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Table 1. Project profile

GEF project ID: 3185 IMIS number: GLF-2328-2750-4980
. Ozone Depleting )
Focal Area(s): Substances. GEF OP #: N/A
GEF Strategic Short Term Measure on . ih
Priority/Objective: Ozone (STRM) GEF approval date: 207 July 2007
UNEP approval date: 23 February 2007 First Disbursement:
Actual start date: 2009" Planned duration: 30 Months
Inter.1ded completion March 2010 Actual or Expec.ted June 2011
date: completion date:
Project Type: Medium sized project. GEF Allocation: $ 835,000
Geographical scope Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Implementation:
grap P Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan P ) Internal
Expected MSPIFSP | ¢ 408 040 Total Cost: $ 1,243,040
Co-financing:
Mid-term review/eval. No Terminal Evaluation December 2013 — April
(planned date): (actual date): 2014
Mid-term re\_/lew/eval. No No. of revisions: Two
(actual date):
Date of last Steelfmg_ 30—1_31 March 2009 in Date of last Revision: Unknown
Committee meeting: Paris, France
Dlsbursem.ent as of 31 To be ascertained Date of financial closure: Unknown
December:
L June 2011 (to be | Actual expenditures
Date of Completion: confirmed) reported at completion: Unknown
Total co-financing .
realized at $56,491.60 Actual expendlture_s er.1tered Unknown
o in IMIS at completion:
completion:

! The project was internalized in June 2007 with effective start date of July 2007. However start up was delayed due
to a change in UNEP’s legal instruments from MOUs to SSFA.




PE3IOME

1. TIpoexT 1Mo yKpeIruIeHnI0 OPTaHNU3allMOHHBIX CTPYKTYP B CTpaHax ¢ mepexonHoi sxonomukoin (CII9)
C IEJBI0 BBIMTOJHEHUS 00s13aTenbcTB MoHpeanbeckoro mporokoina (MII) mpencrasiser coboit BTOpyro
a3y MOAJEP KU ITHX CTPYKTYp M HapalMBaHUIO MOTEHIMAaJa HAIMOHAJIbHBIX O30HOBBIX O(HCOB
(HOO) m pmpyrux ydvacTHUKOB mpoekTa B AsepOaimkane, Kaszaxcrane, Tamkukucrane u
VY36ekucrane. [IpogomkeHne mpoexTa MpeAroNaraioch MNPy yTBEPXKIEHUN TEepBOi (a3bl MpoekTa
JUIS 3THX CTpaH. ODTOT NPOEKT TaKXKe HaleIeH Ha IPHUBJICYEHHE COTPYAHHYECTBA CO CTOPOHBI
nporpammbel FOHEIT OzonAction B pamkax 3enéHoil TaMoXHM U ceTH misi ctpan Cratbu 5 B
EBpormeiickom u CpenHeasnaTckoM peruoHe, Kotopas (WHAHCHPYETCsS Ha IBYCTOPOHHEH OCHOBE U
MmuorocroporarM  (HoHZOM MOHpPEaNbCKOTO MPOTOKOJA. OJTOT TMPOEKT Jall  BO3MOXKHOCTB
y4acTBOBAaTb B MEPOIPHIATHUAX, OPTaHU30BaHHBIM B paMKax 3TOM ceTH, cTpaHam Crtarbu 2. DTOT
MPOEKT MNPEJOCTABWII CTPAHAM >KU3HEHHO-BAXHYIO MOIACPKKY B ACSITEIBHOCTH IO COKPALIECHUIO
noTpebieHust 030HO-paspyiaroimux Bemnects (OPB), KX MOHUTOPUHTY U KOHTPOJIO B JIOJTOCPOYHOM
MEpPCTIeKTHBE B  YCJIOBHUAX YXKECTOUEHHS OrpaHUYEHHUH, HaKIaJbIBaeMbIX MOHpealbCKUM
MIPOTOKOJIOM, BKJIIOYast KOHTPOJIb Ha/l HOTpedaeHneM ruapoxiaopdropyrieponos (IXDY).

2. Ilpoexr ¢unrancupoBaics ['nmobampHbM 3K0NOTHYeCKUM (GoHIoM (I'DD) B cymme 835.000 mo.
CHIA c pgonoiHUTENbHBIM (pHHAHCHPOBAHMEM cO CTOpoHBI mpaButTenscTB CIID B cymme 108.040
poan. CHIA, sxmrouas 36.490 mowr. CIJA wammuneiMa u 71.150 gomn. CIIA B He OeHEXHOH

dhopme.

3. Cornacysce ¢ nonutrkor u pykoBojacteom FOHEIT o mpoBeeHuIO OIICHOK, 3aBepIaroias OleHKa
MPOeKTa TMPOBOIIIACH HE3aBUCHMBIM 3KCIepTOM H (OKycHpoBajach Ha TeMax, CBS3aHHBIX C
0XHUJIAC€MBIMHU PE3YJIbTaTaMU. brina CAcIaHa IIOIIbITKAa HaWTHU OTBETHI HA CJICOYIOUINE BOIIPOCHI:

i) B kaxoii creneHu MpoeKT crocoOCTBOBA COKPAIICHUIO OCTaTOYHOro nmotpedieHns OPB?
ii) B kaxoii cTeneHu NpoeKT MOMOT YCHINTh U YIY4IIATh KOHTPOIb Haj OPB?
iii) B kakoW cremeHH TPOSKT MO3BOJIMI oOOecreunTh cokpaienue morpednenus OPB B
JOJITOCPOYHOM MEPCIEKTUBE, Kak 3TOro Tpedyer MoHpeaibckuid IpoToKoI?
iv) B kakoii cTeneHu npoeKT crocoOCTBOBAT:
e pa3paboTKe M BHEAPEHHUIO IMOMNPABOK K HOPMATHBHO-TIPABOBBIM aKTaM, DPETYIHPYIOIIUM
UMIIOpPT/3KcopT ¥ MapkupoBky OPB u o6opynoBanus, conepxamiero OPB?
®  YCOBEpIIEHCTBOBaHHMIO cucTeM JjuueH3upoBanus OPB ¢ ydérom pacmupenuss oxsara
MOHHUTOPHHTA ¥ BaPUATHBHOCTH (C IENBI0 00ECTIEYHTh HOBBIE TpeOoBaHMsS MOHpeaIbCcKoro
NPOTOKOJIA) U 00eCIeYeHNsI COTPYIHIUYECTBA C HALIMOHAJIBHBIMH yYaCTHUKaMH IpoeKTa?
¢  YCOBEPIICHCTBOBAHWIO 3aKOHONATENbHON W HOPMAaTHBHO-TIPABOBOM TOIAEP)KKH CHCTEMBI
munensupoBanus OPB?
® CO3/aHUIO YCJIOBUI M OOYYEHHIO YYAaCTHUKOB TPOEKTA, YTO MO3BOJIIO MM pa3paboTarh U
BHEJPUTH cUcTeMy cepThu(uKkannu monp3osareiet OPB, a Taxke ymydmmuTs KOOPAMHAIINAIO
Y COTPYJHHYECTBO HA HALIMOHAILHOM M PETMOHAIILHOM YPOBHSIX /7151 O0pBOBI ¢ HeleraibHON
toprosiueit OPB?
®  KOOPAWHAIIMHU M COTPYTHUYECTBY Ha HAIIMOHAIIEHOM U PETHOHAJIHLHOM YPOBHAX 110 BOIIPOCAM
CKJIaTUPOBAHMSI, U3BITHS U yHUUTOXEeHIS OPB?
V) Hackonbko TOJIE3HBIM OKA3aJICSi PErHOHAJbHBIH TOAXOA B OOYYCHMH U HaJIaKHUBAHUU
corpynHuuectsa ¢ ApyrumMd HOO ams moBeieHus KBaMpUKauy, opranuzanuu padotsl ¢ OPB
U BBIIIOJIHEHUS IIpOoeKTa?

4. Ouenka npoBonwiack B nepuon ¢ HosiOps 2013 mo mapt 2014. Ouenka Bkirouana B ceOsi aHAIU3
uMmeroleiics JOKyMEHTallld, IIOAIOTOBKY IIPEABApUTENIBHOIO OT4éTa M MOJIeBYIO  (hasy.



[IpeaBaputenbHbIii OTYET OBLT MOATOTOBJICH O Hadana IMOJIEBOW (a3l M SIBISUICS OCHOBOW IS
Hayaja mpoBejeHus oueHkU. [IpenBaputenbHbiii 0TYET (QOKYCHpPOBAIICS HA HECKOJIBKUX KITFOUEBBIX
AJIEMEHTAaX: aHallu3 CTPYKTYPHI MPOEKTa; peKOHCTpykiwms “‘Teopun w3mMeHeHuid, (OCHOBaHHAs Ha
CTPYKTYpe TPOEKTa); OI[eHKa BEPOSTHOCTH PEATBHOTO BO3JEWCTBUS MPOEKTa MOCPEICTBOM aHaIN3a
ero pesynbraToB (ROtI); u pa3paboTka mMoaenu mpoBeaeHMs ONEHKH W €€ oxBara. HamnoHampHBIC
030HOBBIC O(UCHI IPUBJICKATNCH KAaK HAa CTAMH IUIAHUPOBAHUS, TaK U MTPOBEIACHUS OIICHKH.

OCHOBHOM OTYET COCTOMT W3 HECKOJBKHX pasmeioB: BBenenuwe; Pa3men mpoBegeHHsi OLEHKH,
KOTOPBI 3HAKOMUT C LEISIMHU OLIEHKH, OOIIUM MOAXOAOM, METOJUKONW M orpaHndeHusiMy; QOmmii
onucaTeJbHbI pa3jiel, KOTOPBIH TPEIOCTABIACT CBEACHUS 00 UCTOPUIECKOM KOHTEKCTE MPOEKTa,
BKJIIO4asg MH(OPMALMIO O APYyrux mpoekrax ['Od, uMeromux OTHOLICHHE K pe3yjbTaTraM IJaHHOTO
MPOEKTa, O LENSIX W KOMIOHEHTaX MpPOEKTa, O MEXaHW3MaxX peaju3alud, (UHAHCHUPOBAHUH H
yYacTHHKaX MPOEKTa, a TaKkKe 3HAKOMHUT ¢ “Teopueil maMeHeHnit . Pe3yabTaThl OLEHKH SBISIIOTCS
HanOoJiee BaKHBIM Pa3AeioM, KOTOPBIA MO3BOIMI c(HOPMYIHPOBaTH 3akiil0ueHHsl, BbIBoAbI U
Pexomenganuu.

3aKiIro4YeHus

[poexr I'DO®/IOHEIl 1m0  TOpONOKEHWIO  YKpEIUICHHWsS  OPTaHM3alMOHHBIX  CTPYKTYP
MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBal 3(h(HEKTUBHOCT CPABHUTEIBHO HEOOIBIION MO 00BEMY TTOMOIIH, BBIIEICHHOM
I'D® crpanam ¢ nepexoaHoi SKOHOMUKOH. A3epbaiimkan, Kazaxcran, Tamkukuctad 1 Y30eKUCTaH
MOKa3ajdl CIOCOOHOCTh BBITIONHATH Oosiee KECTKHE TpeboBaHWUS MOHPEAITbCKOTO IPOTOKONA,
MpUMEHsIeMbIe Ul Pa3BUTBIX CTPaH, XOTS HMX JKOHOMHYECKas CHUTyalust Oojiee COIMOCTaBUMa C
Pa3BUBAIOIMMHUCS CTpaHaMHM, ACUCTBYIOIIMMH B paMax craTbd 5. OOmmMH ypoBeHb MOTPEOJICHUS
OPB B uetbipéx CIID 6b11 cokpamén co 138,1 ToHH 030HO-paspywmaromero norenuuana (OPID) B
2009 roxy (mepBrrit rox mpoekta) 10 30,35 Torn OPII B 2012 roxy (mepBblit T011 TOCIE 3aBEPIICHUS
MpoeKTa). DTH JOCTHIKCHHUsS CTaJld BO3MOXKHBIMH, Ojiarojgapsi Bo3pocmiemy notenuuany HOO, a
TaK)Ke MOTHBAaLMM M KOHKPETHBIM MepaM, NMPHHATHIM MPAaBUTEIBCTBAMU 3THX CTPaH MO BBEIEHHIO
HEOOXOIMMBIX 3aKOHO/IATENILHBIX U HOPMATHBHO-TIPABOBBIX aKTOB.

HOO, nomyunBmme noaJiep’Ky, CMOTIIA Pa3BepHYTh IUPOKYI0 HH)OPMAIIMOHHO-PA3bICHUTEIBHYIO
KAMITaHUIO B TIPaBUTEIbCTBEHHBIX YUYPEKACHUSAX, YaCTHOM CEKTOPE W CpPEelM HACEIEeHHMA. OTH
MEpPONPHATHS TO3BOJMIM  IOBBICUTH YPOBEHb HMH(GOPMHPOBAHHOCTH  IIPABUTENBCTB U JPYTUX
YYaCTHUKOB TIPOEKTa M  CIIOCOOCTBOBAJHM  BBINIOJIHEHUIO 0053aTENBCTB MO  JOCTHXKEHHIO
CYLIECTBYIOIIUX H IJIaHUpYEeMBIX — nenell  MoHpeansckoro  mpotokosa.  [loBwicmnack
WHGOPMHUPOBAHHOCTH CPEH HACEJIEHHS O MpobIeMax 030HOBOTO CJI0sl 1 MOHpeaIbCKOM MPOTOKOJIE.
Crpykrypa mnpoekta FOHEIl He coaepXuT omnucaHus HAYadbHBIX YCIOBHH M TOKa3aTesen
3pPEKTHBHOCTH OTHOCUTEIHHO M3MEHEHUS B OTHOIICHUHM HACEIICHHsI K OKpYXarollei cpene, 4To
MO3BOJIMIIO OBl OLIGHUTb pe3yJbTaThl HMH(MOPMALMOHHO-PA3BSICHUTEIIFHOW KaMIaHWU B
KOJINYECTBEHHOM BBIPa)KEHUH, a UMEHHO B coKpaimieHuu norpediennss OPB unu npyrum obpaszom.
Peakius aynutopun 1nokasajga MHTEPEC U JKEJIAHUE IIOJIyYUThb Oosiee KOHKPETHYIO MH(OpPMAILMIO
OTHOCHUTEIBHO B3aWMOCBSI3U MoHpeanbckoro u  Kuorckoro mnporokonos. CHenuaiuctel B
XOJIOAWIBHOM CEKTOpE MPOSBUIM MHTEPEC B MOIy4YeHHH Oosiee rryOOKoH U AeTanbHON HHpOpMauu
0 PHEPro-3QPEKTHUBHBIM U SKOJIOTHUECKH YNCTHIM TEXHOJIOTHSIM.

Heneranenass toproBms OPB Bcé emé mnpencraBnser cepbE3nyto npodrmemy B CIID. Ha
peruoHansHOM coBemanun 3enéHoit TaMokHu B 2010 romy OBUTO MPU3HAHO, YTO EXKETOMAHO B
EBponeiickom u Cpenneasuarckom peruone (ECP) 06wém HeneransHO# TOprosiau uncteiMu OPB u
OPB, He3ak0HHO-3aICKJIAPUPOBHHBIMU KaK U3BJICUYEHHBIC, COCTABJISET HECKOJIbKO coTeH ToHH OPIIL,
HapsIly ¢ MPOJOJIKCHUEM 3aNPEIICHHON TOPTOBIN UCIOIh30BAaHHBIM 000PYAOBaHUEM, COJICPIKAIIUM



10.

OPB. [IlpaButenbcTBa MNPEONUPHHSUIM CEPhE3HBIE MEPHI 110 KOHTPOIIO HAJ HCIHOJHEHHUEM
3aKOHOJIATENIbCTBA, PErYIMPYIOIIEro cokpanienue norpediacaus OPB, mpuHUMas Mepbl 10 YCHUIICHHUIO
KOHTpOJsI Ha rpaHune 3a mnepemerienueM OPB u Gopbbe c HeneraibHOW TOProBied MyTEM
perymspHoro oOOy4eHHsSI COTPYAHHKOB TaMOXXHH W TPEAOCTABICHUS 10 Mepe BO3MOXKHOCTEH
Heo0X0oaMMoro o0opymoBanusi. B 3To# cBsizn, momorrs, okazanHas [ DD, Obuta oueHb BaKHOU IS
YCHJICHUS TIOTEHIMalla TaMOXKeHHbIX ciy:k0 B CIID. Drta nomomps ObUla HampaBlicHa Ha
JOTIOJTHUTENNbHOE O00ydYeHHe COTPYJHHUKOB TaMOXXHHM W YYacTUS B PETHOHAIBFHOM JHajore,
opraau3zoBaHHoM ceThio FTOHEII B ECP u 3enénoit Tamoxueil. IlonrBepkaeHneM 3HAYMMOCTH
nomomy, okazaHHo ['D®, sBaseTcs HarpaxaeHue COTPYAHMKOB TamoxHH Kazaxcrana wu
Y36ekucrana megansmu FOHEIT 3a ux pedrenpHOCTh 10 00ph0e ¢ HeneranbHO# Toproeieit OPB u
MOIEP’)KaHHBIM XOJIOJMIIBHEIM 00opynoBanreM. CyIIecTByeT MOTpeOHOCTh B 0oJiee COBpPEMEHHOM
AQHAJIMTUYECKOM 00OPYAOBaHUU JUIS UCTIOIH30BAHMS Ha MyHKTAaX KOHTPOJIS JJIs IPOBEPKU COCTaBa U
KayecTBa, BBO3UMbIX [ XDV kak B UMCTOM BHUJE, TAK U B COCTaBe cMeceil. Panee mpegocTaBieHHbIE
MIOPTaTUBHBIE Ta30aHAIN3AaTOPHI CHIIHPHO YCTapEeI U MHOTHE MTPHOOPHI yKe BBIIUIH U3 CTPOSI.

VYyactue B guanore, opranuzoBanHoM FOHEII B ECP, cmnocoOcTBOBajio TNPHUCOEIUHEHUIO
AzepOaiimkana, TamkukucTaHa M Y30€KHCTaHA K CHCTEME NPEIBAPHUTEIBHOTO 00OCHOBaHHOIO
cormacust (iPIC), B pamkax KOTOpOii KOHTaKTHBIE LEHTPEl MOHpPEaIbCKOr0 MPOTOKOIIA
KOHCYJIBTHPYIOTCS APYT C APYTOM, MPEXKAE YeM BBLIATH JMIICH3UIO Ha UMIopT win 3kxcrnopt OPB. B
psiie ciiydacB HelerajbHas TOProBJsl Moria Obl OBITH OCTaHOBIEHA, eciu Obl Mexanm3m iPIC
MPUMEHSJICS IOBCEMECTHO U yHUBepcanbHO. OHaKO TamoxeHHble opransl B CIID oTMmewaroT, 4TO
mexaam3Mm iPIC He odenp 3ddexTHBeH, Tak Kak TOJIHKO €BPONEHCKHE SKCIOPTEPHI YBEIOMIISIOT
COOTBETCTBYIOUINX JOJDKHOCTHBIX JIMI B cTpaHax-ummnoprépax. OcHoBHbIE 3kcnopTépsl OPB u
obopyznoBanus, copepxaiiero OPB, B Kurae, Mnnun u npyrux a3uatckux CTpaHax HE HCIIOJIb3YIOT
mexaam3m iPIC.

CotpyaanuectBo HOO B pamkax cetn ECP mo mpobneme c6opa, CKIagupOBaHUS U YHUUTOXKCHUS
3anpemi€HHbIX OPB He OBIIO OCTAaTOYHO YCHEWIHBIM. PernoHasibHBIA MOIXOA K OpraHU3alUH
ynanenust U yunuaroxennss OPB B ECP emé He 0bl1 pa3paboTaH KO BpeMEHU BBITTOJIHEHHS POEKTA.
Yyactue HOO B cetu ECP He mpuHecno 0XHIaeMBIX pe3yJbTaTOB B CO3JaHUM AaCCOIMALUN
XOJIOAWIBIINKOB B AsepOaiimxane, Kaszaxcrane u Y30ekucrtane. Acconuanusi XONIOAWIBLINKOB B
Tamkuknucrane Obuta yupexkaena B 2005 roxgy emé mo Hayanma mpoekTa M e€ MpeiIcTaBUTENn
Y9acTBOBAJIM B TeMaTHUYECKUX coBemanusix cetu ECP.

[one3ysice moguepxkkorr 'O, HOO B Kazaxcrane, TamkukucraHe u Y30eKHCTaHE YCIEITHO
OCYIIECTBISUIM cOOp JMaHHBIX 1o motpebiennto OPB u cBOeBpeMEHHO COOOINAdM ATH JaHHbIC B
CekpetapuaT 1Mo 030HY B cooTBeTCTBHHM cO CTaThéii 7 MoHpealbcKoro MpoToKoyia. Bmecte ¢ TeM,
MPaBUTEILCTBO A3zepOalijpkaHa He MPeNocTaBUiIo A0CTaToyHOU moznepkku HOO B MoHUTOpUHTE
notpetiienust OPB 1 monroroBke HaIEKHBIX TAaHHBIX 110 ToTpediaennto OPB, 4To sBUI0CH MPUUYMHOM
paccMOTpeHust 3TON MpobiaeMbl KOMUTETOM 1O BBIMONHEHHIO MOHpPEaTLCKOTO MPOTOKoa. B 3Toit
CBSI3U HEOOXOJMMO OTMETUTH JOTIONHUTEILHYIO IOMOLIb, OKa3aHHYyIo 4eTelpéM CIID B nmpoBeneHnn
JeTanbHBIX o0cienoBanuil norpedureneit OPB B pamkax mpoekrta D@ “IloaroroBka K COKpaIieHHIO
notpedsienust OPB B CI19%, Bemonnennoro [TPOOH u FOHUIO. 3TOT NpoeKT CyIIeCTBEHHO TOMOT
B yuére notpednenus [ XDPVY-141b B cexrope meHOMaTepHanoB, OBBICHB 3HAYUMOCTh JaHHBIX 00
obmem norpedbnennu OPB. [lotpebnenne [ XDY-1416 He yuuThiBanoch, Tak kak 10 2009 roga 3To
OPB paccmarpuBanoch Kak KOMIIOHEHT CMECH NPH IMPOU3BOJACTBE meHomarepuanoB. llocie atoit
natbl MHoroctoponuuit Gonn Briroumn komrnoneHT [ XDVY-1416 B obmee notpednenne OPB. [lo
2009 rozma He CyIIECTBOBAJIO CHUCTEMBI HaAJIEKaIleT0O MOHUTOPHHIAa U KOHTPOJISL Hal HMMIIOPTOM,
pacnpeieieHUeM U HCIIOJIb30BaHUEM MPEABAPUTENBHO CMEIIEHHOTO MOJIMOJIBHOTO KOMIIOHEHTA.



11.

12.

13.

14.

CymectByer o0mee MNpeacTaBICHHE O TOM, 4YTO BHEIPEHHE HaJUIeXallero TeXHHYECKOro
00CITy>)KUBaHUsI 00OPYAIOBaHUS B XOJIOAWIBHOM CEKTOpe Aa€T B pe3yibTaTe COKpalleHHE BHIOPOCOB
OPB 1 moBBIIIaE€T Ka4ecTBO PEMOHTa M OOCITY)KWBaHMS, YTO B PaBHOM Mepe OTBEYaeT 3ampocam
noTpeduTenel M BeAET K YIyUIIEHHIO KadecTBa OKpykaromei cpenbl. O0sa3arenpHas cepTudrKamus
TEXHUYECKOro IepCcoHaja SBISETCS Ba)KHBIM TPEOOBaHMEM ISl JOCTIDKEHMS STOH LENH, IPU 3TOM
CO3JIaHHE ACCOIMALMKN XOJOIMIBIINKOB paccMaTpUBaeTCs Kak MEepBbI mar Ha 3ToM mytu. HOO
VY306ekucrana npeanpuHsII HECKOJIBKO MOMBITOK AJIS1 YUPEXKICHUS TaKOH acCOLMALM, U B HACTOALICE
BpeMsl paboTaeT HaJ IOPHUANYECKHMH acTIeKTaMH 3TOW 3amadn. A3sepOaimkad u KazaxcraH CHIBHO
orcratoT. B Tamkukucrane, acconyaluy XOJOAMIBIIMKOB cymectByer ¢ 2005 roma. OnnHako
MPaKTUYeCKOe BHEApPEHHE 00s3aTeNbHON cepTH(UKANKM U 3aKperuieHre OQHUIMAIBFHOTO CTaTyca 3a
cepTu(dUKaTaMy, BbIIAHHBIMM aCCOLMALME XOJOOWIBIIMKOB B 3TOH CTpaHe, HATAJKUBAeTCsS Ha
cepbE3Hble MpemATcTBUs. KBanuukanusi TEXHHYECKOTO MEpCOHaja, MONYyYUBIIErO CEPTUPHUKATEHL,
TpeOyeT MOATBEPIKICHUS CO CTOPOHBI MHUHHUCTEpCTBA 00pa3oBaHMsI, PaBHO Kak M y4eOHBIH mpoliecc,
mporpamMMa OOy4eHHs, TecThpoBaHue H.T.A. Heobxommmo, urobsr HOO mony4ynnu monHyro
rH(GOPMAITHIO 0 TPEOOBAHMAX K 005M3aTENbHON cepTU(hUKAINY B CBOUX CTPAHAX.

[poext O6bu1 yrBepkaéH FOHEII ¢ nayamom BemmonHenust B utone 2007 roma. B cooTBercTBHE €
IUTAHOM MPOJOJDKUTEIBHOCTh MpoeKTa Obuta onpeaeneHa B 30 mecsues. OnHAKO HAa4Yajlo MPOEKTa B
Kazaxcrane, Tamkukucrane u Y30ekuctane ObLIO 3a/iepKaHO Ha JiBa roja, a B AsepOaiijvkaHe Ha
TpH ToJa B CBS3M C M3MEHeHHEeM (OpMBI IOpHIMUECKOro cornameHus co croponsl KOHEII
(MemopaHayM 0 B3anMOTIOHMMaHuH ObLT 3aMeHEH Ha Cornamenue o puHaHcupoBaHum). Kpome Toro
B IOHEIl mnpouzommia peopraHu3zanuss B aIMUHUCTPATUBHOM YOPABICHUH IPOECKTOM.
JonoaHuTeNnpHBIA O 3ajepkku B AsepOaiipkaHe ObIT BBI3BAaH TEM, YTO OOHAPYKHIICS
HenoraueHHslid octatok npumepHo B 15.000 gomn. CLHA ot ¢uHaHCHpPOBaHHS NEPBOHAYAILHOTO
npoekta 'D®/FOHEII no noamepkke opraHn3alliOHHBIX CTPYKTYP, KOTOPBIH 3aBEpPIIMICA CEMb JIET
Hazajq B 2002 rogy. Cronb 3HaYUTENbHAS 33JiepKKa C HA4aJOM BBITIOJHEHHS NMPOEKTa U COKPAIICHHE
€ro MPOJIOJDKUTENFHOCTH MMENN KpaifHe HeraTuBHOE Bo3zaelcTBre Ha dddexTrBHOCTE padotsl HOO
B 3THX cTpaHax. HecMoTpsi Ha BaXKHOCTh IPOBENEHHS PEOPraHU3alMUd B CHUCTEME YIPaBIICHHS
IOHEI/TD® u 3HaunMocTh cOOMIOACHKUS (PUHAHCOBOM OTUYETHOCTH, 3aJieplKKa Hayajia MPOSKTa B
Te4YeHHe TPEX JIET MPEICTABISIETCS YPE3IMEPHO OOJIBIION.

IIpoext nmnst uvereipéx CIID ObuT yTBepkIEH KaKk PErHOHAIBHBIA BCEOOBEMIIIOIINM MPOEKT.
[IpoexTHBI AOKYMEHT, OMHAKO, HE IMpeaiaraeT JOCTAaTOYHOTO OOOCHOBAaHUS TAaKOTO IIOJXO0JA.
leorpadmyecknii OXBaT TPOEKTa SBISUICS HAIMOHAIBHBIM C BKIOUYEHHEM IIUIIh HEKOTOPBIX
KOMITOHEHTOB B 00Jiee IUPOKHNA PEerrHOHANBHBIH KOHTEKCT EBpomneiickoll M cpeaHeasnaTcKoul CeTd
FOHEII, Bxmrowaromieit B cebst aeeHannats crpad Ctateu 5 B EBpome m Aszuu. JlomomHuUTEIHHBIC
COOOpaKeHHS Ha 3TOT CUET NPUBOAATCS B naparpade 176.

3 hexTUBHOCTD MOMOIIH, TpenocTaBieHHoN [ mist moanepKKi OpraHu3alioHHBIX CTPYKTYP U
MPOJO/DKEHUIO PadOThl 1O COKpalieHHi0 ucroiib3oBanus OPB, Obula BecbMa BBICOKOM. OjHAKO
ClleAyeT MMETh B BHUJY, YTO NIPU €IMHOPA30BOM (MHAHCHUPOBAHWHU KIIFOUEBBIX JJIEMEHTOB TaKUX
OpPraHHU3ALMOHHBIX CTPYKTYP B CTpaHax ¢ MEPEXOJHON SKOHOMUKOHN CO CTOJIb HU3KUMH 0XOAAMHU Ha
Ayury HacCJICHUA TPYAHO OXUAAThb JOJTOBPEMCHHBIX yCTOﬁQHBBIX PE3YILTATOB MX ACATCIBHOCTH.
Ecte ocHoBanus mnpeamnojarat, 4YTO0 B OTCYTCTBUE IIPOJOJIKCHUA BHEIITHEN MMOAACPIKKHN
npuoOPEeTEHHBIH MOTEHIMANI  MOXET HadaTh JerpaJupoBaTh, IOBHIMIAS PUCKHM B COOJIOACHUH
rpaduka yCKOpeHHOTro BbIBoJIa U3 yrorpebnenus [ XDY. Kpome Toro, kak mokazano B maparpadax
160 u 161, dpunancupoBanne HOO u3 eHTpanbHOTO OIOKETa HE rapaHTUPYET OCTOSHCTBA COCTaBa
nepconana HOO u ero kBamuduxauuu. HeoOxomumo pa3pabaTeiBaTh M NPUHUMATh MEPHI 10
BkioueHuto pyHkuit HOO B rocyaapcTBeHHBIE CTPYKTYPHI YIPABICHUS ¢ YUYETOM TOJITOBPEMEHHOM
NEpCHEKTUBbl M BBOAUTH CHCTeMbl moolpeHus corpyaHukos HOO, kortopble Obl MO3BOMSIM
JOTIOJHSITH YCTaHOBIICHHBIH YPOBEHb UX 3apIUIaThl U3 APYTHX (PMHAHCOBBIX HCTOYHUKOB.
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15.

PeiiTunr

Bcem pesynpraTam mpoekTa ObLT IPUCBOEH peHTHHT, J{J1s Ka)kaoro KoMIoHeHTa Obliia BEIOpaHa cBOs
mKana pedTtwHra. s OONBIIMHCTBA KpUTEPHEB HCIOIB30BANACh CIEMYIOIMAs IIecTH OaibHas
mkana: Becema ycnemno (BY); Yenemno (V); YMepenno yenemHo (YVY); YMepeHHO HEYCIEITHO

(YH); Heycnemino (HY); Becbma neycneriao (BH).

16. Z[J'I}l KaXJa0il u3 XapPaKTCPpUCTHUK COXPAaHCHUA YCTOP'I‘II/IBOCTH PE3YJIbTAaTOB MPUMCHAIACH CIICAYIOIIasa

IKaja:

Bepositao (B) — Pruck yctoitunBoCcTH OTCYTCTBYET.
Ynmepenno sepostHO (YB) — CymiecTByeT yMEepeHHBIH PUCK COXpaHEHHUS] YCTOWIHMBOCTH PE3yIIbTATOB.

YMEpPEHHO MaJIOBEPOSITHO

pe3ybTaToB.

MamnosepositHO (M) — CoxpaHEeHHIO YCTOHYHBOCTH YTPOXKAIOT KPaiiHE OMMaCHBIC PUCKH.

(YM) — CymecTByeT CepbE3HBIM PUCK COXPAHEHHS] YCTONYHMBOCTHU

17. Tlpoekt B 1emoM ObUT OIEHEH Kak yCHEHIHbIH. [IpUCBOCHHBIE PEHTHHTH C KPATKHM IMOSICHEHHEM
000CHOBaHUS PEUTHHIOB MOKa3aHbl B Tabnuue 6 11 KaXkKa0ro U3 KpUTEPUEB OLICHKH.

