Annex J — Terminal Evaluation Audit Trail

UNDP-GEF TE Report Audit Trail

To the comments received on 18.07.2015 from the Terminal Evaluation of (‘Promoting Energy
Efficiency in Public Building in Uzbekistan' (UNDP Project ID-4158 )

The following comments were provided in part in track changes to the draft Terminal Evaluation report;
they are referenced by institution (“Author” column) and comment number (“#” column):

Para No./ Comment/Feedback on the draft TE team
comment location TE report response and actions
taken
UNDP HQ 1 Project Summary | The Project Summary Table onp.6 | ID Numbers corrected
Table has the UNDP Project ID (PIMS. in Project Summary
email #4158) labeled as the GEF Project
: ID (which is really PMIS# 3624). Table
rom The number labeled the UNDP
18.7.2015 Project ID (00070640) is actually

the UNDP Atlas ID#, so this should
also be relabeled.

UNDP HQ 2 Project Summary Not all TE required ratings are Additional categories
Table included in the report. While this
email may not seem to be an issue for the .
TE, it causes issues with the UNDP and rating scale added.
Independent Evaluation Office’s
18.7.2015 Quality Assessment as they are not
able to compare their ratings of the
project to the TE'’s ratings. I
recommend that you ask the
consultants to revise the ratings to
match the required ratings (full list
in the ToR). If the additional ratings
aren't added, the risk may be a
lower UNDP IEO Quality
Assessment TE rating on this
report. The consultant should also
include the rating scales.

added to rating matrix

from

Note: the evaluators give one rating
for "UNDP and Implementing
Partner implementation/ execution
coordination and operational
issues", however the TE Guidance
states that these should be
evaluated and rated separately.

Note: the evaluators give one rating
for "Effectiveness and Efficiency"
but these should be rated
separately, despite the fact that the
ToR links them together.
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UNDP HQ 3

email
from
18.7.2015

p. 33 Relevance

On p. 33 Relevance is rated as
Highly Satisfactory (HS), while in
the executive summary ratings
summary table, Relevance is rated
as Relevant (R). Relevance should
be rated on the 2 point R/NR scale,
so the rating on p. 33 should be
corrected to match the one in the
executive summary.

rating on p. 33 corrected
to match the one in the
executive summary.

UNDP HQ 4

email
from
18.7.2015

p. 35 Sustainability

4. On p. 35 (overall) Sustainability
is rated as Highly Satisfactory (HS),
while in the executive summary
ratings summary table,
Sustainability is rated as Likely (L).
Sustainability should be rated on
the 4 point likeliness scale, so the
rating on p. 33 should be corrected
to match the one in the executive
summary.

rating on p. 35 corrected
to match the one in the
executive summary.

email
from
18.7.2015

mission restraints, language, time,
resources, etc) in the methodology
section. Additionally, the principles
for ensuring the quality, integrity,
and independence of the evaluation
should be described.

UNDP HQ 5 general [ also note that some of the ratings Justification has been
seem high with minimal supplemented. It should
email justification (i.e. M&E, quality of be noted that quality of
execution/ implementation), execution /
from although you (CO) are best placed implementation was
18.7.2015 to comment on these ratings given | rated HS by nearly all
your technical knowledge of the stakeholders and
project. partners
UNDP HQ 6 Scope and The report doesn't indicate the Definitions of evaluation
Methodology evaluation criteria outlined in the criteria has been
email ToR (relevance, effectiveness, adopted from Guidance
from efficiency, sustainability, and on Conducting TE of
impact.) As a stand-alone UNDP supported / GEF
18.7.2015 document, the TE should elaborate | Financed Projects and
upon this criteria and define it. The | added to Scope and
evaluators can refer to UNDP and Methodology Section.
GEF M&E Guidance for criteria
definitions.
UNDP HQ 7 Scope and Any possible limitations of the Limitations and
Methodology evaluation should be described (e.g. | principles for ensuring

the quality, integrity,
and independence of the
evaluation have been
added to Scope and
Methodology Section

UNDP HQ 8

email
from
18.7.2015

Purpose of the
evaluation

The report should further expand
on the objective(s) of the evaluation
(i-e. the key objectives of the
evaluation should clearly be
outlined in relation to the purpose
of the evaluation).

Key and complementary
objectives of the
evaluation have been
added to the Purpose of
the evaluation section
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UNDP HQ 9

email
from
18.7.2015

Scope and
Methodology

The rational/criteria (i.e. sampling
approach) for the selection of
persons interviewed, sites visited,
and other data reviewed should be
described. Further-more, the
evaluation approach should clearly
explain how it yielded answers to
the evaluation question and how it
achieves the evaluation purposes
and objectives.

