering the fact that project activities only 
substantively started in January 2012.  

115. The project management costs are another positive indicator of project efficiency and 
strong project financial management. The planned management costs were 9.9% of the total 
GEF funding, which is below the stated 10% threshold. Total management costs through 2013 
were $185,305, or 8.7% of the total disbursed thus far; this is less than the originally planned 
9.9%, but it is expected that project management costs will reach ς but not exceed - this level 
by the end of the project.  

116. The project has not yet had an audit, although an annual audit is indicated in the project 
M&E plan. There has not yet been an audit because it has not been required by the standard 
financial management procedures of UNOPS or the UNDP Russia Project Support Office. 
Although there is strong faith in UNOPS and UNDP financial management processes, and no 
indication that there are any shortcomings in project financial management, it may still be 
worthwhile for the project to ensure that at least one audit is conducted prior to the final 
project evaluation.  

G. Planned and Actual Co-financing 

117. The expected project co-financing was $49,288,269 from a variety of government and 
non-government sources in both Russia and Mongolia. This is an expected co-financing ration of 
12.7 : 1. Table 8 below shows planned co-financing. According to the 2013 PIR, the project had 
received a total of  $24,467,721 in cash and in-kind co-financing as of June 30, 2013. This is 
49.6% of the expected co-financing. The specific sources of the actual co-financing received 
were not available for this evaluation, and the breakdown of co-financing is not tracked by 
project outcome because it is not managed by the project. 

118. The evaluation recommends that the project team keep detailed records of co-financing 
received from all sources. In reality, the project will receive far more co-financing than originally 
planned, thanks to the Russian federal investment program in the Lake Baikal region. At the 
same time, the number and type of co-financing partners, not just the amount of co-financing 
received, can be an important indication of stakeholder ownership and support.  

Table 8 Planned and Actual Co-financing Received, as of December 31, 2013 

Source Cash/In-Kind Type Planned Actual % of Planned 

MoNET - Mongolia In-kind Government 500,000 Not available  

Ministry of Natural 
Resources Buryatia 

In-kind/Cash Government 13,118,459 
Not available  

Roshydromet - 
Buryatia 

In-kind/cash Government 2,440,411 
Not available  



Integrated Natural Resource Management in the Baikal Basin Transboundary Ecosystem 
UNDP / UNOPS  Mid-term Evaluation 

 38 

Source Cash/In-Kind Type Planned Actual % of Planned 

Service for consumer 
rights - Buryatia 

In-kind/cash Government 5,602,912 
Not available  

Baikal Institute for 
Nature Use 

In-kind/cash Other (Academic) 5,496,774 
Not available  

Buryatia State 
University 

In-kind/cash Other (Academic) 2,294,839 
Not available  

Dept. Veterinary 
Control 

In-kind/cash Government 548,161 
Not available  

Federal Fishery 
Agency -Baikal 

In-kind/cash Government 623,226 
Not available  

Coca Cola Cash Other (Private sector) 300,000 Not available  

Baikal Lake Water 
Resources Agency 

In-kind/Cash Government 14,661,290 
Not available  

Foundation for the 
protection of lake 
Baikal 

In-kind/Cash Other (Foundation) 3,387,097 
Not available  

UNESCO In-Kind/cash UN Agency 315,000 Not available  

Total   $49,288,169 $24,467,721 49.6% 

Sources: Planned from Project Document. Actual total co-financing received as indicated in 2013 PIR.  

