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I. Executive Summary

Tablel Project Summary Data

Project Title:

Integrated Natural Resource Management in the Baikal Basinsboundary Ecosystem

Resources and
Environment (MNRE)
(Russia); Federal
Ministry of
Environmentand
Green Development

(MEGD) (Mongolia)

(Operational) Closing

Date:

GEF Project I} 4029 at endorsement (US$) at completion (US$)
UNDP Projec| 4347 GEF financing
D | ATLAS ID: 00076781 US$3,898,000 US$3,898,000
Country:| Russian Federation, UNDPown:
Mongolia
Region: Europe & CIS Government:
Focal Area] International Waters, Other:
Biodiversity
FA Objectives| Strategic policy ang Cash contributions: Cashcontributions:
(OP/SP){ planning framework, Foundation for the Foundation for the
Institutional Protection of Lake Protection of Lake Baikal:
Strengthening for Baikal: US$3,387,097 | US$3,387,097
IWRM, CocaCola: US$300,00(¢ CocaCola: US$300,000
Demonstrating Total ce | UNESCO: US$ 315,00( UNESCO: US$ 315,000
methods and financing:
approaches for watel In-kind contributions: In-kind contributions:
quality and National Governments | National Governments
biodiversity US$15,161,290 US$15,161,290
mainstreaming Regional Governments| Regional Governments
US$30,124,782 US$30,124,782
Executing) ;\ops Totl Project | 5453 186,169 US$53,186,169
Agency: Cost:
Other Partners UNESC(Federal ProDoc Signature (date project began 20 June2011
involved: | Ministry of Natural

31 December
2015

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND OVERVIEW

1. The Baikalproject was funded by theGlobal Environment Facility (GBE#}h a grant
amount of $3.90million United States dollars (USDot including$0.18million USDn project
development financing, an#0.40 million USDin project implementationfees), and origimlly
plannedco-financingof $49.29million USD, for a total project cost of $53.19 million USbe
United Nations Development Programme (UNBRhe GEF Agencgndexecuting partnersre
UNOPS, the Russian Federal Ministry of Natural Resources and EnvirofMiIRE) and
Mongolian Ministry ofEnvironmentand Green Development (BGD)' The projecthas an
expectedapproximatelyfour-yearimplementation period, fromlate 2011 toDecember2015.

! Famerly the Ministry of Nature, Environment and Tourism (MNET).
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2. As stated in theproject document, theproject objective isiTo spearhead integrated
YVIEGdzZNI £ NBaz2dz2NOS YIyF3aSySyd 2F . FAQLFE [F1S

resilience, reduced water quality #ats in the context ofustainable economic developm@nt
The project strategy is to take a myitrtonged integrated water resources management
(IWRM)approach addressing the range of threats and barriers to the Baikal Basin watershed.

3. The project objectivés planned to be achieved throughree mainoutcomes

1 Outcomel: Stakeholders Elaborate and Adopt a Strategic Policy and Planning Framework
1 Outcome2: Institutional strengthening for IWRM
1

Outcome 3: Demonstrating methods and approaes for water quality and biodiversity
mainstreaming

4, The project target area is the transboundary watershed of Lake Baikal in Mongolia and
Russia, which covers 54,000,00€ctares (a), an area approximately the size of Franthe

project strategy include a mix of scientific data aggregation, systemic and institutional capacity
development (including policy strengthening), and practicaltteeiground demonstration
activities. The core of the approach is the production of the Transboundary Diagnostisignaly
(TDA) and Strategic Action Program (SAP), as per the standard GEF international waters focal
areaapproach.

5. According to GEF and UNDP evaluation policiag;term evaluations are required
practice for GEF fundefilll-size projects (FSRs9nd themid-term evaluation was a planned
activity of the monitoring and evaluatiogfM&E)plan of theBaikalproject. As per the evaluation
Terms of Reference (TORs$jetmidterm evaluation reviews the actual performance and
progress toward results of the projeagainst the planned project activities and outputs, based
on the standard evaluation criteria: relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, results and
sustainability. The evaluation assesgesgress towardoroject results based on the expected
objective and outomes, 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 smiréabds
approach, which includethree main elements: a) a desk review of project documentation and
other relevant documents; b) interviews with key project participants and stakehqgldgfgeld

visits to a selection of project activity sit@s the Baikal bain. The evaluationis based on
evaluative evidence fronthe project development phase through April 2014, when the -mid
term evaluation data collection phase was completdthe desk review was begun NMarch

2014, and the evaluation mission was carried énatm April 7¢ 18, 2014

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OWAHREEVALUATION CRITERIA

6. The Baikal project is at a critical phase, whin@ governments oRussia and Mongolia
must now move forward in a meaningful way in relationaigreement on theStrategicAction
Programme $AR, 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, ancrdnanced 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 mechanismglace to support future work, and
Syadz2NE adzadl AylFroAfAGe 27F (Gorfsrete steps|tdwhrd damiEuedS O G Q &
transboundary cooperation are urgent, as the project has only approximately 18 months
remaining.

7. With respect torelevance the project is considerecelevant / highly satisfactory for
strengthening integrated natural resource management and supporting sustainable in the
Baikal basinThe project clearly supports priority transboundary environmental and water
management issue 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 countryigsifor

each country, and is iline 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 Conienton 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 assessecighly
satisfactory.The project is well oftrack 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 impressivdiveldo the project expenditure.
Project management costs are also below the budgeted amount, and are expected to remain
less than 10% of GEF fundingis fully expected that the project will finish by thevised
completion date of December 201binangal management procedures are-ine with norms

for international development projects and conformto UNDP and UNOPS policies and
procedures, as well abe requirementsof both participating governments. Project-fioancing

is onttrack (with a cefinancing ratio of 1 : 12.7), and could potentially significantly exceed
originally expected amounts by the end of the project. Preject Management Unit (PMUj

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-tnack to make important progress toward the overall
project objective and to achieve the supporting three outcomes. Following the initial slow start
(thesixY2 Yy UK GAYOSLIIAZ2Y LKIaSé¢0vs GKS LINRB2SOG Aa
agreed workplans. Projecesultsthus far are ratedsatisfactory, and projecteffectivenessis

also ratedsatisfactory. 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 theProject Steering CommitteePE{, while others have been modified or
downscaled. Nonetheless, the project is-tback to achieve a majority of indicatorfhe most
significant question for the Baikal projegis it is for most GEF international waters projegts

is whether at the end ofrte 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
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started, and there are a number of reasons that the countries may ultimateleloetant to
make further formal commitments

10. Key results achieved with project suppthtus far include:
1 Completion of the draff ransboundary Diagnostic Analyd®@ by April 2013;

1 Progress toward enhanced transboundary cooperation througtnsssion to the Russian
and Mongolian governments of a draft revised and updated transboundary agreement for
the management ohaturalresources;

1 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
assessmentpollution transport model,and pollution hotspot assessment, as well as the
forthcoming Baikal Atlas

1 Strengthened foundational elements of transboundary water resource management
through sgnificant progress on water monitoring harmonization;

1 Enhanced capacity for effective integrate natural resource management through
development of four river subbash management plans, with progress toward
implementationof these plans

1 Good progress on the pilot and demonstration activities in Russia, including biodiversity
responsible mining practiceanddevelopment of ecotourism plans and infrastructure; and

1 Inceased information sharing and dissemination througbvelopment of the Baikal
Information Center web portal.

T ' y20KSNJ KAIKE& y20l0tS RS@OSt2LIYSyd Aa (KS
Irkutsk paper mill on the south shore of Lake Baikal inyedfi1l4; 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
A2PSNYYSyYy G Qa 62N G ZendirdhoddiBaldGalityin thedBaikaldbadh 8 G a
clearly within the framework of the project.

11. Key issues and areas for attention for the Baikal project in th& Half of

implementation include:

1 Development of an SAP that is adequately concrete and spebifit that can also gain
political support from both Russia and Mongolia;

1 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;

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

1 Capacity strengthening support for River Basin Administrations and River Basin
Management Councils in Monkig.

12.  Sustainability is difficult to assess at the Agdm of a project, butrisks to the
sustainability of project results appears to be limited, and ovesaditainability is considered
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moderately likely Currently, financial risks and institutional/gomance risks are not
significant. Socigolitical 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 signifieg ddoption of the SAP, and substantive
progress toward a revised and updated bilateral transboundary agreer&g@nironmental risks
also do exist as well, considering therrent uncertainty about potential hydropower
development in the Baikal basin in Mgalia.