Further explanations of
the sampling approach
and evaluation
approach have been
added to the Scope and
Methodology Section

UNDP HQ 10

Project Description
and Development

The section on the Project
Description and Development

Paragraph on national/
re-gional development

email
from
18.7.2015

gives success factors for the project
exceeding its targets, but doesn't
address what's in the ToR: the
evaluators should assess whether
the project has demonstrated: a)
verifiable improvements in
ecological status, b) verifiable
reductions in stress on ecological
systems, and/or ¢) demonstrated
progress towards these impact
achievements.

email Context Context should further describe the | context in Uzbekistan is
from relevant national/regional added in Problems that
18.7.2015 development context in Uzbekistan. | the project sought to
address section
UNDP HQ 11 Planned In the Planned Stakeholder Details of Stakeholder
Stakeholder Participation section, the evaluator | participation added in
email Participation lists the main planned stakeholders, | Planned Stakeholder
from but their (planned and actual) roles | Participation section
and contributions to the project
18.7.2015 (including in-kind contributions,
technical assistance, participation,
staff time, training, leadership and
advocacy) are not clearly described.
The evaluation criteria Efficiency Efficiency and
UNDP HQ 12 Efficiency and and Effectiveness should be Effectiveness have been
Effectiveness analyzed separately. The Efficiency | analyzed separately.
email section should discuss project Project finance and co-
finance and co-finance. In addition, | finance further
from the consultants should further explained in Efficiency
18.7.2015 explain why project co-finance and Effectiveness
exceeded planned co-finance. section.
UNDP HQ 13 Feedback from M&E | The report briefly addresses how Discussion on follow-up
. activities used for | the project team followed up after from MTR has been
email adaptive the Mid-term Review (MTR), expanded in section
from management however more detail in this regard | Feedback from M&E
18.7.2015 is expected (i.e. did the project activities used for
address all the recommendations adaptive management
made by the MTR?)
UNDP HQ 14 Impact The report's discussion on Impact Discussion on verifiable

impact (CO2 emission
reductions) has been
expanded in Impact
Section
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UNDP HQ 15 Conclusions,
Recommendations
& Lessons

Learned

email
from
18.7.2015

Because the project has already
closed, most recommendations are
geared towards future design of
projects and reinforcing the initial
benefits of the project. The
recommendations should be clearly
labeled, numbered, and prioritized
so they can be addressed
systematically in the TE
management response. To the
extent possible, each
recommendation should be
"SMART" (specific, measurable,
attainable, realistic, and time-
bound) and should clearly identify
who the recommended
implementer is, what the suggested
timeframe is, etc.

Recommendations have
been numbered and
labeled.

UNDP HQ 16 Annexes

In addition to the annexes already
included, the following annexes
should be added:

Evaluation Question
Matrix, Evaluation
Consultant Agreement

institutions consuming energy
resources in an amount of more
than six thousand tons of
equivalent fuel per annum or more
than one thousand tons of motor
fuel.

The order and terms for the audits
shall be determined by the
Government of the Republic of
Uzbekistan”

Above is concentrated on

email
* Evaluation Question Matrix Form and TE audit trail
from (amend-ed from matrix included in | have been added as
18.7.2015 ToR annex) annexes. Report
* Evaluation Consultant Clearance Form and
Agreement Form (see attached for | Terminal GEF CCM
form) Tracking Tool shall be
* Report Clearance Form: (see added by CO and project
attached for form) team.
* Annexed in a separate file: TE
audit trail (see attached for
template)
* Annexed in a separate file:
Terminal GEF CCM Tracking Tool
UNDP CO RB1 | Projectdescription | The Law doesn’t mandate energy Noted - wording of
and development audits/surveys of buildings: sentence has been
; “Article 13 Energy audit adjusted accordingly
Comment Iconltext/ Baseline Energy audits shall be carried out
. ndicators ..
in track ) to assess the efficiency of energy
changes established / 3. production and consumption.
Weak energy Compulsorily audited shall be all
management enterprises, organizations and
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institutions not buildings/facilities,
and this was a reason (gap) that
projects was designed to
cover/avoid.