Taoauna 2. PeliTHHIM OLlEHKH

Kpurepun KpaTrkue nosicnenust PeiiTunr
A. CootBercTBHE [IpoekT u ero pe3yabTaTbl COOTBETCTBOBAIM LieisiM nporpamMmbl FOHEIT
CTpPATErudeCKUM LENSAM OzoneAction, Tlpoekr siBisietcs dacthio miiana KOHEIT mo ynpasienuto

MIPUPOAOOXPAaHHON JEeSTEIHPHOCTEIO M CTPATETHUECKOTO TUIaHa, IPHHSATOTO BY
Ha Bbamn. [IpoekT Takke COOTBETCTBYET HECKOJIBKAM CTPATETHYECKUM
neiasm I'DO.
B. Bemonnxenne BrImoHeHNe 3arIaHUPOBAHHBIX MEPOIPHATHI OBUIO OIEHEHO IO ISTH
3aIUIaHUPOBAHHBIX KaTeropusiM B YEThIpEX cTpaHaX. PEHTHHI BBINONHEHUS BapbUPOBAJICS OT Y
MEPONPHATHH BY no YH (cm. Tabmuiy 4 B Tekcte otuéra). O0mwuit peirtuar (V).
C. Db deKTHBHOCTB:
Hoctrxenue uesneil npoekra vy
U €TO Pe3yIbTaThI
1. loctmxeHue JocTimkeHne XKelaeMbIX Pe3yIbTaTOB OIEHHBAIOCH IO IMATH KaTETOPHSIM
JKEJIaeMbIX PE3yJbTaTOB B 4eTHIpEX cTpaHax. PeiituHr Bapsuposancs or BY no YH (cm. Tabmuiy 5 vy
B TekcTe otuéra). O0umii peiitunr (YY).

2. BeposTHocTh JloCcTHTHYTBIE TIPOMEXYTOYHBIE Pe3yJbTaThl HANPSIMYIO CBSI3aHBI C SBHO

MOJIOKHUTEITBHOTO BBIPQXEHHBIM M HEMOCPEICTBEHHBIM MOJIOKHUTEIBHBIM HKOJOTHYECKIM

BO3JIEUCTBUS BO37CHCTBHEM. BO3HUKIINE TPYTHOCTH OBUIM YCIENIHO NPEOJOoJeHH. B Becsma

pe3yabTaTe BBIOTHEHHUS NMPOEKTa JOCTHUTHYTO COKpAIeHHe MOTpeOIeHus BEPOSITHO
OPB wu yMmeHbIICHHE BBIOPOCOB  TIOCPEACTBOM  H3BICUCHHSA W
permpkyisim OPB.

3. locTmkeHne OCHOBHOM | JlOCTMXKEHHE MOCTABJICHHBIX IIEJCH W MOKA3aTe/ICH CBSA3aHO C YCIECIIHBIM

LEJIU IPOEKTa 1 BBINOJIHEHHEM 3alJIAHUPOBAHHBIX MEPONPUATHH U MOJIy4eHHE JKEIAeMbIX

3aIlIaHUPOBAHHBIX pesynpTatoB. CTpaHaM yAaloCh JOCTUYb 3aMETHOIO COKpAIEHUs

nokaszaresei motpebiiennss OPB B 2012 romy, KOTOpBIH mociemoBan cpa3y 3a
3aBepuieHrueM mnpoekta B 2011 romy. HanuoHanbHble CTpaTerud Mo
cokpameHnto norpebnenus ['XDY Obutn pazpaboTaHbl C MOMOMIBIO 4
ITPOOH B VY36ekuctane n Tamkukucrade u ¢ nomoinsio IOHUIO B
Azepbaitmkane py moaaepKke co cToponsl pyakuuoHupyrommx HOO u
JIPYTUX YYaCTHHKOB B paMKaX perdoHambHOro mpoekra I'Dd 1o
noanepkke CIID. DTtm nBa KIOYEBBHIX (aKTOpa OMPENSTHIN PEUTHHT
BEPOSITHOCTH TIOJIOKUTEIHHOTO BO3NEHCTBUS Kak ~“Bechbma BEpOSTHBIN .
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Kpurepun

Kparkue nosicHenust

PeliTunr

OTOT PEUTHHT MO3BOJIAET 3aKIIOYUTH, YTO OCHOBHAS IIENb MPOEKTa ObLIa
nocturHyta.  OOImuWii peUTHHT NOCTIDKEHUS OCHOBHOM IIENH MPOCKTa H
3aIJIAaHUPOBAHHBIX TIOKa3aTeslel onpenenéH Kak “Y CnelHblil .

D. Vcroituusocts 1
MTOBTOPCHUE
MOJTyYEHHOTO OIBITA

VB

1.dunancosas

B kpaTkocpouHO#l mepcreKkTHBe (UHAHCOBBIE PHUCKHA yCTOWIHBOCTH
MOTYYEHHBIX  PE3yJNbTaTOB  MOXKHO  CUYHTaTh  HEOONBIINMH B
AzepOaiimkane, Tamkukuctane u Y30ekuctane. B To ke BpeMs pHCKH
JUIL COXPAHEHHUS TONOKHUTENBHBIX PE3yIbTaTOB M B KOHEYHOM HTOre
JanbHeimero cokpamenus norpednennss OPB B Kazaxcrane ocrarorcs
BBICOKUMH B CHJIy TOrO, TOTO IIPOLIECC PAacCMOTPEHHs 3ampoca Ha
okazaHue rnomMoIy oT 'SP HaxoAUTCS HAa caMOil HaYalbHOM CTaguH, TaK
kak patudukauus [lekuHckoit nonpaBku KazaxcrtaHoM — CHIBHO
3aJIepKUBAETCSI.

VB

2. CoumanbHo-
IIOJIMTUYCCKAA

[MpaBurenscTBa  Y30ekucraHna u  TapKuKHCTaHa  TOJHOCTBIO M
CBOEGBPEMEHHO BBINIOJIHUIN 00S3aTENbCTBA, BBITEKAIOUINE W3 NPUHATHA
MoHpeanbCKOro NpoTOKONa W ero  mompaBok. [IpaBUTensCTBO
Azep0baiikaHa ~ WCHBITBIBACT TPYAHOCTH B IIONBITKE TIPUBECTH B
COOTBETCTBUE JaHHbBIE, mpeocTaBisieMble B pamkax Crateun 7.
IMpaBurenscTBo KazaxcTaHa He MONHOCTHIO BBIMOJHSACT TPeOOBaHUA
MoHpeanbCKoro NpoTOKONa M €ro NOMPaBOK TEM CaMbIM, CO3/1aBasi PUCKH
JUI yCTOMYMBOCTH PE3YIBTATOB MIPOEKTA.

VB

3. OpranuzaunoHHas
CTPYKTypa

OpraHu3anMoHHasl CTPYKTypa M CHCTEMa YIpaBJICHUS B Y30EKUCTaHE
OLlCHMBAeTCsA Kak BechMa Hané&xkaas. OpraHu3alMoHHas CTPYKTypa H
cucTeMa ympaBieHHsS B TaKWKWCTaHE OIICGHWBACTCA KakK JOCTaTOYHO
HanéxHass. B HemanékoM mpomuioM mpaBUTENsCTBO Kazaxcrana He

JIEMOHCTPHPOBAJIO BBINIOJIHEHUST ~ CBOMX  0053aTeNbCTB B
3aKOHOTBOpPYECKOH cdepe HamuexamuM o0pa3oM C TeM, YTOOBI
COOTBETCTBOBAThH TpeboBaHMAM Momnpeanbckoro IIPOTOKOJIA,

npeabsBasieMbix K crpanam Crathu 2. Tem He MEHee, B TEKYyILIEM TOIy
3aMeTHbI MPU3HAKK yaydineHus. B AsepOaiiikaHe OCHOBHBIC TPOOIEMBI
CBSI3aHBI C OTCYTCTBHEM HAJEKHON CHCTEMBI cOOpa M NPEAOCTABICHHUS
JMaHHBIX 0 ToTpebneHun OPB.

VB

4. DKoJIoTHYeCcKas

CyimecTByeT psl BEPOSTHBIX HKOJIOTUYECKHX PHUCKOB, TaKHX Kak
HellerajibHass TOPTOBJSA, HEJOCTaTOYHAs 3aKOHOJaTelbHas 0a3a IIo
obs3arenvHOM penupkynsiiuu OPB, HeynoBieTBOpUTEIbHOE yIpaBieHUE
orxomamu OPB B uerbipéx CIID, mpoaommkarolieecs HCIOIb30BaHUE
Metun Opomuaa B KazaxcraHe, KOTOpbBIE, €CIM WX HE KOHTPOJIUPOBATH,
MOTYT TIOJIOPBaTh PE3yJIbTATHI IO OXPaHE 030HOBOTO CIIOSI, TOCTUTHYTHIEC K
HACTOSIIIEMY BpPEMEHH. OTH PHUCKH TPU3HAIOTCS W TEpedHclIeHbl B
naparpade 165. B otHomenun stux puckoB [IPOOH u FOHUIO O6yayT
MPUHUMATh MEPhl B paMKaX BBIIOJHEHHUS MPOCKTOB, (DHHAHCHPYEMBIX
I'D®. IIpoekr mo merun Opomuay B KazaxcraHe HaxXOIWTCS B CTaIUH
00CyXIeHUS.

VB

5. Katanurudeckas ponb
MPOEKTA U IOBTOPEHUE
MOJY4YEHHOTO OIbITA

Bce HOO nopu€pkuBany BaXKHYHO POJb y4acTHs B BHIIIOJIHEHUH MPOEKTA
it npuobperenust nepcoHariom HOO ympaBieHYecKOro ombiTa. Psin
cotpyaankoB HOO B HacTosiiiee BpeMsi pabOTaIOT B BHIIIOJIHEHUH IPYTUX
JKOJIOTUYECKUX MPOEKTOB, MoajepxkuBaeMblx [O® u  apyrumum
MEXTyHapOAHBIMH OpTraHu3anisIMi. KOHKpeTHBIE TPIMEpHI IPUBOISITCS B
naparpadax 168 — 170 otuéra.

E. DddexTuBHOCT

Bruta mpoBemeHa OIEHKAa CBOCBPEMEHHOCTH pealu3allil IPOEKTa,
KOTOPBIA BBITIOHSJICS C BECbMa CEPhE3HON 3aJIEPKKOM C JIIUTEIbHOCTHIO
okojo naByx Jser. CrpaHpl moONydaTedN MOMOINM TIPEIOCTABHIH

vy
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Kpurepun

Kparkue nosicHenust

PeliTunr

corHaHCHpOBaHME (TJIAaBHBIM 00pa3oM B HEACHEKHOH (opMe) B CyMMe
56.481,40 monn. CIIIA, moTpadeHHBIX Ha  apeHAy  IOMEIICHHA,
npuobpereHne OQHUCHOW MeOenn M HAa KOMMYHAIBHBIE YCIYTH, YTO
SBISIIOCH ~ JIONOJIHEHWEM K OromkeTy mipoekta. DuHaHCHpOBaHHE
MIPEABITYIIHNX TPOEKTOB cO CTOPOHBI ['O®d criocodcTBOBaAIO CTAOMIBHOCTH
kaapoB B HOO, 4To OTYETIIMBO TNPOCIIEKUBAIOCH B Y30eKHCTaHe, B
Menplied Mepe B Tamkukucrtane u KazaxcTtaHe H  HOJHOCTBIO
OTCYTCTBOBaJIO B A3epOaiipkaHe.

F. dakropsl, okazasiime
BJIMSIHHE Ha BBINIOJIHEHHE
IIPOEKTa

1. IToaroToBka 1
TOTOBHOCTP K Hadary
BBITTOJTHEHHS TTPOCKTA

AHanu3 KadecTBa CTPYKTYPHI IPOEKTa M ITOJTOTOBKH €TO BBINTOJHEHUS
npuBoaarcs B [Ipunosxkenun 2. @akTopbl, KOTOPbIE HETATUBHO OTPA3HIIUChH
Ha TOTOBHOCTH U CTPYKTYpE IIPOEKTa, BKJIIOYAIOT B ce0s: COKpaIlEHHAs
JUINTENIBHOCTh IPOEKTa B CBSI3M C IPOJODKUTENIBHBIM IE€PHUOJIOM
YTBEpXKIEHNUS M Hayana (UHAHCUPOBAHMS; YPE3MEPHO aMOMWIIMO3HBIC
LeTd [poeKTa INpH OrPaHHMYCHHOM (MHAHCUPOBAHUM W  Maloi
MPOJODKUTENBHOCTH IPOEKTa M COIMYTCTBYIOLIME 3TOMY HE COBCEM
peamuctrdeckue oxupaHus co cropoHsl ['D®/FOHEIL;, u He coBcem
000CHOBaHHasI PETMOHANIbHAs KOHIETILIUS MIPOEKTa.

YH

2. Peammsamusa u
YIpaBJICHUE TPOSKTOM

CrnenyeTr OTMETHTh, YTO Psii MOJOXXEHHH HE HAIUIM JOCTATOYHO SICHOTO
orpakenns B Cormamenusx o ¢uraHcupoBanun wmexay FOHEIl u
COOTBETCTBYIOIIMMH TIPaBUTEILCTBAMH. Bynyun BKIIOUEHHBIMH B
Coryamenns, 3TH TOJOXEHUST MOTTH OBl IOMOYb B PEHICHHHM TaKUX
npoOJieM Kak: HecBoeBpeMeHHas paTudukaiums KazaxcraHoM MonpaBok K
MoHpeanbCKOMy MpPOTOKOJNY W HEBBINOJHEHUE TpaduKka COKpalleHUs
notpebnenusi OPB B 3T0i#l cTpaHe; HEeHaJE&KHOCTh JAHHBIX TOTPEOICHHS
OPB B Asepbaiimkane; W NOTEHIMAIbHOE HecoOoAeHne Tpaduka
cokpamenuss nortpebnenuss OPB B Tamkukucrane. 3HauuTeNbHAS
3a/epKKa C HayaloM IPOEKTa M TOCIEAYIOIEe COKpAIIEHHE €ero
JUTUTEIEHOCTH OKa3alH HEeraTUBHOE BIHMSHHE Ha 3(QEKTUBHOCTH PaOOTHI
HOO. B uenom, nepconan HOO Bripaszui yI0BIETBOPEHHUE peaan3anueit
U ynpaBieHreM npoekrta co ctoporsl FOHEII 3a uckimouenneM mpoOieMsr
C 3aJIep>KKOM ero HavaJa.

vy

3. KoHTakTs ¢
YYaCTHUKAaMH MPOEKTa U
MHPOPMUPOBAHHOCTH
HaceJIeHUs

HOO mnoagmepxuBanu TecHble paboume CBSI3M TJIAaBHBIM 00pa3oM C
COOTBETCTBYIOIINMH  TOJIPA3ACICHUSIMH MHHHUCTEPCTB IO  OXpaHe
MPUPOABI M TAaMOXKEHHBIMH CITy)KOaMu. D(P(EeKTUBHOCTD NEATEIBHOCTH
10 TOBBIIICHUIO MH(OPMHPOBAHHOCTH HACEJIEHUs OLEHEHa JOCTATOYHO
BBICOKO.

4. 3auHTEpEeCcOBaHHOCTh U

MOTHUBALA CTPAH-
Y4acCTHUI ITPOCKTA

3aI/IHT€peCOBaHHOCTL 1 MOTHBAIUA CTpaH-y4aCTHUL IIPOCKTA BbIpaKaJlaCb
B ACATCIBHOCTH COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX MPABUTCIILCTB II0 OKa3aHUIO
Haz[nexcamef/i NOAACPKKN B BBINIOJHECHHUU IIPOCKTA. OTa JCATCIBHOCTD
OLICHUBACTCA KaK YCIICIIHAasd. TpI/I CTpaHbl MNPHUCOCAUHUINCH KO BCEM
TIoNpaBKaM B ITOJIOXKCHHBIC CPOKU.

vy

5. duHaHCOBOE
l'IJ'[aHI/II)OBaHI/Ie n
yIpaBJIEHUE IIPOCKTOM

durHaHCOBOE MJIAHUPOBAHKE U YIPaBJICHUE MPOEKTOM IIOJIyYHIIO PEUTHHT
“YMepeHHO ycmemHoe“ B CBA3M C TOJOBOM 3alepKKoW Hauaia
¢uHaHCHpoBaHUS B A3sepOaiijpkaHe W3-3a HEIOTAIIEHHOTO OCTaTKa OT
¢unaHcupoBanus mpoekra B 2002 roxy. CymiecTByeT HEONpeaenEHHOCTh
OTHOCHUTENILHO NMPOLEAYPHI OTYETHOCTH 10 PACXOAAM MOCIEAHETr0 TpaHIla
ABaHCUPOBAHHOTO Y30EKUCTaHY.

vy

6. MOHUTOPHHT ¥ HAJ30p
32 BBIMTOJTHCHUEM TPOCKTa

co croponsl KOHEIT

HOO B d4erppéx cTpaHax-y4acTHHIIAX TPOEKTA OLEHWIM Ham30p M
COJICHCTBUE B BBHIMOJHEHUH MPOEKTa CO CTOPOHBI MEHEKepa MPOeKTa U
(MHAHCOBOTO YIPABISIONIEr0 Kak ycremHsie. He ObUIO OTMEYEHO

vy
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Kpurepun Kparkue nosicHenust PeiiTunr

KOH(QIIMKTa HHTEPECOB MEXIY YIPABICHAEM MPOEKTa M HAaJ30pOM 3a €ro
BEIMIOIHEHNEM. bBpUTO0 OBl TIpeArmOYTHTENHHO, HYTOOBI mpobiiema C
HETIOTalICHHBIM OCTAaTKOM TI0 TipensiaymemMy npoekty I'DD/FOHEII 6rima
Ol oOHapyKeHa W pemeHa Ha Oonee paHHEW craanu (DUHAHCOBOTO
ranupoBanus. IOHEII nHapnexano Obl NIpuHATH Oojiee CPOYHBIE U
pelmTeNbHbIE MEPHI N0 pa3peleHnIo cuTyanus ¢ Hecoomonenuem MII B
Kazaxcrane u cBoeBpeMeHHO patudukaruu momnpaBok Kk MII B koHTakTe
C NIPEACTaBUTEIISIMH IPABUTEJILCTBA HAa BHICOKOM YPOBHE.

7. MOHUTOPHHT U OLICHKA vy
a. Crpyxrypa M&O CTpyKTypa NpOBEIEHHs MOHUTOPUHIA M OLEHKH Obla PacCMOTPEHA W
ouneHerna B [lpmioxennu 2 x otuéry. KadecTBo mimaHa mo mpoBeNeHHUIO v
MOHHTOPHHTA U OLIEHKH! OBLIO MPU3HAHO Kak “ YcremnHoe .
b. Peamusarus nnana HekoTopble KOHKPETHBIE HEAOCTATKH B MOHUTOPHUHIE U OTPAKEHUM €r0
M&O Pe3yJIBTaTOB B FOIOBBIX OTYETAX MO BHIMOJHEHHUIO ONKCAHBI B Iaparpadax vy
203 u 206 ortuéra.
OOmwuit peHTHHT TIpOeKTa CootBercTBHE CTpaTern4ecKuM LEsIM u 3¢ PEKTUBHOCTH
paccMaTpUBINCh Kak HanOoJsiee Ba)KHbIE KPUTEPUH IIPU OMPENCIICHUU v

001ero peiTHHra MpoeKTa.

18.

19.

20.

Psn mone3HsIX BBIBOIOB OBLT cIeflaH HA OCHOBE MOJYYEHHBIX PE3YJIbTATOB OLIEHKM M 3aKIIOUCHHUH,
KOTOpPBIC, MOKHO HaJesThCs, IOMOTYT PEHIMTh HEKOTOPHIE KOHKPETHBIE MPOOIEMBI, CBS3aHHEBIC C
MIPOEKTOM M YCTOMUMBOCTHIO €T0 PEe3yIbTaTOB.

BriBoabl

[IpoexT moka3as, 4YTo B CpelHe- W JOJTOCPOYHON NEpPCIEeKTHBE HalMuue CTAaOWIBHBIX M|
spdextuBHBIX HOO KpaiiHe Ba’kKHO AJisi YCHEIIHOTO BBIOJHEHHUS 00S3aTENbCTB, B3SATHIX Ha ceOs
CIID no yckopeHHOMy cokparnieHuto norpebnenus [ XDV B pamkax MoHpealbCKOro mpoTOKOJIA.
OnsIT MOCIEAHETO NECATUIETHS MOKa3bIBaeT, uTo 1 CIID ¢ HM3KMM A0XO0M Ha OyUly HaceJIeHus,
ObUIO OBl OYEHBb TPYIHO TMOAJEPKUBATH paborocmocoOHOocTh HOO 0e3 BHEWmIHEH MOmIepKKH.
[Toaromy monneprxka, okazaHHast co CTOpoHbI ' DD 1Mo yKperieHHI0 OpraHu3allMOHHOTO MOTEeHIIHaIa
B CIID, Obuta kputmdecku  HeobOxomuma. [lomomb co cropoHsl ['D® Obina Takke okazaHa
Tamxukucrany u Y30ekucrtaHy B pamkax peruoHansHoro mnpoekra [TPOOH mo coxpamenuro
notpebnenust I XDPY B CIID u AzepOaiikany MOCpeICTBOM aHATIOTMYHOTO MPOEKTA, BHIIIOIHIEMOTO
IOHN1O. BaxHo, 4T00BI 3T WCIONHUTEIBHBIE areHTCTBA BBIJCIHIN HEOOXOJIUMBIE PECypChl H3
Oropkera MpoekToB Ha mnoanepxkky HOO B coOOTBETCTBYIOUIMX CTpaHax Uil MPOAOJDKEHUS HX
JESTETBHOCTH.

OpHOlt W3 1enell MO COXPaHEHWIO YCTOMYMBOCTH pPE3YyJbTATOB MPOEKTa OBLIO COAEWUCTBHE IIO
BHeapennto HOO B rocynapcTBEHHBIE YIIpaBIeHYECKHE CTPYKTYPHI ¢ (PMHAHCHPOBAaHHUE MEPCOHANA
HOO wu3 nenTtpanpHOro Oro/pkeTa. B crily odeHb HHM3KOTO YpOBHSI 3apIUIaThl OCYJapCTBEHHBIX
ciyxamux B naHHbIX 4eThipéx CIID ¢mHaHCHpoBaHNWE M3 NEHTPAIBHOTO OIOKETa HE TapaHTHPYET
MPOJOJDKUTEIIEHOW 3aHATOCTH JIOCTATOYHO KOMIIETEHTHOTO M KBaIM(UIMPOBAHHOIO MEPCOHANIA B
coctae HOO. B stux CIID HeoOxomumo pa3paboTaTb W BHEOPUTH TaKUE MEPBI, KOTOpBIE OBl
rapaHTUPOBAIM 3aKpervieHHe KBATM(QUIMPOBAHHBIX KajpoB B cocraBe HOO Ha umHTeNbHYIO
MEpCHEeKTHBY,  BKIO4asg  pa3pabOTKy  CHUCTeMbl  ()MHAHCOBOTO  TOOMIPEHHS  HCIIOJNB3YS
JOTIOJTHUTENIbHBIE UCTOYHUKA (PUHAHCUPOBAHWU. XOPOUIMM MPUMEPOM SIBIsIETCS Y30€KUCTaH, Tae
TaKue MEpbI YCIELIHO IPUMEHSIOTCS.
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

B nocnennune roast npaButensctBa CIID cocpemoTounminym cBOE BHUMaHHE Ha SKOHOMHYECKOM POCTE,
CHIDKass TpeOOBaHMS 1O PETUCTPAlUU TpEANpUsATHH, ucnoas3ytommx OPB, a Takxke, cokpamas
YHUCIIO Pa3HOTO POJia WHCICKIIMOHHBIX TPOBEPOK, OCOOCHHO B OTHONICHHM MAaJOro0 M CPEIHEro
Om3Heca, BKIIIOYAsl COKpAIleHHWE DKOJIOTHYCCKUX HMHCICKIINN IO TpOoBepKe wHcmoiab3oBanus OPB.
Takast rocymapcTBeHHasl MOJMTHKA MOJKET TOBJIEYh JIOTIOJTHUTENBHBIE PHUCKHA POCTa HEJETalbHOTO
umropra OPB wu, cooTBercTBeHHO, TOTpeOOBaTh 0Ooyiee JKECTKOTO KOHTPOJIS HMMIIOPTa Ha
MIOTPAaHWYHBIX MYHKTaX COTPYJHUKAMU TaMoXHU. CHIDKeHHe TpeOOBaHWH TIO0 pEerucTpamnuu
MPEeNNPUSITHA W COKpAIleHHe YHCIia IPOBEPOK MOXKET TaKXKe 0CIa0NUTh BO3SMOXHOCTH TPAaBUTEIHCTB
OTCJIC)KMBATh YUCJIO BHOBb BO3HUKAKOIIUX Mpeanpuatuii, padboraromux ¢ OPB, 4ro B cBOIO Ouepens
MOXKET CKa3aThCs Ha OCJIA0JICHUW YIPABICHHUS O30HOPA3PYIIAOIIMMHU XJIaJareHTaMH W POCTE
BeIOpocoB OPB B armochepy. HOO B corpymamdectBe ¢ I[IPOOH m IOHUJAO wmormm 6w
PaccMOTPeTh BO3MOXKHOCTh YCTAHOBUTH JIUAJIOT C NPABUTEIILCTBAMU M HAUTH HYXKHBIH KOMIIPOMHCC
0e3 yiiep0Oa i kouTpoiis Hag OPB B cOOTBETCTBYIONUX CTpaHaX.

B pesynbpTrare BbIMONHEHHWS NPOEKTA IMOBBICHIACH MH()OPMHPOBAHHOCTH HAceJEeHUS O Hpoliemax
030HOBOrO ciosi 1 MoHpeanbekoro npotokosa. Ctpykrypa npoekra FOHEIIL, ognako, He cogepKuT
uHpopMau O 0a30BOM YPOBHE M KPHUTEPHAX, OTHOCSIIMXCS K PETUCTPALlMU W3MEHEHUH B
OTHOLICHUHN HACCJIICHUA K BOIIPOCAM 3KOJIOTHH. Hanmuume Takux MEXaHM3MOB II03BOJIMIIO 6I)I
ONpPEleNUTh pe3yJabTaThl MPOrPaMMBbl IO TIOBBILICHUIO HH(QOPMUPOBAHHOCTH HACEIEHUS B
KOJINYECTBEHHOM BBIpQKCHUH B BHJE cOKpamieHusi notpebnenus OPB wim apyrum oGpaszom.
Cexperapuat FOHEII u Bropo mo omnenkaM Morim Obl paccMOTPeTh HEOOXOIMMOCTh Pa3paboTKH
TpeOOBaHWIA MO TPENOCTaBICHHI0O WHpopMamumu O 0a30BOM YpOBHE M  IIOKa3aTenen
Pe3yIbTaTUBHOCTH.

dunancupoBanue co CTOpoHbl ['D® ObLIO HCHONB30BaHO i ToompeHus ydactus HOO wu
npencrasuteneil  mpasurenscTs  CIID B permoHanbsHON — gedrenbHocTM B paMmkax ECP,
opranu3oBaHHoW mporpammoni FOHEII OzoneAction, dTo CrmocoOCTBOBAIO — IOBBILICHHIO
KBaJM(HUKALMN YYaCTHHUKOB, OOMEHY OIBITOM, 3HAHUSAMHU W HJESMH C JPYTMMH YYaCTHHKAMHU W3
Pa3BUTHIX M Pa3BUBAIOIIUXCS CTPaH peruoHa. YpoBeHb Takoro ydactus CIID cuinbHO MOHU3MICS C©
okonuanueMm mpoekra ['D®. CosepmenHo HeoOxomumo, urodel [TPOOH u FOHUJO Bemenumn
HEOOXOJIMMBIE pecypchl B paMkax MpoekToB no ['XDY mns ¢unancuposanus yuactus CIIO B
peruoHaibHOM nestenbHoctd ECA pervona B Onmxaiiiiem OyayieM.

AzepOaitikan, TamkukucraH M Y30€KHMCTaH NPUCOCIAMHHINCH K CHCTEME HPEABAPUTEIHLHOTO
obocroBanHoro cornacusi (iPIC) B pamkax KOTOpOW  KOHTaKTHbIE IEHTPHl MOHPEaIbCKOro
MPOTOKOJIa KOHCYJIBTUPYIOTCSI IPYyr C OPYroM, MPeXAe 4YeM BBLAATH JIMIEH3WI0 HAa HUMIIOPT WM
skcnopt OPB. B psne cinyuaeB HeneranbHast Toprosisi OPB mormia Ob1 ObITh NpenoTBpalieHa, eciu
ob1 Mexanm3M IPIC npuMeHsiics Bcemu cTpaHamu, ydacTByronMu B Toprosiie OPB. K coxanenuto,
ocHoBHBIe dkcriopTépel OPB u oOopymoBanums, copepxkamiero OPB, we uadopmupyror CIID o
mpeacTosiieM dKcnopre yepe3 kanaibl IPIC. 3to monokeHue Moryio Obl OBITH YIYUIIEHO, €CITH ObI
IOHEII npomomkuino o6CyXaeHne 3TOW MpoOieMbl Ha COBEUIAHHSX IPYTHX COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX
pEerHOHANBHBIX ceTel U 3eN€HON TaMOXKHH, a TaK)Ke CO CTpaHaMU OCHOBHBIMHU dKkcropTépamu OPB, B
vactHocTd ¢ Kutaem u uguei.

AzepbaiikaH HCIBITHIBACT TPYAHOCTH B MOHHUTOpHWHTre mnorpedinenns OPB um B moaroroske
HaIEKHBIX JIBIHHBIX. JTa mpobiiema obcyxnamnack Komurerom mo cobmoaenuto B 2013 romy.
YacTtryHO Takoe moJjioKeHUe 00bsCHsAETCs TeM, uTo rnotpedbnenne [ XDY-141b6 He peructpupoBaioch
HajuIeXxammmM oopaszomM, Tak kak a0 2009 roxa sto OPB paccmarpuBaioch Kak KOMIIOHEHT CMECH TPU
MIPOM3BOACTBE TTeHOMaTepuaioB. Ilocie aTo matel MuOTrOCcTOpOoHHMH (hoHA BKItounmia [ XDVY-1416
KaKk KOMIOHEHT cMmecu B obOmiee morpedimenue OPB. Jlo 2009 roma He CymecTBOBaIO CHCTEMBI
Ha/JIeKAIIET0 MOHUTOPHHTA W KOHTPOJS HAJ HMMIOPTOM, PacHpeAcieHHEM U HCIOJIb30BaHUEM
I'’XDVY-141b B mnpemBapuTeNbHO CMEIICHHOM ITOJIMOJIBPHOM KOMIIOHEHTE. YUET TOTpeOJICHUS
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26.

217.

28.

29.

I'’X®DVY-141b sBnsercs otHOcuTensHO HOBoW 3amaderd s HOO B CIID. HOO u skonormdeckne
WHCICKIIUU HYXXJAIOTCS B JIONOJHUTEIHLHOM OOYYCHHHM MOHUTOPHHTY HUcHojb3oBanus [ XD-141b
MpU MPOU3BOJICTBE MEHOMaTepraiioB. HeoOXoquMo yaydliuTh OCHAICHHE MyHKTOB TaMOXXEHHOTO
KOHTPOJIA, TIO3BOJIIONIEE OTCICKUBATh UMIIOPT [ XDV B unctoMm Buae U B cMecsax. COOTBETCTBEHHO
JOJDKHA OBITh YCHIIEHA M HOPMaTUBHO-TIpaBoOBas 6asa.

BBenenune oOs3aTenpHON cepTUUKAIMN TEPCOHANAa MO OOCTYKHBAHHIO XOJIOAWIHHONH TEXHUKHA U
3aKpervieHne o(UITHAIBHOTO CTaTyca BBIIAHHBIM cepTH(hHKaTaM MOXKET IOTPeOOBaTh PACCMOTPEHHUS
1 0JI00OpPEHHUS ATOTO IpoIlecca B MUHUCTEPCTBE 00pa30BaHUs U/ MUHUCTEPCTBE TPYAA.