RECOMMENDATIONS

13. Key Recommendatioi: The SAP development process should include consultations
with sub-national government stakeholders, such asum and aimag level government
representatives in MongolialTo ensure implementation of the SAP itsh be integrated with

the planning pocesses and policies of thémags 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 SA@velopment(presumably in the third quarter of 2014lf
necessary the project should transfer resources from Outcome 3 to Outcome 1 to cover these
activities. This could be facilitated through thenvironment departments of the ifag
governments[PMU, Mongolia MEGD]

14. Key RecommendatioR: The project shoulégxplore the possibility of providinmrther
immediate support to the governmentof Mongolia forreviewing and analyzing the draft
revised transboundary agreement with Russia. This approach would follow similar activities
undertaken in previous donor projects which the project supported activities such as expert
legal analysis, and consultation tkvithe Department of Justice. Being a transboundary
agreement, this would be facilitated wollaboration with both the NEGDand the Ministry of
Foreign AffairsThe UNDP Mongolia Country Office may be able to help facilitate such an
approach.[PMU, PSC]

15. Key Recommendatio: 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 progsults. This
would include, for example, clear agreement about the responsibility for managing and
updating the BIC websitPMU, PSC]

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

17. Recommendatiorb: The Baikal project should explore the option of collaboratinit

the GEF SGiA Mongoliato activate the Baikal NGO network, and potentially undertake some
biodiversityrelated pilot activities in Mongolia supporting IWRM managem¢RMU, UNDP
Mongolia Country Office, GBfmall Grants Programm&8GRin Mongolia]
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18. Recommedation 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

e Syl KAIKEAIKGAYI daun &@SEFENR 2F O22LISNYGA2YE
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 andeexplo
current key topics related to transboundary water management for the two countries. [MNRE,
MEGD PMU, PSC]

19. Recommendation/: To strengthen the current plenipotentiaries mechanism in lieu of a
new joint commission the project should work with the key kstolders and both the
government of Russia and government of Mongolianiegrate the SAPactions and targets
into the meetings and workplans dhe current plenipotentiariesmechanism. This would help
consolidate the project results and strengthen susébility, demonstrating initial steps toward
implementation of the SAPMNREMEGD

20. Recommendation 8: Once the Baikal Information Centre B(Q website is fully
operational it should be promoted and linked to as many other relevant websites as possible, in
particular the website of theMEGDin Mongolia and MNRE in Russia, as well as the websites of
the environmental agencies of the Republic oinBuia 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. Ais would include seareéngine optimization as well, and, for example,
publication of the website URL on any printed materials of the projeédU, BIC developers]

21. Recommendatior®: In Mongolia he project shouldseek opportunities to develop the
capacit 2F az2y3d2ft Al Qa gl 0SNARKSR YIylF3aSYSyd Ayal
Authorities and River Basin Councils. This could include, for exartt@epossibility of
developing the capacity of the Riveadh uncils to act as conduits for public andpert

input to Environmental Impact AssessmentsIA$ relevant to the river basin management
plans.In addition, the River Basin Management Authorit@® expected to operate as key
actors in implementing integrated water resource management in Mongblia they require
training and technical capacity on IWRM issues and approadimesRiver 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 mat to directly contribute to the
establishment of these bodies to support implementation of the river basin management plans
that were developed under the Baikal projef@MU, PSQVIEGD

22. RecommendatiorlO: The project should increase activity relatedresponsible mining

in Mongolia. The project should ensure that the lessons from the biodiversity friendly mining
pilot activities on the Russiaside are documented and shared with the Mongolian colleagues.

In addition, the project should engage with thetakeholders 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 Balkaatershed in MongoliaThe above activities would require
relatively little project fundingln addition the project should explore the option of conducting
environmentally responsible mining pilot projects in Mongolia (most likely in the artisanal

10
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secta), not necessarily with biodiversity funding, but with funding from the international
waters portion of the project budgebr with funding from other partners, such as the &P
[PMU, PSC]

23. Recommendationll: The project shoulctconduct an assessment die feasibility and
opportunities for citizedbased water quality monitoring networks, supporting the
implementation of river basin management plans. Such a program would help more closely
GNJF O1 6FGSNJ ljdz- £t AGe& AaadzSaT foaquigkIailerrting o ifNA &S N&
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. Gitiased
monitoring programs also serve a dymlrpose of increasing public awareness and supporting
environmental education, and they can also be relatively -effgtctive means of collecting
basic monitoring data. Examples of such programs include the Georgia (USA)AAStogam
program fttp://www.georgiaadoptastream.com/dby, and Cook Inletkeeper (Alask&SA
Citizen Environmental Monitoring Programhttp://inletkeeper.org/cleanwater/citizen
monitoring). [PMU, PSC]

24. Recommendation12: 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 2014in orderto identify all potertial synergies between the two project®ne area

of potential synergy may be related to Payments for Ecosystem Services, which the FAO project
plans to pilot within MongoligPMU, UNDP, FAQ]

25. Recommendationl3: Support information dissemination and awareness raising of key
issues identified in the TDA through2lpage policy briefs highlighting the key points of the
primary threats and issues identified in the TDA for the Baikal Bpaiticularly for Mongolia
Stakeholders highlighted the fact thdtis critical to continue raising awareness bfghlevel
policy makers in understanding these complex iss[RIgU]

26. Recommendation 14There is an excellent opportunity to explore and assess the
feasibility of payrents 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 nortash basis, where Russia agrees to provide technical support, loertimor

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 coveragespecific 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 stugdwnd 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 cefinancing received from all sourcedlith the Russian Federal investment program
in the Baikal region the project can be considered to have morBnancing than originally
planned.At the same time, the number and type of-inancing partners, not just the amount
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of cofinancing receivedgan 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 orkind cofinancing. [PMU]

28. Recommendation 16The evalation recommends that the project results framework

be reviews in its entirety following this mtdrm evaluation to ensure that additional changes

are not required in the ' half of the project. In particular, the indicators for Outcome 2 are not
refledive of the planned project results under this outcome. [PSC]

BAIKAL PROJECT MIBRM EVALUATION SUMMARY RATINGS TABLE

Evaluation Ratings:

1. Monitoring and Evaluation rating 2. Implementation & Execution rating
M&E Design at Entry MS Quality of UNDPmplementation S
M&E Plan Implementation S Quality of ExecutionExecuting Agency HS
Overall Quality of M&E S Overall Quality of Implementation / Executiol S
3. Assessment of Outcomes 4. Sustainability

Relevance R/ HS | FinanciaResources L
Effectiveness S Sociaepolitical 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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[I. Baikal ProjecMid-term Evaluation Approach

29. The midterm 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
wascarried out as a collaborative and participatory exercise, idedtifies key lessons and any
relevant recommendations necessary @éasure the achievement and sustainability pybject
results.

A. Mid-term Evaluation Purpose and Objectives

30. The purpose of the evaluation is to provide an independent external view of the
progress 6 the project at its approximate midoint, 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. Theobjective of the midterm evduation is to:

1 Identify potential project @sign issues;

1 Assess progress toward achievamef expected project results;

1 Identify and document lessorkat 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

1 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, includ®@gF agenayversight
Stakeholder participation

Partnership approach

Work planning, financial management/planning;faeancing

Flexibility and adaptive management

Progress toward results

Key remaining baiers

Sustainability

Catalytic role: Replication and ggaling

Monitoring and evaluation (project and results levels)

Impact and Global Environmental Benefits

=4 =4 8 -4 -8 _9_45_4_°5_4°._-2._-2-_-2

33. In addition, the UNDP requires that all evaluations assessriastreaming of UNDP
programmingprinciples which include:

1 UN Development Assistance Framework (UND@dt)ntry Program Action Plan (CPAP)
Country Programme Documer€PD Linkages
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=4 =4 -8 4 -8 A

34.

PovertyEnvironment Nexus / Sustainable Livelihoods

Disaster Risk Reduction / Climate Change MitigatiGiimate Change Adaptation
Crisis Prevention and Recovery

Gender Equality / Mainstreaming

Capacity Development

Rightsbased Approach

Evaluative evidence will be assessed against the main UNDP and GEF evaluation criteria

as identified and defined imable2 below.
Table2. GEF and UNDP Main Evaluation Criteria for GEF Projects

Relevance

1 The extent to which the activity is suited to localdanational development priorities an
organizational policies, including changes over time.

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

1 Note: Retrospectively, # question of relevance often becomes a question as to whe
the objectives of an intervention or its design are still appropriate given cha
circumstances.

Effectiveness

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

Efficiency

1 The extent to which results have been delivered with the least costly resources po
also called cosgffectiveness or efficacy.

Results

1 The positie and negative, foreseen and unforeseen changes to and effects produce
development intervention.

1 In GEF terms, results include direct project outputs, short to medenmn outcomes, ang
longerterm impact including global environmental benefits, lieption effects and othe
local effects.