UNDP CO RB2 | same as above

However, they are specialized in

Noted - wording of

Track energy auditing industries, not sentence has been
changes buildings adjusted accordingly
UNDP RTA | MO3 This suggestion should be reflected | Noted -
in the recommendation section in recommendation has
Comment the end been added to
. Conclusions,
in track Recommendations &
changes Lessons Learned/

Best and worst practices
in addressing issues
relating to relevance,
performance and
success/Weaknesses

UNDP CO M4 | Findings/ Project

In fact, those government programs

Noted - wording of

design and implementation, namely
that the Ministry of Economy’s role
is to steer investment in a
particular sector, whereas the

Comment Design/ have been completed (but cut) by sentence has been
) Formulation/ the time GEF project was endorsed | adjusted accordingly.
in track A . d and started up. They were on-going | Originally the project
changes §sumpt10ns an during development of project aimed to reach the
Risks concept and PIF. However, 2million m2 target in
construction of public buildings the education and
was continued through annual health care building
government investment programs sector only. Later in the
that include project imple-
construction/retrofitting of public mentation, it was
buildings (schools, medical facilities | decided to include
(8 demonstrations) and other urban and rural housing
buildings; e.g. those 10 monitored investment programmes
by project). This allows the project | to ensure that the
to achieve the targets set up. 2million m2 target was
reached (and
surpassed).
UNDP RTA | MOS5 | Lessons from Also Kazakhstan, Armenia and Noted and included
other relevant Turkmenistan.
Comment projects
in track
changes
UNDP RTA | MO6 | Replication It is slightly confusing why the Noted - explanatory
approach project was initiated by the sentence added.
Comment Ministry of Economy, but
. implement by Gosarchitektstroy. It
in track would be good to add one sentence
changes here explaining the role of both in
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Gosstroy is basically the
implementing agent for state-
funded construction programmes
and also policy-making body in the
building sector - thus better suited
for implementation role.

UNDP RTA | MO7 | Management Please check the wording Wording corrected
arrangements
Comment
in track
changes
UNDP CO M8 | Project The reason was that there is not Noted - Wording of
Implementation/ still competitive environment due sentence has been
Comment Adabti to centralized system of adjusted accordingly. It
. aptive government management and lack | should be highlighted
in track management of private companies/individuals that central government
changes (changes to the (professionals) that authorized for management worked to
. . design, construction, audits, etc. of the advantage of the
pI‘O].eCt design and builgings. Currently, the only project, enagling the
project outputs authorized quick implementation of
during design/construction/auditing legislative, capacity
implementation) institutions are able to undertake building and
the task envisaged within the demonstration
project. components.
UNDP RTA | MO9 | Project Finance: The project should have also been The Uzbekistan CO has a
subject to regular financial audit, as | Harmonized Approach
Comment per UNDP rules, was this the case? | to Cash Transfer (HACT)
. And what were the results? deferral for the current
in track .
programmatic cycle
changes (2010-2015), All NIM

projects are admin-
istered through the
UNDP accounting
system. In view of this,
the project was not
subject to regular
financial audits as none
of the cash transfers
were done within the
project.

In 2015, the CO audit
shall be conducted by
the Office of Audit and
Investigation (OAI)
whereby the EEPB
project (00057241) falls
under review by the
OAL The report has not
yet been officially
published.
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UNDP RTA | MO10 | Project Results/ Please provide web-link to the Web-link provided for
Overall results methodology, there are several. [ methodology and tools
. think this one is called GEF-STAP Revised Methodolo
C.Omment (attainment of for Calculating ¥
in track objectives) Greenhouse Gas
changes Benefits of GEF Energy
Efficiency Projects
(Version 1.0) from 2013
UNDP RTA | MO11 | Project Results/ What is the status of information The information system
Overall results system? to collect, store and
. analyse data on ener
C‘omment (attainment of cons}lllmption of ®
in track objectives)/ buildings has been
changes Component 2 accepted by the
Ministries of Health and
Public Education and is
being steadily
introduced within
education and
healthcare facilities.
UNDPCO | M12 | Findings/ Project | The orientation is a bigissue in Solar orientation should
Results/ Overall terms how it fits to the master already be taken into
Comment Results/ plans for development of rural account in the master
. settlements and relevant for plan. International best
in track Component 4 - construction of other type of practice examples of
changes Pilots buildings (public, commercial, solar communities are
residential) adopted by the readily available. Where
government. Master plans the orientation or
prescribed by the existing placement of individual
infrastructure (main roads, streets | buildings must follow a
and infrastructure), and changing pre-determined layout,
orientation of a newly construction | there are still
building is not possible, if it doesn’t | opportunities to adjust
meet the adopted master plan. window openings and
Therefore, suggestions on how to sizes based on solar
implement this requirement of IBD | exposure.
in the real practice will be
appreciated.
UNDP RTA | MO13 | Findings/ Project | There was international consultant | the reports and recom-
Results/ Overall hired (and eventually paid!) mendations produced
Comment Results/ specifically for this purpose. It by the consultant found
. would be good to comment on his little actual application
in track Component 4 - performance: did the evaluation in the demo buildings.
changes Pilots team receive and review the Due to budget and time
reports of this consultant? constraints, the demo
buildings (with the
exception of the rural
house) used standard
approved building
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layouts developed
before the project, with
improved insulation,
windows and heating
systems.
UNDP RTA | MO14 | Actions to follow It would be good to break the Done
up or reinforce recommengations int}? 2 parts:
. . recommendation to the
Cf)mment initial benefits Government and recommendation
in track from the project to UNDP. In our management
changes response we'll address the latter.
UNDP RTA | MO15 | Best and worst Which of those are worst practices? | Section has been
practices in separated into Best
o Practices and
C,Omment addressing issues Weaknesses as lessons
in track relating to learned which can be
changes relevance, applied to the
performance and dev.elopment of future
projects.
success
Gosarch- Letter from The Report reflects all project
- A.R.Tokhtaev, First activities, detailed analysis of
itectstroy i , )
Deputy Chair of Gos- | achievements/results of the project
architectstroy and contains lessons learned,
Comment : .
conclusions and recommendations.
in Letter Report in term of the volume and
content meets the highest
requirements and recommended to
be completed without comments.
Ministry Feedback from Generally, the Report presents the Noted - sentence on
of Public Ministry of Public main findings and conclusions of the | 3dditional benefits to
Education Education - - implementation (?f the joint UNDP- students and teachers
Attachment 1 to GEF arlld Gosarc.hlte“ctstroy qf in terms of comfort,
Comments Letter from . Uzbeklstar.l l?r0]ec.t PI'OH.IOtll’lg . health and
in Letter A.R.Tokhtae_v, First Energy Efﬁaency in Publl_c Buildings roductivity added t
Deputy Chair of Gos- | in Uzbekistan". As stated in the b O_ uctivity added to
architectstroy Report, in the framework of the Project Results -
project, two new schools in rural Component 4 -
areas have been built and general demonstration
reconstruction of four existing buildings.
schools buildings located in different
climatic zones of the country has
been carried out. The results of the
energy monitoring for the sites
showed a significant reduction in
energy consumption, while
maintaining a stable comfortable
indoor temperature, improving
comfort, reducing the incidence of
sickness in students and teachers in
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the winter period, and as a result,
improving of learning progress. This
fact should be reflected in the report
and it should be recommended
further mandatory application of
energy-saving, energy-efficient
solutions and measures when
construction and reconstruction of
educational institutions in strict
adherence with the revised building
codes.