Hagamo BeImonHEHWs mpoekTa 3anepkanoch Ha gaBa roga B Kasaxcrane, Tamkukucrane u
V30ekucrane 1 Ha Tpu roga B AszepOaiimxane, Bei3BanHOe mepexogoM FKOHEII ¢ memopanayma o
HaMEpEeHMSIX K (UHAHCOBOMY COTJIAIICHUIO, a TAKKe BHYTpEHHEH peopranuzanueil. JlonoaHuTensHas
3ajepKKa B TE€UYeHHE emé OIHOro roja B AsepOaiipkaHe NMPOU30LUIA BCIEACTBHE OOHApPY>KEHHS
HEMOTAIlIeHHOTO OCTaTKa OT (YMHAHCHPOBaHWS IpoekTa, 3aBepméHHoro B 2002 romy. Croms
JUIATENbHAsA 33iep)KKa C HadyajloM IPOEKTa M COKpallleHHE ero JUIMTENbHOCTH OKa3allo 3aMeTHOe
HeraTHUBHOE Bo3neiicTBue Ha addektuBHOCTH padoTel HOO B 3THX cTpanax. Cekperapuaram [DOD u
IOHEII cnemoBano OBl paccMOTpETh MepHI, KOTOpBIE OBl OOecreuuBaiy OoJiee OIEPATHBHYIO
MOATrOTOBKY u IIOAIIMCaHuEC CoTJIallIeHUM (6] q)HHaHCPIpOBaHI/II/I C COOTBCTCTBYIOIIIMMHU
MPaBUTEIBCTBAMHU U 0OJIee CBOEBPEMEHHOE 3aBEPUICHUE OTYETHOCTH T10 3aBEPIIEHHBIM MPOCKTAM.

[Ipoexkr mnst dersipéx CIID OblT yTBEepKAEH KaK 30HTUYHBIM PErHOHANBHBIA IPOEKT, HE
MPEIOCTABIISASA CEPhE3HBIX OOOCHOBAHMIA B BRIOOPE TaKOM KOHIICMIIMU. MEHeDKep IPOeKTa yKa3al Ha
TPYyZLOEMKOCTb YNPaBICHUS M HAA30pa 3a TaKMMHU npoektamu. B Oynymem, Cekperapuatam ['O® u
FOHEII cnenosano 6b1 Gonee TIIATETBHO MU3y4aTh HEOOXOIUMOCTH MCIOIb30BAHHS PETHOHAIBHOTO
dbopmara mpHu yTBEPXKACHUH MPOEKTOB JUIsl CTpaH C HECXOIHBIM ypoBHeM morpebieHus OPB wu
Pa3HOPOIHOM CTPYKTYpOH yIpaBiIeHUS MPOMBIIUIEHHOCTHIO .

OtcytcTBHE BaXHOH MHGOPMALMU M JOKYMEHTAllMH B OyMakHBIX (paiiimax M 3IeKTPOHHBIX Oazax
naHHbIX HekoTopelx HOO co3mano TpyAHOCTH M OrpaHHYeHMs NMpH mposeaeHuH oreHku. HOO
OOBSICHSUIM TaKOE ITOJIOKEHHE TEM, YTO C MOMEHTA 3aBEpIICHH IPOEKTa MPOILIO TPH I'ofa, U B CBSA3U
C poTauueil mepcoHala dYacTh JOKyMeHTauuu Obuta yrtpaueHa. HOO Taxke ccputamuch Ha
OTCYTCTBHE CBOEBPEMEHHOro yBenomiieHHs co crtopoHsl IOHEII o Bo3MoxHOCTH mpezacTosiuen
OLIEHKM M TpeOOBaHUI COXPaHUTHh BCIO HMEIOIIYIOCS JOKyMeHTauuioo. YTo kacaercsi BpeMEeHH
MPOBEIEHHs OLICHKH, HEO0X0AMMO MPUHUMATL BO BHUMaHHUE CIeyIonme oocTosTenabscTBa. JJannsie o
norpediiennn OPB, npenocrasiennsie 3a 2012 rojg xapakrepuszytoT norpedneane OPB B TeueHue
MIepBOTO Tojla Tociie okoH4anusl npoekta B 2011 roxy. B cooTBeTcTBHE € periiaMeHTOM JaHHBIE 3a
2012 rox npenocrapnsiuck B 4yeTBEPTOM KBaprtaie 2013 rona. Ha ocHOBaHMM STUX TaHHBIX OLICHKA,
mpoBenéHHass B mepBoil momoBuHe 2014 Toma, MO3BOJMMIA YCTAaHOBUTH pealbHOE BO3ZCHCTBHE
MpOeKTa C TOYKH 3peHus cokpamieHus norpedbnenuss OPB. ITo »TOM mnpuyMHE OTCpOUYKa C
BBITIOJTHEHWEM OLIEHKM B TpPU Tojia SBJISETCS ONTUMAIBHOW AN PETUCTPAlMM KOJIMYECTBEHHBIX
pe3yabpTraToB mpoekra. Uro kacaerca Hanmuuusi nokymentanuu, FOHEII neoOxoammo 3apanee
nHpopmupoBate HOO 0 mpeacToammx OmeHKax M MPOCHTh WX COXPAHITHh BCIO TOKYMEHTAIHIO, TI0
KpalHel Mepe, B TeUEHHE TPEX JIET MIOCIIE 3aBEPILIECHUS IIPOEKTa.
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Executive Summary

1. The project “Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to meet the obligations of the
Montreal protocol” aimed at giving the second phase of support to institutional strengthening and
capacity building of the NOUs and stakeholders in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and
Azerbaijan, as was anticipated at the approval of the first phase of IS support for these countries. It
also sought to leverage other work by UNEP OzonAction in the area of Green Customs and the
Article 5 (A-5) Europe and Central Asia (ECA) Network (funded bilaterally and by the Multilateral
Fund (MLF) to the Montreal Protocol): this project includes support for these A-2 countries to
participate in these broader regional activities. This project intended to give vital co-operational
support to the countries for the development and enforcement of national policies and mechanisms
able to achieve long-term phase out and monitoring and control of ODS consumption in the face of
ever-increasing phase out restrictions of the Montreal Protocol, including for HCFCs.

2. The project financing came from GEF and amounted to US $835,000; co-financing originated from
CEIT governments and amounted to US $36,490 in cash and US $71,150 in-kind for a total of US
$108,040. The amount of US $300,000 was also accounted as co-financing to the project and
represents a portion of the total ECA Network budget allocated by the Multilateral Fund for the
organization of Network meetings for Article 5 countries.

3. In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy and the UNEP Evaluation Manual, the terminal evaluation
of the Project was conducted by an independent consultant and focused on the sets of key questions,
based on the project’s intended outcomes. These questions sought the answer to what extent the
project support:

(i) addressed outstanding phase out;

(ii) strengthened and improved the controls in place;

(iii) ensured that ODS phase out is sustained in the long term, as is expected under the Montreal
Protocol;

(iv) To what extent the project contributed to:

e The development and implementation of adjustments of regulations for ODS import/export and
labeling requirements for ODS and ODS containing-equipment;

e Enhanced ODS Licensing Mechanisms, with increased scope of elements for monitoring,
flexibility (to adjust to changes in the Montreal Protocol Schedule) and cooperation between
national players;

e Enhanced legislative and regulatory support for the ODS Licensing Systems;

o the provision of environment and training of the key stakeholders to enable them to monitor the
status of development and implementation of certification of ODS users, the improvement of
coordination and cooperation at the national and regional level on illegal trade of ODS; and

e The improvement of coordination and cooperation at the national and regional level on ODS
stockpiling and disposal/destruction issues.

(v) And to what extent the regional approach used by the project was useful in promoting peer to
peer learning, support and cooperation in terms of overall management of ODS and project
execution.

4. The evaluation was conducted between mid of November 2013 and beginning of March 2014. The
evaluation included a desk-based review of relevant available documentation, preparation of the
inception report and field visits. An Inception Report was prepared ahead of the country visits to
provide a foundation for the evaluation. The Inception Report focused on the following key
components: review of the quality of project design; reconstruction of initial theory of change (based
on the project design); the assessment of the likelihood of impact through Review of Outcomes to
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Impacts (ROtI); and development of the evaluation process and framework. The National Ozone
Units in the four CEITs were involved in the planning and execution of the evaluation.

The main report is organized in several sections: Introduction; Evaluation Section, which presents
information about evaluation objectives, overall approach, methods and limitations; Project
Description Section, which covers the historical context of the project, including description of other
GEF funded activities relevant to project results, project objectives and components, implementation
arrangements, project financing and partners, and reconstructed Theory of Change. Evaluations
Findings is the most important section of the report and it was used for distillation of Conclusions
and Lessons Learned.

The analysis of findings resulted in a number of conclusions reached and lessons learned as a result of
the reviews of available documentation, interviews with stakeholders and other activities undertaken
in connection with the evaluation. The conclusions and lessons have been described in Section V on
Pages 79-86. The main points are summarized in the following paragraphs.

The GEF/UNEP continued institutional strengthening project provided relatively small financial
assistance to NOUs in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan which turned out to be very
effective for successful fulfillment of CEIT obligations under the accelerated phase out schedule for
HCFCs of the Montreal Protocol applied for Article 2 countries. The cumulative ODS consumption
of the four CEITs was reduced from 138.1 ODP tonnes in 2009 (the first year of the project) to 30.35
ODP tonnes in 2012 (the year followed after the last year of the project). This achievement was made
possible because of enhanced capacity of NOUs, motivation and specific actions undertaken by
respective Governments in adopting timely the necessary legislative and regulatory systems.
However, with only limited funding for key institutional capacity activities it is difficult for such low
income CEITs to sustain those efforts resulting in increasing risks to continued compliance with
accelerated HCFC phase out schedule. Furthermore, the funding of NOUs from the central budget
does not guarantee the continuity of efficient and competent NOU staff. Modalities need to be
developed to incorporate NOU functions into the government institutional framework in the long-
term perspectives, including the system of incentives to complement regular salaries from the other
sources of funding.

The strengthened NOUs managed to launch extensive awareness raising campaigns for government
officials, relevant businesses and general public that resulted in increased awareness and capabilities
of Government and stakeholders to fulfill their commitments in regard to existing and forthcoming
ODS phase out targets under the Montreal Protocol. General public became more informed about
ozone related issues and Montreal Protocol.

The GEF support was very effective for building up the participation of CEITs in ECA regional
activities organized by UNEP OzoneAction and financed under the MLF CAP. The NOUs and
government representatives obtained broader access to experiences, in the development of skills, and
the sharing knowledge and ideas with counterparts from both developing and developed countries.
Participation in Green Customs activities was very important for enhancing Customs capabilities in
CEITs along with additional training of customs officers supported by GEF funding for sustaining the
combat with illegal ODS trade which is still a big problem in CEITs. The cooperation of NOUs with
ECA network on the issue of stockpiling and destruction of unwanted ODS was not, however, equally
successful. The regional approach to ODS Waste Management and Disposal in the ECA Region is
still under development. Similarly, participation of NOUs in ECA networking did not bring expected
results in establishing refrigeration associations in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The strengthened NOUs in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan were capable to collect ODS
consumption data and report timely reliable data to the Ozone Secretariat according to Article 7 of the
Montreal Protocol. The Government of Azerbaijan was not able to provide efficient support to the
NOU in tracking ODS consumption and preparing reliable ODS consumption data and was called for
discussion of this issue by the Implementation Committee. Partially, it happened because of the
absence of effective monitoring or control of the import and distribution of pre-blended HCFC-141b-
polyol systems used in the production of foam insulation. Accounting for the HCFC-141b
consumpton became a rather new issues for NOUs in CEITs since 2009. The Customs, NOUs and
ecological insperctorates need to be trained to track consumption of the pre-blended HCFC-141b at
the border entry points and by end-users. The capacity of Customs has to be enhanced to detect
HCFCs/blends, and regulatory measures have to be enforced accordingly. In this regard, It is
worthwhile to mention the additional assistance that was provided to the four CEITs in undertaking
detailed surveys of ODS end-users through the regional MSP “Preparing for HCFC phase-out in
CEIT” funded by GEF and implemented by UNDP and UNIDO. This particular project helped a lot
in accounting for the consumption of HCFC-141b in CEITs foam sector.

In recent years, the CEIT Governments focusing on economic growth relaxed the requirements for
enterprises to register when using ODS and reduced the number of all kind of inspections especially
on small- and medium-sized businesses, including ecological inspections on the use of ODS by
enterprises. These Government policies might introduce additional risks for illegal ODS imports and
would require more stringent enforcement of ODS imports control on the borders by customs officers.
These measures may also weaken the ability of the government to track and monitor the number of
businesses becoming involved in ODS which, in turn, may lead to poor management of ODS
refrigerants and increased emissions.

The start of the project was delayed by two years in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and three
years in Azerbaijan due to a change in UNEP’s legal instruments from MOUs to SSFA, internal
UNEP reorganization and by a discovery of an unsettled balance in IS project completed seven years
ago in 2002 in Azerbaijan. Consequently, project duration in Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan was reduced
to 19 and 20 months respectively vs. 30 months planned. So significant delay with the start and
subsequent reduction in project duration had a very negative effect on the efficiency of NOUs
operation.

The combining of the four CEITs into one regional project appears to be guestionable because of
clear differences in baseline and relevant characteristics in these four countries. The project design
would have to be adapted to account for country-specific conditions in order that the commitment and
the level of interest are strengthened. To this end, a “sub-project document” for each country should
have been developed to incorporate such discrepancies between countries. The management of such a
regional project was sometimes burdensome and time consuming.

Rating

All the findings have been rated. Different rating scales have been used for rating specific
components. Most criteria have been rated on a six-point scale as follows: Highly Satisfactory (HS);
Satisfactory (S); Moderately Satisfactory (MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U);
Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability is rated from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly
Unlikely (HU).

On each of the dimensions of sustainability of the project outcomes have been rated as follows:
Likely (L): There are no risks affecting this dimension of sustainability.
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Moderately Likely (ML): There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of sustainability.

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

16. The project as whole was rated as satisfactory. The valuation ratings with the summary of assessment
of evaluation criteria are shown in Table 6.

Table 3. Evaluation rating

Criterion Summary Assessment Rating
A\ Strategic relevance The project and its results contributed to objectives of the UNEP DTIE
OzonAction Programme. The project is part of UNEP Environmental HS
Governance and the Bali Strategic Plan. The project is also consistent with
several GEF Strategic Goals
B. Achievement of outputs | The achievement of outputs was assessed for 5 categories of outputs in 4 s
countries and rated ranging from HS to MU (see Table 4 in the Report).
C. Effectiveness: Attainment
of project objectives and S
results
1. Achievement of direct The achievement of direct outcomes was assessed for 5 categories of
outcomes outcomes in 4 countries and rated ranging from HS to MU (see Table 5 in MS
the Report).
2. Likelihood of impact Intermediate states conceived have feasible direct and explicit forward
linkages to impact achievement. Many barriers and assumptions were Ver
successfully addressed. The project achieved measurable intermediate Iikel))//
impacts in terms of ODS phase out and reduction of emissions through
recovery and recycling.
3. Achievement of project | The achievement of proclaimed goal and objectives is related to
goal and planned achievement of outputs and outcomes. The countries managed to achieve
objectives sizable reduction in ODS consumption in 2012, the year immediately after
the project ended. The HCFC phase-out strategies were developed by
UNDP in Uzbekistan and Tajikistan and by UNIDO in Azerbaijan in
conjunction with the NOUs and stakeholders as part of a regional GEF S
supported project for CEITs. These two key factors determined rating of the
overall likelihood of impact achievement as “very likely”. This rating
allows giving findings that the main project goal was achieved. The overall
rating of the achievement of project goal and planned objectives is
satisfactory.
D. Sustainability and
. ML
replication
1. Financial There is very low risk to financial sustainability in Azerbaijan, Tajikistan
and Uzbekistan in the short term perspective. In case of Kazakhstan, there
are significant risks to the continuation of project results and the eventual
impact on reduction in ODS consumption in this country since the request ML

for GEF assistance for HCFC phase out activities is on the very initial stage
of consideration because the Beijing amendment is yet to be ratified by the
Government
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Criterion

Summary Assessment

Rating

2. Socio-political

The Governments of Uzbekistan and Tajikistan fully and timely accepted
the international commitments in the Montreal Protocol and its
amendments. The Government of Azerbaijan is facing a challenge to
reconcile the inconsistency in reported Article 7 data. The Government of
Kazakhstan has not ratified the Beijing amendment and, therefore, did not
fully accept the international commitments in the Montreal Protocol and its
amendments thus posing the socio-political risk to sustain the achieved
results.

ML

3. Institutional framework

The institutional framework and governance undertaken by Uzbekistan was
assessed as robust. In Tajikistan, the institutional framework and
governance is assessed as robust. Quite recently, the government in
Kazakhstan did not show adequate commitment to implementing
legislation in a timely manner, in order to bring the country into line with
control measures applicable to developed countries in the Montreal
Protocol. However, there are signs of improvement over the last years. In
Azerbaijan, the main challenge is related to a lack of a robust system on
collection and reporting of ODS consumption data.

ML

4. Environmental

There are a number of environmental risks such as Illegal trade, suspension
of training activities for technicians and ODS recovery/recycling
operations, limited adoption of legislation to control ODS, as well as poor
management of stockpiled unwanted ODS in four CEITs and methyl
bromide used by Kazakhstan reportedly for QPS-uses that, if not
controlled, were assessed as likely to undermine the gains in protection of
the ozone layer that had been achieved to date. These risks are recognized
and will be addressed through the implementation of GEF/UNDP/UNIDO
projects. The GEF funding of the methyl bromide project in Kazakhstan is
still under discussion and< therefore, the risk still exists. Environmental
risks are discussed in Para 165.

ML

5. Catalytic role and
replication

All the NOUs emphasized the significance of the project implementation
for raising fiscal management skills of NOU personnel. A number of
personnel involved are working on other environmental projects supported
by the GEF and other international organizations. Other specific examples
are in Para 168-170.

E. Efficiency

The evaluation assessed the timeliness of project execution which was
characterized by a severe delay of about two years. Beneficiary countries
provided co-financing (mostly in-kind) amounted to US $56,481.40 making
available office space and furniture for NOUs, and delivering municipal
and other servicing thus contributing to the project budget. The benefits of
previous GEF interventions created continuity and were perfectly visible in
Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, to a lesser extent in Kazakhstan and were almost
not present in Azerbaijan.

MS

F. Factors affecting project
performance

1. Preparation and
readiness

The quality of project design and preparation has been analyzed in Annex 2
to the inception report. The issues that affected project readiness and design
include limited project time frames due to long approval processes and
delays with start up, over-ambitious project objective relative to the time
and budget available, associated unrealistic expectations of GEF/UNEP and
unwarranted regional framework of the project.

MU
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Criterion Summary Assessment Rating

2. Project implementation | The country specific results/outputs to be achieved were not clearly
and management articulated in  SSFAs in a way that would help to address issues in

ratification of MP amendments and non-compliance of Kazakhstan, ODS
consumption data reliability in Azerbaijan and potential non-compliance in
Tajikistan. The significant delay with the start up and subsequent reduction MS
in project duration had a very negative effect on the efficiency of NOUs
operation. Apart from delays in the start up of the project, the NOUs
interviewed expressed their satisfaction with UNEP management of the

project.

3. Stakeholders The NOUs maintained close working contacts mostly with their ministries
participation and public | on environment protection and customs authorities. The effectiveness of S
awareness public awareness activities was assessed as high.

4, Country ownership and | The country ownership and motivation are related to the performance of
motivation (driven- respective Governments in providing adequate support to the project

X : : . MS
ness) execution which was assessed as satisfactory. Three countries acceded to
all MP amendments according to schedule.

5. Financial planning and | The financial planning and management of the project is rated as

management moderately satisfactory because of one year delay in the start up of the
project in Azerbaijan due to unsettled balance from 2002 IS project. There
' s L - : . MS
is an ambiguity about the certification of expenditures incurred in
association with the last cash advance in Uzbekistan.

6. UNEP supervisionand | NOUs in the four CEITs recognized the level of supervision and
backstopping backstopping as satisfactory on the part of the Task Manager and Financial

Manager. There were no indication to conflicts of interest between project
management and project supervision. In Azerbaijan, the problem with
unliquidated balance from the initial IS project would have to be identified MS
at the early stage of the financial planning. The situation with non-
compliance of Kazakhstan and ratification of MP amendments would have

needed early and more forceful approach in resolving these issues with
Kazakhstan high ranking officials.

7. Monitoring and MS
evaluation
a. M&E Design The assessment of M&E project design has been undertaken by the

evaluator and reflected in the Inception Report. The quality of the project S
M&E plan was rated as satisfactory.
b. M&E plan ) Some specific shortcomings in monitoring and reporting the progress in
implementation PIRs are described in Para 205 and 206 of the Report. MS
Overall project rating Relevance and effectiveness have been considered as critical criteria in the s

overall rating of the project.
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INTRODUCTION

Having completed or nearly completed their first GEF-funded Ozone Institutional Strengthening (IS)
projects, the National Ozone Units (NOUSs) of the Article 2 countries of Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan,
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan indicated the needs in remaining work to be done in the following areas:-
(1) Support and improvement of ODS Import/Export substances as the Montreal Protocol schedule
now requires monitoring of hydrofluorocarbons (HCFCs), methyl bromide (MB) and other chemicals
due for phase out from 2005 and beyond; (2) attendant to the increased restrictions of the Montreal
Protocol, as well as the past operating experience of ODS control mechanisms, there is a need for
further legislative and regulatory strengthening of control instruments; (3) the issue of illegal trade is
very prominent in the countries, necessitating collaboration with their neighbors, particularly Article
5 producers (such as India and China) which can act as a source of illegal ODS imports; (4) the NOUs
are exploring inter-linkages of activities with Climate Change activities (emission reductions), and are
exploring cost-effective destruction solutions for unwanted ODS. The NOUs are also needed to
execute other ODS control projects in their countries.

The project “Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to meet the obligations of the
Montreal protocol” aimed at giving the second phase of support to institutional strengthening and
capacity building of the NOUs and stakeholders in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and
Aczerbaijan, as was anticipated at the approval of the first phase of IS support for these countries. It
also sought to leverage other work by UNEP OzonAction in the area of Green Customs and the
Acrticle 5 (A-5) Europe and Central Asia (ECA) Network (funded bilaterally and by the Multilateral
Fund (MLF) to the Montreal Protocol): this project includes support for these A-2 countries to
participate in these broader regional activities. This project intended giving vital co-operational
support to the countries for the development and enforcement of national policies and mechanisms
able to achieve long-term phase out, monitoring and control of ODS consumption in the countries in
the face of ever-increasing phase out restrictions of the Montreal Protocol, including HCFCs.

The project was approved by UNEP and subsequently by GEF in February and July 2007
respectively. GEF allocations amounted to US $835,000 with Governments mainly in-kind
contributions up to US $108,040. The cost of US $300,000 was also included as co-financing of the
project. This cost represented expenses of holding meetings under the Europe and Central Asia (ECA)
network organized by UNEP OzoneAction for Article 5 countries in the region within the three years
duration of the project and financed by MLF. Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan
have been regularly invited to these meetings. GEF allocations covered the cost of their participation
for the duration of the project only. The total cost of the project amounted to US $1,243,040.

The project was internalized in June 2007 with effective start date of July 2007. The 30 months
period was determined as a planned duration of the project. However the start was delayed due to a
change in UNEP’s legal instruments from MOUs to SSFA. The project started as follows: Azerbaijan
—March 2010; Kazakhstan — January 2009; Tajikistan — January 2009; Uzbekistan - November 20009.
The actual duration was 19 months in Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan, and 30 months in Kazakhstan and
Tajikistan. The geographical scope of the project was national in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan
and Azerbaijan with some regional level activities. UNEP was the GEF designated Implementing
Agency for the project, responsible for overall project supervision and backstopping. UNEP DTIE-
OzonAction programme and the National Ozone Units were the Executing Agencies in charge of day-
to-day project management, respectively at the regional and national level.

The evaluation of the Project “Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to meet the
obligations of the Montreal Protocol” has been undertaken to assess project performance (in terms of
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relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts (actual and potential)
stemming from the project, including their sustainability. The evaluation has two primary purposes:
(i) to provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote learning,
feedback, and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UNEP and other
partners. Therefore, the evaluation has identified lessons of operational relevance for future project
formulation and implementation.

. THE EVALUATION

A. Objectives of the evaluation

6. In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy’ and the UNEP Evaluation Manual®, the evaluation of the
project “Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to meet the obligations of the
Montreal Protocol” was focused on the following sets of key questions, based on the project’s
intended outcomes.

7. To what extent did the project support the development and enforcement of national policies and
mechanisms in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and Azerbaijan to:

a. address outstanding phase out;

b. strengthen and improve the controls in place;

c. ensure that ODS phase out is sustained in the long term, as is expected under the Montreal Protocol;

d. To what extent did the project contribute to:

e The development and implementation of adjustments of regulations for ODS import/export and
labeling requirements for ODS and ODS containing-equipment;

e Enhanced ODS Licensing Mechanisms, with increased scope of elements for monitoring,
flexibility (to adjust to changes in the Montreal Protocol Schedule) and cooperation between
national players;

e Enhanced legislative and regulatory support for the ODS Licensing Systems;

e Provided environment and training of the key stakeholders to enable them monitor status of
development and implementation of certification of ODS users, improve coordination and
cooperation at the national and regional level on illegal trade of ODS; and

e Improved coordination and cooperation at the national and regional level on ODS stockpiling and
disposal/destruction issues.

(v) Was regional approach used by the project useful in promoting peer to peer learning, support and
cooperation in terms of overall management of ODS and project execution?

8.

B. Overall approach and methods

The terminal evaluation of the Project “Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to
meet the obligations of the Montreal Protocol” has been conducted by an independent consultant, a
Russian and English speaker with more than 30 years ODS experience, under the overall
responsibility and management of the UNEP Evaluation Office (Nairobi), in consultation with UNEP
DTIE-OzonAction. The evaluation was conducted between mid November 2013 and beginning of
March 2014. The evaluation included a desk-based review of relevant available documentation,
preparation of the inception report and field visits. An Inception Report was prepared ahead of the
country visits to provide a foundation for the evaluation. The Inception Report focused on the
following key components: review of the quality of project design; reconstruction of initial theory of

2 http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/lUNEPEvaluationPolicy/tabid/3050/language/en-US/Default.aspx
® http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/lUNEPEvaluationManual/tabid/2314/language/en-US/Default.aspx
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11.

12.

13.

change (based on the project design); the assessment of the likelihood of impact through Review of
Outcomes to Impacts (ROtl); and development of the evaluation process and framework. The
National Ozone Units in four CEITs were involved in the planning and the execution of the
evaluation.

It was an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders were kept
informed and consulted throughout the evaluation process. The terms of reference of the evaluation as
contained in Annex 1 have been dispatched to the NOUs in advance as well as an evaluation matrix
with questions in Russian, grouped by categories of issues and stakeholders involved. The
questionnaire with a summary in English is presented in Annex 2.

The key approach adopted for the evaluation was the mix both quantitative and qualitative evaluation

methods to determine project achievements against the expected outputs, outcomes and impacts.

Qualitative methods were used during the evaluation preparation for the development and testing of

the theory of change in the field visits. A desk review involved project and other documents,

including:

o Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP and GEF policies, strategies and
programmes pertaining to phase out, monitoring and control of ODS consumption;

e Project design documents; Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to the logical
framework and project financing;

e Project reports such as progress and financial reports from NOUs to UNEP; Steering Committee
meeting minutes; annual Project Implementation Reviews and relevant correspondence; and

o Documentation related to project outputs.

The second key approach used to improve validity of data was triangulation both within and
between country surveys. The evaluation established a structured database of secondary data provided
by UNEP Evaluation Office and the former project task manager using Dropbox. This database was
used in preparation for the fieldwork and also for triangulation with data obtained during country
visits. The triangulation was also achieved by covering a range of issues with specific stakeholders,
including those in government, NOUSs, customs officers, and private operators in the refrigeration
servicing sector. The verification of information was not always possible, specifically the evaluator
was unable to interview the responsible person from the GEF Secretariat and former UNEP Finnacial
Manager due to changes in staff.

Semi-structured interviews with stakeholders were the primary means of data collection as follows:
o UNEP project management (DTIE-OzonAction) and Fund Management Officer (Nairobi); other
staff as appropriate;

Other relevant UNEP Divisions;

Relevant staff of GEF Secretariat; and

Representatives of other multilateral agencies and other relevant organizations.

Members of NOUs and Customs teams

Representatives of participating governments

Members of Green Customs Initiative and ECA network.

The interviews were supplemented with secondary data collected during field visits from private
sector beneficiaries (brochures, records) and direct observations of private sector facilities. A list of
stakeholders consulted and interviewed is provided in Annex 3.

Quantitative methods were used to conduct internal and external comparisons of ODS consumption
data obtained from Ozone Secretariat database. This database is compiled from the annual reports on
ODS imports, production and exports submitted by Montreal Protocol parties in accordance with
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15.

A.

16.

17.

18.

Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol. As a first step, ODS consumption data were collected focusing on
CFCs (Annex A Group 1), HCFCs (Annex C) and Methyl Bromide (Annex E). The reporting years
were from 1990 to 2012.

Parties that do not report consumption annually are in noncompliance with the requirements of the
Montreal Protocol. In such cases, or where there are discrepancies in reporting or if a party has
exceeded the ODS consumption limit agreed in the Protocol, the UNEP Ozone Secretariat invites the
relevant parties to attend a meeting of the Montreal Protocol’s Implementation Committee. The
committee aims to reach agreement with the party on a resolution and the time that will be required to
achieve compliance. Two of the CEITs under the evaluated project appeared before this committee
immediately after receiving GEF funding. The noncompliance decisions resulting from discussions
with the Implementation Committee before and after GEF financial assistance were used as one of the
measures to demonstrate the value of the GEF support.

C. Limitations

The main limitation encountered during the evaluation was incomplete data and documentation in
files and electronic data bases kept by some NOUs. The NOUSs explained this situation by the time
lag of almost three years passed from the completion of the project when rotation of NOU staff
happened and some files had been missed. They referred also to the lack of timely notification from
UNEP about forthcoming terminal evaluation and requirements of keeping all the relevant records.
The files in UNEP headquarters appeared to be incomplete as well due to rotation of personnel at the
final stage of the project. The relevant GEF Secretariat staff and former UNEP Financial Manager
were not available for interviews and comments on the final report.

THE PROJECT

Context
1. Historical overview

When the Montreal Protocol was adopted by the international community in 1987, the Soviet Union,
including all its republics was classified as Article 2 country and, therefore, had to fulfill the same
ODS phase out schedule as developed countries. After the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1990-
1991and the collapse of its economy, the fifteen newly formed countries were also classified as A2
countries but had limited financial and technical resources to meet the Montreal Protocol
requirements.

The countries of Eastern Europe and newly formed post-Soviet Union countries received the status of
countries with economy in transition (CEITs). The GEF addressed the issue of ozone depleting
substances (ODS) to help CEITs meeting the Montreal Protocol targets by financing institutional
strengthening, technology transfer, outreach and training, and programs to phase out ODS through
conversion of ODS consuming industrial sectors to non-ODS technology and alternatives.

The development of the ODS phase out country programme with commitments of respective
governments and ratification of the Montreal Protocol and its London Amendment were prerequisites
for receiving assistance from the GEF. Country programmes had been prepared in all participating
countries financed by the GEF with assistance from implementing agencies. The GEF channeled its
financial support to Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan through UNDP and UNEP.
UNDP received GEF investments for: the conversion of manufacturing plants to non-ODS
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20.

technology; technology transfer projects in retrofitting ODS equipment and installing new ODS-free
equipment; implementing ODS recovery and recycling operations; and providing the appropriate
training of technicians. UNEP took responsibilities for strengthening institutional capabilities,
including support of National Ozone Units that called for overall co-ordination of the implementation
of country programmes and monitoring and control of ODS. UNEP also implemented programmes
for training technicians in servicing, maintenance and repair in the refrigeration sector and training of
customs officers. All the activities were focused on phasing out CFCs, Halons and methyl bromide in
accordance with action plans specifically developed for CEITs by the Implementation Committee and
approved by the MoP. The GEF grant to the four CEITs amounted to US $16.5 million. The
breakdown of GEF funding is presented in Annex 4. The GEF funded projects were implemented by
UNEP/UNDP as follows: Azerbaijan from 1999 to 2002; Kazakhstan from 2000 to 2005; Tajikistan
from2001 to 2006; and Uzbekistan from 1999 to 2004. The implementation of these projects was
evaluated in 2009-2010.*

The GEF Council is working in cooperation with the Implementation Committee and the Meeting of
Parties of the Montreal Protocol. In 2000, the 12th Meeting of Parties noted with appreciation the
assistance given by the GEF to the phase-out of ODS in CEITs, and requested the Facility to clarify
its future commitment to providing continued assistance to these countries with respect to all ozone-
depleting substances.” There were reasons for such a request. In 2000, 13 CEITs were in non-
compliance with the Montreal Protocol ODS phase-out schedule exceeding 1996-zero CFC
consumption target notwithstanding projects that were on-going in CEITs and supported by the GEF.
Furthermore, the 35% reduction target for HCFC consumption in 2004 and zero methyl bromide
consumption targets in 2005 were approaching. It took three years for the GEF to formulate its
position regarding continuation of the assistance to CEITs. In 2003 at the 15th Meeting of the Parties,
GEF confirmed its commitment to continue providing the future assistance for CEITs with respect to
all ozone-depleting substances, including methyl bromide and HCFCs.® The MP Parties noted that
continued institutional strengthening assistance was necessary to ensure the sustainability of the
achieved progress by CEITs and essential to comply with their reporting obligations. The Parties
urged CEITs that were experiencing difficulty in meeting their obligations under the Protocol to
consider working with the implementing agencies to seek assistance for institutional strengthening
from the GEF and requested the GEF to consider favorably such applications for assistance, in
accordance with its criteria for its capacity-building.’