 

H. Monitoring and Evaluation 

119. The Baikal project M&E design generally meets UNDP and GEF minimum standards, but 
is considered moderately satisfactory, due to inadequacies in the design of the original results 
framework. M&E implementation is considered satisfactory, and overall M&E is considered 
satisfactory.  

i. M&E Design 

120. The Baikal project M&E plan is outlined in the project document under Part IV, p. 52. 
The project document describes each of the planned M&E activities, including roles, 
responsibilities, and timeframe. The identified M&E activities include inception workshop and 
report, annual progress reporting (APR/PIR), PSC meetings, quarterly status reports, project 
technical reports, the independent mid-term and terminal evaluations, project terminal report 
and lessons learned, audit, and monitoring visits from UNDP. The M&E plan is summarized in a 
table showing responsible parties, budget, and timeframe for each of the M&E activities, with 
the total expected budget of $273,000. This is fully adequate for a project of this size and scope, 
representing approximately 7% of the GEF allocation; however the plan does not indicate if the 
M&E costs are to be fully covered by GEF resources, or would be also partially funded by 
project partners such as the main national executing partners, the MNRE in Russia and MEGD in 
Mongolia. The project does not have a specific M&E budget line; the cost of M&E activities is to 
be drawn from various project components, such as project management. The project M&E 
plan is appropriately designed and well-articulated, and conforms to GEF and UNDP M&E 
minimum standards.  
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121. The one notable shortcoming in the project M&E design is the project results framework 
indicators and targets, which do not adequately meet SMART criteria. While the results 
framework does do a reasonable job of having indicators focused more at the outcome and 
impact level rather than the ƻǳǘǇǳǘ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƳƻǊŜ άǎǳǇǇƭȅέ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀƴ άŘŜƳŀƴŘέ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ 
ς in other words, the results framework simply reflects the activities planned under the project, 
rather than being clearly linked to the threats to the Baikal basin, and the barriers to 
sustainable and integrated water resources management. Examples of indicators where the 
results framework fell short include:  

¶ Objective level: Inclusion of impact-level indicators for Hovsgol Lake, despite the fact that there are 
limited threats to the lake, the project has no substantial activities there, and there is not adequate 
means by which to monitor the parameters indicated (Nutrient concentrations: soluble reactive 
phosphorus/Chlorophyl-a); Secchi depth; Abundance and age structure of Hovsgol grayling); 

¶ Objective level: Inadequate justification for the target of the number of production sector policies 
and regulations that incorporate biodiversity (End of project target of 10, broken down by tourism, 
mining, sport-fishing, and watershed management in each country);  

¶ Objective level: Inadequate justification of the target value for replication quantification, relating to 
the number of mining and tourism firms applying biodiversity mainstreaming principles (at least 10 
mining companies in each country, and at least 15 tourism companies in each country); 

¶ Outcome 2: Excessive indicators related to Joint Commission, with inadequate attention to results 
indicators for other activities under Outcome 2.  

122. Partially as a result of the inadequacy of the original results framework the project has 
already had to request some changes from the PSC. This evaluation recommends that the 
results framework be reviewed in whole a final time following this mid-term evaluation to 
ensure that additional changes are not required in the second half of the project; the results 
framework should set the expectations for project results, and should be the tool through 
which actual vs expected results are measured, rather than the other way around. As such it is 
good practice for the results framework indicators and targets to be revised as infrequently as 
possible, and to avoid any revisions towards the end of the project. The project should also 
make sure it is applying the GEF international waters and biodiversity tracking tools, as 
appropriate.  

ii. M&E Implementation 

123. The project M&E activities are generally being implemented as foreseen. The PMU is 
doing a good job reporting at the quarterly and annual reporting intervals, UNDP monitoring 
missions have been completed, and the mid-term evaluation was commissioned according to 
schedule. One minor issue in M&E implementation is that the PSC meetings have been held 
slightly less frequently than expected. Typically project steering committee meetings are held 
annually at the beginning of the work year, to approve project annual workplans and budgets. 
The Baikal project has only had one PSC meeting, April 26th 2013, since the project inception 
workshop on November 21, 2011; the second PSC meeting is planned for mid-2014. The 
infrequency of PSC meetings is somewhat understandable given that the project has been able 
to engage a number of high-level officials in the steering committee, and scheduling meetings 
with high-level officials from two countries can be a challenge. The PMU is also in contact with 
the PSC through email as necessary for decision-making on project annual workplans and 
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budgets. The workplan and budget is distributed in January for remote approval, along with 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ  

124. Another minor issue is that the project has not had an audit, although the M&E plan 
indicates that audits would be conducted annually. The lack of audit is not necessarily due to 
inattention, as annual audits are not actually required for specific projects according to UNDP 
Russia Project Support Office or UNOPS procedures.  