Ministry
of Health

Comments
in Letter

Feedback from
Ministry of Health -
Attachment 2 to
Letter from
A.R.Tokhtaev, First
Deputy Chair of Gos-
architectstroy

Having considered the Report
submitted, we would like to highlight
the following:

During the project implementation,
in accordance with the request of the
Deputy Minister of Health (Letter of
MH Ne(09-3p-3/15d/d 31.01.2013)
in two rural health demonstration
clinics located in Navoi and Tashkent
regions the system of energy
management and information
system for the collection, storage and
analysis of data on energy
consumption of buildings was tested,
and monthly monitoring of works
was carried out by the Ministry. The
results of testing systems have
shown to be highly effective and in
accordance with the decisions of
Navoi (Letter N2 8/01-1159 d/d
01.08.2013) and Tashkent (letter
Ne05-19,01/1244 d/d 23.07.2013)
Regional health authorities these
systems are implemented for testing
in all health facilities.

Through a series of educational
programs and courses, workshops
and trainings, the project created
enabling environment for the testing
and implementation of these
systems. Nevertheless, it is obvious
that further up-scaling of these
systems throughout the country
requires additional efforts in the
field of capacity building of local
specialists, improvement of
infrastructure, new software
products, etc. This work requires
much more time and efforts. In
general, we consider that the joint
project has carried out all the tasks
in the development and testing of

Progress in activities
related to building
energy management
have been elaborated.

Paragraph on energy
management
demonstration in 2
rural health clinics
added to Project
Results - Component
2 - Building energy
management, audit,
certification and
labeling.

Additional time,
capacity building and
infrastructure
requirements have
been noted in section
Actions to follow up
or reinforce initial
benefits from the
project - Point 3
Implementation of
building energy
management, energy
audit and certification
schemes.
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systems for energy management in
buildings for period of its
implementation.

TE Report Audit Trail
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Office ACE-Group

From: Rano Baykhanova [rano.baykhanova@undp.org]

Sent: Samstag, 18. Juli 2015 13:17

To: Office ACE-Group; shulginata@yahoo.com

Cc: Abduvakkos Abdurahmanov; Kakhramon Usmanov

Subject: Comments to draft TE Report received from HQs

Attachments: UNDP-GEF-TE Evaluation Question Matrix_English.docx; UNDP-GEF-TE Report Clearance

Form_English.docx; UNEG Code of Conduct Form for TE.docx; UNDP-GEF TE Report Audit Tralil
Template_English.docx

Importance: High

Dear Adil,

We have received comments from UNDP HQs and consider that you need to start addressing them now while we
collect comments from CO and RTA as well as the key national partners to stick into the deadlines indicated in
TOR.