On the basis of deliberations at the 15™ MP in 2003, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and
Uzbekistan requested UNEP to develop the IS continuation project proposal taking into account the
list of outstanding needs and activities in order to secure the sustainability of CFC phase out and to
initiate actions for HCFC phasing out. It took about four years for the proposal to be prepared.
According to the former UNEP Project Task Manager, the GEF Secretariat had difficulties in funding
the IS support for CEITs. The GEF had stated a preference to see A-2 non-investment country
assistance as temporary, and preferred to focus on larger investment projects that could generate
sufficient co-finance, since it felt that these countries were solvent enough to fund their NOUs and

4 http://www.unep.org/eou/Portals/52/Reports/Final Report ODS Evaluation.pdf

® http://ozone.unep.org/Publications/MP_Handbook/Section_2 Decisions/Other_Decisions/decs-

Global Environment Facility/Decision XI1-14.shtml

® http://ozone.unep.org/Publications/MP_Handbook/Section_2 Decisions/Other Decisions/decs-

Global Environment_ Facility/Decision XV-50.shtml

" http://ozone.unep.org/Publications/MP_Handbook/Section_2 Decisions/Other_Decisions/decs-

Global Environment_Facility/Decision XV-51.shtml
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project oversight from core government budgets. However, the argument was made that without a
NOU structure to manage Ozone issues, they couldn't have national investment projects on the
ground. In the end, IS support, albeit much reduced, was conceded to the countries, and only through
a regional project modality.The consultant and UNEP Evaluation Office attempted to validate this
information with the GEF Secretariat, but it twas not possible because of changes in staff and time
elapsed since the project closed.

The project was approved by UNEP and subsequently by GEF in February and July 2007
respectively. GEF allocations amounted to US $835,000 with Governments mainly in-kind
contributions up to US $108,040. The cost of US $300,000 was also included as co-financing of the
project. This cost represented expenses of holding meetings under the Europe and Central Asia (ECA)
network organized by UNEP OzoneAction for Article 5 countries in the region within the three years
duration of the project and financed by MLF. The total cost of the project amounted to US
$1,243,040.

The project was internalized in UNEP with effective start date of July 2007. The 30 months period
was determined as a planned duration of the project. However the start was delayed by two years in
Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and three years in Azerbaijan due to a change in UNEP’s legal
instruments from MOUs to SSFA, internal UNEP reorganization, and discovered unsettled balance of
GEF funds for the initial IS project in Azerbaijan that was completed in 2002. Consequently, duration
in Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan was reduced to 19 and 20 months respectively vs. 30 months planned.
The project was approved as a regional umbrella project. However, the geographical scope of the
project was national in the four countries with some regional level activities. UNEP-GEF and UNEP
DTIE-OzonAction acted as designated Implementing Agency for the project, responsible for overall
project supervision and backstopping. The National Ozone Units were the Executing Agencies in
charge of day-to-day project management, respectively at the regional and national level.

There happened to be a big gap between the end of the original IS projects and the start of the
continuation of the IS support ranging from 2 years (24 months) in Tajikistan to more than 7 years
(87 months) in Azerbaijan. The table in Annex 5 demonstrates the IS continuation project
implementation schedule vis-a-vis the initial 1S projects and dynamics in ODS consumption in the
four CEITs. This gap caused a negative impact on the compliance of CEITs in question. Thus,
Azerbaijan was in non-compliance with CFC zero consumption targets for three years (2003 to 2005)
followed the end of the GEF project in 2002. In 2005, Azerbaijan reported to the XVII Meeting of
Parties that the country had lack of expertise in the tracking of ODS and, therefore, was unable to
enforce its CFC import ban. Azerbaijan informed the Parties that the country was seeking further
assistance from GEF through UNEP to address the situation. In light of Azerbaijan’s recurrent
inability to return to compliance with the Montreal Protocol, the MP Parties requested exporting
Parties to cease export of CFCs to Azerbaijan.®

The 2005 ODS consumption data served as a basis in formulating objectives and proposed activities
of the project. However, the presentation of the 2005 ODS consumption data as a starting point and
anticipated trend in the project documents was not accurate. The project document characterized the
non-compliance as “past instances”. It was not the case in Azerbaijan with its non-compliance in
2005 as described in Para 23 above. The 2005 HCFC consumption in Kazakhstan was in excess of

8 http://ozone.unep.org/Publications/MP_Handbook/Section 2 Decisions/Article 8/decs-non-

compliance/Decision_ XVI11-26.shtml
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2004 target by 14.3 ODP tonnes. Technically, Kazakhstan was in compliance since the country had
not ratified Copenhagen as well as Beijing amendments. However, the threatening situation with the
excessive level of HCFC consumption was not emphasized and properly addressed in the project
document and SSFA. The assessment of the quality of project design is presented in the matrix in
Annex 6.

The Montreal Adjustment on HCFC Production and Consumption adopted at the 19" MOP, which
came into force in mid-2008, accelerated not only the HCFC phase-out schedules for Article 5
countries but also for Article 2 Parties whose allowable levels in 2010 for both HCFC production and
consumption were reduced from 35% to 25% of the baseline with the levels by 2015 remaining
unchanged at 10%. At the same time Parties were encouraged to promote selection of alternatives that
minimize environmental impacts in particular impacts on climate, as well as meeting other health,
safety and economic considerations. As a result, CEITs participating in the project had to assume
commitments to reduce their HCFC consumption by 75% by the end of the project in order to be in
compliance with the Montreal Protocol. The project document was formulated prior to adoption of the
Montreal Adjustment.

New more stringent requirements in HCFC phase schedule were not clearly reflected in the
objectives of the project document and subsequent individual SSFAs. There was no critical analysis
of ODS consumption in light of forthcoming ODS phase out targets. There were no attempts either
to introduce changes to update the project design to new realities during the project approval and
implementation process. These shortcomings have been taken into account in rating of the quality of
project design in Annex 6.

In this perspective, the thorough analysis of HCFC consumption, its predicted trend and HCFC phase

out targets would have to be critically important at the initial stage of the project implementation in
2009. Table 1 shows 2009 HCFC consumption in the context of MP phase out targets for four CEITSs.

Table 4. HCFC and MeBr consumption and Montreal Protocol phase out targets (in ODP Tonnes)

Country

2004
HCFC
35%
Reduction
Target

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010
HCFC
75%
Reduction
Target

2010

2011

2012

Baseline

2012 Level
of
Reduction
%

Azerbaijan

9.68

0

0.9

0.8

0.8

3.5

3.72

0.3

7.63

3.52

14.9

76

Kazakhstan

25.67

34.3

40

60.1

60.9

62.8

63

9.87

110

90.75

21.56

39.5

45

Kazakhstan
(MeBr)**

0

0

19.8

60

66

67.2

0

6

0

100

Tajikistan

3.9

3.1

3.5

3.6

3.8

3.9

2.6

(1.5%) 4.67

2.8

2.9

2.9

(6.0%)18.7

84

Uzbekistan

48.5

1.8

3.5

3.8

0.1

2.3

1.8

18.6

0.9

4.14

2.44

74.7

96

Total

65.5

68.9

88.2

125.6

135.8

138.1

114

105.4

30.35

*In 2011, MOP 23 decided to revise HCFC baseline in Tajikistan (Dec. XXI11/28) from 6.0 to 18.7 ODP tonnes.

** According to the Copenhagen Amendments A2 countries should complete the phase out the controlled uses of

Methyl Bromide by 2005.

Values in red are in excess of ODS reduction targets.
Squares in grey cover the duration of the IS continuation project.
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the tracking of ODS and, therefore, was unable to enforce its CFC import ban. The analysis of data in
Table 1 demonstrated that HCFC consumption data reported by Azerbaijan after 2005 were greatly
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inconsistent that indicated to a potential persistent problem in reliability of collected and reported
ODS data. 2005 and 2009 HCFC consumption in Tajikistan was dangerously close to non-complance
with the forthcoming 75% reduction target in 2010 (Tajikistan managed to change its HCFC baseline
in 2011 avoiding non-compliance). 2005 and 2009 HCFC consumption in Kazakhstan was in excess
of 2004 and 2010 reduction targets. Kazakhstan had not ratified the Copenhagen and the Beijing
amendments by the time of the project start up. Azerbaijan was not Party to the Beijing Amendment
as well. It appears that all the identified issues would have to be in the focus of the IS project
activities.

Kazakhstan was also in non-compliance with methyl bromide phase out targets in 2006 to 2011.
Based on the results of the assessment of methyl bromide consumption, conducted by UNIDO and
local experts, MeBr is used in Kazakhstan to fumigate soils in intensive agriculture, in commaodities
and in structures. In 2007, a total consumption based on the survey was 173 ODS tonnes (103.9 ODP
tonnes) which included Quarantine and Pre-shipment (QPS) uses which are not restricted by the
Montreal Protocol. The Ozone Secretariat declared consumption of 60 ODP tonnes as restricted uses
in that year. The official data of MeBr consumption reported to the Ozone Secretariat in 2009, 2010
and 2011 were 67.2 ODP tonnes, zero ODP tonnes and 6 ODP tonnes respectively. The inconsistency
of these data cast doubts on the reliability of MeBr data collection and reporting process. Zero
consumption reported in 2012 might be misleading. Methyl bromide is mainly used for soil
fumigation, and the implementation of alternate technologies requires a long period of time due to
agricultural cycles and the need for tailor-made solutions. UNIDO prepared and submitted PIF
“Introduction of ODS alternatives in agriculture and in post-harvest sector in Kazakhstan” to GEF
Secretariat in April 2012. The overall objective of the project is to introduce methyl bromide
alternatives and enhance sustainable total phase-out, with the exception of quantities used for
Quarantine and Pre-Shipment fumigation and for feedstock applications. The UNIDO proposal has
not moved, however, because Kazakhstan had not ratified Beijing amendment. Failure to address the
issue of MeBr restricted uses through the introduction of available alternatives might put the
Government of Kazakhstan in serious risk of non-compliance.

2. Other GEF funded activities in CEITs

In March 2008, UNDP with UNIDO as one of four implementing agencies (UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO
and the World Bank) submitted the regional medium-sized (MSP) project proposal: “Preparing for
HCFC phase-out in CEITs: needs, benefits and potential synergies with other MEAs” for GEF
funding at the level of US$745,000. The proposal covered seven countries eligible to participate in
the regional MSP (Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Ukraine and
Uzbekistan). The MSP was in response to the implications to the obligations incurred by CEITs under
the phase-out schedule for HCFCs of the Montreal Protocol as amended by the Montreal Adjustment
on HCFC Production and Consumption adopted at the 19™ MOP which came into force in mid-2008.
The project’s primary goal is to develop country strategy outlines for HCFC phase out based on in-
depth surveys of HCFC consumption and where applicable production, in eligible Article 2 countries
with economies in transition (CEITs) in Europe and Central Asia, including four CEITSs participating
in IS continuation project. The project was to identify needs for further activities to assist these
countries to remain in or attain compliance with their Montreal Protocol obligations, particularly
noting the accelerated HCFC phase out requirements adopted by MOP.

The primary output was to develop National Strategy outlines for phase-out of HCFCs in the

participating CEITs: UNDP in Belarus, Tajikistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan; and UNIDO in
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Russian Federation. This involved inventorying sources of imports and
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end users, followed by survey at the sector, enterprise/end user levels, country-specific assessment
and analysis of phase-out options that could form the basis of cost-estimated HCFC phase-out
strategy. Specific areas in these National Strategy Outlines include i) development of more effective
capacity for trade and licensing control for HCFCs and HCFC containing equipment; ii) ensuring
consistent reporting of HCFC import, export, production and consumption information; iii)
development of GWP technologies and techniques; and v) identification and basic preparation of
prioritized phase out investments required to sustain phase out obligations in the longer term. Having
recognized the interdependence of national initiatives, this part of the project should also develop
appropriate regional linkages that will facilitate mutual support of phase out efforts, including
fostering networks that will share import and export data, and provide for interaction of scientific and
technical capacity.

The GEF funds were allocated to the four CEITs as follows: Azerbaijan US $37,500, Kazakhstan US
$60,000, Tajikistan US $25,000 and Uzbekistan US $30,000. In total the MSP funding for these four
CEITs amounted to US $152,000 representing 22% of the GEF IS sub-project country allocations.

The Regional Medium-Sized Project (MSP) for Countries with Economies in Transition (CEITs) was
implemented from July 2008 to June 2011 with UNDP and UNIDO as lead Implementing Agencies.
The project was evaluated in May 2013. The evaluation report is available at UNDP site. The
duration of MSP coincided with the implementation of the continued IS project in Azerbaijan,
Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. There was a great deal of synergy in these two projects.
Some of outcomes of the MSP overlap with those in the continued IS project. The following direct
outcomes were identified in the evaluation report that are attributed to the MSP:

e UNDP completed of HCFC phase out strategies for four CEITs, including Tajikistan and
Uzbekistan, and preparation of Full Scale Project (FSP) under the title "Initial
Implementation of Accelerated HCFC Phase-Out in the CEIT Region" which covers
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. The project was approved in late August 2012, started in March
2013 and will end in June 2015.

¢ UNIDO assisted the Government of Azerbaijan to prepare a PIF for consideration of GEF for
Azerbaijan to strengthen its institutional capacity and phase out its HCFC consumption in the
foam and refrigeration sectors. UNIDO provided technical assistance to identify the sources
and accurately assess its current level of HCFC consumption.

e Technical Assistance was provided to the Government of Tajikistan to resolve its erroneous
HCFC baseline level which arose out of miscalculation of its HCFC consumption following
the breakup of the USSR. As a result of presentations made at the Implementation
Committee, MOP 23 decided to revise its baseline (Dec. XXI11/28) from 6.0 to 18.7 ODP
tonnes, thus avoiding potential non-compliance situation.

e At the time that MSP project proposal was approved in 2008, Kazakhstan had not ratified the
Copenhagen and Beijing Amendments. During the data survey and strategy outline
development UNIDO provided technical assistance to the Government of Kazakhstan to
expedite the process of ratification of the Amendments. Kazakhstan ratified the Copenhagen
and Montreal Amendments on 28 June 2011.

e Required inventory data was collected by each participating country, including annual
consumption and sector/end-user consumption. The collected data served as a basis for
reporting reliable consumption data to the Ozone Secretariat. Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan
were in non-compliance in 2011.

® https://erc.undp.org/evaluationadmin/downloaddocument.html?docid...%E2%80%8E
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The preparation of FSP for Tajikistan and Uzbekistan by UNDP and PIF for Azerbaijan required a
thorough analysis of compliance prospects using HCFC consumption data collected. Trends in HCFC
and HFC imports and consumption were analyzed, and HCFC consumption growth scenarios along
with the control measures were devised that formed the basis for formulation of policies on HCFC
controls. Relevant recommendations for facilitating the reduction in HCFC imports through initiating
advance formulation of HCFC control measures were formulated by the project teams and submitted
to respective Governments. All these activities appear to be complimentary or a replication of Sub-
activity (i) under Activities 2, 4, 5 and 6 of the IS continuation project as outlined in Paragraph 65
below.

3. Status of NOUs at the starting point of the project

The continued IS project was to provide the second phase of support to institutional strengthening and
capacity building of the NOUs and stakeholders in four CEITs. To great extent, the project hinges
upon the results of the first phase of IS support for these countries when NOUs were created and
connections with stakeholders were established. The set up, position and status of NOUs in four
CEITs were substantially different at the starting point of the project on the continuation of IS
support. The important factor was the scope of the initial GEF support, the timeframe of its
implementation and the gap between the end of the initial GEF projects and the start up of the GEF
continuation of IS support in these countries. In February-March 2009, the UNEP Evaluation Office
conducted the terminal evaluation of ODS phase projects supported by GEF in CEITs, including
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. The UNEP EO terminal evaluation just preceded
the start up of the GEF continuation of IS support in the four CEITs, and therefore can serve as a
reliable source of the information related to CEIT NOUSs status and their activities in that time. *° The
GEF funding and co-financing resources provided by CEIT governments for CFC phasing out in
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan are presented in Annex 4.

Objectives and components

The project “Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to meet the obligations of the
Montreal Protocol by Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan” came as a transition from
GEF-3 to GEF-4 financial cycle to assist eligible countries in meeting their obligations under the
Montreal Protocol through strengthening capabilities and institutions in those countries that still
having difficulties in ensuring the sustainability of CFC and methyl bromide phase out and meeting
their reporting requirements. The needs expressed by the four countries included activities addressing
forthcoming reporting and control measures regarding HCFCs on the national and regional levels as
well as reduction of ODS emissions in the context of climate change issues.

The activities and sub-activities on the national level (Activities 1 to 6) and regional level (Activities
7) have been outlined in the approved project document as follows:

Activity 1: Continuation of the Ozone Office

Sub-activity (i): Establishment of a new work plan elaborating any additional roles of the ozone office

in the face of new requirements of the Montreal Protocol

10 hitp://www.unep.org/eou/Portals/52/Reports/Final Report ODS_Evaluation.pdf
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(@) Administer, coordinate and supervise implementation of the Institutional Strengthening
Project and any additional activities that support the implementation of the Montreal
Protocol, and report on their progress;
(b) Coordinate the relevant inter-ministerial and inter-sectoral activities;
(c) Initiate and coordinate the preparation of relevant legislative acts;
(d) Continue to raise awareness on Ozone issues and the available technical solutions, legal
controls etc.
(e) Collect, analyze and distribute information on alternatives substances, technologies;
(f)  Provide guidance to stakeholders on handling of ODS;
() Follow-up and evaluate the compliance of the phase out schedule;
Sub-activity (ii):  Recruitment where necessary of staff and expertise, procurement of equipment.
Sub-activity (iii): Development of modalities to incorporate NOU functions into the government
institutional framework for the long-term.

Activity 2: Legislative Measures for Phase Out of ODS

Sub-activity (i): Relevant review, improvements and adjustments of national phase out schedules and
sector-specific restrictions;

Sub-activity (ii):  Relevant review, improvements and adjustment of regulations on ODS import/export
restrictions, quota system and the overall licensing system;

Sub-activity (iii):  Relevant review, improvements and adjustments of labeling requirements for ODS
and ODS containing-equipment;

Sub-activity (iv):  Further elaboration of an ODS emission regulations;

Sub-activity (v):  Establishment of a system/ completion of certification of refrigeration technicians
and other users of ODS;

Activity 3: Public Awareness Programmes

Sub-activity (i): Prepare campaigns in the print and electronic media as necessary on ozone issues,
particularly to highlight any enhanced controls on ODS use;

Activity 4: Data and Information Collection on ODS Use and Consumption

Sub-activity (i): Data collection, processing and analysis on ODS consumption;

Sub-activity (ii):  Data collection, processing and analysis on recovered and recycled CFCs and
HCFCs;

Sub-activity (iii):  Where it occurs, data collection on stockpiled and destroyed ODS;

Activity 5: Overall Coordination and Monitoring of National Phase out Plan

Sub-activity (i): Identify, formulate and monitor any further projects required to achieve final ODS
phase out, whether at the national or regional level,

Sub-activity (ii):  Cooperation in the field with Customs in the control of ODS import/export;

Sub-activity (iii):  Collection, distribution and systemization of information on alternative ODS and
ODS destruction technologies;

Activity 6: Reporting
Sub-activity (i): Submission of annual report on ODS consumption to Ozone Secretariat;
Sub-activity (ii):  Submission of progress and expenditure reports on the implementation of the IS

projects, and any other ODS projects being carried out in the country.
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Activity 7: Coordination on long-term sustaining of NOU function, Illegal trade,

ODS destruction and other transboundary issues

Sub-activity (i): Coordination within the framework of the Network for Eastern Europe and Central

Asia (ECA);

Sub-activity (ii):  Coordination under the Green Customs Programme.

C.

38.

39.

Target areas/groups

The target areas of the project mainly reflect activities as listed in Paragraph 32 above. The target
areas involve different stakeholders and players at the national, regional and international level.
Table 2 demonstrates involvement of national, regional and international institutions, groups and
players in target areas of the project. A great deal of activities have been undertaken by UNDP and
UNIDO in the four CEITs in parallel with the IS project within the framework of the implementation
of the GEF funded MSP as referred to in Paragraphs 32 to 35 above. However, interaction with
UNDP and UNIDO is not fully reflected in PIRs and practically not mentioned in HYPRs.

Table 5. Target areas and institutions and groups involved

No | Target area Institutions and groups

1 | Continuation of the Ozone Office National ozone office; members of National Steering
Committee; International Steering Committee, UNEP
Ozone Secretariat; UNEP GEF; UNEP DTIE; industrial
enterprises in private sector; educational institutions;

2 | Legislative measures for phase out | National ozone office; National parliament; members of

of ODS National Steering Committee; industrial enterprises in
private sector;
3 | Public awareness programmes National ozone office; members of National Steering

Committee; NGOs; mass media; educational institutions;
public organizations;

4 Data and information collection on | National ozone office; members of National Steering

ODS use and consumption and Committee; industrial enterprises in private sector UNEP
reporting Ozone Secretariat; Montreal Protocol Implementation
Committee;
5 Overall coordination and National ozone office; members of National Steering
monitoring of national phase out Committee; International Steering Committee; UNDP;

plan on national and regional levels | UNIDO; UNEP OzoneAction, Green Customs; RILO

Milestones/key dates in project design and implementation

Neither the project logframe nor 2007-2010 project implementation timelines (PIT) reflect the
timeframe for the implementation of planned activities and achievement of expected outcomes. PIT
indicates the M&E tools and respective M&E activities timelines. The PIT became not very relevant
due to the seriously delayed start of the project and subsequently compressed duration of the project,
which was reduced in Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan to 19 and 20 months respectively vs. 30 months
planned. The lack of benchmarks and timelines was rectified at the later stage in work plans
formulated by NOUs themselves in SSFAs and HYPRs taking into account available timeframe, their
local priorities and existing capabilities.
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Implementation arrangements
1. Implementation approaches and management framework

UNEP/DTIE was responsible for the implementation of the project in accordance with the objectives
and activities outlined in Section B above. UNEP/DTIE, as the GEF Implementing Agency, was
responsible for overall project supervision to ensure consistency with GEF and UNEP policies and
procedures, and provided guidance on linkages with related UNEP and GEF-funded activities. The
UNEP/DGEF Co-ordination monitored implementation of the activities undertaken during the
execution of the project. The UNEP/DGEF Co-ordination was responsible for clearance and
transmission of financial and progress reports to the Global Environment Facility.

The former UNEP DTIE task manager of the project explained the difficulties in starting the activities
on the ground with the changes in UNEP’s legal instruments, namely the switch from MOUs to
SSFAs after the Task Manager and FMO had sent draft MoUs to the countries. The MoUs were
undergoing a lengthy legal review in the countries when the change came in, and UNEP legal office
refused to permit the MOU approach to stand. The whole process had to begin again using SSFAs
which had to go back through the countries’ legal machinery. This took even longer as countries were
unfamiliar with SSFAs. The NOUs confirmed that the SSFAs format contained additional
requirements that had to be agreed with all stakeholders involved. In Azerbaijan, the start of the
project was delayed by a further year because of an unsettled balance from the initial IS project that
was closed in 2002, bringing the total delay to three years. It is difficult for the evaluator, however, to
track the lengthy project preparation, approval and start of implementation process within the GEF
and UNEP bureaucracy and identify the key reasons for such a protracted delay.

SSFAs for the countries were developed out of the umbrella project and all financial and progress
reports were communicated by the NOUs to the Task Manager and Fund Management Officer, who
in turn carried out overall half-yearly reporting, processing of cash advances and reconciliation of
expenditure reporting, PIRs and the like for the umbrella project. The Task Manager was also
responsible for working with the Evaluation and Oversight team of UNEP and the Portfolio
Management Team of UNEP DGEF, to coordinate project evaluations and monitoring.

National activities were executed by the NOUSs. For the regional component, assistance was provided
from the relevant MLF-funded regional activities under the OzonAction ECA and Green Customs
programmes. The project assigned the role of the Executing Agency to NOUs in cooperation with
national steering committees. UNEP DTIE TM and DGEF FM with the support of the international
steering committee played a supervisory role. The project was formulated within a regional
framework. SSFA included the standard list of activities to be carried out with the support of the
small scale funding for all four countries as presented in Para 66 above. However, the SSFA format
provided opportunity to reflect individual priorities of participating countries through the preparation
of national work plans with individual timelines. Most national work plans did not include the
complete list of activities incorporated in the standard list. A number of activities included in the list
were beyond the capabilities of some NOUs.

HYPRs reported on the implementation of national work plans and were used as a major monitoring
tool and the basis for formulating the 2008, 2009 and 2010 PIRs, prepared by Task Manager and
Financial Manager and submitted to the GEF Secretariat. The established management framework has
been followed throughout the project duration and ensured the delivery of project outputs and
outcomes to the extent possible, given the limitations in some NOU capabilities. It should be
mentioned that the 2008 PIR was not of much value since the start of project activities was shifted to
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2009. The 2011 PIR was not prepared though project activities continued until October 2011 and
relevant reports were provided by NOUSs to the TM.

The major drawback in the implementation arrangements was the inability of the project to adapt to
occurring changes. In Kazakhstan, two important issues were not identified and recognized as a
priority in the project design: i) de facto non-compliance with HCFC phase out schedule; and ii)
urgency in ratification of Copenhagen, Montreal and Beijing amendments. The meeting of GEF-
funded Countries to advance the regional projects ”Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for
CEITs to meet the Obligations of the Montreal Protocol” and “Preparing for HCFC Phase Out in
CEITs: needs, benefits and potential synergies with other MEAs” was held on 30-31 March 2009 in
Paris, France. This meeting was considered as the first international steering committee meeting. It
was pointed out that Kazakhstan had the highest per capita reported consumption, and had not yet
acceded the Copenhagen amendment, lowering its standing in terms of readiness for total ODS phase
out. The NOU for Kazakhstan responded that they were working on this since these ratifications were
necessary for them to receive investment funding from the GEF. These issues could be addressed
further in the course of implementation by incorporating additional items in SSFA and the national
work plan for Kazakhstan with a definite timeline. The importance of this issue warranted a visit of
TM and FMO to Kazakhstan and a meeting with top officials in the Ministry of Environment
Protection. These actions were not taken. As a result, currently Kazakhstan is in a difficult situation:
the country is officially recognized in non-compliance; GEF HCFC phase out project is suspended;
several HCFC supplying countries stopped its export pending the ratification of the Beijing
amendment by Kazakhstan.

In March 2008, the GEF approved the regional MSP “Preparing for HCFC phase-out in CEITs:
needs, benefits and potential synergies with other MEAs” to be implemented by UNDP and UNIDO.
The project’s primary goal was to develop country strategy outlines for HCFC phase out based on in-
depth surveys of HCFC consumption and, where applicable, production, in eligible Article 2 CEITs in
Europe and Central Asia (specifically Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, the Russian Federation,
Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and Ukraine). These would identify needs for further activities to assist these
countries to remain in or attain compliance with their Montreal Protocol obligations, particularly
noting the accelerated HCFC phase out requirements adopted by MOP XIX. The national strategy
outlines should be based on factual current data from surveys. Specific areas in these national
strategy outlines included activities as follows: i) development of more effective capacity for trade
and licensing control for HCFCs and HCFC containing equipment; ii) ensuring consistent reporting
of HCFC import, export, production and consumption information; iii) development of low GWP
technologies and techniques; and v) identification and basic preparation of prioritized phase out
investments required to sustain phase out obligations in the longer term. These outlined activities
correlated closely with activities delineated in the IS continuation project as listed in Paragraph 65
above. The NOUs in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan actively participated in the
implementation of the GEF MSP.

It was surprising to see no references in the HYPRs on coordination of UNEP and NOUs activities
with UNDP and UNIDO, which have been working in parallel on similar issues in the same countries.
There were references in the 2009 and 2010 PIR to CEITs engagement in HCFC survey work with
UNDP and UNIDO and formulation of follow-on projects without proper assessment of synergy and
linkage of these activities with the IS project objectives.
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2. The interaction of NOU with members of national steering committee and higher level
authorities

The interaction of NOUs with members of national steering committee and higher level authorities
was not equally productive in the four CEITs and hinged on the NOU status in a particular country.
The influence and the level of communication between NOU and specific government department
depended to a great extent on the standing of NOU in the government hierarchy and personal
authority of the head of NOU. The NOU in Uzbekistan is part of the Department of the Atmosphere
and Air Protection (DAAP) within the State Committee for Nature Protection (SCNP). The head of
DAAP is also the head of the NOU. The status of the NOU facilitated establishing a good line of
communication with the Cabinet of Ministers and the Parliament resulting in ratification of all
Montreal Amendments as early as in 1998. The position of the NOU is essential in involving the
Ecologic Inspectorate into activities on effective enforcement of national regulations on ODS control.

In Tajikistan, the National Ozone Unit (NOU) was established in the Ministry of Protection of
Natural Resources (MNRR). The former Deputy Minister of MNRP was appointed as the head of
NOU. The activities of the NOU had a well-defined place in the national administration and access to
the key decision-makers, including enforcement agencies. Tajikistan acceded the Copenhagen,
Montreal and Beijing amendments in May 2009. The NOU established a close cooperation with the
Ecological Inspectorate. The NOU, with the assistance of the director of a leading refrigeration
servicing company who occupied the position of the deputy of the head of NOU, established the
Refrigeration Association, which is actively involved in retraining of refrigeration servicing
personnel.

In Azerbaijan, the NOU is part of the Climate Change and Ozone Centre (CCOC) which was
established within the National Hydrometeorological Department of the Ministry of Ecology and
Natural Resources. Notwithstanding the fact that the Ozone division has four positions, the NOU
cannot be characterized as effectively functioning unit. The activities under the project have been
implemented by outside consultants funded from the project, including promotion of the ratification
of the Beijing Amendment that took place in August 2012. Currently, only one position out of four is
occupied. Azerbaijan had a problem in enforcing the HCFC licensing and quota system in 2011 when
the country was recognized to be in non-compliance with the HCFC phase out schedule. The country
returned to compliance in 2012 but acknowledged the existing lack of expertise in the tracking of HCFC trade
and accounting of ODS consumption by end-users.

In Kazakhstan, the NOU was established within the Climate Change Coordination Centre (CCCC) in
June 2002 as an agency independent of the Government. The Government authorized the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection (MNREP) to coordinate activities on the ODS
phase-out in cooperation with the CCCC. There was an agreement between the CCCC and MNREP
by which the CCCC implemented the IS support project in Kazakhstan. The Director of the CCCC
was the manager of the project and coordinated the activities within the NOU. The CCCC is funded
through commercial contracts with clients and by grants received from international donors. The
CCCC had to compete with the other agencies in Kazakhstan to take on work contracted by MNREP
and other clients through the bidding process. Accordingly, the status of CCCC is such that the
access to the key decision-makers, including enforcement agencies is limited. The CCCC is playing
an advisory role in communicating with MNREP. Thus, the proposal to ratify the Copenhagen and
Montreal Amendments was passed on to MNREP as early as in 2003. These two amendments were
ratified in June 2011. The ratification of the Beijing Amendment is pending with the consequences
described in Para 71 above. The limitations in the status of NOU and the level of access to decision
makers prevented CCCC from implementing activities outlined in the project document and SSFA
such as: development of modalities to incorporate NOU functions into the government institutional
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framework for the long-term; improvements and adjustments of labeling requirements for ODS and
ODS containing-equipment. In the absence of mandatory control of HCFCs prior to 2012, it was not
possible to undertake relevant review, improvements and adjustment of regulations on HCFC quota
system restricting imports; further elaboration of ODS emission regulations; establishment of a
system of certification of refrigeration technicians and other users of ODS in addition to licenses
allowing work with ODS which was in place. Currently, there are no personnel in CCCC fully
dedicated to ozone issues.