Sustainability

1 The likely ability of an intervention to continue to deliver benefits for an extended peric
time after completion: financial risks, soqiolitical risks, institutional framework an
governanceisks, environmental risks

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

35.

1
il
il

C. Principles for Design and Execution of the Evaluation

The GEF M&E Polfapcludes principles for evaluation, which are outlined as follows:

Credibility
Utility
Impartiality

2 Seehttp://www.thegef.org/gef/Evaluation%20Policy%202010
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1 Transparency
1 Disclosure
1 Participation

36. The evaluatiorwas alsaconducted in line with United Nations Evaluation Group norms
and standards.

D. EvaluationApproachand Data Collection Methods

37. The evaluation commencddarch 12,2014 with the signing of the evaluation contract,
and the evaluation field mission was carried out from Aglik718", 2014.The evaluation field
visit itinerary is includedsAnnex6 to this evaluatiorreport.

38. The evaluationvascarried out in accatance with the guidance outlined in the UNDP
Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for Development Résuitsjn accordance
with the evaluation guidance as outlined in the GEF M&E Policy.

39. The collection of evaluative evidenceas 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 miderm evaluation processnvolved four main steps, some of which
overlapedtemporally:

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 sitesdagualitative interviews
with key stakeholders at the national and local levels
3. Analysis of data, followp to address any data gaps, and drafting of the evaluation
report, then circulation to evaluation participants for additional feedback and input
4. Finalzation of the evaluation report and followp with the project team and
stakeholders
41. Individuals targeted for interviewsvere intended to represent the main project
stakeholders, partners and beneficiaries, and those most knowledgeable about varioutsaspec
of the project. The evaluatiomlso soughtto include a representative sample covering all
different types of stakeholders, including national and local government, civil society, local
communities, and the private sector.

E. Limitationsto the Evaluation

42.  All evaluations face limitations in terms of the time and resources available to
adequately collect and analyze evaluative evidera®. the Baikal IWRIhid-term evaluation

the evaluator was not able to visit all project field sites, though a numbeeypfskes in Russia
were visited Also, as is understandable, some project documents were available drRlysgian

3 Seehttp://www.uneval.org/normsandstandards/index.jsp?doc_cat_source_id=4
4 Seehttp://www.undp.org/evaluation/handbook
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or Mongolianlanguage, although theroject team and UNDRorked to ensure that language
was not a barrier to the collection of evaluativeigdence. 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.

[ll. Project Overview
A. BaikallWRM ProjectDevelopment Context

43.  This section includes a brief summary of some geographic and-so@mmic aspects

of the Baikal Basin; much more extensive and detailed information is available in the
Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis produced by the projamtionsof the below section are
drawn directly from the project document and the TDA.

44. The project area targeted is the watershedlake Baikal, which encompasses an area

of 540,000 krA (an area approximately the size of Francsfyetching across nortigentral

Mongolia, and mainly the area of Russia south and southeast of Lake Baikal to the Mongolian
border (seeFigurel). Lake Baikal, situ&tR Ay a2dziKSI &G {AO0SNAII A&
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 theonly 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 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 2530 million years, and a maximum depth of 1,63@étens Lake Baikal is the

g 2 NI Re3tiand2the 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 nmeters.

46. In 2008, the Russian Government declared Lake Baikal to befdhe 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 evolutamd 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 consideredacred.

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 andibatés over 60% of annual inflow

to the lake.The catchment area of the Selenga River is 447,06 &fwhich 148,060 km

(33%) is within Russia and 67% within Mongolia. The Selenga Basin comprises over 80% of the
Baikal Basin, illustrating the importange¥ a2y 32t A I longterm écéldgicaf hedtls Q &

¢KS {StSy3ar 5Stdal 2F [1S .IFA{lFf Aa 2yS 27F (K
km® In 1996, the delta of the Selenga River was included on the list of Ramsar Wetlands of
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Internationd 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
az2zydz2t Al d® ¢KS AL .LaAxy AyOtdzZRSa [F1S VYK:
Oz2yidlAya lty2ad Ttp:r: 2F (GKS O2dzyiNEBQ& &dzNFI O
mountains, extensive boreal forests, tundra, and steppeish high scenic beauty ral

significant natural values. Due to the climatic and geologic differences in the region, a great
variety of plants and animal speciae found.

Figurel Lake Baikal Transboundary Watershed
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49. The territory of theBaikal Basis 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 threseparate Russian state®l§last, 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 divideeé Bagin boundary.

50. Differences in economic development both among the Russian states &fdikal Basin

YR 06S06SSy G(KS wdzaaiAly FtyR az2y3a2tAiAly LRNIAZ2Y
GDP per capitawas $11,888080 LYy HnAny X @Xxspilnvbsist, AED D5t LI

51. ¢KS . lFaAy Oz2ydarAya I YIF22NRGEe 2F az2y3d2f Al (
populous city, Ulanbaatar, 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.  Traditionaly, the main foundation of the economy of Mongolia was pasturing livestock
Kdzaol YRNEZ YR GKA& NBYlFAYa |y AYLERZNIFYG LI N
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
FyydzZ £ D5t |yR wp2 2F (T8 pad fedzyea @ dconéiy lai2 NI N
Mongolia has been changing in structure. The mining sector is becoming ansingtga

dominant sector and ha 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 delepment 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 dth power, and water for operations, both of which have
implications for the water resources of the Baikal Basin. Mongolia is currently conducting
feasibility studies for hydropower infrastructure on rivémsghe Selenga watershed.

54. In the Republic of Byatia there has been a slight increase in the annaabnomic

contribution of the industry sector compared to the agriculture sector between 2Z0I71. 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 imtipepn Q&4 | YR V2
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 thetIN2 2S OG0 R20dzYSy iG> da¢KS KAAG2NR 27
with the Agreement between the USSR Government and the Government of the Mongolian
t S2LJ SQ& wSLlzot A0 2y GKS wliAz2ylf '&aS FyR t NP
agreement betveen the USSR and the Mongolian People's Republic was signed ibaaitzen
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2y W/ 22LISNI GA2y F2NJ 21 0SNJ alylF3aSySyd Ay ¢NI:
OAEFGSNIE WtNRGSOGAZY |y A4S 2F ¢N)Iyaoz2dzyRI N
Mongoh I NBLJX I OSR | ANBSYSyda 2y W2 GSN) alyl 3SYS
t NEPGSOUA2Yy 2F {StSy3al wWAGBSNI . lFaAy 2FGSNAQ o6mp
56. According to individuals involved in the project development period, the Russian
government began convestions with UNDP about the possibility of Gdtipport for Lake

Baikal in mieR006. This was potentially building on theork done under a previous GEF
FAYLFYOSR LINR2SOG GKFIG KIFEIR AAIYAFAOLYyG | OGA DA
Conservatig ¢ LINP 2SO0 oD9C L51 onox AYLISYSYGSR oe@
component focusing on a variety of biodiversity conservation actions around Lake Baikal, and

was inplemented from approximately 1¥82003.0n the Mongolian side, there was also some
LINBOA2dza NBf SOl yi SELISNASYOS dzyREMNI & K8 SNARER
project (GEF ID# 1859), a medisimed project also implemented by the World Bank and the
International Finance Corporation, which included a component on sustainabdd-aad

release higkend 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 8a. 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 @l not have resources still available under its GEF allocation, and thus the
biodiversityspecific portions of the project were limited to the Russian side of the watershed.
This idurther discussed in Sectidi.Dbelow on the project description.

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

C. Problems the Project Seeks to Address

S
R

4

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

Table3 Main Concerns and Specific Problems for the Baikal Basin Transboundary Ecosystem

Main Problem Area Specific Problem

1. Degradation of Agptic and| T Deforestation

Terrestrial Habitats 1 Degradation of agriculture, pasture, and rangelan
1 Ecosystem changes

2. Hydrological Regime Changes 1 Water level decrease in the catchment basin
1 Water level increase in the catchment basin

3. Decline of WateQuality 1 Chemical contamination

® Source: Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis, 2013.
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1 Increased suspended solids and sedimentation
1 Microbial pathogenic contamination

1 Organic pollution and eutrophication

9 Thermalcontamination

4. Unsustainable Fisheries and Wild| 9 Overexploitation of aquatic bita
Exploitation 1 Overexploitation of terrestrial wildlife

5. Biological Invasions 1 Alien species invading aquatic habitats
1 Alien species invading terrestrial habitats

Crosscutting Areas

6. Impacts of Global Climate Changq 9 Fluctuations in freshwater flow
1 Increasetextreme weather events

7. Natural Disasters 1 Earthquakes
9 Mudslides
1 Droughts and floods

D. Project Description and Strategy

60. !'a adGlFrGSR Ay (GKS tNR2SO0 Jepanridayiitegratddk S LIN.
natural resource management of Baikal Lake Basig R | | @ga3al € [ 1S Sy adzN
resilience, reduced water quality threats in the context of sustainable economic develagpment