They are as follows:

Thank you for sending this TE for PIMS #4158 Uzbekistan for review. Overall, the report has some components of
a strong TE, but it can still use some work from an evaluation perspective and have the following comments and
recommendations:

1. The Project Summary Table on p. 6 has the UNDP Project ID (PIMS #4158) labeled as the GEF Project ID
(which is really PMIS# 3624). The number labeled the UNDP Project ID (00070640) is actually the UNDP Atlas
ID#, so this should also be relabeled.
2. Not all TE required ratings are included in the report. While this may not seem to be an issue for the TE, it
causes issues with the UNDP Independent Evaluation Office’s Quality Assessment as they are not able to compare
their ratings of the project to the TE’s ratings. | recommend that you ask the consultants to revise the ratings to
match the required ratings (full list in the ToR). If the additional ratings aren't added, the risk may be a lower
UNDP IEO Quality Assessment TE rating on this report. The consultant should also include the rating scales. The
additional required ratings for this TE include:
* Monitoring and Evaluation
* M&E design at entry
* M&E Plan Implementation
*
* 1A & EA Execution
* Quality of UNDP Implementation — Implementing Agency (1A)
* Quality of Execution - Executing Agency (EA)
* Qverall quality of Implementation / Execution
* Note: the evaluators give one rating for "UNDP and Implementing Partner implementation/ execution
coordination and operational issues”, however the TE Guidance states that these should be evaluated and rated
separately.
* Sustainability
* Financial resources
* Socio-political
* Institutional framework and governance
* Environmental
*

* Note: the evaluators give one rating for "Effectiveness and Efficiency" but these should be rated separately,
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despite the fact that the ToR links them together.

3. On p. 33 Relevance is rated as Highly Satisfactory (HS), while in the executive summary ratings summary
table, Relevance is rated as Relevant (R). Relevance should be rated on the 2 point R/NR scale, so the rating on p.
33 should be corrected to match the one in the executive summary.

4. On p. 35 (overall) Sustainability is rated as Highly Satisfactory (HS), while in the executive summary ratings
summary table, Sustainability is rated as Likely (L). Sustainability should be rated on the 4 point likeliness scale, so
the rating on p. 33 should be corrected to match the one in the executive summary.

5. I also note that some of the ratings seem high with minimal justification (i.e. M&E, quality of execution/
implementation), although you are best placed to comment on these ratings given your technical knowledge of the
project.

6. The report doesn't indicate the evaluation criteria outlined in the ToR (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
sustainability, and impact.) As a stand-alone document, the TE should elaborate upon this criteria and define it. The
evaluators can refer to UNDP and GEF M&E Guidance for criteria definitions.

7. Any possible limitations of the evaluation should be described (e.g. mission restraints, language, time,
resources, etc) in the methodology section. Additionally, the principles for ensuring the quality, integrity, and
independence of the evaluation should be described.

8. The report should further expand on the objective(s) of the evaluation (i.e. the key objectives of the evaluation
should clearly be outlined in relation to the purpose of the evaluation).

9. The rational/criteria (i.e. sampling approach) for the selection of persons interviewed, sites visited, and other
data reviewed should be described. Furthermore, the evaluation approach should clearly explain how it yielded
answers to the evaluation question and how it achieves the evaluation purposes and objectives.

10. The section on the Project Description and Development Context should further describe the relevant
national/regional development context in Uzbekistan.

11. In the Planned Stakeholder Participation section, the evaluator lists the main planned stakeholders, but their
(planned and actual) roles and contributions to the project (including in-kind contributions, technical assistance,
participation, staff time, training, leadership and advocacy) are not clearly described.

12. The evaluation criteria Efficiency and Effectiveness should be analyzed separately. The Efficiency section
should discuss project finance and co-finance. In addition, the consultants should further explain why project co-
finance exceeded planned co-finance.

13. The report briefly addresses how the project team followed up after the Mid-term Review (MTR), however
more detail in this regard is expected (i.e. did the project address all the recommendations made by the MTR?)

14. The report's discussion on Impact gives success factors for the project exceeding its targets, but doesn't address
what's in the ToR: the evaluators should assess whether the project has demonstrated: a) verifiable improvements in
ecological status, b) verifiable reductions in stress on ecological systems, and/or ¢) demonstrated progress towards
these impact achievements.

15. Because the project has already closed, most recommendations are geared towards future design of projects and
reinforcing the initial benefits of the project. The recommendations should be clearly labeled, numbered, and
prioritized so they can be addressed systematically in the TE management response. To the extent possible, each
recommendation should be "SMART" (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic, and time-bound) and should
clearly identify who the recommended implementer is, what the suggested timeframe is, etc.