3. Response to directions and guidance

The NOUs responsible for the implementation of the project were in contact with UNEP TM and
UNEP/GEF FMO and followed closely their directions and guidance. The direction and guidance
was provided through regular review of HYPRs and financial reports. The evidence of the direction
and guidance has been traced in reviewing the correspondence between TM and FM and from
minutes of the meeting of the international steering committee. The interactions of NOUs with
national steering committees (NSC) have not been documented. The NOUs explained that they
preferred to interact with individual members of NSCs on specific issues since it was difficult to
organize meetings of the NSC as a whole.

4. Operational and political / institutional problems and constraints

The Government commitment to adopt and implement the necessary legislation in a timely manner is
a key for the country to meet Montreal Protocol ODS phase out targets. The introduction of HCFC
guota system was not equally successful in the four CEITs. The HCFC import quota legislation was
introduced as follows: Azerbaijan - in 2004: Kazakhstan - in 2012; Uzbekistan in 2005, Tajikistan is
still pending. The efficiency of quota legislation, however, depends very much on enforcement
measures that presume the establishment of strict customs control on the border and in-land check-
ups of ODS importers and end-users involving ecological inspectorate. Currently, all the four CEIT
Governments pursue economy growth policy by stimulating private business activities, including
small and medium-sized enterprises through alleviating to a great extent government control and
reducing the number and frequency of mandatory check-ups at the enterprise level. Under these
circumstances, NOUs have to work closely with government regulators defending the notion of strict
ODS control, including environmental inspections. The governments in turn needs to show
understanding of the ODS control requirements.

The salaries of government employees (i.e. NOU staff in Azerbaijan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan) are
low or very low. The NOU in Kazakhstan is part of a non-governmental agency. There is a lack of
government commitments in motivating (in monetary terms) the staff of NOUs in Azerbaijan and
Tajikistan, thus maintaining its continuity and the necessary level of competence. In Uzbekistan, an
effective system of incentives is introduced where proceeds from environmental fees and ODS
permits have been used to stimulate the NOU staff.

The Government motivation to integrate activities of NOUs into the environmental governance
system of the country was not demonstrated equally well in four CEITs. In Uzbekistan, the NOU
being the part of the Department of the Atmosphere and Air Protection (DAAP) is fully integrated
into the structure of the State Committee for Nature Protection (SCNP). The activities on the
implementation of requirements of the Montreal Protocol are an essential part of operational plans of
the DAAP and SCNP as a whole. The NOU in Tajikistan established close connections with the
Ministry of Protection of Natural Resources during the implementation of the project. However,
these relationships drastically changed in 2011 when the experienced staff of NOU was completely
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replaced with newcomers by a newly appointed minister. Currently, there is no NOU staff member
who can meaningfully handle Montreal Protocol related issues. After the 2013 presidential elections,
a new government was appointed. The evaluator met the new MPNR Minister who assured that the
role of the NOU will be elevated and displaced NOU staff will be restored. In Azerbaijan, the NOU is
virtually dysfunctional and disconnected from activities of ecological inspectorate and other
departments of the Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources. The Climate Change Coordination
Centre (CCCC), a commercial organization, assumed the functions of the NOU in Kazakhstan and
provides advisory services to the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
(MNREP) on the-case-by-case basis. MNREP outsources activities required from the Government by
the Montreal Protocol to CCCC and not very closely engaged in handling ozone related issues.

The system of vocational education and training of refrigeration servicing technicians ceased to exist
in CEITs since the USSR breakdown. Currently, a big number of inadequately trained refrigeration
servicing personnel is present on the work market in CEITs, posing problems in controlling ODS
emissions in the process of repair and maintenance of refrigeration and AC equipment. There is a lack
of commitments from CEIT governments to restore the system of training and retraining of
refrigeration servicing personnel and consequently promote the mandatory certification of these
technicians.

On the issue of Customs border control, CEIT governments state that they are committed and
motivated but this has not yet been translated into sufficiently effective actions. The level of illicit
trade of controlled ODS is still high in CEITs. The governments need to put more serious efforts in
training customs and border control personnel and providing the necessary ODS identifiers.

The project provided financial resources to pay a salary to NOU personnel involved in the
implementation of activities outlined in the project. In Azerbaijan, however, the allocated resources
were paid to consultants not to the NOU personnel thus reducing its sustainability. Under the project,
the training workshops were organized for representatives of refrigeration and AC enterprises and
customs officers. These arrangements, however, could not replace more systematic training
programmes organized by CEIT governments.

5. GEF environmental and social safeguards requirements

The GEF Strategic Goals call for the reduction of global climate change risks by stabilizing
atmospheric GHG concentrations through emission reduction actions and the promotion of sound
management of chemicals ODS in particular, throughout their life cycle to minimize the effect on
human health and global environments. The prime objective of the project is to phase out ODS that
harmfully affect the ozone layer and have adverse effect on the climate system. The geophysical
observations indicate to the stabilization of the ozone concentration in the stratosphere and, therefore,
reducing risks for the environment as a whole. Another GEF strategic goal is related to the building of
national and regional capacities and enabling conditions for global environmental protection and
sustainable development. The project for the continuation of the institutional strengthening in CEIT is
fully in line with this goal and facilitated greatly in CEIT capacity building and sustainable
development.

Project financing

The project financing came from GEF, its contribution amounting to US $835,000 and co-financing
originated from CEIT governments amounting to US $36,490 in cash and US $71,150 in-kind with
full amount of US $108,040. The amount of US $300,000 was also accounted as co-financing to the
project which represents a portion of the total ECA Network budget of US$ 1.1 million allocated by
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the Multilateral Fund for organization of Network meetings for Article 5 countries in the Region for
the three year period. The Article 2 countries under the project have been invited to participate in
these meetings before and after the project closed. During the project, CEIT participation was funded
from the project funds. From the evaluator perspective, it is questionable to account MLF funding of
ECA Network as co-financing of the project.

The project support of NOUs was provided through the country-specific allocations in the budget
according to Annex 4. The budget followed the budget model used in preparation and funding of 1S
projects funded by the GEF in the past. The budget was further elaborated during the SSFA
preparation and attached to individual SSFAs. The abbreviated version of the budget by project
components/Outcomes is presented in Table 3. Annex 7 contains detailed project budget.

Table 6. Budget by project components/outcomes

Project Components/Outcomes Co-financing ($) GEF ($) | Total ($)
IS sub-project country allocations 107,590 | 685,000 792,590
Country Training (includes, attendance at associated 300,450 45,000 345,450

meetings to promote regional cooperation; latter initiatives
already funded by MLF and bi-lateral donors)

Reporting Costs & Miscellaneous (inclusive of copier and 0 20,000 20,000
projector rentals, publishing of reports)

Mid- and Terminal Evaluations 20,000 20,000
Project support inclusive of consultant for Russian 0 65,000 65,000

translation of Green Customs Training Manual; Resource
persons for Regional Meetings; Staff travel to meetings and
workshops;

Total project costs 408,040 835,000 | 1,243,040

According to the Terms of Reference, the evaluation of the financial planning has been done in
subsequent paragraphs under Section F- Factors affecting Performance.

Project partners

The project partners are described in Section E.2-The interaction of NOU with members of national
steering committee and higher level authorities, Paragraphs 74-77 as well as in Section F.3 —
Stakeholder participation and public awareness, Paragraphs 181-184.

Changes in design during implementation

The project was developed and approved during the period 2005 to 2007. The 2005 ODS
consumption in the four CEITs served as a baseline in formulating activities proposed in the project
document. The presentation of the 2005 baseline ODS consumption data in the project documents
was not quite accurate. There was no critical analysis of ODS consumption in light of forthcoming
ODS phase out targets. The deficiency of the project design in terms of inadequate analysis of ODS
consumption is described in Annex 6 — Assessment of the Quality of Project Design. .

The assessment of risk in terms of growth of ODS consumption was estimated to be fairly low in the
project document based on the 2005 consumption of CFC and HCFC amounting to 21.9 ODP tonnes
CFC and 43.508 ODP tonnes HCFC left to be phased out. The analysis of ODS consumption data has
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been undertaken beyond 2005 and presented in Table 1 and Paragraphs 28 and 29 above. The
consumption was steadily growing from 68.9 ODP Tonnes in 2005 to 138.1 ODP Tonnes in 2009
when the project was started. The consumption remained high in 2011 mainly due to high HCFC and
methyl bromide consumption in Kazakhstan. HCFC consumption in Tajikistan of 2.6 ODP tonnes in
2009 was dangerously close to non-complance with the forthcoming 2010 75% reduction target (1.5
ODP tonnes). Had the revision of the updated baseline been done before the project was actually
launched and relevant changes introduced to the project document, the assessment of risk might be
different and appropriate risk mitigation measures might have been outlined. Respectively, the
necessary measures would have to be taken in formulating SSFAs that would help to address issues in
ratification of MP amendments and non-compliance of Kazakhstan ODS consumption data reliability
in Azerbaijan and potential non-compliance in Tajikistan.

Kazakhstan was a key country in achieving the major objective of the project to reduce ODS
consumption.  Kazakhstan consumed 130.2 ODP tonnes of HCFCs and MeBr in 2009 that
represented 94% of the total consumption of the four CEITs (Table 1 above). The 2005 HCFC
consumption in Kazakhstan was in excess of 2004 target by 14.3 ODP tonnes. Technically,
Kazakhstan was in compliance since the country had not ratified the Copenhagen and Beijing
amendments. However, the alarming situation of excessive level of HCFC consumption was not
emphasized and properly addressed in the project document. The 45™ Meeting of the Implementation
Committee determined that this situation prevented Kazakhstan from trading in HCFCs with parties
to the Protocol and, therefore, recognized the import of HCFCs by the South Korea to Kazakhstan in
2008 and 2009 as illegal. Furthermore, the GEF suspended the disbursement of funding under the
GEF-UNIDO MSP for the initiation of the HCFCs phase-out activities and prevention of methyl
bromide use in agricultural sector in Kazakhstan until the time of ratification of Copenhagen and
Beijing amendments. Kazakhstan ratified the Copenhagen amendment on 28 June 2011. The XXV
MOP recognized Kazakhstan to be in non-compliance and requested to submit, as a matter of urgency
an explanation for its excess consumption of HCFCs and methyl bromide, and details of the
management systems in place that had failed to prevent that excess consumption, together with a plan
of action with time specific benchmarks to ensure the party’s prompt return to compliance with its
HCFC and methyl bromide obligations under the Protocol.

Timely changes in project design during implementation are one of the key characteristics of adaptive
management. Changes in project design were required to establish coordination under the
circumstances of the parallel implementation of the IS project by UNEP, and UNDP/UNIDO of the
MSP on “Preparing for HCFC phase-out in CEITs*. It appears that the project adaptive management
was not successfully employed by UNEP.

Reconstructed Theory of Change of the project

The Theory of Change Analysis defines the project’s potential logical progression from the outcomes
it has set out to achieve to the ultimate desired impact. It includes an analysis of the barriers and
opportunities for achieving the desired impact or development goal. The Theory of Change Analysis
can be refined and strengthened by evidence collated through the project terminal evaluation process.
The terminal evaluation can therefore potentially play an important role in refining the Theory of
Change.

The project was formulated at the time when the Theory of Change (ToC) was not yet developed and
operationalized. The project does not present the casual pathway “Input — Output — Outcome -
Intermediate State — Impact”. The ToC categories such as Outputs, Indicators, Means of Verifications
and Assumptions have not been formulated and applied in the appropriate way. The ToC has been
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reconstructed at the stage of the preparation of the inception report by taking outputs and expected
outcomes from the existing logframe and placing them in the right order in the ToC format. Then the
proposed activities have been added to the table in conjunction with outputs and expected outcomes.
The intended impacts have been identified on the basis of statements specified in the project
document, and thus, the gaps have been filled.

The assessment of the likelihood of impact through Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtI) has been
undertaken in line with Annex 6 of the Terms of Reference. The assessment of the project design has
been done to determine its consistency with, and appropriateness for, the delivery of the intended
impact. The verification of the causal logic between the different hierarchical levels of the logical
framework has been done and circumstances associated with the delivery of the intended impact
(assumptions and drivers) have been identified. The ROtI analysis has been done within the inception
report. The ROtI facilitated in adequate data collection for the evaluation of project effectiveness,
likelihood of impact and sustainability. The results of ROtl analysis have been applied in writing of
Section IV - EVALUATION FINDINGS.

A starting point of the Theory of Change assessment is the identification of the project’s intended
impact. The overall objective of the project, as set out in the Project Document, is to ensure the
compliance of the country with the Montreal Protocol for the Protection of the Ozone Layer and its
attendant phase out schedule for ODS by way of providing support for continued institutional
strengthening and capacity building for NOUs and customs officials. The desired (longer term)
impact of the project is the recovery and preservation of the stratospheric ozone layer. The
progression from outcomes to the impact which is determined as “Recovery and preservation of the
stratospheric ozone layer” through a series of intermediary states is shown in Annex 8 —
Reconstruction of Theory of Change.

EVALUATION FUNDINGS

This chapter is organized according to the evaluation criteria presented in section 11.4 of the TORs
and provides factual evidence relevant to the questions asked and sound analysis and interpretations
of such evidence. This is the main substantive section of the report. Ratings are provided at the end of
the assessment of each evaluation criterion. The findings of the evaluation are based on the desk
studies described in the Inception Report and field visits results.

A. Strategic relevance

73.

74.

The activities of the project were considered as the primary requirement for realizing the objectives of
the countries of phasing out ODSs as Parties to the Montreal Protocol and thereby fulfilling their
international obligations. The project was formulated on the basis of needs expressed by the
respective governments and other national stakeholders.

The project and its results contributed to objectives of the UNEP DTIE OzonAction Programme. This
Programme  assists developing countries and countries with economies in transition (CEITSs) to
enable them to achieve and sustain compliance with the Montreal Protocol. The OzonAction
Programme also assists countries in making informed decisions about alternative technologies and
ozone-friendly policies. Under the Programme, more than 1,000 projects and services have been
implemented that benefited of more than 100 developing countries and 7 CEITs, plus other services
that assisted another 40 developing countries. The project is part of Environmental Governance which
is determined as one of the six thematic priorities of the 2010-2013 UNEP Medium Term Strategy
and the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-building (the Bali Strategic Plan),
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which, amongst other matters, aims at a more coherent, coordinated and effective delivery of
environmental capacity-building and technical support at all levels and by all actors, including UNEP,
in response to country priorities and needs.

The project is consistent with the following GEF Strategic Goals: 1) Reduce global climate change
risks by stabilizing atmospheric GHG concentrations through emission reduction actions; 2) Promote
the sound management of chemicals, ODS in particular, throughout their life cycle to minimize the
effect on human health and global environments; 3) Build national and regional capacities and
enabling conditions for global environmental protection and sustainable development. The Project is
also complimentary with the GEF regional MSP “Preparing for HCFC phase out in CEITs: needs,
benefits and potential synergies with other MEAs” involving 14 CEITs, including those four under
the project and three implementing agencies: UNEP, UNDP and the World Bank. This project was
transformed later into two regional projects: “Initial Implementation of Accelerated HCFC Phase Out
in the CEIT Region” being implemented by UNDP in Belarus, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Ukraine and
“Initiation of the HCFCs phase out and promotion of HFCs-free energy efficient refrigeration and air-
conditioning systems” prepared by UNIDO and approved by GEF for Azerbaijan and the Russian
Federation. UNIDO sub-project for Kazakhstan is awaiting the GEF approval subject to ratification of
Copenhagen and Beijing amendments by the Government of Kazakhstan.

Not all the objectives of the project in terms of planned activities have been achieved given the time
and budget allocated to the project, the baseline situation and the institutional context in which the
project was to operate. The detailed analysis of attained results is in the subsequent chapters of the
report.

The strategic relevance of the project is rated as relevant (R) for the four CEITs: Azerbaijan,
Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan.

B. Achievement of outputs

78.

Outputs are concrete things done as a result of the project. Outputs reflect where and for what project
funds were used. The outputs of the project have been determined through the process of the
reconstruction of the Theory of Change when the casual pathway “Input — Output — Outcome -
Intermediate State — Impact”. The ToC categories such as Outputs, Indicators, Means of Verifications
and Assumptions have been formulated during the desk review process and reflected in the Inception
Report. These categories have been applied later in the course of field visits to establish the
attainment of outputs in each individual country. The evaluation assessed, for each output component
(both regional and national), the project’s success in producing the programmed deliverables, both in
guantity and quality, as well as their usefulness and timeliness. A set of indicators was used for the
assessment of achievements of outputs. The questions as formulated in the evaluation matrix (Annex
2) and field observations were the main tools used. The questions from the evaluation matrix have
been grouped for interactions with specific stakeholders, translated into Russian and communicated to
NOUs in advance. The results are formulated for each of five categories of outputs and for each of
four CEITs and presented in the following paragraphs.
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1. Results by categories

i) Establishing the fully functional National Ozone Unit and initiating actions that created
suitable conditions in the country for the phase-out of ozone-depleting substances according
to requirements of the Montreal Protocol.

Azerbaijan

There was about a year of delay with the start of the project and signiing of the SSFA due to lack of
Ozone focal point and qualified personnel in the Climate Change and Ozone Centre established
under the National Hydrometeorological Department within the Ministry of Ecology and Natural
Resource (MENR). Another problem was the unsettled balance from the initial IS project. The first
disbursement was made in March 2010. Eventually, a team of contracted experts was formed, office
equipment was procured and the work plan elaborated. The most important counterpart funding was
provided as envisaged in SSFA. The National Steering Committee was formed. The access to
decision makers and political support was provided through the Environment Policy Office of the
MENR. The NOU was active up to October 2011. GEF funding was crucial for effective NOU
operation. The NOU activities significantly degraded as GEF funding stopped.

Kazkhstan

The NOU as part of CCCC was functional at the start of the project in November 2008. It utilized
funds available from non GEF sources. The GEF funding, however, was essential since CCCC as an
independent commercial organization was not financially supported by the Government. The CCCC
played an advisory role for the Ministry of Environment Protection (MEP) on a-case-by-case-basis.
The MEP has facilitated the access to decision makers and provided political support to CCCC. The
office infrastructure was upgraded and counterpart funding provided at the extent described in
Paragraphs 192-198 below. The NOU started its activities according to the work plan without any
delay and continued until June 2011. There was no attempt to incorporate NOU functions into
governmental framework. Since then, the scope of ozone related activities and the staff involved have
been significantly reduced.

Tajikistan

In Tajikistan, an insignificant time elapsed between the initial and continued IS support which
however proved to be very challenging for the NOU staff. Notwithstanding the delay, the NOU
operating under the Committee of Protection of Environment (CPE) remained functional at the start
of the project. The first funding tranche was disbursed in the first quarter of 2009, not long after the
signing of the SSFA. There was no need for additional training for the NOU staff. The NOU used
well established connections with decision makers and the industry in setting the national steering
committee and timely starting implementation activities outlined in the work plan. Counterpart
assistance was provided in time. The GEF support was very important for NOU operation. In 2010
the Climate Change and Ozone Center was established in Hydrometrorological Department of the
CPE with the staff of 10 officers incorporating the NOU composed of four positions. In 2011, the new
Chairman of the CPE completely reshuffled the NOU. The former NOU staff was released and
replaced with new personnel without any experience in relation to MP and ozone issues. Currently,
the NOU is not functional. At the time of the evaluation only one NOU officer was on duty but he
was not available for the interview. UNDP has started the implementation of the HCFC phase out
project. There is an evident need for a fully active NOU. The newly appointed Chairman of the CPE
assured the evaluator that the status of the NOU will be raised, the former competent staff will be
reinstalled and the NOU will be placed in the CPE under the supervision of the Vice-Chairman of the
CPE very soon.
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Uzbekistan

The NOU in Uzbekistan is part of the Department of the Atmosphere and Air Protection (DAAP)
within the State Committee for Nature Protection (SCNP). The ozone protection agenda has been
embodied in Governmental institutions. The delay of two years between 2007 and 2009 created a
serious challenge for the operation and sustainability of the NOU. As soon as the SSFA was signed,
the NOU established the National Steering Committee and commenced the implementation of the
project according to the work plan. A staff of 4 officers in the DAAP and 14 regional inspectors was
engaged in ozone related activities on a permanent basis. The core NOU staff remained unchanged
during the project. Counterpart assistance was provided almost fully and in time. During the project,
the number of staff was increased by 12 additional personnel involved on a contractual basis in the
implementation of the work plan. The DAAP staff and regional inspectors undergo a professional
training every year. The NOU was fully active at the time of the evaluation.

ii) Improvement of the existing legislative and regulatory support forthe ODS control
through development, promotion and adoption of legislative acts and regulations

Azerbaijan

The IS project was pivotal for NOU activities in acceding to the Beijing amendment. Currently all the
MP amendments have been ratified by Azerbaijan. A number of Presidential and Government decrees
on environment protection in Azerbaijan form a legal framework. The National Committee on
Statistics has a register of ODS importers. However, it does not cover all of them. The Presidential
Executive Order of 29 March 2006 and following Decree of the Cabinet of Ministers adopted the list
of controlled ODS. Subsequently, in 2006, the Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources established
the ODS licensing and quota system. Currently, the licensing system covers imports of HCFC in
bulk. However, the license and quota system was not working well. In 2011, the actual HCFC imports
exceeded the MP allowed quantities by 105% and Azerbaijan was recognized to be in non-
compliance. The license and quota system on imports of HCFCs will be further adjusted within the
framework of the National Strategy on HCFC Phase out being developed under GEF-UNIDO project
on HCFC phase-out. The regulations on control of imports of equipment containing HCFCs are not in
place now and will be developed and adopted at a later stage. There are no labeling requirements for
ODS and ODS containing equipment in place. In the lack of Refrigeration Association and vocational
education, qualification requirements for servicing activities could not be adopted. Similarly, there
is no legislation that mandates ODS recovery and recycling.

Kazakhstan

The legislative framework for environmental protection has been strengthened since 2000.
Notwithstanding CCCC efforts, the Copenhagen and Montreal amendments were ratified only in June
2011 due to insufficient political support. Kazakhstan has been exceeding HCFC and MeBr phase out
targets over the last nine and five recent years respectively. The process of ratification of the Beijing
Amendments in Kazakhstan is ongoing, which was accelerated by pressure on the MEP from local
importing companies which could not obtain prepaid shipments of HCFCs since exporters in South
Korea and China halted the delivery. One major achievement was the development of the
Environmental Code which was adopted in January 2007. The Environmental Code incorporates
major national environmental legislation as well as requirements from most of the international
environmental conventions. By the end of 2007, a number of regulations were adopted to support the
implementation of the Code. These comprise, for instance, the management of ozone-depleting
substances, and the import, export and transit of all types of waste and self-monitoring by enterprises.
The 2004 Decree on Licensing of ODS activities including the repair, assembling and servicing of
ODS-containing equipment allows to identify most of ODS importers (updated in 2013). The same
document establishes requirements for qualification of servicing personnel and mandatory
recovery/recycling (R/R) of ODS. There is no requirements on mandatory reporting of R/R ODS and
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stockpiled unwanted ODS. Recently, licenses have been replaced by permits required simplified
procedures that resulted in growing number of unqualified workforce. There is no centralized
vocational  education and Refrigeration Association that could provide certification of servicing
personnel.  Import/export licensing of ODS and ODS-containing products was introduced in 2004.
Ban on the import of products containing ODS was enacted in 2005. CCCC participated in drafting
and contributed to updating of several articles in the Environmental Code that enforced the control of
ODS. In recent years, significant efforts were put in development and harmonization of legislation on
ODS control within the Custom Union comprising Belorussia, Kazakhstan and Russia. Procedures on
trade and transit of controlled ODS, including HCFCs were approved in September 2012 but have not
been signed by Kazakhstan yet. The 2010 PIR strongly emphasized the membership of Kazakhstan in
the Custom Union with Belorussia and Russia as a source of non-accounted HCFC import and
therefore, as a major reason for non-compliance. Such a conclusion appears to be misleading. The
most important reason was the absence of HCFC quota system. The HCFC consumption dropped just
after introduction of HCFC import quota system which was prepared in 2011 and put in force in 2012.
CCCC initiated and provided advisory support in the process of ratification Copenhagen Montreal and
Beijing amendments.

Tajikistan

At the start of the project, the legislative framework was already established in Tajikistan through
activities of the NOU under the initial 1S project. In December 2005, the Cabinet of Ministers
approved an amendment to the Decree 477 and introduced the ban on production, imports and re-
export of CFCs and Halon. In 2006, existing legislation on licensing was amended to require
activities related to the purchase, sale, use and destruction of ODS and ODS-containing products to be
licensed, as well as activities related to the installation, maintenance and repair of equipment
containing ODS. In 2007, additional legislation on licensing was approved including revised
directives on the licensing of ODS-related activities and activities related to the installation,
maintenance and repair of equipment containing ODS. The NOU has enforced adopted legislation by
developing “ Instruction on regulation of ODS and imports of ODS containing products” and
"Instruction for individuals and legal entities engaged in service of refrigeration equipment and
import into the Republic of Tajikistan of ODS and ODS containing products”. The NOU in co-
operation with the Customs developed the format for application for one time permission designed for
ODS importers and the format of one time permission issued by the Ministry of Nature Protection.
Individuals and entities engaged in ODS imports and servicing of refrigeration equipment have to
obtain a qualification certificate from the Refrigeration Association in order to apply for licenses and
permits. In the first year of the project, the efforts of the NOU were focused on the ratification of the
tree remaining MP amendments. The ratification was accomplished in May 2009. In 2010, the
licensing of HCFC imports was added to the existing licensing system. The quota system for HCFCs
imports and a package of additional regulations, including imports of HCFC containing equipment,
labeling requirements and other measures have been currently discussing and will be promoted and
introduced under the implementation of GEF-UNDP HCFC phase out project. Presently, the
Government is pursuing economic stimulating policies by diminishing control over businesses. New
businesses have been granted relief from administrative inspections for the first three years. Such
measures might complicate the management of environmental inspections and control over imports
of HCFCs and HCFC containing equipment, and its servicing operations.

Uzbekistan

Uzbekistan ratified the two remaining Montreal and Beijing amendments in October 2006. The
national strategy on ODS phase out was approved in 2000 and contains license and quota system and
registration of importers. The ban on imports of Annex A, Group | and II, and Annex B, Group I, 1l
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and Il was introduced in 2002. The HCFC import licensing was introduced in 2005. There is no
mandatory requirement on qualification certificates for personnel servicing ODS containing
equipment due to the absence of Refrigeration Association in the country. The legislation on
mandatory recovery and recycling of ODS refrigerants were adopted since 1996. However, it is not
enforced since the R/R equipment provided under UNDP-GEF project in the period 1998-2007 has
been deteriorated. From 430 recovery machines provided under the project, only 60 are in working
condition now. The 2012 HCFC consumption is only 3.2% of the baseline. The HCFC quota system,
requirements for labeling HCFC contained products and equipment and other legislative measures
will be developed and adopted under the currently ongoing implementation of GEF-UNDP MSP on
HCFC phase out in Uzbekistan.

iii) Improved national system of collection, processing and analysis of ODS consumption
and use data

Azerbaijan

The ten year gap between the initial and continued GEF IS projects degraded NOU capabilities and
its connection with ODS end-users. The country has been regularly reporting its ODS consumption
data, including HCFCs to the Ozone Secretariat in recent years. However, HCFC data reported since
2006 are greatly incompatible. Semi-annual customs reports provided by the Customs remained the
major source of ODS consumption data and the basis for establishing quota and issuing licenses for
importers. The major importers that apply for import licenses are registered. However, there are
evidences of availability of a number of smaller unregistered importers. Data published annually in
National Statistics Review cannot serve as a reliable source for the verification of ODS consumption
data. The ecological inspectors are not actively involved in verification of ODS consumption data.
The contacts with ODS end-users were established owing to GEF IS support in conjunction with
UNIDO activities under the GEF project on conducting surveys of HCFC and HFC consumption and
preparing the outline of National Strategy on HCFC Phase out. HCFC 2009 and 2010 consumption
was reported as 3.5 ODP tones and 0.3 ODP tones respectively. However preliminary surveys and
site investigations demonstrated that the total consumption for 2009-10 was approximately 19 ODP
tonnes. There are two main reasons for these discrepancies. Firstly, the lack of institutional capacity
made it impossible to properly track the consumption of HCFCs, secondly it was clear that up to 9
ODP tonnes (81.5MT) of HCFC-141b was consumed through pre-blended polyols which have never
been recorded. 2011 HCFC consumption data were collected and reported to the Ozone Secretariat
greatly exceeding the previous historical data and 2010 75% HCFC phase out target. Consequently,
Azerbaijan was in non-compliance. The 2012 reported HCFC consumption was reduced by 53%,
which is not consistent with the results of the UNIDO surveys. The Government of Azerbaijan needs
to put efforts on reconciling ODS consumption data obtained from different sources. There is no
electronic access to the Customs ODS import data base. The representative of the State Custom
Committee was not available for interview. As part of IS project activities, the NOU collected random
data on recovered and recycled ODS and available equipment R/R from several end-users and some
data on stockpiled unwanted ODS. There is no system on monitoring recovered, recycled and
stockpiled unwanted ODS in the country.

Kazakhstan

The country is regularly reporting its ODS consumption data to the Ozone Secretariat. ODS
consumption of Kazakhstan in 2011 represented 86% of the total consumption of CEITs participating
in the regional IS project. ODS consumption data is collected and compiled by CCCC on the basis of
ODS import data coming from the Customs. Import Customs data are calibrated with data available
in the Ministry of Environment Protection (MOP) from issued import licenses and annual reports on
the use of ODS provided by enterprises received licenses or permits allowing to work with ODS.
MOP licenses allowing to work with ODS are mandatory especially for enterprises applying for state
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contracts. Small and medium-sized companies, however, not always apply for MOP licenses. In all
recent years except 2010, CCCC was entrusted by MOP for preparation of ODS Avrticle 7 reports to
be submitted to the Ozone Secretariat. Latest A7 data and anecdotal evidences provided by private
companies interviewed by the evaluator demonstrate reduction in HCFC consumption in recent years.
The reliability of data in A7 reports is compromised by continuing illegal trade as yet and incomplete
consumption data provided by enterprises. A number of small and middle-sized enterprises did not
apply for working licenses or permits. The representatives of the refrigeration industry reported on
recovery and recycling operations and stockpiled unwanted ODS. The information is not available in
the NOU on inventory of recovery and recycling machines in operation and their owners as well as
guantity of recovered and recycled ODS. The NOU does not collect data on stockpiled and unwanted
ODSs.

Tajikistan

The country is regularly reporting its ODS consumption data to the Ozone Secretariat. The main
source of ODS consumption data is the Customs Committee, which presents its reports annually to
the Committee on the Protection of Environment (CPE). The NOU is responsible for the processing,
verification and reporting of ODS consumption data to the Ozone Secretariat on the annual basis. The
verification of data involves comparison of imported ODS quantities with total ODS in licenses and
permits issued by the CPE. The representative of the Customs Committee explained difficulties in
dealing with illegal trade of ODS, which is coming mainly from China in small disposable cans
disguised as regular goods. The regular consultations between NOU and Customs are very effective
tool for conducting inspections by ecological regional inspectorate in checking up availability of
licenses among importers, traders and end-users. The Refrigeration Association (RA) is also involved
in the verification of ODS consumption obtaining information on ODS use from its members. The
electronic data base in the Customs is not connected to the NOU or the CPE yet. The work is going
on to establish “one window” system in the Customs by then it will make possible electronic
connection with the NOU. The Refrigeration Association has been monitoring and collecting data on
the recovered and reused refrigerants, and maintaining the inventory of available R/R equipment.
During the project, comprehensive data on stockpiled unwanted ODS were collected by the NOU and
RA.