 

VI. Effectiveness and Results: Progress Toward the Objective and Outcomes 

125. The Baikal basin project is well on-track to make important progress toward the overall 
project objective, and to achieve the supporting three outcomes. As discussed in the previous 
Section V.F on project finances, following the initial slow start (the six-ƳƻƴǘƘ άƛƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ 
ǇƘŀǎŜέύΣ more than 50% of the project budget has been implemented, implying that the project 
is making good progress on the activities in its agreed workplans. This was in fact confirmed 
through this mid-term evaluation, and a majority of key project results verified. Project results 
thus far are rated satisfactory, and project effectiveness is also rated satisfactory.  

126. The project results framework is included as Annex 9 to this evaluation report, with an 
assessment of achievement for each of the indicator targets. The project has a total of 27 
indicators (including seven at the objective level), though some of these have multiple data 
points within them. As previously discussed in the preceding section on project M&E, the 
results framework has some shortcomings, as it does not fully and adequately reflect project 
results, and at least one indicator has been completely dropped with approval of the PSC, while 
others have been modified or downscaled. Nonetheless, the project is on-track to achieve a 
majority of indicators.  

127. Key results achieved with project support thus far include:  

¶ Completion of the draft TDA by April 2013; 

¶ Submission to the Russian and Mongolian governments of a draft revised and updated 
transboundary agreement for the management of water and environmental resources; 

¶ Multiple high quality technical studies and reports on various aspects of the Baikal 
watershed, including the water quality study for the Selenga delta, pollution transport 
model, pollution hotspot assessment, as well as the forthcoming Baikal Atlas; 

¶ UNESCO groundwater assessment, as this is one of the first GEF international waters 
projects to include a groundwater assessment; 

¶ Significant progress on water monitoring harmonization; 

¶ Development of four river sub-basin management plans, with progress toward 
implementation; 

¶ Good progress on the pilot and demonstration activities in Russia, including biodiversity-
responsible mining practices, development of ecotourism plans and infrastructure;  

¶ Development of the Baikal Information Center web portal; and  

¶ Strong partnership approach with collaborative results produced with multiple other 
initiatives and projects, such as OECD.  
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128. Key issues and areas for attention for the Baikal project in the 2nd half of 
implementation include:  

¶ Development of an SAP that is adequately concrete and specific, but that can also gain 
political support from both Russia and Mongolia; 

¶ The need to make significant progress toward concluding bilateral agreement on a revised 
transboundary water and environment agreement, including consensus on an enhanced 
joint institutional mechanism to implement the agreement; 

¶ Continued progress on implementation of river sub-basin management plans in Russia, and 
all feasible steps in Mongolia to support relevant stakeholders to implement the sub-basin 
management plans that have been developed; and 

¶ Capacity strengthening support for River Basin Administrations and River Basin 
Management Councils in Mongolia. 

129. ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŀǎǘ ƛǘŜƳ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
structure was still developing at that time (and continues to evolve today), but Mongolia is now 
in the midst of establishing the River Basin Administrations, and this is a prime opportunity for 
the project to make a concrete contribution to actually strengthening the capacity of water 
management authorities on the Mongolian side of the Baikal basin. Such activities could be 
justified and supported under project outputs 2.1-2.3, depending on the level of financial 
resources still available in the project budget. This is such an opportune entry point for the 
project that it may be worth considering re-directing some project resources that may be 
already budgeted for other lower priority activities.  