16. In addition to the annexes already included, the following annexes should be added:

* Evaluation Question Matrix (amended from matrix included in ToR annex)
* Evaluation Consultant Agreement Form (see attached for form)

* Report Clearance Form: (see attached for form)

* Annexed in a separate file: TE audit trail (see attached for template)

* Annexed in a separate file: Terminal GEF CCM Tracking Tool

Annexes requested are attached (but some of them are in TOR), but Terminal GEF CCM Tracking Toll will be
provided shortly by Kakhramon.



CO, RTA and national partners' comments will be provided during the week by 22 July or so.

Best regards,

Rano
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IIpeacraButeascrso IPOOH
B Y30ekucrane

Kac. OT3BIBOB K OTHYETY O 3AKIOUHTENIBHOH OLEHKE NEATEABHOCTH COBMECTHOTO IIPOEKTa T'ocapxutekrcTpos PVY3,
ITPOOH u I'o®

KoMmurteT paccMOTpen Npe[CTaBIeHHBIH OTYET IO 3aK/MIOYMTENBHOH OLCHKE
coBmectHoro npoekra ['ocapxutekrctpos PY3, IIPOOH u I'D® «lloBblmenue
5Heprodp(HeKTHBHOCTU OOBEKTOB COLUAIBHOrO HasHAYCHHSA B Y36ekucrase»,
IOATOTOBJICHHBIM HE3aBUCHMBIM MEXIyHapoIHbIM 3KcmeproM ApsuioM Jlapu.
I{eNbi0 TMOATOTOBKH NAHHOTO OTYETa SBJUIOCH MpEACTaBIeHHe HE3aBHCHMOH
OLIEHKH JeATENbHOCTH, NOCTH)KEHHSAM IIPOEKTa, a TaKKe H3BICYCHHBIX YPOKOB,
TIOJTy4EHHBIX B pe3yJIbTaTe peaau3aliy IPOeKTa.

B otuere OTpaXk€Ha BCA NEATEIIBHOCTD IIPOCKTA, HOZ[pOGHO MIpoaHATU3UPOBaHbI
I[OCTI/I)KCHI/I.ﬂ/peiiy.TILTaTBI MIpOEKTa, a TaKXe MpeACTaBlIeHbl HU3BICYCHHBIC YPOKH,
BBIBOJIbl 1 PCKOMEHAAIHNH.

06ma51 OlLICHKAa AEATEJIbHOCTH MPOCKTa B LICJIOM BBICTaBJICHA HA YPOBHE «B_CCBMa
}’I[OBJICTBOPI/ITGJIBHO».

Order mo 0GBEMy H COMNEPIKAHMIO COOTBETCTBYET BBICOKMM TPEOOBaHWAM W
peKxoMeHyeTcst 0hopMIeHH IO 6€3 3aMeUaHHH.

OT3bIBBl MUHHCTEPCTB HApOAHOro oOpa3soBaHHs H 31PaBOOXPAHCHHSA PV3 k
3aKTIOYHTENIFHOM OLIEHKE AesATEeNbHOCTH NMPOEKTa MpUJIaraloTcs.

IIpunooicenue:
Om3zuvieor MHO u M3 PY3 na 2 cmp.

/ -~
IepBblii 3aMecTHTEIb NpeAcefaTe/Is C/ /A.P. ToxraeB

Hcn.; Xanmxomkaes M. Ten. 244 48 86



UNDP Country Office
in Uzbekistan

Subject: feedbacks to Terminal Evaluation Report of joint UNDP/GEF and
Gosarchitectstroy Project “Promoting Energy Efficiency in Public Building in
Uzbekistan”

The Committee considered the Terminal Evaluation Report of joint UNDP/GEF and
Gosarchitectstroy Project “Promoting Energy Efficiency in Public Building in
Uzbekistan”, made by Mr. Adil Lari - Independent International Evaluator. The purpose
of the Report was to present an independent evaluation of project activities,
achievements and lessons learned.

The Report reflects all project activities, detailed analysis of achievements/results of the
project and contains lessons learned, conclusions and recommendations.

Overall rating for the project activities is given as “Highly satisfactory”

Report in term of the volume and content meets the highest requirements and
recommended to be completed without comments.

Feedbacks from the Ministry of Public Education and the Ministry of Health of
Uzbekistan to the final evaluation of the project are attached.