The objective is to be achieved through three maincomes, consisting of 15 outputs:

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

o Output 1.1. Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis of threats to the Baikal Basin
SO2aeaidsSY AyOfdzRAYy3 11 @ga3alt 1S Ay az2zy3a2
o Output 1.2.Study on the Selenga Delta habitat and water quality issuetjdimg
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 Bastharresponding 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 spt 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/Selendasin

Output 1.5.SAR including joint actions to enhance ecosystem protection

Output 1.6. Biodiversity conservation standards and biodiversity management
objectives for tourisn{including sport fishing) anehining 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. Subbasin watershed management plans incorporating biodiversity
management an@cosystem resilience objectives

1 Outcome 2: Institutional strengthening folWRM

o Output 2.1. Joint Commission for the Baikal / Selenga Basin established and
capacitated on the basis of the current joint Russtallongolian Task Force on
TransboundaryVater Use and Protection

Output 2.2.Inter-ministerial committee®stablished ainational levels

Output 2.3. Training program developed and implemented for key actors in an
improved and enhanced, loAgrm transboundarynanagement of the Baikal Basin

0 Output 2.4. The harmonized Baikal Basin Water Quality Monitoring program set
under mplementation, includig upgraded monitoring stations

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

o Output 3.1.Pilot projects on biodivesity consciousnining approaches

o Output 3.2.Demonstration andtrategy 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 inttourism planning and practice

61. The main results expected from thgroject are highlighted in the project results
framework, includedas 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 idalted and confirmed by both the Russian and Mongolian
governments.

62. The total GEF financing for the project is $3,898,000 U8B.project is funded with
$2,630,000 USD from the GEF international waters focal area, and $1,268,000 USD from
wdza & Al ONER AdiAe2 RIA2BE £ F NBIF Ffft20F0A2yd ¢KS TFdzy RA
expected to be used only for activities on the Russian side of the basin.

E. Implementation Approachand Key Stakeholders

I Implementation Arrangements

63. The implementation structie of the project is indicated iRigure2, below.The project

A4 SESOdziSR dzyRSNJ ! b5t Q& dabldAz2zylf LYLXSYSyil
Natural Resorces and Environment (MNRE) as the Russian executing agency, and the Federal
Ministry of Environmentand Green DevelopmerfMEGD)as the Mongolian executing agency.

64. The PMU is primarily responsible for tay-to-day management and operations of the
project. The main PMU office is based in Uldde, 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 AdministrationLangistics OfficeThere is also a PMU

office in Ulaabaatar, 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 masratge

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

AdzLILI2 NI FTNRY

UNDP and GEF practices for international waters projeta$ed at the UNOPS offices in
CopenhagenThe UNOPS IWC supports the projeegpant to address the challenges of project

'bht{ &L y@ECNI kecordangelwith IhdtandingE

management in a transboundary context; UNOR@osrted project startup through personnel
recruitment and seup of the PMU, and provides support for budget managemérdvel
logistics, workshop managemertuman resourceservices,and procurement.The project is

further supported by the UNDBEF rgional office in Bratislava, and the UNDP Russia Project

Support Office, in Moscow.

[t dz

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

Figure2 Baikal Project Implerantation Structure®

Vs

.

Project Organisation Structure ]

Project Board i Steering Committee

Senior Beneficiary:

Government of Mongolia-
MWA

Government of RussiaMNRE

Executive: Senior Supplier:

UNDP UNOPS

Project Assurance
UNDP

Project Manager Project Support

Ulan-Ude PMU Office

Ulaanbaatar PMU Office Moscow PMU Office

67. The main project oversight mechanism is the PSC. As described by the project
R2 OdzY Sy (i s réspoBsible for/making management decisions fpraect 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, aceaability and learning. It ensures that required
resources are committed and arbitrates on any conflicts within the project or negotiates a

® Source: Project Document.
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solution to any problems with external bodiés. ¢ KS FANRG t {fbllownhgtBelil Ay 3 &
project hception Workkop, on November 222011, 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 Workshoys emticated

in Table4 below. However, additional organizations and institutions have participated in the

PSC meetings, as also indicated in the table

Table4 Baikal Project PSC Membership and Participation

Organization 1°' PSC Attendance 2" PSC Attendance
PSC Members
UNDP UNDPGEF Regional Techni¢ UNDPGEF Regional Technical Advisor

Advisor Head of Environmen
Unit; Programme Associate

UNOPS Observer Observer(not indicated as PSC member)

Baikalvodresurs (Russia) Head of Baikalvodresurs

MNRE (Russia) Represented by the PM| Represented by the PMU Nation
National Technical Director fg Technical Director for Russia
Russia

Ministry of Sport, Tourismand | Not attending Not attending

Youth Policy

Ministry of Natural Resource ¢ Minister Minister

the Republic of Buryatia

Ministry of Natural Resourcel Minister Minister

and Ecology of Irkutsk Oblast

Zabaikalsky Krai Head of the department Not attending

MEGD (Mongolia) Not attending National Project Director, State Secretg

of the MEGD; Head of Foreig
Cooperation Division of M5D; Officer for
Transboundary Water Issues, Pol
Implementation and Coordinatiot
Department of MEGD (3 persons)

Water Authority of Mongolia National Project DirectorHead| N/A (Water Authority now under MGD)
of the Water Authority of

Mongolig
Ministry of Mineral Resource| National Project Director Not attending
and EnergyMongolia)
One Aimag Not attending Not attending
Institute of Meteorology and Head of Hydrology Section Head of Hydrology Section

Hydrology, Mongolia

Federal Water Resources Agen Head of theBaikal Basin Water| Head of the Yenisei Basin Wat
(Russia) Management Management

Federal Service for Natural| Head of Division for Republic ( Head of Division for Republic of Buryatia
Resources Supervision Buryatia

Observers PMU staff, UNESCProgramme| PMU staff, UNESO@rogramme Specialis
Specialist UNOPS  Portfolig UNOPS Portfolio Assistant  TDA
Assistant consultant; Law Expert consultant; Worn

Bank Senior Hydropower Specialist
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il. 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 stakeholdeiadent

in the project document isncluded asAnnex6 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, assvatlultiple academic and
research institutes. The most critical stakeholders can be considered as those represented on
the project steering committee, as indicated in Sectilhf.iabove.

F. Key Milestone Dates

69. Table5 below indicates the key project milestone dates.
Table5 Baikal Project Key Milestom Dates

Milestone Expected date [A]]  Actual date [B] Months (total)
1. Project Preparation GranPPG Approval N/A October 26, 2007
2. PPG Supplemental Approval N/S October 8, 2009 24 (24)
3. Project Information Form (PIRpproval N/S April 29, 2010 7 (31)
4. GEFECounciWorkplaninclusionApproval 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. UNDFCountry 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. Midterm Evaluation 1% quarter 2014 April 2014 28 (78)
12. Project Operational Completion May 31 2015 N/A N/A
13. TerminaEvaluation 2" quarter 2015 N/A N/A
14. Project Financial Closing December 31, N/A N/A
2015

70. As indicated by individuals involved in the project development phase, the project
concept first started in mi2006, with discussions between the Russian government and UNDP.

Data on when the project concept was first submitted to the GEF is not availalil¢he first

project preparation funding was approved in October 2007, approximatelyb lyears 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 sigreatnrMay 2011 (considered the
2FFAOALFE LINRP2SO0 aGadlrNIév gAGK GKS 3I20SNYYSyY

" 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 prgatt docu

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. pproximately project miepoint based on actual statip; 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 UNIFEF evaluaiin 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 befdtee project inception workshop was held in
UlanUde, 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 inmolved

the project development phase, the long development time was partially due to the GEF

LINE OSa4aSa8 NBIdANBR 2y0S Al 61 a8 RSOARSR (2 SEI
focal areaallocation At this time the GEF did not have a clear prodessdeveloping mult

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. Theproject is planned for a 4onth 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 unti
approximately January 2012, it may be advisable for the project to havecastextension to

December 31, 2015. This would ensure sufficient time to complete all project activities, and
g2dZ R 0S NBFESOUGUABS 2F |y Aappodndaely féur el BYS Ol 2 L
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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EVALUAIDNFINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
V. Relevance

A. Relevance of the Project Objective

73. The Baikal project is consideraélevant 6 2 Nighlg satisfactoy Ay GSN¥Ya 27
relevance criteria), as thproject 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 idime with the agreed UNDP priorities for each

country, and is idine with the GEF strategic priorities for the biodiversity and international

waters focal areasFurther, the project clearly supports rei@nt 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, ¢KS Yzald y20l06fS LRftAGe | ANSSvS¢nd Usedf GKS |
¢CNlyaoz2dzy RFNE 21 GSNARé 4l GSNAR |aINBSYSyids oSig
directly linked with this agreement, and the plenipotentiary meeting mechanism that supports
its implementation. One of the goals of the project is to prodwa revised and updated bilateral
agreement on water and environmental management between the two countries.