130. The most significant question for the Baikal project ς as it is for most GEF international 
waters projects ς is whether at the end of the day the participating countries will be willing to 
formally agree to concrete and specific measures in the final SAP, which will allow them to 
move forward in a meaningful and collaborative way. The current view for the Baikal project is 
optimistic, particularly since there are only two countries involved, but drafting of the SAP has 
only started, and there are a number of reasons that the countries may ultimately be hesitant.  

131. Based on tƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ 
that the project could achieve at least a satisfactory rating by completion. To achieve a highly 
satisfactory rating at project completion any GEF-funded project should generate results that 
go above and beyond the originally anticipated results, or should truly zero shortcomings. 
Examples of some results that might be considered extraordinary for the Baikal project might 
be completion of some demonstration activities on the Mongolian side of the border, securing 
agreement for upgrading of the water monitoring laboratory at the border in Mongolia, actual 
final agreement of the revised transboundary agreement, agreement for piloting of 
transboundary payment-for-ecosystem services, or some other notable cutting-edge initiative.  

132. Considering the scope of the Baikal project, it is beyond the capacity of this evaluation 
report to mention all project activities and outputs, and only a number of key results are 
discussed under each of the outcomes below. The project has produced an 80-page brochure 
highlighting all of the project activities and results in 2012 and 2013, which is available for 
ŘƻǿƴƭƻŀŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ L²Υ[ŜŀǊƴ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƪ http://baikal.iwlearn.org/en/results. 
Detailed information on all the key project activities is also available at the same website.  

http://baikal.iwlearn.org/en/results
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A. Outcome 1: Stakeholders Elaborate and Adopt a Strategic Policy and 
Planning Framework 

133. Outcome 1 was budgeted for $917,930, of which 67.5% was from the international 
waters focal area, and 32.5% was from the biodiversity focal area. Outcome 1 consists of a 
number of significant technical outputs, including the TDA. Producing in-depth technical studies 
and documents is one of the areas where the project has excelled. There are numerous 
academic and research institutions working on project outputs in both Russia and Mongolia; 
the project has engaged the leading organizations on issues related to the Baikal basin. 

134. The critical result in the first half of the project is the TDA (Figure 5), which was 
completed an accepted by the PSC in the 2nd quarter of 2013. The fact that the TDA was 
completed this quickly is impressive, particularly since it is a comprehensive document, and the 
TDA appears to have the acceptance and buy-in of all project stakeholders. An international 
ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘΣ ŀǎ άŜŘƛǘƻǊέΣ Ŏƻordinated production of the TDA, but the inputs came directly from 
the technical experts involved on each of the respective fields or issues (i.e. hydrology, 
biodiversity, etc.). The TDA identifies the priority issues for integrated water resource 
management in the Baikal basin, which were previously highlighted in Section III.C at the 
beginning of this report. 

Figure 5 Completed TDA 

135. A second major technical output was the 
study on the Selenga Delta water quality issues, 
which was completed by the Baikal Institute of 
Nature Management. The Selenga delta is a critical 
component of the overall Baikal basin ecosystem, 
serving as a kind of giant filter for a majority of the 
inflow to Lake Baikal, which comes from the 
Selenga river. This study analyzes data from 11 
monitoring stations maintained in the delta by 
Russia to assess changes in key water quality 
parameters over time between 2003 and the 
present. This study highlights the important 
linkages between some climate change impacts 
and water quality issues, because typically as water 
quantity in the Selenga river decreases, 
concentrations of pollution increase. This study 
was planned as Output 1.2 of the project. 