Uzbekistan

The NOU regularly reports A7 data to the Ozone Secretariat. Now, the State Customs Committee
provides data on ODS imports to SCNP in hard copy. Data provided by the customs undergo a
scrutiny contrasting this data with information obtained from importers and end-users. All the end-
users have to log data on the brand and quantity of ODS refrigerants used. The ecological inspectors
regularly check enterprises on consistency of their operations with ecological norms, including
handling of ODS. The NOU maintains close contacts with the Customs. Currently, the State Customs
Committee provides data on ODS imports to SCNP in hard copy. The on-line system has been tested
and will be operational in 2015, providing direct access of the NOU to the Customs electronic data
base. The information on recovered and recycled refrigerant is incomplete. Most R/R equipment
provided to Uzbekistan is worn out and not operational. There is no national inventory of stockpiled
unwanted ODS. Only the Customs provide regularly data on illegally imported, confiscated and
stored ODS.
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iv) Improvement in overall coordination and monitoring of National Phase Out Plan,
including improved communication with governmental and non-governmental
institutions, professional organizations, private sector and general public, in ODS
phase out activities

Azerbaijan

The IS project activities in formulating further projects to achieve the final ODS phase out were
closely linked with the objectives of another regional GEF-UNIDO project on surveying ODS
consuming industry and preparing the outline of National Strategy on HCFC Phase out in CEITs,
including Azerbaijan. Currently, the National Strategy is prepared and will be implemented as soon as
the UNIDO investment project on HCFC phase out is finally approved by GEF. The participation of
the NOU in this activity improved communication with private sector. The NOU obtained
information on the available recovery and recycling equipment and quantity of recovered and
recycled ODS at some servicing companies. The attempts to establish a Refrigeration Association
were unsuccessful. The certification programme for servicing technicians cannot start in the near
future due to a lack of cooperation among refrigeration servicing community and non-availability of
training facilities. The NOU regularly communicated with the focal point in the State Customs
Committee and jointly prepared the Handbook for Customs Officials containing basic information on
MP and national legislation on ODS control as well as practical data on customs codes on controlled
ODS and equipment containing ODS, labeling and color of standard refrigerant cylinders etc. There
are no plans on establishing electronic data exchange system between NOU and NCC. The NOU
launched an effective public awareness campaign engaging media, TV and NGO. The representative
of the Customs was not available for interview. It was not possible to obtain information on the
impact of the project and the status and preparedness of the Customs to deal with HCFC control.
There were no evidences of collaboration of NOU with the MEP territorial inspectorate on ODS
control of private industry end-users.

Kazakhstan

Currently, the national strategy on HCFC phase out as well as the action plan requested by the XXV
MOP is yet to be developed by the Government. UNIDO has been discussing with GEF a PIF on the
HCFC phase out project. The development of the national strategy will be the major element of the
project. UNIDO is also discussing with GEF the PIF on introduction of alternatives to Methyl
Bromide in agriculture and in post-harvest sector. The both PIF preparation is frozen until the
ratification of the Beijing Amendment. The NOU made several attempts since 2003 to start the
process of the ratification. However, the position of CCCC and NOU as not included in the
governmental structure, the frequent rotation of personnel in the MEP and lack of political motivation
made the NOU efforts ineffective. The UNEP Task Manager communicated with the Ozone
Secretariat personnel, ECA Network Coordinator in UNEP DTIE, and NOU of Kazakhstan to try to
expedite the process of ratification. UNIDO also appealed to the Government to expedite ratification
of amendments. The Copenhagen and Montreal amendments were ratified in June 2011. Reportedly,
Beijing amendment was recently approved by the lower chamber of the Parliament. In 2012, the
guota system was introduced resulting in sizable HCFC consumption reduction. The NOU conducted
the workshop on raising awareness about Montreal Protocol requirements and related national
legislation for 33 representatives of the Government and refrigeration and foam manufacturing
industry. The participants expressed an interest in accessing to information on destruction technology
of unwanted ODS and energy efficient refrigeration technology. Three workshops, including practical
training were organized for 59 Customs officers in three geographical regions. The workshops were
evaluated positively by participants. The NOU maintained contacts with the Customs Committee. The
NOU has access to the customs data base electronically. The representative of the Customs
Committee confirmed positive results of the project for Customs operations. The Customs Committee
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has facilities for training and retraining of its personnel and technical equipment to ensure adequate
border control.

Tajikistan

The NOU established good connections with governmental institutions that facilitated daily activities
of the NOU and was especially effective in ratification of three remaining MP amendments in 2009.
The NOU in cooperation with other governmental institutions and UNDP have been successful in the
promotion of the proposal on changing the HCFC baseline of the country. In 2011, MOP 23 by its
Decision XXI11/28 decided to revise HCFC baseline in Tajikistan from 6.0 to 18.7 ODP tonnes.
These measures enabled the country to avoid non-compliance. The NOU established very good
relations with the refrigeration servicing industry, which is the main consumer of HCFCs. Tajikistan
is the only CEIT in the project which has an active Refrigeration Association (RA). Through the RA,
the NOU managed to retain operational the refrigerant recovery and recycling system in the country
and regularly collect data on recovered and reused CFCs and HCFCs. The RA is active in training
and retraining servicing technicians entering the labor market. The NOU in cooperation with the RA
prepared the review of the refrigeration sector which constituted the important part of the UNDP
project on HCFC phase out in the country. The NOU together with the RA and Customs prepared a
normative document on labeling ODS containing products and equipment and distributed it among
customs officers and end-users. The NOU was active in launching the awareness campaign. Ten
books and booklets on technical and general ozone related subject were prepared, published and
disseminated. Four training workshops for school teachers on ozone protection were organized. The
HCFC strategy prepared in cooperation with UNDP is currently being considered by the Government.

Uzbekistan

The implementation of a national ODS phase out programme, including implementation of
international projects, is under the scrutiny of the Parliament. The State Committee on Environment
Protection presents its report to the Parliament annually. Currently, the NOU, in cooperation with
other Governmental institutions and UNDP is developing a new ODS phase out strategy, which will
be implemented with financial assistance from GEF under UNDP project on HCFC phase out. The
NOU made several attempts to establish the Refrigeration Association. According to the law, a
national professional association has to have branches in at least half of the regions in the country.
Many regions, however, do not have sufficient number of qualified personnel to form a branch. The
NOU has close relations with the refrigeration servicing industry and technical university. The NOU
initiated the training activities in the Tashkent State Technological University albeit with limited
success. Only two courses conducted on a commercial basis were organized with 38 attendants who
received qualification certificates. The barrier is the lack of legislation requiring professional
certificates for servicing personnel. The NOU arranged a massive public awareness campaign in
public schools and colleges practically in all regions of the country, involving reputable NGOs as
campaign organizers and regional inspectorates. A long list of events is in the NOU final report
showing involvement of about 500,000 participants. The NOU maintains close relationship with the
Customs Committee providing assistance for ODS import control involving ecological inspectorate.
The Custom Academy has a training programme on border control of ODS. About 60% of all
customs staff completed such training and received certificates. The Customs laboratory is well
equipped and capable to analyze refrigerant blends and HCFCs contained in polyol blends that are
imported for manufacturing foam products.

50



95.

96.

97.

98.

v) Improved co-ordination on long-term sustaining of NOU function, illegal trade, ODS
destruction and other trans-boundary issues through participation in UNEP
networking activities

Azerbaijan

Thanks to GEF financing, Azerbaijan significantly strengthened its participation in UNEP ECA
networking activities from 2009 to 2011.The representative of the National Customs Committee
(NCC) attended the 2009 ECA enforcement network meeting and regional Green Customs workshop
in Budapest which reportedly was useful to combat the ODS illegal trade in the country. The country
joined the iPIC system. However, it was not possible to ascertain the positive effect of the NCC
participation in ECA networking, iPIC and other regional activities. The NOU was unsuccessful in
organizing the meeting of the evaluator with the Customs focal point. The questionnaire on Customs
activities was left unanswered. The regional approach to ODS Waste Management and Disposal in
the ECA Region was not developed at the time of the IS project duration. The NOU has collected
incomplete information on the amount of stockpiled ODS. The important piece of information
concerns about 10 metric tonnes of halons stockpiled by the Caspian Shipping Corporation.
Azerbaijan authorities have no plans to deal with this big quantity of unwanted ODS.

Kazakhstan

The participation of Kazakhstan Customs representatives in China — ECA dialog on cooperation in
border enforcement, including joint training and consultation of customs officers (Urumgi, China, 23-
25 June 2009) was very useful given the long border and intensive trade between the two countries.
Similarly, the Custom representative participation in the ECA enforcement network meeting 2009 and
regional Green Customs workshop in Budapest, Hungary, 12-16 October 2009 was very useful. Due
to lack of funds and non-existence of the refrigeration association, representatives of the refrigeration
industry did not participated in RAC thematic meetings organized by ECA. After the completion of
the project, the significance of the regional cooperation was reduced since the participation of the
NOU in ECA meetings stopped in 2011 and 2012 and resumed in 2013. The regional cooperation was
not particularly effective in providing the access to information on destruction technology of
unwanted ODS and energy efficient refrigeration technology.

Tajikistan

From 2009 to 2011, Tajikistan participated in six regional meetings organized by ECA. The line of
communication with NOUs in border countries was established and proved to be useful for the
exchange of experiences. Tajikistan could not fully materialize its potential as a country with a well
functional refrigeration association within the regional ECA framework. Tajikistan’s participation in
ECA thematic RAC programme was very limited due to limited allocated resources. The participation
in the ECA enforcement network meeting in 2009 and the regional Green Customs workshop in
Budapest were very useful, as was the China-ECA dialog on cooperation in border enforcement in
Urumgi, China in June 2009. The meeting in Urumgi was not successful, however, in resolving the
issue of ODS export in small disposable cans. Tajikistan is a member of iPIC, however this system
was not useful since exporters do not inform Tajikistan because of the small ODS quantities involved.
The regional approach to ODS Waste Management and Disposal in the ECA Region was not
developed at the time of the IS project duration.

Uzbekistan

The NOU and customs representatives participated in eight ECA meetings during 2009 and 2010,
including the ECA — China dialog in Urumgi, and Green Custom meetings in Budapest in 2009 and
Ashkhabad in 2010. The line of communication with NOUs in border countries was established and
proved to be useful for the exchange of experiences. The dialog with Chinese customs had a limited
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significance since small disposable cans containing ODS are not controlled on the Chinese side of the
border notwithstanding that these particular items represent the bulk of ODS illicit trade in
Uzbekistan. The wrong labeling of ODS containing cylinders and contaminated refrigerants were and
remain problems that did not find resolution during ECA-China consultations. The representative of
the Customs Committee informed that only EU countries used iPIC system in recent years, not China
and India. The regional consultations on approaches and technology for destruction of unwanted
stockpiled ODS proved to be not effective for Uzbekistan. The NOU tried to establish bilateral
cooperation with an ODS destruction facility in Poland on a commercial basis but it was
unsuccessful.

2. Rating of achievement of outputs

The evaluation provided individual ratings to each category of outputs according to the evaluation
criteria described in Annex 5 to the Inception Report. The outputs for each of four CEITs are rated on
a six-point scale as follows: Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately Satisfactory
(MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). Ratings of
each output for each CEIT as well as overall rating are presented in Table 4 below.

Table 7. Rating of achievement of outputs

Outputs

Azerbaijan

Kazakhstan

Tajikistan

Uzbekistan

i) Establishing the fully functional National Ozone Unit and initiating
actions that created suitable conditions in the country for the phase-out
of ozone-depleting substances according to requirements of the Montreal
Protocol.

MS

HS

ii) Improvement of the existing legislative and regulatory support for the
ODS control through  development, promotion and adoption of
legislative acts and regulations

MU

MU

iii) Improved national system of collection, processing and analysis of
ODS consumption and use data

MU

MS

iv) Improvement in overall coordination and monitoring of National
Phase Out Plan, including improved communication with governmental
and non-governmental institutions, professional organizations, private
sector and general public, in ODS phase out activities

MS

MU

v) Improved co-ordination on long-term sustaining of NOU function,
illegal trade, ODS destruction and other trans-boundary issues through
participation in UNEP networking activities

MS

MS

RATING PER COUNTRY

MS

MS

OVERALL RATING

C. Effectiveness: Attainment of project objectives and results

100.

I. Evaluation of the achievement of direct outcomes

The analysis of attainment of objectives and planned result of the project is based on the
evaluation of the achievement of direct outcomes as defined in the reconstructed ToC. The first-level
outcomes expected to be achieved as an immediate result of project outputs are presented in the
evaluation matrix in Annex 6 to the Inception Report with their respective indicators, detailed
evaluation questions and data sources. The progress in achievement of outcomes is assessed for each
outcome and each CEIT allowing for rating of this progress in each individual country using
indicators listed in the right column.
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Outcomes and indicators:

Outcomes at the national
level

Indicators

1. Strong and stable
institutional capacity is
in place

1. The Government is committed to the long term support of created NOU by incorporating it into
the governmental structure and providing adequate funding after the end of the project.
2. The NOU staff is committed and competent in Ozone and MP related issues.

3. The NOU staff is adequately trained in participating in regional networking activities

Progress:

Azerbaijan

The Government expressed its commitment to the long term support of the NOU by creating the
Centre of Climate Change and Ozone (CCCO) and incorporating it into the National
Hydrometeorological Department under the Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources (MENR) in
2003. The NOU was staffed by four positions. However, the remuneration rates for the NOU staff
were established at a very low level that did not allow for recruiting competent and adequately trained
personnel. The Government failed to create conditions in stimulating the NOU staff from other
sources, including GEF funding. As a result, the CCCO management had to recruit external qualified
consultants on a contractual basis for the duration of the project. Their services discontinued as soon
as the GEF funding was depleted. Currently, there is only one person on duty in the NOU with
limited capability in terms of proficiency in ozone and Montreal Protocol related issues. The GEF
funds were crucial to ensure participation of CCCO and Customs staff in ECA network meeting that
was very useful in raising their competence and knowledge in Montreal Protocol related issues.
However, those personnel are not part of the NOU anymore. Now, when UNIDO is about to start the
HCFC phase out project, the NOU will not be capable to provide the necessary support. Therefore,
UNIDO will have to rely on other national consultants.

Kazakhstan

By the time of the start of the project the NOU existed for about seven years within the Climate
Change Coordination Centre (CCCC) which was established as an NGO independent of the
Government. The Government does not provide any funding to the CCCC from the central budget.
The funding for the NOU originated entirely from international donors and successful bids for
commercial contracts to undertake work for companies and national organisations. For some of the
work undertaken by the CCCC, the MNREP engaged CCCC through the bidding process for specific
tasks such as the preparation of annual Article 7 reports for the Ozone Secretariat. The GEF funds
were the major source of financial support of the NOU during the implementation of the UNEP IS
project. The SSFA was signed by the Director of CCCC in agreement with the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Environmental Protection (MNREP). The Vice-Minister of MNREP was appointed as
the Chairman of the National Ozone Steering Committee. The CCCC maintained competent and
qualified personnel ranging from four to six staff in the period preceding and during the IS project
using funds coming from other projects. Currently, due to lack of funding, the CCCC dedicates
cumulatively the resources of one staff dealing with MP and ozone related activities.

Tajikistan

The NOU operating under the Committee of Protection of Environment (CPE) remained
functional at the start of the project with two staff. The GEF funding started in the first quarter 2009
since then the number of NOU employees was increased to four. The NOU staff was well trained and
qualified. There was no need for additional training. In 2011, the new Chairman of the CPE
completely reshuffled the NOU existed within the Climate Change and Ozone Center (CCOC) that
was established in Hydrometrorological Department. The former NOU staff was released and

53



replaced with new personnel without any experience in relation to MP and ozone issues. Currently,
the NOU is part of the CCOC funded very modestly from the central budget. In recent years, the
NOU staff did not participated in ECA networking due to lack of funds. It is not up to the
requirements and its effectiveness is extremely limited. The newly appointed Chairman of the CPE is
cognizant about the problem and promised to take urgent measures to strengthen the NOU in the
immediate future.

Uzbekistan

104. The NOU was established within the Department of the Atmosphere and Air Protection (DAAP)
under the State Committee for Nature Protection (SCNP) in 2001 and was fully functional by the time
the GEF IS project commenced. The NOU was funded from several sources: i) the State budget; ii)
fees collected by DAAP for issuing licences for ODS import/export and export of products containing
ODS, and iii) from international sources such as the GEF/UNEP funding for institutional
strengthening that started in October 2009. The system of incentives is well elaborated within the
DAAP which allows maintaining well-trained and effective NOU personnel in periods when external
support is not available. The NOU personnel were actively involved in ECA networking activities.

Outcomes and indicators:

Outcomes at the national | Indicators
level
2. Enhanced ODS 1. Political priority assigned by the Government to environmental issues and to the objectives of
control mechanismisin | the Montreal Protocol in particular HCFC phase out.
place, with increased 2. Policy and regulations are in place or in the process of adoption.
range of elements that 3. Availability of necessary resources or promises of provision of such resources through external
allow to adjust to assistance.
changes in Montreal 4. The readiness of Customs Authorities to implement the necessary enforceable measures.
Protocol ODS phase 5. The well functioning national refrigeration association is in place and ready to support
schedule; establishing the system of certification of refrigeration technicians and other users of ODS;

6. The awareness of stakeholders and legislators was raised through the awareness programme.

Progress:
Azerbaijan

105.  The Government of Azerbaijan accepted the international commitments in the Montreal Protocol
and its amendments by acceding to the last Beijing amendment in August 2012. The executive order
of the President of Azerbaijan of 29 March 2006 and subsequent decree of the Cabinet of Ministers
introduced effectively a ban on imports of ODS whereby the national customs authorities had been
instructed to halt all the import of CFCs into the country. As appropriate, the quota and licensing
systems were adopted to control imports of HCFCs. At present, the legislation covering the import of
HCFCs and HCFC-containing equipment is not supported by robust monitoring or control processes.
A quota system administered through the MENR does not appear to be effective and data collected by
UNIDO from end-users in the course of project preparation for HCFC phase out in Azerbaijan show
very wide discrepancies between HCFCs import permits issued and actual HCFCs imports.
Furthermore, anecdotal evidence suggests that it is likely that there is significant movement of
unauthorized goods and illegal trade. Azerbaijan was in non-compliance in 2011. The concept of
Azerbaijan development until 2020 was adopted by the Presidential Decree with the objective to join
OECD. The concept includes state programmes with references to climate and ozone issues to be
addressed accordingly. These state programmes, however, are lacking specific financial allocations
for their implementation. Given the present presumed HCFC consumption, the country needs
significant resources to adhere to MP HCFC reduction schedule. The financial assistance of US $2.6
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million has been sought from the GEF through UNIDO MSP which should be complemented with
counterpart funding amounting to US $6.5 million. A part of requested assistance will be spent for the
strengthening Customs capabilities to reinforce border control measures. The professional
refrigeration association is not in place in Azerbaijan. The UNIDO project envisages the
establishment of this association and the system of certification of refrigeration servicing personnel as
well as mandatory recovery and recycling. These measures will facilitate greatly the reduction of
ODS emissions. The NOU took a number of actions to raise awareness about acting legislation and
ozone related issues among stakeholders and general public. It is difficult to assess the effectiveness
and outcome of these activities.

Kazakhstan

106. The funding by the GEF for institutional strengthening has not resulted in an institutional
structure that is fully responsive to the requirements of the Montreal Protocol. After the end of the IS
project, Kazakhstan continued to report consumption of HCFCs in excess of 75% reduction target.
Delays in compliance and difficulties in achieving required consumption levels appeared to be mainly
due to delays in acceding to Copenhagen amendment and adopting HCFC import licensing and quota
system which was eventually adopted in 2012. These delays indicate to low priority assigned by the
Government to Montreal Protocol commitments. Kazakhstan applied for assistance to GEF for the
implementation of national strategy on HCFC phase out. The provision of such assistance through the
GEF-UNIDO project is questionable due to delay in ratification of the Beijing amendment.
Kazakhstan, having a long border with China, experiences difficulties in countering HCFC illegal
trade. The training workshops for customs officers that were organised by CCCC proved to be very
useful. Yet, the Customs Committee will have to put additional efforts and resources to stop HCFC
illegal imports. Kazakhstan needs to establish a refrigeration association and introduce qualification
certification system to reduce ODS emissions in the refrigeration servicing sector.

Tajikistan

107.  Tajikistan ratified all MP amendments. HCFC licensing system is in place. HCFC import quotas
and legislative initiatives are under discussion in the Government. The implementation of the HCFC
phase out strategy commenced in 2014 through GEF-UNDP project. The effective work of the
refrigeration association and continuation of the recovery and recycling operations helped to reduce
ODS emissions in the refrigeration servicing sector. Newly appointed management of the CPE is
aware of ozone related issues and promised to assign a higher priority to objectives of the Montreal
Protocol. The customs are closely working with ecological inspectorate and refrigeration association
reducing the negative impact of the illegal trade.

Uzbekistan

108.  Uzbekistan ratified all the MP amendments. There are evidences that the Government assigned a
high priority to environment issues, including objectives of the MP. The implementation of the HCFC
phase out strategy commenced under UNDP MSP funded by GEF with co-financing from the
beneficiaries of the project. The licensing and HCFC quota system is in place. Other supportive
legislative measures will be proposed in the course of the project implementation. The Customs
Committee is highly cooperative and well prepared for enforcement of legislation and other border
control activities. The establishment of the refrigeration association and certification system is under
active discussion among stakeholders. The level of awareness is high due to the massive awareness
campaign conducted under the project.

Outcomes and indicators:
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Outcomes at the national | Indicators
level
3. Timely and reliable 1. The system of collection, processing and analysis of ODS consumption, and use data is
ODS consumption data reliable and covers all controlled ODS consumed in the country;
are collected and 2.The system of ODS recovery and recycling is operational;
reported according to 3. The system of data collection on recovered and recycled ODS as well as stockpiled unwanted
Article 7 of the Montreal | ODS is in place;
Protocol 4. The A7 data is on Ozone Secretariat website.
Progress:
Azerbaijan
109.  Azerbaijan regularly reported its ODS consumption data according to Article 7 of the MP.

110.

111.

112.

However, the system of collection, processing and analysis of ODS consumption, and their use is not
very reliable in Azerbaijan. The HCFC consumption data reported under Article 7 are not consistent.
There is a big discrepancy between officially reported data and data collected during preparation of
GEF/UNIDO MSP on HCFC phase out in Azerbaijan. The recovery and recycling operations are on-
going in some companies but the system of data collection on recovered and recycled ODS as well as
stockpiled unwanted ODS is not in place.

Kazakhstan

Kazakhstan has the system of collection and verification of HCFC consumption data which have
been regularly reported according to Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol. The verification of ODS
consumption by small end-users is difficult since a number of them may not apply for ODS use
permits. According to UNIDO PIF on introduction of alternatives to methyl bromide in agriculture
and in post-harvest sector in Kazakhstan, Article 7 data reported recently on methyl bromide
consumption are not reliable. Some refrigeration servicing companies, especially big ones, apply
recovery and recycling equipment in their routine work but the system of R&R operations and
collection of data on recovered refrigerant is not in place. Countrywide data on stockpiled unwanted
ODS are not available.

Tajikistan

Tajikistan has regularly reported it Article 5 data. In 2011, Tajikistan requested and MOP 23
agreed to revise HCFC baseline in Tajikistan from 6.0 to 18.7 ODP tonnes. The system of collection
and verification of ODS consumption data is in place. The Refrigeration Association is actively
involved in the verification of ODS consumption data. Tajikistan maintains its ODS recovery and
recycling system and collects data on recovered and reused refrigerants.

Uzbekistan

Uzbekistan has the system of collection and verification of ODS consumption data which have
been regularly reported according to Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol. Some refrigeration servicing
companies, especially big ones, apply recovery and recycling equipment in their routine work but the
system of R&R operations and collection of data on recovered refrigerant is not in place.
Countrywide data on stockpiled unwanted ODS are not available.
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Outcomes and indicators:

Outcomes at the national
level

Indicators

4. Increased awareness
and capabilities of
Government and
stakeholders to fulfill
their commitments in
regard to existing and
forthcoming ODS phase
out targets under the
Montreal Protocol;

5. General public is more
informed about ozone
related issues and
Montreal Protocol

1. NOU and stakeholders received sufficient knowledge and training, and have an adequate
capacity to undertake collection, distribution and systemization of information on alternative
ODS and ODS destruction technologies;

2. NOU and stakeholders have an adequate capacity to identify, formulate and monitor further
projects required to achieve final ODS phase out;

3. The list of public awareness activities targeting wide public circles;

4. Raised public awareness leading to more responsible environmental behavior.

Progress:

Azerbaijan

113.  The PIF “Initiation of HCFC phase out in Azerbaijan” was prepared by UNIDO international and

local consultants in cooperation with CCOC, MENR and other stakeholders under a separate regional
project funded by the GEF. The NOU staff on duty has not received necessary training. It does not
have adequate capacity to undertake collection, distribution and systemization of information on
alternative ODS and ODS destruction technologies. These activities will be undertaken by local and
international consultants in interaction with stakeholders and beneficiaries of GEF/UNIDO FSP on
HCFC phase out to be implemented in Azerbaijan. The NOU organized and participated in a number
of public awareness activities, including the celebration of the Ozone Day. The wide dissemination of
information about ozone depleting issues at certain extent contributed to expanded penetration of
ODS-free equipment and its acceptance by the industry and general public. On the whole, the
expected outcomes of the public awareness component have been achieved. UNEP project design did
not include, a baseline and performance indicators to measure the benefits of the public awareness
programme in terms of ODS reduction or otherwise.

Kazakhstan

The PIF “Initiation of HCFC phase out in Kazakhstan” was prepared by UNIDO international and
local consultants in cooperation with CCCC, and MEP under a separate regional project funded by
the GEF. The PIF is under discussion between GEF Secretariat and UNIDO pending the ratification
of Beijing amendment by the Government of Kazakhstan. The time and conditions of the preparation
of FSP on HCFC phase out in Kazakhstan will depend on results of discussion between GEF, UNIDO
and the Government of Kazakhstan. Currently, in the absence of external financial support, the NOU
does not have adequate capacity to undertake collection, distribution and systemization of information
on alternative ODS and ODS destruction technologies. The NOU organized a workshop on ODS
phase out in the refrigeration sector on ozone related issues, collection and analysis of ODS related
information, acting legislation and alternatives to ODS and modern technology which raised
awareness and facilitated in dissemination of information among stakeholders. The feedback from
participants indicated needs for more specific information about synergy of the Montreal and Kyoto
Protocols. The refrigeration industry community expressed interest in more profound and detailed
technical information related to energy efficiency and alternative green technologies.
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Tajikistan

The former NOU had been undertaking collection and distribution of information on alternative
ODS and technology. The present NOU is not functional because of incompetent personnel was
employed after the IS project ended in 2011. However, newly appointed management of the CEP
promised to reassign former well qualified head of the NOU and his staff in the immediate future and
to strengthen the NOU position in the Governmental hierarchy. During the IS project, eleven books
and booklets were published on ozone related issues, national legislation and related technology as
well as training workshop for secondary school teachers and students in all regions of the country
covering about 2000 student. These activities resulted in raised awareness of stakeholders and general
public. However, it was not possible to assess the impact of these activities since the UNEP project
design does not contain relevant performance indicators related to changes in environmental behavior
or otherwise.

Uzbekistan

The NOU staff is well trained and has an adequate capacity to undertake collection, distribution
and systemization of information on alternative ODS and ODS destruction technologies. The
principal elements and achievements of international assistance, primarily as a result of the GEF
projects, are detailed in the prepared draft HCFC phase-out strategy. Uzbekistan completed the phase
out of Annex A and B substances in 2002 and has maintained compliance with the London
Amendment control measures since that time. Similarly, it has complied with control measures in
latter amendments regarding complete phase out of Methyl Bromide. The only current reported
consumption of ODS in the country is HCFCs, almost entirely in the form of HCFC-22 utilized for
refrigeration servicing with small-scale foam manufacturing with application of HCFC-141b based
polyols.

Uzbekistan has a practical experience in ODS destruction and participated in bilateral discussion
with Poland on destruction technology. The NOU staff together with regional inspectorate
participates in annual training workshops organized by the Government. The NOU took part in
formulating HCFC phase out strategy, and currently is discussing with UNDP implementation
modality of the GEF/UNDP FSP on HCFC phase out in Uzbekistan, including the procurement and
installation of an ODS destruction facility. The NOU conducted a massive awareness campaign for
general public, school and college students and other stakeholders covering in total about 500,000
people. The increased awareness on ozone and the MP related issues had a positive effect in raising
the NOU status in the Governmental hierarchy.

Outcomes and indicators:

Outcomes resulted from
ECA regional activities

Indicators

1. Enhanced capacity of
Governments in coping
with illegal trade of ODS

2. Improved knowledge on
ODS destruction
technologies and handling
of stockpiled unwanted
OoDS

3.Increased sustainability
of NOUs in the region

1. Participation of NOU staff and stakeholders in functional UNEP/MLF CAP ECA and UNEP
OzoneAction Green Customs networks and obtaining information that facilitated the combat with

illegal trade.

2. Establishment contacts with NOUs and Customs of ODS exporting countries, including

participation in iPIC system.

3. The NOU and stakeholders received adequate information and knowledge on alternative ODS
and ODS destruction technologies participating in ECA networking activities.

4. Potential availability of ODS destruction facilities in the Region.

5. Effects of NOU participation in ECA regional activities on their sustainability.
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Progress:
Azerbaijan

118.  The representative of the Customs participated in ECA and Green Customs meetings. The impact
of this is not known since the representative of the Customs was not available for the interview. The
information received by ECA and stakeholders was useful for the implementation of the IS project.
However, those who participated in ECA meetings are not the NOU staff any more. The NOU does
not have any specific plans on collection and destruction of unwanted ODS in Azerbaijan. The NOU
expressed an idea that the establishment of a regional ODS destruction centre in Russia would be a
solution. The participation of the NOU in ECA activities had no visible effect on the sustainability of
the NOU.

Kazakhstan

119.  In 2009 and 2010, the NOU staff and the customs representative participated in seven ECA and
Green Customs meetings, including ECA-China customs dialog meeting. These meetings proved to
be very useful for strengthening customs in combating with ODS illegal trade. Kazakhstan does not
have a strategy in dealing with stockpiling and destruction of unwanted ODS that is considered as a
discouraging factor for refrigeration servicing companies. As soon as GEF IS funding was
discontinued, the presence of the NOU in ECA networking was reduced to participation in one ECA
meeting in 2013 for the three year period (2011 — 2013). It appears that the NOU participation in
ECA networking was not an important factor for its sustainability.

Tajikistan

120. The NOU staff and stakeholders, including customs and the Chairman of the Refrigeration
Association actively participated in the ECA networking and Green Custom regional activities
attending eight meetings in 2009 and 2010. The representative of the Customs Committee noted the
importance of contacts with colleagues in the region for exchanging of experience in combating with
ODS illegal trade. He noted also that only European Countries place information on ODS movement
into the iPIC system. No such information is available from major HCFC exporters in China and
India. The representative of the refrigeration industry recognized the value of ECA RAC meetings
organized for countries with refrigeration associations for more profound exchange of knowledge in
ODS alternatives and technology. The significance of ECA networking was not as effective in regard
to approaches and strategy on stockpiling and destruction of unwanted ODS and related destruction
technology at the time of the IS project. The first ECA project for a disposal of the first batch of the
ODS stocks was discussed only recently in October 2013 for three countries Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Croatia and Montenegro. The expertise obtained by the NOU enhanced its competence in MP and
ozone related issues. The political decision to replace the NOU staff with a new team in 2011 was
reversed in 2014 mainly because of well known credibility of the former NOU. In this sense,
participation in ECA networking enhanced the sustainability of the NOU.

Uzbekistan

121.  The NOU and stakeholders actively participated in ECA networking activities prior to, during and
after the IS project attending 14 meetings in 2006 to 2013, including eight meetings during the
project. The representative of the Customs emphasized the importance of regional cooperation with
Green Customs and RILO. As a result of this cooperation and assistance from the NOU and regional
inspectorates, the Customs seized several illegal shipments of ODS. In recognition of these efforts,
the Uzbekistan Customs Committee was awarded with nine UNEP medals and certificates. All the
new information received by the NOU at ECA meetings has been distributed electronically among
national stakeholders. The ECA networking was not very helpful in addressing ODS destruction
issues. The only and the first ODS destruction unit will be installed through GEF funded UNDP FSP
on HCFC phase out in Uzbekistan. The participation of the NOU in ECA and Green Custom
activities raised the NOU standing in the Governmental hierarchy and facilitated its sustainability.
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Ratings of direct outcomes

122.
Table 5.

Table 8. Ratings of direct outcomes

Ratings of direct outcomes were made by categories of outcomes and countries, and presented in

Outcomes at the national level

Azerbaijan

Kazakhstan

Tajikistan

Uzbekistan

1. Strong and stable institutional capacity is in place

MU

MU

MS

HS

2. Enhanced ODS control mechanism is in place, with increased range
of elements that allow to adjust to changes in Montreal Protocol ODS
phase out schedule;

MS

MU

S

S

3. Timely and reliable ODS consumption data are collected and reported
according to Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol

MU

MS

HS

4. Increased awareness and capabilities of Government and stakeholders
to fulfill their commitments in regard to existing and forthcoming ODS
phase out targets under the Montreal Protocol;

5. General public is more informed about ozone related issues and
Montreal Protocol

MS

MS

HS

Outcomes resulted from ECA regional activities

1. Enhanced capacity of Governments in coping with illegal trade of ODS
2. Improved knowledge on ODS destruction technologies and handling of
stockpiled unwanted ODS

3.Increased sustainability of NOUs in the region

MS

MS

HS

RATING PER COUNTRY

MS

MS

HS

OVERALL RATING

MS

Il. Likelihood of impact using RoTI and based on reconstructed TOC

123.