75.  On the Russian side the project is highly relevirdt and foremost with respect to the
1999(rev. 2004)Russian special law on the protectiohLake Baikal. In addition, the project is
directly supportive ofwdza & A I Q& T Sfer $hsustainaiiePnmmabexfient arsbcio
economicdevelopment of the Lake Baikal regidrhe project supports numerous other federal
and subnational laws and paties, as outlined isection 1.5 otthe project document. These
includethe Law on Protection of Natural Environment, Law on Wildlife, Water Code, Law on
Fishing and Protection of Aquatic Btesourcesand theProtected Areas Law.

76.  In Mongolia the projectlso supportanultiple national environmental policies, also as
outlined in section 1.5 of the project document. These include lth&v on Water, Law on
Special Protected Areas, Law on Environmental Protection, Law on Famedibnerals Law.

il. Relevancgo UNDP Country Priorities
77. ¢KS . FAlFf LINR2SOGQa NBfS@OFryOS (G2 GKS | IANB
summarized in a table in the project document in section 2.6, as indicatéahule6 below.
Table6 Baikal Project Relevance to Agreed UNDP Country Priofities

Country: | UNDAF Expected Outcome(s) / Expected Oyput(s)/ Indicator(s):
Outcome(sy | Indicator(s):
Indicator(s):

Russia NA Improved environmental Conserved ecosystems are considered as
sustainability of development important resource for sustainable
/environmental dimension in development.

development policy.

8 Source: Project document.
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Mongolia | NA Qountry ProgramOutcome 3.1: | The impact of the depletion of nerenewable
Improved environmental Resources and environmental degradation
governancas practiced assessed and corrective actions reflected an
addressed in national and sectoral plans.

ii. Relevance tdGEFStrategic 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, gshall, 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 oveeglproachof the GEF's support in the
biodiversity focal has remainedughy focused on the same broad areas of intervention.

79. The project was approvednd is being implementednder the strategic priorities for

GEF5 (July 201@ June 2014.The relevant international waters strategic objective is objective

m Y Catalyze multi-state cooperation to balance conflicting water uses in transboundary

AdzZNF I OSkINRdzy Rgl SN 0l AaAya oKAETS O2yaARSNRAY3

strategic objective the project supports three outconsxl associated indicators

1 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 na#b
inter-ministry committees

1 Outcome 1.2 Transboundary institutions for joint ecosystdmased and adaptive
management demonstrate sustainability

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

1 Outcome 1.3Innovative solutions implemented for reduced pollution, improved water
use efficiency, sustainable fisheries with rightssed management, IWRM, water supply
protection in SIDS, andjaifer and catchment protection

o Indicator 1.3: Measurable wateelated results from local demonstrations
80 Under the GEB biodiversity strategic objectives, the project supports Objective 1.

GLYLINRO@®S GKS {dzaldlAylroAfAGe 2F tNRISOGSR ! NB
GLYLINROGSR YIylF3SYSyi STFSHOIANBISOASRTI SERA&GGS
AdzLILRZ NI Ay 3 GKS &aidNBy 3l KBofektstl Bread Withiw th=iBaikal Basiny R a 2
(though particularly so in Russja)cludingZabaikalsky National Park (Russia), Baikalsky Nature
ReserveSpecial Protectedi\rea (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 opportunitiglse relevant GEF biodiversity focal

area esults framework indicators are

% For the focal area strategic priorities for GERsee GEF Colrh f R2 OdzYy Sy (i -BRrayramwmpk o M3 & D9 C
520dzYSyiGz¢ al@& oX HAMAO®
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91 Indicator 1.1: Protected area management effectiveness score as recorded by
Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool

1 Indicator 1.2: Funding gap for management of protected area systems to meet total
expenditures required for mnagement.
8l. ¢KS LINRP2SOG Aa I f az2ManszeandBiNdivarghSCoasarvation & Ol A @
Sustainable Use into Production Landscapes, Seascapes and Béctore dzil 02 YS H®DHY «&
to conserve and sustainably use biodiversity incorporated iA @B | Yy R NX 3 dzf | (2 NB
with Indicator 2.2: Polices and regulations governing sectoral activities that integrate
biodiversity conservation as recorded by the GEF tracking tool as a score.

V. Relevance taViultilateral Environmental Agreements

82. In additon 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 projethe CBD is a key multilateral
environmental agreement for which the GEF is the financial mechamsissia is a party to the

CBD, having ratifiedhe agreement on April 5, 1995, and Mongolia is also a party, with
ratification September 30, 1993. The Baikal basin progegipors i K S/ rotcfed arelas
program of work, ananeets CBD objectives by supporting the Convention's Articles 6 (General
Measures for Conservation and Sustainable Use), 7 (Identification and Monitoring)si&i (In
Conservation), 10 (Sustainable Use of Congmts of Biological Diversity), 11 (Incentive
Measures), 12 (Research and Training), 13 (Education and Awareness), and 17 (Exchange of
Information).¢ KS LINP2SO0 Ff a2 adzJll2NlLa GKS /.5Qa ! AOF

i Target 4: By 2020, at the latestovernments, 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.

i Target 5: By 202 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.

9 Target 7:By 2020 areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestrynzmaaged sustainably,
ensuring conservation of biodiversity.

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

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

i Target 14: By 2020, ecosystems that provide essential services, including services related to
water, and contrilote to health, livelihoods and wdiking, 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 Basal w
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 ConventiothesSelenga delta

(the outlet of the Selenga river into Lake Baikal) was designated as a wetland of international
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importance in 1996The Baikal project also naturally supports the Helsinki Convention of the
United Nations Economic Commission for Europghe Protection and Use of Transboundary
Watercourses and International Lakd®wever, only Russia is a party to the convention, with
acceptance February 6, 2013, while Mongolia is not a party to the converiilom.project
could also be considered suppiee of the Convention on Migratory Species, considering that
there are some species that do migrate back and forth betwBessia and Mongolia in the
Baikal watershed, particularly birds and fish.

B. Relevance of the Project Approach: Project Strategy amsion

84. The project design is considered sound, with a structurdinen 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 strength@ealis that there

could have been more practical @he-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 argumesitthat this money cannot be spent for
activities in Mongolia. There is no clear reason however dimyng the project development
phase there were not demonstration activities in Mongolia included in the project design, with
funding from the internationalvaters allocation. Previous GEF project experience has shown
that stakeholder ownership and beig can be significantly increased by including some
practical activities that can be clearly seen by local communities and government stakeholders,
even with elatively 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 notyet demonstrated the same level of ownership as seen in Russia.

85. A second point is that a clear gap in the project activitiesiie 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 balme 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 ilucle mining activities within the scope of the
project. In recent years the UBased Asia Foundation has supportedulti-stakeholder
dialogues in Mongolia on environmentally responsible mining; this evaluation recommends that
the projectassess opportunigisfor linkagesand synergy on these issues witliegrated 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 ng@naent 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 ecagyss. The focus on ecosystem services was not

as prevalent at the time the project was developed as it is today, but it stiisclearly an
internationally known conceptAs discussed later in Sectidthof 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 isthat there s 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 wasot 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 contributegomda
project designHowever, 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 Cosffectiveness Efficiency

89.  Overall, projectefficiencyis ratedhighly satisfactory The project is well ctrack with
financial delivery, with 54.9% of the total GEF financing disbursed by the end of 2013, and
greater than 95% annudludget delivery in 2012 and 201Bhe results produced thus far are
impressive relatig to the project expenditureProject management costs are also below the
budgeted amount, and are expected to remain less than 10% of GEF furkdiancial
management procedures are-lme with international norms, and conform with UNDP and
UNOPS polies and procedures, as well as those of both participating governments. Project
expected cefinancing is ortrack (with a cefinancing ratio of 1 : 12.7), and could potentially
significantly exceed originally expected amounts by the end of the projéePMU 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, ihcluding UNDP Oversight

90. The mostnotable priority that UNDP might have the capacity to influence during the
remaining project implementation period is to ensure that Mongaotasiders itselas an equal
partner in the project, and that as mhcas 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 Russiatric endeavor, and the project results widriefit

from stronger Mongban engagement on all aspects.