136. Also under Outcome 1 was the major 
technical study performed by Moscow State 
University (MSU) on setting up a pollution 

transport model within the Baikal basin. The team produced a database for modeling and 
simulation of pollution transport, and developed the pollution transport model, applying the 
HEC-RAS 1D (i.e. one dimensional) modeling software (see Figure 6).  
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Figure 6 Screen Capture from MSU HEC-RAS Pollution Transport Model 

 
137. ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ¦b9{/h11 (under their International 
Hydrological Programme) on groundwater also fall under Outcome 1, as Output 1.3, which was 
ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴ άassessment of transboundary problems in integrated surface and ground 
water resources management of the Baikal Basin and corresponding pollution threats, focusing 
on: stress on ground and surface water resources; deterioration of water quality in both surface 
and ground waters of the Basin; and vulnerability of groundwater dependent ecosystemsΦέ 
Three workshops were held under this activity (November 20, 2012; March 20, 2013, and July 
12, 2013), which also served as an input to the TDA. Altogether the outputs of this activity are a 
thematic report, surface and ground water resources qualitative and quantitative assessment, 
transboundary sampling sites identification, pilot demonstration of isotopic monitoring 
methods, and development of policy recommendations. Another notable output from the 
¦b9{/h ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άReview and ranking of upgrade needs for Mongolian municipalities 
in the Selenge River basin, including the identification of ongoing and planned water and 
sanitation projects, focusing on Kharaa River Basin pollution assessmentΦέ  

138. The project has leveraged partnerships with other relevant international initiatives as 
well. For example, the project developed a joint activity with OECD-supported Special Working 
Group under the Action Program of Nature Protection in Central and Eastern Europe on 
improvement of water resource usage of economic instruments and Buryatia water economic 
complex management. The activity supported development of baseline data on the operational 
effectiveness and efficiency of water management organizations in Buryatia. Another relevant 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άIntegrated Water Resources Management for 
Central Asia: Model Region Mongolia (MoMo)έ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ DŜǊƳŀƴ Federal 

                                                 
11

 Under their International Hydrological Programme, see http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-

sciences/environment/water/ihp/ for more information.  

http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/water/ihp/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/water/ihp/
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Ministry of Education and Research. It is anticipated that the project will also be able to 
collaborate with the recently approved GEF-ŦǳƴŘŜŘ C!h ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ άMainstreaming biodiversity 
ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ {Ca ŀƴŘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǎƛƴƪ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴǘƻ aƻƴƎƻƭƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻŘuctive forest landscapesέ 
(GEF ID #4744), which has project sites within the Selenga basin.  

139. The project has also supported development of river basin management plans in both 
Russia and Mongolia. In Russia this has been done for the Tugnuy-Sukhara and Khilok sub-basin 
watershed management plans, and in Mongolia it has been done for the Ider, Hovsgol Lake-Eg 
river, and Orkhon sub-basin management plans. Baselines on socio-economic and ecological 
conditions were documented, and the draft plans were prepared. The plans include detailed 
thematic maps and other data (see Figure 7). In Mongolia the plans were completed by the 
NGO Mongolia Water Forum.12 The plans are in various stages of endorsement by the relevant 
authorities. In Russia endorsement has been received for the Khilok plan, and in Mongolia the 
Orkhon plan was endorsed, and implementation has begun through the Orkhon River Basin 
Management Authority. One of the important areas for continue project attention is to ensure 
that progress continues on actual implementation of the sub-basin management plans that 
have been produced, and that these do not just become irrelevant documents. In addition, 
particularly the Ider and Eg river plans in Mongolia highlight the need for increased capacity of 
the River Basin Management Authorities (see ˻ ΄͙͋͊͟Η ˮͫͭͦ;͙ͤ͟ ͫͫ·͙͟͡ ͔ͤ ͚͔ͤ͊͒ͤΦ).  

Figure 7 Example Image from the Hovsgol-Eg River Sub-basin Management Plan 

 
140. The major result still expected under Outcome 1 is the draft SAP, which the 
governments should endorse before the end of the project in order to continue with GEF 

                                                 
12

 See http://www.mongoliawaterforum.com/ for additional information on the plans prepared.  

http://www.mongoliawaterforum.com/