The assessment of the likelihood of impact using a Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtl)

approach has been done in accordance with Annex 8 of the TORs. An understanding of the causal
logic of the project intervention was developed and the key impact pathways were identified,
including intermediary states. The drivers and assumptions were specified during the inception phase
of the evaluation, and then, clarified during the main evaluation phase. The project, outputs,
outcomes, intermediary states, assumptions, drivers and impact are reflected in the diagram attached
in Annex 6 representing the pathway to impact. The impact of the project is determined as “Recovery
and preservation of the stratospheric ozone layer”. The project is only expected to contribute to the
global reduction of ODS release into atmosphere and through phase out of ODS consumption and
reduction of ODS emissions that would result in recovery and preservation of the ozone layer in

coming years.

124.
intermediary states:
¢ NOUs in the region are increasingly sustainable;

e Reduction in ODS consumption due to newly introduced control measures;
e Reduced ODS emissions due to decrease in ODS illegal trade, recovery recycling operations,

and stockpiling of unwanted ODS for subsequent destruction;
e Governments are aware of where and what outside assistance is needed and request such

assistance.
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125. A different degree of achievement of intermediary states was observed in the four CEITs. There
can be little doubt that the NOU in Uzbekistan will continue to keep its high level of performance and
sustainability. It is reasonably safe to suggest that the NOU in Tajikistan will recover its status in
near future and continue to play its important role in the implementation of the national strategy on
HCFC phase out. Currently, the NOU in Azerbaijanis is not functional. There is no indication that
this status might change in the near future. In Kazakhstan in the absence of external support, the NOU
is underfunded. The sustainability is questionable. Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan reduced
their ODS consumption to 30.35 ODP tones in 2012 in comparison with 105.42 ODP tones in 2011
which was the last year of the project. The greatest reduction of 76% was observed in Kazakhstan due
to introduction of the quota system albeit the country is still in non-compliance. Tajikistan maintained
the same level of consumption. There is no quantitative information on reduction of ODS emissions
due to decrease in ODS illegal trade and stockpiling of unwanted ODS. Azerbaijan and Tajikistan
reported on recovery and recycling of 6.76 metric tonnes and 19.7 metric tonnes of CFC-12 and
HCFC-22 in 2010. The refrigeration servicing companies in Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan also conduct
ODS recovery and recycling operations but do not keep record of recovered ODS. The Governments
in all four countries are fully informed about needs in external assistance. The assistance from the
GEF has been already approved to address phase out of HCFC consumption for Azerbaijan (UNIDO),
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan (UNDP). The discussion about potential funding is going on between the
GEF, UNIDO and the Government of Kazakhstan.

126. Table 4 summarizes the ROtl analysis for the project. The rating is based on the rating scale as
reproduced in the ToR, Annex 6, Table 1- Rating scale for outcomes and progress towards
‘intermediate states’. Outcomes are rated on a scale A-D. The project outcomes have been rated as B
— ‘The project’s intended outcomes were delivered, and were designed to feed into a continuing
process, but with no prior allocation of responsibilities after project funding’. This means that the
outcomes were achieved and that there are implicit forward linkages to intermediary stages and
impacts. Intermediary stages are rated as B — ‘“The measures to move towards intermediate states have
started’. Intermediate states conceived have feasible direct and explicit forward linkages to impact
achievement. Many barriers and assumptions were successfully addressed. The project achieved
measurable intermediate impacts in terms of ODS phase out and reduction of emissions through
recovery and recycling. The work to scale up the impact in terms of ODS phase out is going on under
GEF funded HCFC phase out projects implemented by other partners (UNIDO and UNDP) and will
lead to achievement of greater global environment benefits.

127.  The overall rating is BB+. This rating is translated into “Highly Likely” according to TOR,
Annex 6, and Table 2. ‘Overall likelihood of impact achievement’ on a six point scale.
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Table 9. Results Rating of Project

Results rating of
project entitled:

Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to meet the obligations of the
Montreal Protocol

Outputs Outcomes Intermediary states Impact
23 22 2 | T
g g 5o &
x2 xl x| O
Establishing the BB+
fully  functional or
National ~ Ozone HL
Unit and initiating
actions that
created  suitable
conditions in the
country for the _Strqng_and stable NOUs in the region are
phase-out of |nst|tu_t|opa_| increasingly sustainable
. capacity is in place
ozone-depleting
substances
according to
requirements  of
the Montreal
Protocol.
Improvement  of
the existing | Enhanced OoDS
legislative and | control mechanism
regulatory support | is in place, with
for the ODS | increased range of Reduction in  ODS
control  through | elements that allow consumption due to
development, to adjust to changes newly introduced
promotion  and | in Montreal control measures
adoption of | Protocol oDs
legislative  acts | phase out schedule; B B
and regulations
Recovery and

Timely and reliable
ODS consumption
data are collected
and reported
according to Article
7 of the Montreal
Protocol

Increased

awareness and
capabilities of
Government  and
stakeholders to
fulfill their

commitments in
regard to existing
and  forthcoming
ODS phase out
targets under the
Montreal Protocol;

General public is
more informed
about ozone related
issues and Montreal
Protocol

Governments are aware
of where and what
outside assistance is
needed and request
such assistance

preservation of the
stratospheric ozone
layer
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Enhanced capacity
of Governments in
coping with illegal
trade of ODS ;
Improved
knowledge on ODS
destruction
technologies  and
handling of
stockpiled
unwanted ODS;
Increased
sustainability ~ of
NOUs in  the

Reduced oDs
emissions  due to
decrease in ODS illegal
trade, recovery
recycling  operations,
and stockpiling of
unwanted ODS for
subsequent destruction

region;
Rating The most  of Intermediate states The achieved
justification outcomes were conceived have feasible impact is phase out

achieved and there
are implicit forward

linkages to
intermediary stages
and impacts.

direct and  explicit
forward linkages to
impact  achievement.
Many  barriers and
assumptions were
successfully addressed.
The project achieved
measurable

intermediate impacts in

of 75 ODP tonnes
in 2012.
Additionally, 26.4
metric tonnes of

oDS were
recovered and
reused reducing
emissions into
atmosphere.

terms of ODS phase out
and reduction  of
emissions through
recovery and recycling.

I11. Achievement of project goal and planned objectives

The achievement of the project goal formulated as ‘The preservation of the Stratospheric Ozone
Layer’ was pursued through meeting of its immediate objectives: Institutional strengthening and
capacity building for and national ozone units and customs officials. It was envisaged that the
enhanced capability of NOUs should initiate the process and provide support for further improvement
of legislative and regulatory systems in place to ensure the fulfillment of new more stringent
requirements of the Montreal Protocol. The increased capacity of customs should enforce new
regulations and reduce the illegal trade. The achievement of proclaimed goals and objectives has been
analyzed in detail in preceding paragraphs related to achievement of outputs and attainment of
outcomes on a country-by-country basis.

The rating of achievement of outputs and outcomes in individual countries ranges from
“moderately unsatisfactory” to “highly satisfactory”. The overall achievement of outputs and
outcomes is rated between “moderately satisfactory” and “satisfactory”. The countries managed to
achieve sizable reduction in ODS consumption in 2012, the year immediately after the project ended.
The sustained NOUs facilitated the HCFC phase-out strategies to be developed by UNDP in
Uzbekistan and Tajikistan and by UNIDO in Azerbaijan in conjunction with stakeholders as part of a
regional GEF supported project for CEITs. The main objective of these strategies is to help prepare
the countries for implementing customized regulatory changes and follow-up investment programmes
in support of reducing dependence on HCFCs imports, and ensure that the Parties respect their
obligations assumed under Decision XI1X/6 of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol on the accelerated
phase of HCFCs. These two key factors determined rating of the overall likelihood of impact
achievement as “very likely”. This rating shows that the main project goal was achieved. The overall
rating of the achievement of project goal and planned objectives is satisfactory.
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D. Sustainability and replication

130. The ToR determines sustainability as the probability of continued long-term project-derived
results and impacts after the external project funding and assistance ends. In case of the IS project in
CEITs, it is important to consider the sustainability in the context of continued assistance provided by
GEF to four CEITs. The regional MSP GEF/UNDP/UNIDO/UNEP/WB: “Preparing for HCFC phase
out in CEITs: needs, benefits and potential synergies with other MEAs: Bulgaria, Kazakhstan,
Ukraine, Tajikistan, Belarus, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan and the Russian Federation” was implemented
from July 2008 to June 2011 coinciding in time with the GEF/UNEP continuation IS project. The
project was instrumental in collecting HCFC consumption related data and formulating draft outlines
of HCFC phase-out strategies for the involved countries. Once both projects were completed, there
was a gap in the external IS support. There was no longer any institutional support provided to NOUs
and this limited CEITs capabilities in participating in regional knowledge sharing platforms and
collaboration with other Governmental partners to assimilate and implement best available
approaches/practices in controlling HCFC import and phase-out. The number of appearances of the
four CEITs at ECA regional meeting was reduced from 18 in 2009-2010 to eight in 2012-2013. It was
the time when UNDP and UNIDO had been preparing and discussing FSP proposals on initiating
HCFC phase out in CEITSs.

1. Socio-political sustainability

131.  The principal sustainability requirement is related to upholding the adequate capacity of the
country that will be used to effectively fulfil the requirements of the Montreal Protocol to control the
consumption and use of HCFCs maintaining the compliance status. The international commitment of
Governments is a key factor to ensure the socio-political sustainability. The commitment of CEIT
Governments to obligations of the Montreal Protocol has been discussed in analysing attainment of
outputs and outcomes related to political priority assigned by Governments to environmental issues
and adoption of required legislation and regulations.

132.  The issue of post-project sustainability arrangements has been an intense negotiation point
between UNDP and UNIDO in setting up legal instruments with CEITs, encouraging more effective
incorporation of long-term NOU budget support into the national budgets. However, under existing
economic situation in four countries, the Governments were unable to guarantee the continuation of
their NOU support from national budgets at a required level. In the absence of international assistance
and specifically GEF funding, it was assumed that progress on the implementation of the HCFC
phase-out strategies in the participating countries would slow down, with limited and fragmented
activities initiated to modernize HCFC import/use legislation and management capacity.
Subsequently, the institutional strengthening component was incorporated in the UNDP regional
project initiating HCFC phase out, including Tajikistan and Uzbekistan for the period 2012 -2015.The
project was approved by the GEF. In May 2013, UNIDO submitted for consideration by the GEF the
FSP on initiating HCFC phase out project in Azerbaijan, incorporating the institutional strengthening
component. UNIDO is working on the details of the proposal. The FSP is likely to be approved by the
GEF in the near future.

133.  The Governments of Uzbekistan and Tajikistan fully and timely accepted the international
commitments in the Montreal Protocol and its amendments, adopted legislation and implemented
enforcement measures ensuring compliance with ODS phase out targets. Uzbekistan and Tajikistan
established a framework for effective coordination with stakeholders to facilitate actions to reduce
and phase out ODS consumption. Senior management in the Government of Uzbekistan and
Tajikistan assured the evaluator of their political support to activities undertaken by NOUs. The
availability of funding from the GEF enabled UNDP to start activities for the implementation of the
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HCFC phase out in Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, ensuring sustainability of results achieved under the
UNEP IS project. The Government of Azerbaijan is facing a challenge to reconcile the inconsistency
reported in Article 7 data and thus facilitating the approval of funding the UNIDO HCFC phase out
FSP by the GEF. The Government of Kazakhstan did not fully accept the international commitments
of the Montreal Protocol and its amendments. The government does not appear to be committed to
implementing legislation in a timely manner, which has resulted in Kazakhstan exceeding the control
measures applicable to developed countries. However, due to international and internal industry
pressure, Kazakhstan ratified the Copenhagen and Montreal amendments in 2011 and is actively
pursuing the ratification of the remaining Beijing amendment. The country introduced a quota system
on imports of HCFCs and drastically reduced its HCFC consumption in 2012. Kazakhstan still faces
many challenges in the implementation of its commitments and in returning to a compliance level,
given the importance of HCFCs to the industrial sector and the unstable situation with funds from the
GEF for undertaking urgently required activities on HCFC phase out.

134. The common challenge for NOUs is the focus of Governments in the four CEITs on economic
growth, which is reflected in directives to relax the requirements for enterprises to register when
using ODS and to reduce the number of all kind of inspections, especially on small- and medium-
sized businesses, including ecological inspections on the use of ODS by enterprises. These
Government policies introduce additional risks and would require more stringent enforcement of
ODS imports control on the borders by customs officers. These measures may also weaken the ability
of the government to track and monitor the number of businesses becoming involved in ODS, which,
in turn, may lead to poor management of ODS refrigerants and increased emissions.

135.  The socio-political sustainability is rated as moderately likely.

2. Financial resources

136.  The continuation of project results and the eventual impact of the project depend to a great extent
on continued financial support of NOUs. There are different sources of financial support of NOU
activities and distinctive financial rules that regulate the use of such a support in four CEITs.

e In Azerbaijan, the NOU is part of CCOC and is financed from the budget of the
Department of Hydrometeorology under the Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources.
The remuneration rate of the NOU staff is very modest but additional external support
cannot be used as a complementary reward. Such regulations do not provide incentives
for competent and skilled personnel to be a part of the NOU staff. Currently, only one
position out of four is occupied in the NOU. Therefore, the NOU utilized the salary
portion of the project budget for recruitment of local external consultants who were
capable to implement project activities.

e In Tajikistan, the NOU is funded from the central budget at a very low level of salary
rate. The NOU staff is allowed to get additional payment from international sources.
Therefore, external financial support is crucial to maintain skilled and competent staff.

e In Kazakhstan, the Climate Change Coordination Centre (CCCC) was established as an
NGO independent of the Government. The Government does not provide any funding to
the CCCC from the central budget. The funding for the NOU originated entirely from
international donors and successful bids for commercial contracts to undertake work for
companies and national organizations, including MNREP. The GEF funds were the major
source of financial support of the NOU during the implementation of the UNEP IS
project. Currently, due to lack of sufficient funding coming from commercial contracts,
the CCCC dedicates one staff to MP and ozone related activities.
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e In Uzbekistan, the NOU located within the Department of the Atmosphere and Air
Protection (DAAP) under the State Committee for Nature Protection (SCNP) was funded
from several sources: i) the State budget; ii) fees collected by DAAP for issuing licenses
for ODS import of ODS and products containing ODS, and iii) from international sources
such as the GEF funding. The system of incentives is developed to complement regular
salaries from the other two sources of funding that created robust conditions to maintain
the competent and dedicated staff in the NOU for the coming years.

137. It is clear that with limited funding for key institutional capacity, it would be difficult for these
low income CEITs to sustain efforts indefinitely and degradation of this capacity will eventually
occur. The lack of external support may result in associated risks to continued compliance and
difficulty for the country to meet new compliance obligations as it is now the case for accelerated
HCFC phase out as required of non-Article 5 countries. The funds approved by the GEF for
institutional capacity strengthening within UNDP FSPs for Tajikistan and Uzbekistan will reduce
significantly the risk to sustainability of project results and the eventual impact of the project.
Equally, it is anticipated that the FSP proposal prepared by UNIDO for Azerbaijan will be approved
shortly by GEF. Therefore, there is a low risk to financial sustainability in Azerbaijan, Tajikistan and
Uzbekistan in the short term perspective. In case of Kazakhstan, the process of consideration of the
request for GEF assistance is on the very initial stage because of delayed ratification of the Beijing
amendment. There are significant risks to the continuation of project results and the eventual impact
on reduction in ODS consumption in this country.

138. The overall rating for this dimension of sustainability is moderately likely.

3. Institutional framework

139.  The institutional framework and governance was assessed on the basis of the analysis of existing
institutional and legal framework provided in paragraphs related to the achievement of outputs in
terms of their significance for sustenance of achieved outcomes and benefits of the project.

e The institutional framework and governance in place in_Uzbekistan was assessed as robust,
mainly because of the financial and political support from a key Ministry in the government
and an effective implementation path as a result of the ongoing activities of the NOU. The
evaluator received the complete package of requested documentation supporting that the
system of accountability and transparency is in place. There was evidence of more
responsible environmental behavior by the industry, as demonstrated in discussions with
representatives of refrigeration servicing companies and academia. The awareness of the
general public was raised noticeably, as was shown in the presentation made by the
Ecological Resource Centre that was responsible for public awareness campaign.

e In Tajikistan, the evaluator attended the meeting of the National Steering Committee which
demonstrated that newly appointed senior management of the Committee for Environment
Protection and other stakeholders are actively involved in the implementation of the
GEF/UNDP project on initiating HCFC phase out showing a consolidated support to
objectives of the national strategy. Government institutions are working in close contacts with
the industry formulating legally binding regulations, including an HCFC import quota
system. The institutional framework and governance is assessed as robust.

e Quite recently, the government in Kazakhstan did not show adequate commitment to
implementing legislation in a timely manner, in order to bring the country into line with
control measures applicable to developed countries in the Montreal Protocol. However, there
are signs of improvement over the last years. The Copenhagen and Montreal Amendments
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were ratified in 2011. The legislation establishing an HCFC quota system was adopted in
2012 and resulted in noticeable reduction in HCFC consumption. Currently, the government
is working hard to promote ratification of the remaining Beijing amendment. The signing of
the Beijing Amendment will eliminate the obstacles to signing the Custom Union (Belorussia,
Kazakhstan, and Russia) agreement on the free movement of ODS and ODS containing
equipment/products, which could not be signed by Kazakhstan as a non-Party to the Beijing
Amendment.

e In Azerbaijan, the main challenge is related to a lack of a robust system for collection and
reporting ODS consumption data. The existence of this problem indicates a lack of
cooperation between the government institutions and the industry and points to the weakness
of the institutional framework and governance. It is expected that the forthcoming start of the
GEF/UNIDO FSP on the initiating HCFC phase out might help to resolve the problem.

140.  The overall rating for this dimension of sustainability is moderately likely.
4. Environmental sustainability

141.  The cumulative ODS consumption in four CEITs was 138.1 ODP tonnes in 2009 when the
project started. The bulk of this consumption was attributed to Kazakhstan consuming 130.2 ODP
tonnes of HCFCs and Methyl Bromide or 94% of the total CEIT consumption. In 2012, the total
CEIT consumption was 30.3 ODP tonnes with impressive reduction of 107.8 ODP tonnes. The share
of Kazakhstan represented 21.36 ODP tonnes of HCFCs or 70% of the total CEIT consumption.
There are a number of environmental risks that, if not controlled, may undermine the gains in
protection of the ozone layer achieved to date. The main risks include Illegal trade, suspension of
training activities for technicians and ODS recovery/recycling operations, limited adoption of
legislation to control ODS, as well as poor management of stockpiled unwanted ODS in four CEITs
and methyl bromide used by Kazakhstan reportedly for QPS-uses. The mitigation of risks associated
with all these factors is part of GEF/UNDP FSPs in Tajikistan and Uzbekistan, and GEF/UNIDO FSP
in Azerbaijan. The risks still remain to unaddressed in Kazakhstan since the UNIDO PIFs on HCFC
phase out and on the introduction of ODS alternatives to methyl bromide in agriculture and in the
post-harvest sector in Kazakhstan are under cosideration by GEF and funding of these projects is
uncertain in the near future.

142.  The overall rating for this dimension of sustainability is moderately likely
5. Catalytic role and replication

143.  All the NOUs emphasized the significance of the project implementation for raising fiscal
management skills of NOU personnel. A number of personnel involved are working on other
environmental projects supported by the GEF and other international organizations. In particular, the
experience gained by the NOU in Azerbaijan helped in producing the register of pollutants within the
Aarhus Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to
Justice in Environmental Matters and Kyoto Protocol. In Uzbekistan, after the public awareness
campaign, the Ministry of Education (MoE) introduced the regulation on mandatory head wear for
public school students during open air activities because of the recognition of a potentially harmful
impact of the short-wave solar radiation. The methodology used by “Ecomaktab” Ecological
Research Center during the awareness campaign was recommended by the MoE and currently used in
academic activities of public schools around the country.

144.  The SCNP in Uzbekistan has inspection staff in fourteen regional offices, which inter alia issue
certificates of compliance for enterprises that make products that contained ODS, receive payments
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for ODS taxes, and oversee the construction of new buildings to ensure ODS-free materials and
equipment were being used wherever possible. They also inform the NOU of the number of ODS
licences issued. In this way, the relatively small staff of the NOU was able to leverage a much larger
network of personnel to extend their operations on ODS significantly. This example of catalytic
action was unique to Uzbekistan. To a lesser extent, the regional inspectors supported NOU activities
in Tajikistan and Kazakhstan by providing information on licenses issued and ODS used by
enterprises.

145.  Training of technicians undertaken by Refrigeration Association in Tajikistan and by Tashkent
State Technological University in Uzbekistan are good examples of catalytic actions related to the
project The better quality of repair and maintenance of refrigeration equipment resulted in reduction of ODS
emissions. .Similarly, Customs Committees in the four CEITs established training and retraining
programmes for customs officers that included specific material related to border control of ODS and
ODS-containing equipment reducing instances of the ODS illegal trade.

146.  The catalytic role and replication is rated as satisfactory.
E. Efficiency

147.  No cost-effectiveness ratios exist for IS projects. Therefore, there is no benchmark to compare
the cost-effectiveness of this project with other similar interventions. The evaluation assessed the
timeliness of project execution, which was characterized by a severe delay in the start of about two
years in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan and three years in Azerbaijan. The negative effect of the
delay is analyzed in detail in the Section: Context in Paragraphs 23-31. Beneficiary countries
provided co-financing (mostly in-kind) contributing to the project budget. . The four CEITs benefited
from participating in ECA networking and Green Custom programme activities at minimum cost
from the GEF (travel and per diem) since the implementation of both programmes are funded from
UNEP OzoneAction sources.

148.  Since this project is the continuation of the previous projects funded by GEF including IS
components, the evaluation appraised the benefits of earlier established NOUs and other interventions
which affected the efficiency of this project in the Section: Status of NOUs at the starting point of the
project in Paragraphs 35 to 61 above. The benefits of previous GEF interventions created continuity
and were perfectly visible in Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, to a lesser extent in Kazakhstan and were
almost not present in Azerbaijan.

149.  The efficiency is rated as moderately satisfactory.

F. Factors affecting performance
1. Preparation and readiness

150.This criterion focuses on the quality of project design and preparation. The quality of project design
and preparation has been analyzed in Annex 6 -the Assessment of the Quality of Project Design. In
addition, several consideration regarding preparation and readiness in terms of baseline analysis,
project’s objectives and components have been discussed in the analysis of achieved outputs and
outcomes. The issues that affected project readiness and design include limited project time frames-
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due too long approval processes and delays at the start, over-ambitious project objective relative to
the time and budget available, and associated unrealistic expectations of GEF/UNEP.

151. A number of planned activities were included in the project document and replicated in individual
SSFAs. These activities have not been implemented fully due to limited budget and project time-
frame as well as other barriers. As an example, while the ultimate goal in many countries appears to
have been to make good servicing practices mandatory for all refrigeration technicians through the
establishment of a certification scheme and the creation of Refrigeration Associations, NOUs faced
serious challenges: lack of cooperation among refrigeration servicing community; non-existence of
training infrastructure, legal hurdles, validation of authority of issued certificates etc. Other activities
that could not be implemented from the IS limited budget are:

o Identify, formulate and monitor any further projects required to achieve final ODS phase out,
whether at the national or regional level (these activities have been implemented under other
GEF funded projects);

e Development of modalities to incorporate NOU functions into the government institutional
framework for the long-term (It is a prerogative of national Governments. This objective was
achieved only in Uzbekistan where such modalities existed before the IS project.);

e Relevant review, improvements and adjustments of labeling requirements for ODS and ODS
containing-equipment (This issue is of international scope and could not be addressed only
within the IS project);

e Processing and analysis on recovered and recycled CFCs and HCFCs ( The implementation
of R/R scheme including the monitoring of results requires substantial additional funding
which was not available under IS project);

e Data collection on stockpiled and destroyed ODS (Additional funding would have been
required).
Some of these activities were implemented in the period from July 2008 to June 2011 under another
GEF/UNDP/UNIDO regional MSP “Preparing HCFC Phase out in CEITs”, while others were
incorporated into GEF/UNDP and GEF/UNIDO FSPs on initiating the HCFC phase out that are
currently under implementation with an allocation of adequate resources (which had not been made
available under the IS continuation project).

152.  The regional character of the project design requires special consideration. There are clear
differences in baseline and relevant characteristics in these four countries. The non-compliance of
Kazakhstan required special and individual attention. The project combined three countries
(Azerbaijan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan) with similar level of ODS consumption and one country
(Kazakhstan) with highly dissimilar values. Azerbaijan does not have contiguous national boundaries
with the other three countries and belongs to another geographical region. UNEP was aware of the
various difficulties in countries and wanted individual country projects to be approved as had been the
practice in the past. This project was submitted at the halfway point of the GEF-4 replenishment,
when there was increased competition for resources before they run out. GEF Secretariat strongly
insisted on keeping the regional structure of the project with consolidated co-financing proposed by
individual CEITs. In this way, the project had better chances to be approved by the GEF Council.
Under the umbrella project, the SSFAs acted as subproject documents would have of old, governed
by the regional project timelines, and milestones, as well as the expected deliverables associated with
the list of activities standard for all countries, as presented in Paragraph 11.4 of SSFAs and replicated
in Paragraph 63 above. However, in order to try to find a place for country specific needs, UNEP
embedded in the SSFAs a scope for the incorporation of country specific priorities under Paragraph
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111.8 — Country specific expected results/outputs to be achieved”: “The national plan, which shall be
developed by the NOU, in coordination with members of the Committee, shall outline the national
monitoring, outreach and legislation development strategy, content and resources to be used during
the implementation of the IS Renewal in the country. It shall be reviewed by representatives from
relevant government agencies and departments, who will have a key role in either (i) making policy
decisions about the national implementation of the Montreal Protocol or (ii) actively administering
measures which help to fulfil national obligations to the Protocol.” It appears then, that the issue of
Kazakhstan non-compliance could have been addressed within the project as a whole, given this
window of opportunity for specific country issues to be addressed. The consultant and the Evaluation
Office tried to validate the explanations on the regional structure of the project provided by the
former UNEP TM from another source i.e. the GEF Secretariat. Unfortunately, it proved to be
unfeasible because of staff changes and amount of time since the project closure.

153.  The overall rating is moderately unsatisfactory.
2. Project implementation and management

180.  The country specific results/outputs to be achieved were not clearly articulated in SSFAs that
could help to address issues in ratification of MP amendments and non-compliance of Kazakhstan, ODS
consumption data reliability in Azerbaijan and potential non-compliance in Tajikistan. Changes in project
design were also required to establish coordination in implementation of the IS project by UNEP and the
UNDP/UNIDO MSP on “Preparing for HCFC phase-out in CEITs®. It appears that the project adaptive
management was not successfully employed by UNEP. The analysis of implementation approaches used
by the project has been done in Section E-Implementation Arrangements in Paragraphs from 66 to 85 and
Section H- Changes in Design during Implementation in Paragraphs 89 to 92. These Sections also include
a description of the management framework, adaptive management, partnerships, relevance of changes in
project design, and overall performance of project management. The extent to which the project
implementation met GEF environmental and social safeguards requirements was also assessed. Apart
from delays in the start of the project, the NOUs interviewed expressed their satisfaction with UNEP
management of the project.

181. The project implementation and management is rated as moderately satisfactory.
3. Stakeholder participation and public awareness

182.  The interaction of NOUs with stakeholders and their particular roles are described in Section C-
Target areas/Groups, Paragraph 64. The interaction of NOU with members of national steering
committee and higher level authorities is described in Paragraph 74 to 77. The NOUs mostly maintained
close working contacts with their ministries on environment protection and customs authorities. The
implementation of planned activities, however, required interactions with important governmental entities
and other stakeholders. The stakeholders identified in CEITs, including members of National Steering
Committees (NSC) are listed in the Table 5.

Table 10. Stakeholders Identified

Country Stakeholders Identified

Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources (MENR); Centre for Climate Change and Ozone (under
Azerbaijan MENR), State Committee on Customs, Statistic Committee (Ecological Department), Ministry of
Transport (Ecological Department),HCFC end-user and service companies.
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Ministry of Environmental Protection, Coordinating Centre on Climate Change, Ozone Office,
Natural Resources Use Division of the Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Economy and
Kazakhstan | Budget Planning, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, refrigeration/chiller manufacturers and service
companies, food processing and cold storage, commercial, railway and refrigerated transport
companies, foam manufacturers.

Committee for Environmental Protection, Agency on Hydrometeorology of the Republic of
Tajikistan, Ministry of Energy and Industry of the Republic of Tajikistan, Customs Committee,

Tajikistan End users for in-house use, Importers and distributors, Refrigeration Service Companies and
Refrigeration Technicians
State Committee for Nature Protection, NOU, Ministry for Foreign Economic Relations,
Uzbekistan Investments and Trade, Ministry of Economy, Ministry of Finance (Customs Committee),Ministry

of Education, Industrial Large Commercial Refrigeration Manufacturers, Large Cooling AC
Manufacturers, Assembly/Service/Maintenance Enterprises, Importers and Distributors

183.  Typically, deputy ministers have been nominated to NSCs. However, NOUs also maintains
working contacts with lower rank officials responsible for ecological issues in their respective body.
The NOUs characterized their interaction with stakeholders as positive during the project
implementation. In case of Tajikistan, the interactions between NOU and the management of the CEP
was deteriorated and interrupted in 2012 and 2013. The good relationships were resumed with newly
appointed management in 2014.

184. The degree and effectiveness of public awareness activities that were undertaken during the
course of the implementation of the project have been assessed in Section C. | — Direct outcomes
from reconstructed TOC in Paragraphs 137 to 141.

185.  The rating of stakeholder participation and public awareness is rated as satisfactory.

4. Country ownership and motivation (driven-ness)

186.  The country ownership and motivation has been assessed through an analysis of the performance
of respective Governments in providing adequate support to the project execution. In Uzbekistan, the
State Committee on Environment Protection (SCEP) has an important status in the governmental
hierarchy. The SCEP reports annually to the Parliament on its activities, including the fulfilment of
obligations under the Montreal Protocol. The Government in Uzbekistan showed strong commitment
to the sustainable protection of the ozone layer through the establishment and funding of a well-
managed and expertly-staffed NOU. The promised co-financing was delivered almost fully and in
time. The government is wholly committed to eliminating the use of HCFCs through control of
imports by the quota system and enforcement of border control. The 2012 HCFC consumption is
significantly lower than the established HCFC reduction target. The Government responded well to
UNEP coordination, guidance and supervision in the implementation of the project.

187.  In Kazakhstan, the Government is motivated to improve ozone layer protection. The important
step forward was the adoption of the HCFC import quota system in 2012. But it still falls short of
translating this motivation into actions that effectively protect the ozone layer. Ratification of the
Montreal Protocol amendments and adoption of ozone layer protection legislation have been
continually delayed. These delays resulted in Kazakhstan missing the ODS reduction and phase out
targets in the control measures applicable to developed countries under the Montreal Protocol and
caused uncertainties in future GEF funding. The NOU is not part of the Government structure. The
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financial Government contribution to the project was limited, representing about 28% of pledged
assistance.

188.  The Government commitment in Azerbaijan was shown in the timely ratification of the remaining
Beijing amendment. The Government was also helpful in the implementation of the project work
plan. However, the adopted HCFC license and quota system was not adequately enforced. The
country failed to maintain compliancy with HCFC phase out target in 2011. The government was not
able to provide efficient support to the NOU in tracking ODS consumption and preparing reliable
ODS consumption data. The Government included funding of the NOU in the state budget and
provided co-financing for the project. However, the salary rate for the NOU personnel is too low to
ensure stability and competence of the staff. The co-financing of the project by the Government
made up less than 50% of the planned target.