91. UNDRP is the responsible GEF Agency for tlogept, and carriegeneral backstopping

FYR 20SNRAIKIG NBalLRyaArAoAfAGASAd ! b5t Qa KI & T
implementation, with no notable issueBINDP implementation is consideredtisfactory The

responsible UNDMRegional Technical Advisbas patrticipated in the PSC meetings (and is

actually designated as a member of the PSC), and UNDP provided the necessary introductory
information at the proje&t 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 annate@nal waters project had not

been implemented in Mongolia before. In addition, there may have been further challenges

RdzS G2 GKS FFO0G GKFG Ay !''b5tQa NBIA2YyLE 2FF
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different regions, with Russia under thempiew of the Bratislava office, and Mongolia, as part

2F GKS a! aAl NBIAZ2YyE S BangkikKeyignaloficé,. NBALI2YAAO0AT A
93. The extensive time required for the project development phase can be considered
partly the responsibility of UNDP, as tEF agency that was responsible for developing the
project, but there are numerous factors that contributed to the long development ph@se.

the wholg as discussed above, the project design that resulted is generally sound.

B. Execution, Including Countr@wnership

I Project Management

94. As indicated in Sectioll.Eabove, the responsible national executing partners are the

MNRE in Russia, and theESD in MongoliaWhile the project is implemented under the

Gy FraA2ylFt AYLX SYSyldlFraGdAazyé Y2RFtAGeX GKS ta! 2
fAYyS 3SyOASad ¢KSNBF2NBE LINR2SOG SESOdziazy OF
relates directly to the work fo the PMU, in combination with the management and
administrative aspects handled by UNOPS.

95.  Project execution is consideréuighly satisfactory The Baikal project is characterized by
highly professional andfficient project managementwith excellent planing, reporting, and
engagement of stakeholder&\mong the more than 30 GEF projects previouslyuatatl by

the midterm evaluator the Baikal project easily ranks as among best in terms of the
dedication, professionalism, and management capaditys 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 clustdn addition, the PMU has demonstrated the ability to
work effectively on a wide range of tedieal issues, with the support armhgagemenbf 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 thafe50tal delivery at the project migoint,

as further discussed in SectiahFo St 2 603X (KS LINRP2SOGQa O2YLINBKS
and workplanning, admirably comprehensive recordkeeping praject documentation, and

the engagement of higkevel representatives from both Mongolia and Russia in the PSC and

other project activites. 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 anbdatar

has also proven to be effective. Although Moscow is nothiw the Baikal watershed
(Ulaanbaatar is), having a futime Technical Director in Moscow has allowed the project to

engage at the highest levels of federal government in Russia,digtiussions of project issues

held in the RussiastateDuma.The RuB A 'y 3J2 FSNY YSyid KlFa Ay 7Tt O
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 higHevel governmat attention.

98. There are three minor areas where the projecinay be able tostrengthen 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 pedgaadyance 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. Boject procurement notificationsshould be published

sufficiently in advance to allow a representaigool of potential applicants to submit bids; this

may mean at least one or two months advance publicatobd hy (GKS gK2t S (fF
efforts to make publications and documents available in at least two if not three languages

(often including Englighs 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 shdiliiek

the professional translatorthat the project has contractedyho can work more efficiently than

scientists to produce outputs in multiple languages.

. Country Ownership

99. As highlighted at the beginning of this report, Russia and Mongolia are nmnaetyical

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 differentedlepment 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 projecRussia is investing heavily in a range of
infrastructure and other measures imnprove the sustainability of development in the Baikal

region. Also as previously highlighted, Russia has specific legislation on the protection of Lake
Bakal.l¢ KS 1S AGaSt¥ Aa Syl AiNdedighated & \Wdld Weritagelza 4 A | ¢
Site. The project activities have been discussed in the Russian federal Pameps the most

notable recentindicatoNJ 2 ¥ wdzad Al Qa O2YYAGYSyd G2 YIFAYyGlA
Lake Baikal is the recent closure of the Irkutsk paper mill on the sautshore 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 Mongoliaasly beginning to consider its territory

part of the transboundary Baikal watershed, rather than just the Selenga river watershed,

which ends at the border with RussMaturally, Russia, as the downstream party, is proactively
engaging Mongolia on watamanagement issuedMultiple stakeholders interviewed for this
evaluation, in both Russia and Mongoliaicatedthat from the view of Mongolia the project is

somewhat Russtaentric. This is understandable, given that the project concept was initiated

by Russia, the PMU headquarters are in Russia,thadoroject is overseen by UNDP on the

Russian sidewhile the responsible UNDRegional Technical Advisatso happens to be

Russian There are numerous other small indications as well. Approximately a third of the
LINE2SOUG 0dzRISG O02YSa FNRY wdzaaAl Qa D9C 0A2RAQ
and as a consequence, there are no notable demonstration activities in Mangddle project

legal expert who drafted the revised transboundary agreement for Russia and Mongolia is
wdza aAly® ¢KNRdAK | b5t Qa 62N] Ay wdz@ail GKS
RSOSt2LIYSyid 2F GKS a. A1t . 2hiydisibld grafectompity Sy G | €
which focuses on the lake itself), while there is no such tool on the Mongolian\®id&t one

a0 1SK2ft RSNJ OFfft SR a2y3d2tAl Qa KAAG2NRAROFf d&aoA3
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 tospecific environmental management measures, when its
overarching goal is continue@dpid economic developmentThis was highlighted at theesond
project steering committee meeting, when representatives from Mongolia expressed their
initial reluctance to make any modifications to tlstatus quowith respect to transboundary
resource management with Russm.2 y 32t A Qa4 RS@Sft 2 tamiBugsito el a
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 Sectiditl.A.ivon environmental risks to sustainability for this
project. At the same time, there are numerous individuals and institutions in Mongolia strongly
committed to sustainablelevelgpment, and protection of the Baikal watershed.

C. Partnership Approactand 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 astivitie project includes
an interesting partnership with UNESCO, which is fully responsible for a component on

(0p))

€Ny

groundwater.! Y2 G KSNJ LI NIy SNA KA L) KA 3 KBakg®iKshkyR IA & adiyKeSs LIN

Buddhist monastery in the Barguzin vallen enviramentally responsible religious tourism

The project is actively working with protected area managers, academic and research
institutions, civil society organizations, and religious organizatiéits. example,The NGO
ySGg2N] a&CNR S yiR@richating.inlthe Yevelopment &f thg” BIC

103. One area where there is opportunity for additional stakeholder participation is at the
Aimag and Soum government levels in Mongoliaere are numerous national organizations
and institutions involved in the pregt on the Mongolian side, but there has not been strong
engagement from the subational 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 approximdely ten Aimags®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 terrifbing. level of
involvementhas partly been the case because there have been fewhemground project
activities on the Mongolian side, buwtlso becausehere has been significant institutional
restructuring in Mongolia. The governance structure in Mongekes 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 MongoliaHowever,Aimags also have a criticrole to play on outputs such #se

SAP. This is further discussed in Sec#ibAon results under Outcome 1.

104. Anotheropportunity for additionalpartnership eaqgagement is with the private sector,
although there is some engagement through thiediversityfriendly mining demonstrations in

Russia. Given the scope of the project and the size of the area it is operating in, it appears that

there couldbe additionalopportunities 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

O seven large Aimags, and the Aimags of three major cities: Darkhan, Orkhon, and Ulaanbaatar.
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follow or avoid certain practices to ensure the environmental quality of the Baikal watershed.

While the onthe-ground results of such a declaration might bmnited, it could at least

contribute to awareness raisingithin the private sector. Another approach, taken in other

NEIA2yas g2dAR 0SS G2 GF1S GKS AyAGAFf adasSLa

tourism businesses (hotels, etc.) aotthers such as restaurant$his could alternatively or also

0S aU0NHzZOU0UdZNBR +ta | a.FA1lFEf ONFXYyRé FT2N SYGANRY
D. Risk Assessmerand Monitoring

105. Section 2.4 of the project document discusses identified risk®ygh only three risks

are highlighted, each with a risk rating of moderame of the three relates to climate change

risks.In addition, the project results framework (Section Il, Part 2 of the project document, p.

col0 AYyOfdzRSA | OHIYdDIW 2V G WRN]) S IOKR 2IFad KS AYF
inception report did not update the risk assessment analyStee 2013 PIR also does not

identify any critical risks.

106. GEF projects typically have inadequate askessment at the development phased 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 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 ahensure sustainability. In particular, there is a moderate risk that
both the Russian and Mongolian governmeni# not signoff 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 ashe lowlevel risk of sustainability for the Baikal Information Center online
portal. The PMU and UNDP must continue to diligent risk monitpdaring the second half of

the project, and develop mitigation measures for specific risks.

E. Flexibility andAdaptive Management

107. Cf SEAOAfAGE A& 2yS 2F (KS D9cQa GSy 2LISN
implemented in a flexible manner tmaximize efficiency and effectiveness, and to ensure
resultsbased, rather than outpubased approach. Thus, during project implementation
adaptive management must be employed to adjust to changing circumstances.