Attachments:
Feedbacks of the Ministry of Public Education and the Ministry of Health - 2 pages

First Deputy of Chair of Gosarchitectstroy A.R Tokhtaev



Ipunoscenue 1

OT13bIBbI

MunucrepcTBa HapoaHoro odopaszoanus PY3 Kk oT4yery no 3aKjIl04uTe/LHOM
oleHKe coBMecTHOro npoekra I'ocapxutekrcrpos PY3, IPOOH u I'®
«IloBbiieHHe 3HeProd3¢pGpeKTHBHOCTH 00bEKTOB COLHAILHOI0O Ha3HAYEHHSA B
Y36exuncrane»

B menom, oT4eT OTpaxkaeT OCHOBHBIE pe3yJbTaThl U BBIBOJABI OT pealu3aliuu
coBmectHoro mpoekra ITPOOH-I'2® wu Tocapxurexrctpos PVY3 «lloBeimenue
3Hepro3eKTUBHOCTH OOBEKTOB COLMAIBHOrO HasHaueHWs B Y30ekucraney. Kax
M3JI0)KEHO B OTHYETE, B paMKaX pealn3allid JaHHOTO NPOEKTa, ObLIM IOCTPOEHEI B
HOBBIE CEJIbCKHE IIKOJBI, a TaKyKe MpoBe/ieHa KallUTalIbHas PEKOHCTPYKLUA YE€ThIpEX
CYILIECTBYIOIIMX THUIOBBIX IIKOJI, PACHOJNIOXKEHHBIX B Pa3sHbIX KIMMAaTHYEeCKHX 30HaX
CTpaHbL. Pe3ynpTarhl OHEPreTHYECKOr0 MOHHMTOPHHTa OOBEKTOB  IOKa3aiu
3HAYMATENbHOE CHIDKEHHE DHEPromoTpeOJeHHs TpU COXPAHEHHH CTaOMIIBHOM
KOM(QOPTHOM  TeMmmepaTypbl BHYTPH  IIOMELICHMM,  IOBBIIIEHHS  YPOBHS
KOM(OPTHOCTH, CHIDKEHHE YPOBHS 3a00JIeBaeMOCTH yJalllMXCsl M IIpenojaBaresied B
3UMHHI TEepHOI, W BCJEICTBHE, HOBBIMICHUS YCNEBAEMOCTH IMPEAMETOB. JlaHHBIM
(axT HeOOXOAMMO OTPAa3HTh B OTHETE, H PEKOMEHI0BATh JajbHelilee 00s3aTeNbHOe
IpUMEHEHHEe SHEeprocOeperalomyx, dHeprodOGEKTUBHBIX PpelIeHHH U Mep IpH
CTPOUTENLCTBE M PEKOHCTPYKLIHMH 0Opa3oBaTeNbHBIX YYPEXKACHHH B CTPOTOM
COOTBETCTBHH C IEPECMOTPEHHBIMU CTPOMTENILHBIMA HOPMaMHt U IIPaBUIAMHU.



Attachment 1

Feedback
of the Ministry of Public Education to the Terminal Evaluation Report of joint
UNDP/GEF and Gosarchitectstroy Project “Promoting Energy Efficiency in Public
Building in Uzbekistan™

Generally, the Report presents the main findings and conclusions of the
implementation of the joint UNDP-GEF and Gosarchitectstroy of Uzbekistan Project
“Promoting Energy Efficiency in Public Buildings in Uzbekistan". As stated in the
Report, in the framework of the project, two new schools in rural areas have been built
and general reconstruction of four existing schools buildings located in different climatic
zones of the country has been carried out. The results of the energy monitoring for the
sites showed a significant reduction in energy consumption, while maintaining a stable
comfortable indoor temperature, improving comfort, reducing the incidence in students
and teachers in the winter period, and as a result, improving of learning progress. This fact
should be reflected in the report and it should be recommended further mandatory
application of energy-saving, energy-efficient solutions and measures when construction
and reconstruction of educational institutions in strict adherence with the revised building
codes.



Ilpunosicenue 2

OT3bIBBI

MunncreperBa 3apaBooxpaHenns PY3 k or4eTry 1o 3aKJII0YHTEILHOM OLleHKe
comecTHOro npoekra I'ocapxurexrcrpos PY3, IPOOH u I'® «IloBbimenune
3HePro3(p(peKTHBHOCTH 00HEKTOB COLMAJTbLHOIO HA3HAYEHHA B Y30eKHCTaHe»

K coxaneHuro, KpaTkas BepcHsi OT4eTa HE OTpa)kaeT NETAIbHYIO OLIEHKY BCEX
HalnpaBJICHU# [eATeNbHOCTH MpoekTa. ClieoBaTeNbHO, IPOCUM OTIPABHThH IONHYIO
BEPCHIO OTYETa Ha PYCCKOM SI3BIKE JUIsl U3yUeHHUs U IPEeCTAaBICHHUS OT3BIBOB.