108. The Baikal IWRM project is being implemeahia a flexible and adaptive mannemd

there have beera number of small changes and adjustmentade to the project plans and
expected results as neededFor many projects it is necessary to make changes in initial
workplans at the project inception wkshop 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
AYOSLIiA2Y 62 NJ Dridd the NdBepidrNBhasy & thiEkkal] groject no major
changes influecing 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 appléed.
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109. Changes have been made following the inceptivorkshop, though there have been no
changes at the objective or outcome levelor example, e project document foresaw
$50,000 USD budgeted for four monitoring buoys to be installed in Lake Baikal. Based on
feedback from project stakeholders, the P& Zermined 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 framewornkcluded ecosystem resilience parameters for Hovsgol
Lake ¢ 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 glution 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 llakenother exam|e,

the indicatorrelated to the level of fishing pressure on TaimerRussia had to be changed, as

it, is a Red List species in Rusaialis officially not allowed to be caught.

111. One notable point for adaptive management is whether the project willaty catalyze

I aySegé W2AYy(d [/ 2YYAaaArzy o0S0G6SSy (KS Gé2 O2dzy
project will even succeed in getting Russia and Mongolia to agree to an enhancement of the
OdzNNBy i & LI Sy A LIZTHISiy diskussed-#8nigtt in tieSafldptive Mahagement

section of the 2013, ands further discussed in Sectiovi.Bon results for Outcome 2. The

current outlook is that there will not ba cnew¢ Joint Commission as foreseen in the project
document, but the current mechanismay bestrengthenedwith a more meaningfumandate

F. Financial Planning by Component and Delivery

112. The breakdown of project GEF financing is indicatefainle7 below. The total project
budget is $3,898,000 USD, not including the PPG amount. Of @2 fillion (or 23.5% of the
total) was planned for Outcome 1, $6.Tillion (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 iition, or 7.0% of the total budget. However, the M&E costs are drawn
from various project budget lines, and do not hdkieir own separate budget line.

113. Figure3 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.
Figure4 shows the project planned, revised, and actual budget total budget expenditure by
year.

Table7 Project Planned vsActual Financing, Through December 31, 2013 ($ million USD)

GEFRamount | Shareof total | GEFamount % of GEF % of original
planned GEFRamount actual amount actual planned

Outcome 1:Stakeholders Elaborate and $0.92 23.5% $0.78 36.3% 84.7%
Adopt a Strategic Policy and Planning
Framework
Outcome 2institutional strengthening for $0.75 19.3% $0.46 21.5% 61.3%
IWRM
Outcome 3:Demonstrating methods and $1.84 47.3% $0.72 33.5% 38.9%
approaches for water quality and
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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’ $3.90 100.0% $2.14 100.0% 54.9%

Sources: Project Document for planned amodata provided byMUfor actualGEFamounts.

*The project document includes a detailed M&E budget. However, the total M&E budget includes activities that would be
funded fromthe project management budget line (such as annual reporting) or other sources (such as UNDP oyersigttt)
the funds for M&E activities were drawn from across project budget lines.

Figure3 Project Actual (through 2013) anBlanned (201415) Spending By Compone(it USD)
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Figure4 Baikal Project Planned, Revised, and Actual Spending by {$ezsD)
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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 th@ept 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 ortrack for successful execati. As previously mentioned, although the
LINP2SOG Aa a2FFAOAL f € 2itds adtidigatedetiiatSHe prajert W) ha®eiaS Ay
no-cost extension through the end of 2015, considering the fact that project activities only
substantively staed in January 2012.

115. The project management costs are another posiiivéicator 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 diglad thus far; this is less than the originally planned
9.9%, but it is expected that project management costs will regbht not exceed this level

by the end of the project.

116. The project has not yet had an audiithough an annual audit is indicatedthe 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 maeagenocesses, 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 ActuaCofinandng

117. The expected project enancing was $49,288,269 from a variety of government and
non-government sources in both Russia and Mongolia. This is an expeeteduccing ration of
12.7 : 1.Table8 below shows planned efinancing.According to the 2013 PIR, the project had
received a total of $24,467,721 @ash and irkind cofinancing as of June 30, 2013. This is
49.6% of the expeed cofinancing. The specific sources of the actuafioancing received
were not available for this evaluatiprand thebreakdown of cefinancingis not tracked by
project outcome because i$ not managed by the project.

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

Table8 Planned and Actual Gbnancing Received, as of December, 2013

Source Cash/InKind | Type Planned Actual % of Planned
MoNET- Mongolia In-kind Government 500,000 Not available

Ministry  of Natgral In-kind/Cash | Government 13,118,459 Not available

Resources Buryatia

Roshy(_:iromet " | In-kind/cash Government 2,440,411 Not available

Buryatia
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Source Cash/InKind | Type Planned Actual % of Planned
Sprwce for CONSUME | kind/cash Government 5,602,912 Not available

rights- Buryatia

Balkal Institute 1o |\ ingicash | Other (Academic) | 5,496,774 | \Otavailable

Nature Use

Buryatia State | windicash | Other (Academic) 2,204,839 | Notavailable

University

Dept. Veterinary In-kind/cash Government 548,161 Not available

Control

Federal . Fishen In-kind/cash Government 623,226 Not available

Agency-Baikal

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

Baikal ~Lake Wate In-kind/Cash | Government 14,661,290 Not available

Resources Agency

Foundation for the Not available

protection of lake| In-kind/Cash | Other (Foundation) 3,387,097

Baikal

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 totfihemcing received as indicated in 2013 PIR.

H. Monitoring and Evaluation

119. The Baikal projed¥I&E designgenerally meets UNDP and GEF minimum standards, but
is considerednoderately satisfactory due to inadequacies in the design of the original results
framework. M&E implementationis consideredsatisfactory, and overall M&E is considered
satisfactory,

I M&E Design

120. The Baikal project M&E plan istboed in the project docment 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), PSE€tings, quarterly status reports, project
technical reports, the independent migrm 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 responsibleapties, 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 inflitete |
M&E costs are to be fullgovered by GEF resources, or would be also partially funded by
project partners such as the main national executing partners, the MNRE in Russi&@ixi
Mongolia. The project does not have a specific M&E budget linegabeof M&E activities is to

be drawn from various project components, such as project managenidm®. project M&E

plan is appropriately designed and walticulated, and conforms to GEF and UNDP M&E
minimum standards.
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121. The one notable shortcoming in thgoject M&E design is the project results framework
indicators and targets, which do not adequately meet SMART critéviaile the results
framework does do a reasonable job of having indicators focused more at the outcome and
impact level rather than th@ dzii LJdzi  S@St > A0 Aa | faz2z Y2NB aadz
¢ in other words, the results framework simply reflects the activities plaruneder the project,

rather than being clearly linked to the threats to the Baikal basin, and the barriers to

sustainable and integrated water resources manageméitamples of indicators where the

results framework fell short include:

1 Obijective level: Inclusion of impalevel indicators for Hovsgol Lake, despite the fact that there are
limited threats to the lak, the project has no substantial activities there, and there is not adequate
means by which to monitor the parameters indicat@dutrient concentrations: soluble reactive
phosphorus/Chlorophyd); Secchi depth; Abundance and age structure of Hovsgoirmjayl

1 Objective levelinadequate justificatiorfor the target of the number of production sector policies
and regulations that incorporatbiodiversity End of project target of 10, broken down by tourism,
mining, sportfishing, and watershed managementeach countr)

1 Obijective level: Inadequate justification of the target value for replication quantification, relating to
the number of mining and tourism firms applying biodiversity mainstreaming prindiatdeast 10
mining companies in each countand at least 15 tourism companies in each coyntry

1 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 origimaslults 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 -teiin evaluation to
ensure that additional changes are not readrin the second half of the project; the results
framework should set the expectations fproject 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 theesults framework indicators and targets to be revised as infrequently as
possible, and to avoid any revisions towards the end of the projEw project should also

make sure it is applying the GEF international waters and biodiversity tracking teols, a

appropriate.

il. M&E Implementation

123. The project M&E activities are generally being implemented as foreseen. TheiPMU
doing a good job reporting at the quarterly and annual reporting intervals, UNDP monitoring
missions have been completed, atitk midterm evaluation was commissioned according to
schedule.One minor issuen M&E implementationis that the PSC meetings have been held
slightly less frequently thaexpected. Typically project steering committee meetings are held
annually at the bening of the work year, to approve project annual workplans and budgets.
The Baikal projedhas only hd one PSC meetingypril 26th 2013, sinceahe project inception
workshop @@ November2l, 2011; the second PSC meeting is planned for-20i4. The
infrequency of PSC meetings is somewhat understandable given that the project has been able
to engage a number dfigh-level officials in the steering committee, and scheduling meetings
with high-level officials from two countries can be a challenge. The PMidls in contact with

the PSC through email as necessary for decigsiaking on projectannual workplans and
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budgets. The workplan and budget is distributed in January for rerappoval, along with
AYF2NNIEGAZ2Y 2y GKS LINBOA2dza &SI NRAa NBadzZ Gdao
124. Another miror issue is that the project has not had an audit, although the M&E plan
indicates that audits would be conducted annuallne lack of audit is not necessarily due to
inattention, as anual audits arenot actually required for specific projects accordiegUNDP
Russia Project Support Offioe UNOP$rocedures.

V1. Effectiveness and Results: Progress Towtnrel Objectiveand Outcomes

125. The Baikal basin project well ontrack to make important progress toward the overall

project objective, and to achieve theupporting three outcomesAs discusseth the previous

Section V.F on project financesfollowing the initial slow start (the siX2 y 0 K & Ay OS LJG .
LIK I anloée than 50% of the project budget has been implementeaplying that the project

is making good progress on the activities in its agreed workplans. This was in fact confirmed
through this midterm evaluation, and a majority of key project results verifiBaject results

thus far are ratedsatisfactory, and projecteffectivenesss also ratedsatisfactory.

126. The project results framework is includes Annex9 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 levethough some of these have multiple data
points within them.As previously dis@sed in the preceding section on project M&E, the
results framework has some shortcomings, itdoes not fully and adequately reflect project
results and at least one indicator has been completely dropped with approval of the PSC, while
others have beemodified or downscaledNonetheless, the project is @mack to achieve a
majority of indcators.

127. Key resultachieved with project support thus far include:
1 Completion of thedraft TDA by April 2013

1 Submission to the Russian and Mongolian governmeita draft revised and updated
transboundary agreement for the management of water and environmental resources;

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

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

1 Significant progress on water monitoring harmonization

1 Development of four river subbasin management plans, with progress toward
implementation;

1 Good progress on the pilot and demonstration activities in Russ@uding biodiversity
responsible mining practices, development of ecotourism plans andsinfieture;

1 Development of the Baik&hformation Center web portaland

1 Strong partnershipapproach with collaborative results produced with multiple other
initiatives and projects, such as OECD.
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128. Key issuesand areas for attention for the Baikal project in the"2half of
implementation include:

1 Development of an SAP that a&lequately concrete and specific, but that can also gain
political support from both Russia and Mongolia

1 The need to makeignificant progress toward concluding bilateral agreement on a revised
transboundary water and environment agreement, including sestsus on an enhanced
joint institutional mechanism to implement the agreement

1 Continuedprogresson implementation of riversub-basin management plana Russia, and
all feasible steps in Mongolia to support relevant stakeholders to implement théoasb
managemenplansthat have been developednd

1 Capacity strengthening support for River Basin Administrations and River Basin
Management Councils in Mongalia
129. ¢ KAa flLad AGSY Aa y20 F2NBASSy Ay GKS LINE
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,thigdis a prime opportunity for
the project to make a concrete contribution to actually strengthenihg capacity of water
management authorities on the Mongolian side of the Baikal beSuth activities could be
justified and supported under project outputs 2213, depending on the level of financial
resources still available in the project budgétis is such an opportune entry point for the
project that it may be worth considering 4directing some project resources that may be
already budgeted for other lower priority activities.

130. The most significant question for the Baikal projeds it is formost GEF international
waters projects; 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 meaningfand collaboraive 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. BasedonkKS LINP2SOGQa (GNI O]l NBO2NR Ay UGUKS TANA
that the project could achieve at least a satisfactory rating by complefionachieve a highly
satisfactory rating at project completion any GigRded project should generatresults that

go above and beyond the originally anticipated results,sbould truly zero shortcomings.
Examples of some results that might be considesgttaordinary for the Baikal project might

be completion of some demonstration activities on the Moiian 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 paymentor-ecosystem servicesy some other notableutting-edgeinitiative.

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 ofdhoutcomes below. The project has produced arp8@e brochure
highlighting all of the project activities and results in 2012 and 2013, which is available for
R2oyft2FR 2y (KS LINE 2SO Qnitp:/hatkal.iviSarmidg/enseSuitsi A G S |
Detailed information on all the key project activities is also available at the same website.
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A. Outcomel: 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 @edcome 1 consists of a
number of significant technical outputs, including the TDA. Produckdgpth 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 sues related to the Baikal basin.

134. The critical result in the first half of the project is the TQ@Agure5), which was
completed anacceptedby the PSC in the"®quarter of 2013. The fact that the TDA was
completed this quickly is impressive, particularly siités a comprehensive document, and the
TDAappears to havehe acceptance and buy of all project stakeholdersAn international
O2yadz G y i = ordinated gorSdrdtidh DNEe TDADRthe inputs came directly from
the technical experts involved on each of the respective fields or issueshyideology,
biodiversity, etc.). The TDA identifies thepriority issues forintegrated water resource
managemat in the Baikal basin, which were previously highlighted in Sedtio@ at the
beginning of this report.

Figure5 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 ManagementThe Selenga delta is a critical
LAKE BAIKAL BASIN component of_the overa_ll Baikal bas_in _ecosystem,
serving as a kind ofiant filter for a majority of the

TRANSBOUNDARY inflow to Lake Baikal, which comes from the
DIAGNOSTIC ANALYSIS Selenga riverThis study analyzes data frodil
monitoring stations mitained in the delta by
Russiato assess changes in key water quality
parameters over time between 2003 anthe
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 increaserhis study
was planned as Oput 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 basifhe team produced a database for modeling and
simulation of pollution tansport, and developed the pollution transpartodel, applyinghe
HEGRAS 1D (i.e. one dimensional) modeling software tsgere6).
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Figure6 Screen Capture from MSU HIRAS Pollution Transport Model
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137. ¢ KS LINP2SO0GQa NBadzZ Ga T NBRoAderditheB Intedhaticha)’ S NA K A
Hydrological Programmen groundwater also falinder Outcome 1, as Output 1.3, whiclasv
water resources management of the Baikal Basin and corresponding pollution threats, focusing
on: stress on ground and surface water resources; deterioration ofveatality in both surface

and ground waters of the Basin; and vulnerability of groundwater dependent ecosy$téems
Three workshops were held under this activiyovember 20, 2012; March 20, 2013, and July
12, 2013), which also served as an input to the .TAl#gether the outputs of this activity are a
thematic report surface and ground water resources quaiiatand quantitative assessment,
transbounday sampling sites identificationpilot demonstration of isotopic monitoring
methods, and developmentof policy recommendationsAnother notable output from the
''b9{/ h LI NI yRewdyKrid rdrikl &fupgr&d& neéds for Mongolian municipalities

in the Selenge River basin, including the identification of ongoing and planned water and
sanitation projets, focusing on Kharaa River Basin pollution assessient

138. The project has leveraged partnerships with other relevant international initiatives as

well. For example, the projecteveloped a joint activity with OE&Dpported Special Working

Group under theAction 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 Buryatiather relevant
FOGAGAGE GKS LINE 2SO0 Intédrated Dater RelsonrdeNMan&gBmendt foi K A &
Central Asia: Model Region Mongolia (Moklo) LINR 2SO0 = & dzLJLI2A¢die@IR o0& |

1 Under their International Hydrological Programme, $étp://www.unesco.org/new/en/naturat
sciences/environment/water/ihpfor more information.
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Ministry of Education and Research.is anticipated that the project will also be able to
collaborate with the recently approved GEFdzy RS R C! MainstisdPn®dS iindiverdity
O2yaSNBI GA2yS {Ca |yR OF Nb2y uctivgforesSandstape® SY Sy
(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 farugeruySukharaand Khiok sub-basin
watershed management plans, and in Mongolia it has been done for the Ider, Hovsgdid-ake
river, and Orkhon subasin management plan®aseline on socieeconomic and ecological
conditions were documented, anthe draft plans were preparedlhe plans include detailed
thematic maps and other data (sdegure?). In Mongolia the plans were completed by the
NGO Mongolia Water ForumiThe plans are in varirs 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 AuthorityOne of the inportant areas for continue project attention is to ensure
that progress continues on actual implementation of the 4asin management plans that
have been produced, and that these do not just become irrelevant documémtaddition,
particularly the Iderand Eg river plans in Mongolia hlghllght the need for increased capacity of

the River Basin Management Authoritisge, ", " _ " H "mt o ;e yom .- e
Figure7 Example Image from the Hovsgélg River Subasin Management Plan

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

12 Seehttp://www.mongoliawaterforum.com/for additional informatbn on the plans prepared.
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