W3y4uB nipe/icTaBIEeHHBIN OTYET, XOTENOCh OB OTMETUTH CIEYIOIIEE:

B mepwon peanu3anyd NPOEKTa, B COOTBETCTBHH C INMOPYYEHHEM 3aMECTUTE
MHHHCTpa 3/paBooxpaneHus (mucekMo MuuszapaB Ne 09-5p-3/15 ot 31.01.2013r.) B
JIBYyX JEMOHCTPALIOHHBIX CENbCKMX BpadeOHBIX IIyHKTaX, HaxOAAIIMXCS B
Hagouiicko# 1 TamkeHTCKoM 061acTIX peciyOauKd, ObUIH anpoOHpOBaHBI CHCTEMA
3HeproMeHeKMeHTa ¥ HHOOPMaIHOHHAS CHCTEMa IO COOpY, XPaHEHHIO H aHAIU3Y
JIAHHBIX TI0 YHEProNOTPEOICHUIO 3JaH i, U YCTAHOBJICH €XEMECAYHBIM MOHUTOPUHT
BBINONHEHMST paloOT CO CTOPOHBI MHMHHCTepCTBAa. Pe3ynpTaThl ampobanuu CHCTEM
[IOKa3al¥ CBOK BBICOKYIO 3((QeKTHBHOCTE U B COOTBETCTBHH C peIIeHUsIMHU
006aCTHBIX yNpaBlleHHWi 3apaBooxpanenus Hasowmiickoi (mucemo Ne 8/01-1159 ot
01.08.2013r.) u Tamkentckoii (macsmo Ne05-19,01/1244 ot 23.07.2013r.) obnacrei,
JaHHBIE CHCTEMBI BHEIPEHHI IS anmpobaiyy Ha BceX 00bEKTaxX 31paBOOXpaHeHHU .

IMocpencTBOM mpoBeleHHs psna o0Opa3oBaTelbHBIX INPOrpaMM M KypCoB,
CeMHHapOB ¥ TPEHUHIOB, IIPOEKTOM ObLIa MOAroToBIEHa OaronpusTHas cpefa I
anmpo6alui W BHEOPEHHWS JTHX CHCTEM. TeM He MeHee, OYEBHAHO SCHO, 4TO
HajbHeiilee MEPOKOMACIITAGHOE MPUMEHEHHe JaHHBIX CHCTEM IO BCEH pecryOuke
TpebyeT AOMONHUTENbHBIX YCHIUH B 06J1aCTH HapalllMBaHHsA MOTEHUHMANA MECTHBIX
CIIELUAJIACTOB, YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHMSA MAaTepHATBHO-TEXHHIECKOH 0a3bl, HOBBIX
TPOJTYKTOB TIPOrpaMMHOro obecrieuenus u T.1. JlanHas pabdora TpeOyeT 3HaYUTETBHO
GoJIbIIIero MepHofia BPEMEHH U yCriuid. B 1ienom, cunTaeM, 4T0 COBMECTHEIH NPOEKT,
B CpOKAax CBOEHl peau3aliiyl, BHINIOJHMII BCE IIOCTaBJIeHHble 3ajadd B OONAcTH
pa3paGOTKH U anpoBaliy CHCTEM 110 SHEPrOMEHEDKMEHTY 3/[aHHH.



Attachment 2
Feedback of
the Ministry of Health to the Terminal Evaluation Report of joint UNDP/GEF and
Gosarchitectstroy Project “Promoting Energy Efficiency in Public Building in
Uzbekistan”

Unfortunately a short version of the Report did not reflect detailed evaluation of all
directions of the project activities. Therefore we ask to send full version of the Report
for study and review.

Having considered the Report submitted, we would like to highlight the following:

During the project implementation, in accordance with the request of the Deputy
Minister of Health (Letter of MH Ne(09-3p-3/15 d/d 31.01.2013) in two rural health
demonstration clinics located in Navoi and Tashkent regions the system of energy
management and information system for the collection, storage and analysis of data
on energy consumption of buildings was tested, and monthly monitoring of works was
carried out by the Ministry. The results of testing systems have shown to be highly
effective and in accordance with the decisions of Navoi (Letter Ne 8/01-1159 d/d
01.08.2013) and Tashkent (letter Ne05-19, 01/1244 d/d 23.07.2013) Regional health
authorities these systems are implemented for testing in the all health facilities.

Through a series of educational programs and courses, workshops and trainings, the
project created enabling environment for the testing and implementation of these
systems. Nevertheless, it is obvious that further up-scaling of these systems
throughout the country requires additional efforts in the field of capacity building of
local specialists, improvement of infrastructure, new software products, etc. This
work requires much more time and efforts. In general, we consider that the joint
project has carried out all the tasks in the development and testing of systems for
energy management in buildings for period of its implementation.