189. Thanks to strong Government commitments in Tajikistan, the NOU managed to implement a
broad range of activities under the project. The Government motivation facilitated timely ratification
of all Montreal Protocol amendments and the adoption of legislation to control HCFC consumption.
The Customs Committee was very cooperative in training and retraining customs officers.

190.  The further information on country ownership and motivation is presented in Section F iii) —
Operational and political/institutional problems and constraints in Paragraphs 79-84.

The country ownership and motivation is rated as moderately satisfactory.
5. Evaluation of financial planning

191.  The project financing has been reviewed in Paragraphs 86 and 88 above. The project budget is
contained in Annex 5 of this report. The quality and effectiveness of financial planning and control
of financial resources have been assessed on the basis of documentation on financial reporting which
was made available by the former Task Manager of the project and files provided by the UNEP
Division of Technology and Economics in Nairobi. It should be noted that the documentation
provided is not well organized and incomplete. The evaluator was not able to get acquainted with
relevant documentation in NOU offices in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Tajikistan. In Azerbaijan
NOU, the filing system does not exist. The former assistance manager of the project was only able to
provide a not very well organized and incomplete set of documents. The NOU office in Tajikistan is
currently dysfunctional and could not provide access to archived documents. The NOU in Kazakhstan
informed that the project was completed three years ago, all the financial documentation was archived
and is not accessible. The NOU in Uzbekistan managed to provide the requested documentation.

192.  The analysis of available documentation and interview with ozone officers allow the evaluator to
make a number of observations. The delay with the start of the project had a very negative impact on
the NOU operations. The NOU staff was severely underpaid. In Tajikistan, the number of NOU staff
was reduced from four to two. In Azerbaijan, in 2009, UNEP/GEF identified an unliquidated
balance of about US $15,000 from the original IS project that was completed in 2002. The NOU was
not able to track the relevant financial reports seven years back in order to clarify the situation in a
short notice. The SSFA was not signed and the project was delayed for another year. As a result, the
duration of the project was reduced from 30 to 20 months. According to NOU, the equivalent amount
was deducted eventually from the budget and returned to the GEF. It was not possible, however, for
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the evaluator to verify this statement from available financial accounts. Additional explanations have
been provided by the former Task Manager as contained in Paragraph 219

193.  After signing the SSFAs, the financial planning and management by the Task Manager and
Financial Manager proceeded smoothly. The NOUs received regular cash advances and provided
quarterly expenditure reports on project accounts in clear and transparent manner. All CEITs
presented audited financial statements as it was required under SSFAs.

194.  In Uzbekistan, the GEF grant amounted to US $170,000 and co-financing of US $30,000. There
was a long time gap between the 6th next-to-last cash advance received by the NOU in March 16,
2011 and the last one amounting to US $42,500 that was received in November 8, 2011. As
requested, in between these two events, the NOU presented the final activity report and audited
financial statements as of May 31, 2011. The delay in receiving the last cash advance of five months
had a negative impact on the staff and consultants who had been waiting for their remuneration for so
long. Now, there is an ambiguity about the certification of expenditures incurred in association with
the last cash advance because the activities undertaken had not been covered by the report of the
auditor prepared in May 2011. So far, the NOU has not received any instructions from UNEP on

reporting these expenditures.

195. The Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan NOUs presented reports on planned
project co-finance and actual co-finance received in Annex 10 to their final report. The status of co-
financing of different project components is shown in Table 6.

Table 11. Planned project co-financing and co-financing received (US $)

Cash contribution In-kind contribution
Co-financing categories Budget Received Budget Received

UZBEKISTAN
Equipment 0 3,942.62 5,500.00 5,500.00
Staff and services 22,500.00 5,972.53 2,000.00 2,898.43
Miscellaneous: transport expenses, Bonuses to
NOU staff, Hospitality, Ozone Day celebration 0 8,091.82 0 0
Sub-total 22,500.00 18,006.97 7,500.00 8,398.43
Total budget 30,000.00
Total received 26,405.40

KAZAKHSTAN
Participation of Government personnel, 0 0 30,000.00 1,200.00
Provision of specialized expertise; 3,000.00 100.00
Office furniture 1,000.00 100.00
Office space; 16,000.00 6,000.00
Municipal service; 5,000.00 900.00
Total 30,000.00 8,380.00

TAJIKISTAN
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Participation of Government personnel; 0 0 1,387.00 965.00
Provision of specialized expertise; 1,387.00 0.00
Office space rent; 9,08400 |  5,304.00
Municipal and communication services; 1,204.00 623.00
Guarding and maintenance of the office; 2,428.00 1,234.00
Total 16,990.00 |  7,906.00
AZERBAIJAN

Office, furniture, telephone, internet 0 0 30,600.00 13,800.00
Total 30,600.00 13,800.00
Grand total co-financing budget 107,590.00

Grand total co-financing received 56,491.40

196.  The total planned co-financing in cash and in-kind contribution was assessed as amounting to US

$107,590. Actual co-financing received was US $56,491.40 or 52.5% of the pledged co-financing. It
is noted that co-financing of Tajikistan was erroneously shown in cash in the project budget while it is
correctly expressed as in-kind in SSFA. The evaluator visited all the NOU offices. The expenses of
maintenance of NOU office spaces in Azerbaijan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan have been continuously
covered by Governments after the completion of the project. In Kazakhstan, the CCCC moved to a
new office after the end of the project paying the rent from its own budget. All the NOU
acknowledged that office equipment purchased from the project budget is still available and used for
everyday activities.

Additional amount of US $300,000 was included in the regional meetings component of the
project budget as co-financing on the part of UNEP OzoneAction. (Please see also Paragraph 86).
This amount represented a portion of a total of US $1.1 million allocated by the Multilateral Fund for
Acrticle 5 countries participating in ECA regional activities for three years. It is not clear how the
portion of US $300,000 was determined in association with the four CEITs participation in the ECA
meetings. The reference was made in footnote 7 to the project budget in Annex 5 as follows: (CEIT
participation in 1 Regional Meeting, 1 Thematic meeting, and 2 Contact group meetings annually).
During 2009 to 2011, the four CEITs participated in six ECA meetings. On the basis of this
information, it is not possible to verify exactly what amount would be considered as co-financing of
this component of the project.

The financial planning and management of the project is rated as moderately satisfactory.
6. UNEP supervision and backstopping

The UNEP supervision and backstopping role was discussed in Section E - Implementation
Arrangements in Paragraphs 66 to 73, Sections on Project Financing in Paragraphs 86-88, and
Evaluation of Financial Planning, and Paragraphs 188-194. In general, the NOUs in the four CEITs
recognized the level of supervision and backstopping as satisfactory on the part of the Task Manager
and Financial Manager. There were no indication to conflicts of interest between project management
and project supervision. The documentation ascertaining the supervisory activities at the level of the
international steering committee is limited to minutes of the meeting on the inception of the project
that was held on 30-31 March 2009 in Paris, France. Other meetings of the Task Manager with NOUs
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were held on the margin of Meetings of Parties to the Montreal Protocol but not documented. There
are a number of copies of e-mails in NOU files showing the UNEP intensive supervisory activities.

200.  The major drawbacks are related to delays with the start of the project, especially in the case of
Azerbaijan where the problem with unliquidated balance from the initial IS project would have to be
identified at the early stage of the financial planning. The situation with non-compliance of
Kazakhstan and ratification of MP amendments would have needed an earlier and more forceful
approach in resolving these issues with Kazakhstan high ranking officials.

201. UNDP and UNIDO have been implementing the GEF MSP “Preparing for HCFC Phase Out in
CEITs: needs, benefits and potential synergies with other MEAs” in the four CEITs in parallel with
the UNEP IS continuation project tackling similar issues. In particular, this project helped a lot in
accounting for the consumption of HCFC-141b in the CEITs foam sector. The consumption of
HCFC-141b has not been properly recorded, as it was considered as a product prior to 2009 when the
MLF included it in the substances to be recorded. There has been no effective monitoring or control
of the import and distribution of pre-blended HCFC-141b-polyol systems. There was sketchy
reporting on synergy, coordination or benefits from UNDP and UNIDO activities in the 2009 and
2010 PIR- prepared by the Task Manager and virtually no reporting in HYPRs by NOUs.

202.  UNEP supervision and backstopping is rated as moderately satisfactory.
7. Monitoring and evaluation

203.  The assessment of the quality, application and effectiveness of project monitoring and evaluation
plans and tools, including an assessment of risk management based on the assumptions and risks
identified in the project document and in the design of the project M&E strategy has been undertaken
by the evaluator and reflected in Annex 6 — Assessment of the Quality of Project Design. .

204.  The M&E system was operational and facilitated tracking of results and progress towards projects
objectives throughout the project implementation. HYPRs and final reports had been prepared by
NOUs and submitted to the Task Manager, mostly on time. HYPRs and final reports reflected the
achievements of NOUs in the period from January 2009 until June 2011and served as a basis for
formulating Progress Implementation Review (PIR) reports. The Task Manager prepared three PIRs
that covered 12 months periods as follows: from 1 July 2007 to 30 June 2008; from 1 July 2008 to 30
June 2009; and from 1 July 2009 to 30 June 2010. Due to the late start, the duration of the project was
extended until June 2011. For some reasons, the PIR for the last twelve months period from July 2010
to June 2011 was not prepared.

205. The overall rating of project progress towards meeting project objective was assessed as
satisfactory in the 2010 PIR notwithstanding the fact that HCFC and Methyl Bromide consumption in
Kazakhstan significantly exceeded ODS phase out targets established for Article 2 countries. The
overall risk of the project was rated as low. In comments justifying the 2010 rating, the Task
Manager put emphasis on the Trade Agreement between Kazakhstan Belorussia and Russia'* as a

11> 1 terms of overall objective of total phase out, Kazakhstan alone is now in an unexpected and unforeseeable situation where
customs borders have been unified with those of Russia and Belarus, complicating their consumption and other trade figures.
This was part of a broader trade deal outside of the NOU’s purview and the scope of this project. However the NOU is currently
working to try to insert control measures to help keep Kazakhstan out of further non-compliance in its ODS consumption.”
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source of non-accounted HCFC import and therefore, as a major reason of the high level of ODS
consumption in Kazakhstan, which was beyond the NOU and the project control. Such a conclusion
appears to be misleading. The Article 7 consumption data reported by Kazakhstan were based on
ODS imports registered by Customs on border check points. Any movement of ODS between
Kazakhstan and Russia would not be part of official ODS imports reported to the Ozone Secretariat
any way. The detailed analysis of the situation in Kazakhstan is presented in Paragraphs 29, 46, 48,
71, 91, and 109. The main reason was late ratification of the Copenhagen Amendment and
establishment of the HCFC import quota system. The HCFC consumption dropped in 2012 just after
introduction of the HCFC import quota system, which was prepared in 2011 and put in force in 2012.

206.  The project M&E plan has been reviewed in detail in the inception report and rated as moderately
satisfactory, mainly because of the absence of SMART indicators and baseline information of each
outcome-level indicator. In reviewing the evaluation ToR, the Task Manager admitted that the project
was formulated at the time when ToC was not yet an established practice and operationalized
Indicators of output success are qualitative, not measurable and without specific timelines attached.*?

207. Monitoring and evaluation is rated as moderately satisfactory.

8. Use of GEF Tracking Tools

208. The GEF Tracking Tools are designed to track portfolio performance in several focal areas. Each
focal area has developed its own tracking tools to meet its specific needs. The ODS phase out
activities are not part of these focal areas. The use of proposed GEF tracking tools in other focal areas
is not practical for tracking performance of the IS projects.

G. Complementarity with UNEP strategies and programmes

209. UNEP aims to undertake GEF funded projects that are aligned with its strategies such as Linkage
to UNEP’s Expected Accomplishments and POW 2010-2011, the Bali Strategic Plan, and Gender.
This project was internalized in 2007. According to project design standards at the time in which the
project was developed, there were no requirements for any such alignment.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED

A. Conclusions

210. The GEF/UNEP continuation of the institutional strengthening project proved the effectiveness of
relatively small amounts of international assistance mobilized by the GEF. Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan,
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan demonstrated their ability to embrace the changing requirements of the
Montreal Protocol applied to developed countries even though their economic status is much more
comparable to developing countries operating under Article 5. The cumulative ODS consumption of
the four CEITs was reduced from 138.1 ODP tonnes in 2009 (the first year of the project) to 30.35
ODP tonnes in 2012 (the year followed after the last year of the project). This achievement was made
possible because of enhanced capacity of NOUs, motivation and specific actions undertaken by
respective Governments in adopting timely the necessary legislative and regulatory systems.

12 « I am not sure that the concept of use of SMART indicators was in place when this project was designed....though of course

in using the logframe, there was an attempt to make outputs, outcomes etc verifiable. »
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211. The strengthened NOUs managed to launch extensive awareness raising campaigns for
government officials, relevant businesses and the general public that resulted in increased awareness
and capabilities of Government and stakeholders to fulfill their commitments in regard to existing
and forthcoming ODS phase out targets under the Montreal Protocol. The general public became
more informed about ozone related issues and the Montreal Protocol. However, UNEP project design
does not contain a baseline and performance indicators related to changes in environmental behavior
which would assist in measuring the benefits of the public awareness programme in terms of ODS
reduction or otherwise. The feedback from participants showed the interest and need for more
specific information about synergy of the Montreal and Kyoto Protocols. The refrigeration industry
community expressed interest in more profound and detailed technical information related to energy
efficiency and alternative green technologies.

212.  The common challenge for NOUs is the focus of Governments on economic growth in the four
CEITs, which is reflected in directives to relax the requirements for enterprises to register when using
ODS and to reduce the number of all kinds of inspections, especially of small- and medium-sized
businesses and including ecological inspections on the use of ODS by enterprises. These Government
policies introduce additional risks and would require more stringent enforcement of ODS imports
control on borders by customs officers. These measures may also weaken the ability of the
government to track and monitor the number of businesses becoming involved in ODS which, in turn,
may lead to poor management of ODS refrigerants and increased emissions.

213. The GEF support was very effective for building up the participation of CEITs in ECA regional
activities organized by UNEP OzoneAction and financed under the MLF CAP. NOU and government
representatives obtained broader access to exchange experiences, develop skills, and share knowledge
and ideas with counterparts from both developing and developed countries in order to meet
compliance, the provisions of the Montreal Protocol and its amendments. The 2009 to 2011 period
saw the most active participation in ECA activities: four CEIT participated in 6 ECA meetings,
designating 37 participant’s altogether. For comparison, the same CEITs participated in 3 ECA
meetings designating 11 participants in the three year period from 2006 to 2008 that preceded the
project.

214.  The ODS illegal trade is still a big problem in CEITs. It was recognized at the ECA regional
Green Customs workshop and ECA enforcement network meeting in 2010 that several hundreds of
ODRP tonnes of virgin (new) and mis-declared as recycled CFCs were illegally traded every year in
the ECA region, along with banned second-hand ODS containing equipment. The Governments have
taken serious actions for enforcement of ODS phase out regulations through the strengthening of the
the border control of ODS movement and combat with illegal ODS trade by way of regular training
and retraining of customs officers and providing the necessary equipment to the extent that their
limited resources allowed. The GEF assistance was, therefore, very important for enhancing Customs
capabilities in CEITs. This assistance was channeled through additional training of customs officers
and regional dialog under the ECA and Green Customs activities. As recognition of the significance
of GEF assistance, UNEP medals were awarded to Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan customs officers for
their efforts to prevent illegal trade in ozone-depleting substances (ODS) and second hand
refrigeration equipment. There is still a need in modern analytical equipment to test the content and
quality of incoming HCFCs as single substances and in blends at border check points. Previously
supplied portable gas analyzers are seriously outdated and many of them are out-of-order.

215.  The ECA dialog resulted also in Azerbaijan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan joining the informal Prior
Informed Consent (iPIC) mechanism where the Montreal Protocol focal points consult each others
before issuing export or import licenses. A number of cases of illegal trade in ODS could have been
prevented if the iPIC mechanism had been applied universally. Customs authorities in CEITs noted
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that iPIC mechanism is not as effective as it could be because only exporters in Europe notify relevant
authorities in destination countries. The major ODS and ODS containing equipment exporters in
China, India and other Asian countries do not use iPIC system.

216.  The cooperation of NOUs with ECA network on the issue of stockpiling and destruction of
unwanted ODS was not successful enough. The regional approach to ODS Waste Management and
Disposal in the ECA Region was not developed in the time of the IS project duration. Similarly,
participation of NOUs in ECA networking did not bring expected results in establishing refrigeration
associations in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. The refrigeration association in Tajikistan
was established in 2005. Representative of this Association actively participated in ECA RAC
thematic meetings.

217.  The strengthened NOUs in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan were capable to collect ODS
consumption data and report timely reliable data to the Ozone Secretariat according to Article 7 of the
Montreal Protocol. However, the Government of Azerbaijan was not able to provide efficient support
to the NOU in tracking ODS consumption and preparing reliable ODS consumption data and was
called for discussion of this issue by the Implementation Committee. It is worthwhile to mention the
additional assistance that was provided to the four CEITs in undertaking detailed surveys of ODS
end-users through the regional MSP “Preparing for HCFC phase-out in CEIT” implemented by
UNDP and UNIDO. This particular project helped a lot in accounting for the consumption of HCFC-
141b in CEITs foam sector. The consumption of HCFC-141b has not been properly recorded, as it
was considered as product, prior to 2009 when the MLF included it in the substances to be recorded.
Heretofore, there has been no effective monitoring or control of the import and distribution of pre-
blended HCFC-141b-polyol systems.

218.  There is a common understanding that the introduction of good servicing practices in the
refrigeration sector results in reduction of ODS emissions and better quality of repair and
maintenance with perceptible benefits for the environment and customers. As a first step, the
establishment of a refrigeration association opens the way for the introduction of the mandatory
certification scheme. The Uzbekistan NOU made several attempts to establish such an association and
now is working on legal issues. Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan are far behind. In Tajikistan, the
refrigeration association has existed since 2005. However, the practical induction of mandatory
certification scheme and the recognition of authority of certificates issued by the refrigeration
association in this country faced a number of challenges. For example, the qualification of certified
technicians needs to be validated by the Ministry of Education, including training process, curricula,
tests etc. NOUs need to learn more about national requirements in promoting the mandatory
certification schemes in their countries.

219.  The project was internalized in UNEP with an effective start date of July 2007. A 30 months
period was determined as the planned duration of the project. However the start of the project was
delayed by two years in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and three years in Azerbaijan due to a
change in UNEP’s legal instruments from MOUs to SSFA and internal UNEP reorganization. An
additional one year delay in Azerbaijan was triggered by a discovery of an unsettled balance of about
US $15,000 in IS project completed seven years ago in 2002. Consequently, project duration in
Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan was reduced to 19 and 20 months respectively vs. 30 months planned. The
significant delay with the start and subsequent reduction in project duration had a very negative effect
on the efficiency of NOUs operation. Notwithstanding the importance and need for UNEP/GEF
administrative changes and accountability requirements, the set back of three years appears to be
unreasonably excessive.
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220. UNEP provided explanations regarding the delay in the start of the project. GEF insisted on
inclusion into the project document and SSFA a provision about the need to ensure post-project
sustainability and government taking over support of the NOU. UNEP tried to facilitate by
communicating this early to the countries ahead of endorsement of the project before submission of
the project document to the GEF for funding. Incorporation of the NOU into government
infrastructure was explicitly listed in the project document log frame and text. Once the project was
approved UNEP immediately began reaching out to countries to begin creation of subproject
documents. Kazakhstan and Tajikistan were most responsive, but their Government entities involved
were very slow in vetting the Agreement. Therefore even in these two most responsive countries, it
took over a year to vet IS documents, as they have implications for legal frameworks. Azerbaijan's
NOU had been dismantled after the first project in 2002, when their own audit had identified that
funds needed to be returned to UNEP and the GEF. When UNEP tried to follow up, there was no one
responding on the matter, since they argued, they no longer had a dedicated NOU. So though there
were letters pledging endorsement of the new project, and their involvement in the process, they were
not timely in their responses when the time came to set it down in a legal document. Uzbekistan had a
committed NOU, but a slow working political network that they had to deal with. So this NOU too
took a long time to finalize the legal documents required to transfer funds. All of this was then
exacerbated by change over in policy on the side of the UN to change to SSFAs from MOUs. UNEP
tried to get an exception given the length of time spent on the subproject documents, but it was not
granted by their Legal Department in Nairobi. The consultant and the UNEP Evaluation Office
attempted to obtain additional explanations on the issue of the Azerbaijan’s unsettled balance from
the UNEP Financial Department. It proved to be not possible because of changes in staff and time
elapsed since the project closed.

221.  The project for the four CEITs was approved as a regional umbrella project. The project
document, however, does not provide the rationale for such an approach. The geographical scope of
the project was national in the four countries with some activities in the much broader regional
context of the ECA network encompassing twelve Article 5 countries located in Europe and Asia.
Paragraph 178 above provides additional considerations on this issue.

222.  The effectiveness of international assistance mobilized by the GEF was initially highly effective
in supporting the institutional capacity to continue ODS phase out efforts. However, with only one
initial time funding for key institutional capacity activities, it is difficult for such low income CEITs
to sustain those efforts indefinitely and degradation of this capacity might eventually develop
resulting in increasing risks to continued compliance with accelerated HCFC phase out schedule.
Furthermore, as was shown in Paragraphs 160 and 161 above, the funding of NOUs from the central
budget does not guarantee the continuity of efficient and competent NOU staff. Modalities need to be
developed to incorporate NOU functions into the government institutional framework in the long-
term perspectives, including the system of incentives to complement regular salaries from the other
sources of funding.

223.  The project is evaluated as satisfactory. Relevance and effectiveness have been considered as
critical criteria in the overall rating of the project. The evaluation ratings are shown in Table 6.

Table 12. Evaluation rating

Criterion Summary Assessment Rating
A. Strategic relevance The project and its results contributed to objectives of the UNEP DTIE
OzonAction Programme. The project is part of UNEP Environmental HS
Governance and the Bali Strategic Plan. The project is also consistent with
several GEF Strategic Goals
B. Achievement of outputs The achievement of outputs was assessed for 5 categories of outputs in 4 S
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Criterion

Summary Assessment

Rating

countries and rated ranging from HS to MU (see Table 4 in the Report).

C. Effectiveness: Attainment
of project objectives and
results

1. Achievement of direct
outcomes

The achievement of direct outcomes was assessed for 5 categories of
outcomes in 4 countries and rated ranging from HS to MU (see Table 5 in
the Report).

MS

2. Likelihood of impact

Intermediate states conceived have feasible direct and explicit forward
linkages to impact achievement. Many barriers and assumptions were
successfully addressed. The project achieved measurable intermediate
impacts in terms of ODS phase out and reduction of emissions through
recovery and recycling.

Very
likely

3. Achievement of project
goal and planned
objectives

The achievement of proclaimed goal and objectives is related to
achievement of outputs and outcomes. The countries managed to achieve
sizable reduction in ODS consumption in 2012, the year immediately after
the project ended. The HCFC phase-out strategies were developed by
UNDP in Uzbekistan and Tajikistan and by UNIDO in Azerbaijan in
conjunction with the NOUs and stakeholders as part of a regional GEF
supported project for CEITs. These two key factors determined rating of the
overall likelihood of impact achievement as “very likely”. This rating
allows giving findings that the main project goal was achieved. The overall
rating of the achievement of project goal and planned objectives is
satisfactory

D. Sustainability and
replication

ML

1. Financial

There is very low risk to financial sustainability in Azerbaijan, Tajikistan
and Uzbekistan in the short term perspective. In case of Kazakhstan, there
are significant risks to the continuation of project results and the eventual
impact on reduction in ODS consumption in this country since the request
for GEF assistance for HCFC phase out activities is on the very initial stage
of consideration because the Beijing amendment is yet to be ratified by the
Government

ML

2. Socio-political

The Governments of Uzbekistan and Tajikistan fully and timely accepted
the international commitments in the Montreal Protocol and its
amendments. The Government of Azerbaijan is facing a challenge to
reconcile the inconsistency in reported Article 7 data. The Government of
Kazakhstan has not ratified the Beijing amendment and, therefore, did not
fully accept the international commitments in the Montreal Protocol and its
amendments thus posing the risk to sustain the achieved results.

ML

3. Institutional framework

The institutional framework and governance undertaken by Uzbekistan was
assessed as robust. In Tajikistan, the institutional framework and
governance is assessed as robust. Quite recently, the government in
Kazakhstan did not show adequate commitment to implementing
legislation in a timely manner, in order to bring the country into line with
control measures applicable to developed countries in the Montreal
Protocol. However, there are signs of improvement over the last years. In
Azerbaijan, the main challenge is related to a lack of a robust system on
collection and reporting of ODS consumption data.

ML

4, Environmental

There are a number of environmental risks such as Illegal trade, suspension
of training activities for technicians and ODS recovery/recycling
operations, limited adoption of legislation to control ODS, as well as poor
management of stockpiled unwanted ODS in four CEITs and methyl
bromide used by Kazakhstan reportedly for QPS-uses that, if not

ML
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Criterion

Summary Assessment

Rating

controlled, were assessed as likely to undermine the gains in protection of
the ozone layer that had been achieved to date. These risks are recognized
and will be addressed through the implementation of GEF/UNDP/UNIDO
projects. The GEF funding of the methyl bromide project in Kazakhstan is
still under discussion. Environmental risks are discussed in Para 165.

5. Catalytic role and
replication

All the NOUs emphasized the significance of the project implementation
for raising fiscal management skills of NOU personnel. A number of
personnel involved are working on other environmental projects supported
by the GEF and other international organizations. Other specific examples
are in Para 168-170.

E. Efficiency

The evaluation assessed the timeliness of project execution which was
characterized by a severe delay of about two years. Beneficiary countries
provided co-financing (mostly in-kind) amounted to US $56,481.40 making
available office space and furniture for NOUs, and delivering municipal
and other servicing thus contributing to the project budget. The benefits of
previous GEF interventions created continuity and were perfectly visible in
Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, to a lesser extent in Kazakhstan and were almost
not present in Azerbaijan.

MS

F. Factors affecting project
performance

1. Preparation and
readiness

The quality of project design and preparation has been analyzed in Annex 2
to the inception report. The issues that affected project readiness and design
include limited project time frames due to long approval processes and
delays with start up, over-ambitious project objective relative to the time
and budget available, associated unrealistic expectations of GEF/UNEP and
unwarranted regional framework of the project.

MU

2. Project implementation
and management

The country specific results/outputs to be achieved were not clearly
articulated in SSFAs in a way that would help to address issues in
ratification of MP amendments and non-compliance of Kazakhstan, ODS
consumption data reliability in Azerbaijan and potential non-compliance in
Tajikistan. The significant delay with the start up and subsequent reduction
in project duration had a very negative effect on the efficiency of NOUs
operation. Apart from delays in the start up of the project, the NOUs
interviewed expressed their satisfaction with UNEP management of the
project.

MS

3. Stakeholders
participation and public
awareness

The NOUs maintained close working contacts mostly with their ministries
on environment protection and customs authorities. The effectiveness of
public awareness activities was assessed as high.

4. Country ownership and
motivation (driven-ness)

The country ownership and motivation are related to the performance of
respective Governments in providing adequate support to the project
execution which was assessed as satisfactory. Three countries acceded to
all MP amendments according to schedule.

MS

5. Financial planning and
management

The financial planning and management of the project is rated as
moderately satisfactory because of one year delay in the start up of the
project in Azerbaijan due to unsettled balance from 2002 IS project. There
is an ambiguity about the certification of expenditures incurred in
association with the last cash advance in Uzbekistan.

MS

6. UNEP supervision and
backstopping

NOUs in the four CEITs recognized the level of supervision and
backstopping as satisfactory on the part of the Task Manager and Financial
Manager. There were no indication to conflicts of interest between project
management and project supervision. In Azerbaijan, the problem with
unliquidated balance from the initial 1S project would have to be identified
at the early stage of the financial planning. The situation with non-

MS
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Criterion Summary Assessment Rating
compliance of Kazakhstan and ratification of MP amendments would have
needed early and more forceful approach in resolving these issues with
Kazakhstan high ranking officials.
7. Monitoring and MS
evaluation
a. M&E Design The assessment of M&E project design has been undertaken by the
evaluator and reflected in the Inception Report. The quality of the project S
M&E plan was rated as satisfactory.
_b- M&E plaq Some specific shortcomings in monitoring and reporting the progress in
implementation PIRs are described in Para 205 and 206 of the Report. MS
Overall project rating Relevance and effectiveness have been considered as critical criteria in the s
overall rating of the project.

1)

2)

3)

4)

B. Lessons learned

The project proved that the existence of a stable and capable NOU is an important element for the
successful fulfillment of CEIT obligations under the accelerated phase out schedule for HCFCs of the
Montreal Protocol in the medium and longer term. The experience in the last decade demonstrated
that it would be very difficult for low income CEITs to maintain well functional NOUs without
external support. Therefore, GEF support for the strengthening of institutional capacity in CEITs was
crucially important. The GEF support was extended to Tajikistan and Uzbekistan through UNDP
HCFC phase out projects and to Azerbaijan through similar UNIDO project. The assistance to
Kazakhstan is under discussion. It is important that UNDP and UNIDO as implementing agencies
allocate the necessary project resources to NOUs in their respective countries to maintain their
continuity.

One of the objectives of the project sustainability was the promotion of incorporation of NOUs into
Governmental structure with NOU funding from the central budget. Due to very low salaries of
governmental officials in CEITs, the funding of NOUs from the central budget does not guarantee the
continuity of efficient and competent NOU staff. Modalities need to be developed in CEITs that will
guarantee long-term sustainability and continuity of well-trained NOU staff, including a system of
incentives to complement regular salaries from the other sources of funding. The Uzbekistan NOU is
a good example where such modalities are applied.

In recent years, the CEIT Governments have been focusing on economic growth by issuing directives
to relax the requirements for enterprises to register when using ODS and to reduce the number of all
kinds of inspections, especially on small- and medium-sized businesses and including ecological
inspections on the use of ODS by enterprises. These Government policies might introduce additional
risks for illegal ODS imports and would require more stringent enforcement of ODS imports control
by customs officers at the borders. These measures may also weaken the ability of the government to
track and monitor the number of businesses becoming involved in ODS which, in turn, may lead to
poor management of ODS refrigerants and increased emissions.The NOUs in conjunction with UNDP
and UNIDO might consider the possibility to establish a dialog with the Government on finding the
right balance, while not compromising the efforts on control of ODS in the respective countries.

The general public became more informed about ozone related issues and Montreal Protocol.
However, the UNEP project design does not contain a baseline and performance indicators related to
changes in environmental behavior which would assist in measuring the benefits of the public
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5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

awareness programme in terms of ODS reduction or otherwise. UNEP Secretariat and Evaluation
Office might wish to consider the development of relevant requirements for baseline and performance
indicators.

The GEF funding was used to encourage the participation of CEIT NOUs and government
representatives in ECA regional activities organized by UNEP OzoneAction. These resulted in
broader access to experiences, in the development of skills, and the sharing of knowledge and ideas
with counterparts from both developing and developed countries. The level of CEIT participation
dropped after the completion of the GEF IS project. It is strongly advisable that UNDP and UNIDO
allocate adequate resources within the HCFC phase out projects for funding CEIT participation in
ECA regional activities in the coming years.

Azerbaijan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan joined the informal Prior Informed Consent (iPIC) mechanism
where the Montreal Protocol focal points consult each others before issuing export or import licenses.
A number of cases of illegal trade in ODS could have been prevented, had the iPIC mechanism been
applied universally. However, major ODS and ODS containing equipment exporters do not inform
CEITs through the iPIC system. The situation could be improved if UNEP DTIE would pursue this
issue in other regional networks and Green Customs meetings and through interaction with major
ODS exporter countries, bearing in mind concerns of CEITs which do not receive prior notifications
through the iPIC system, in particular from China and India.

Azerbaijan experienced difficulties in tracking ODS consumption and preparing reliable ODS
consumption data. The country was called for discussion on this issue by the Implementation
Committee. In part, this situation developed because the consumption of HCFC-141b has not been
properly recorded, as it was considered a product prior to 2009 when the MLF included it in the
substances to be recorded. There was no effective monitoring or control of the import and distribution
of pre-blended HCFC-141b-polyol systems. Accounting for the HCFC-141b consumpton became a
rather new issues for NOUs in CEITs. NOU and ecological inspectorate need to be trained to track
consumption of the pre-blended HCFC-141b by end-users, capacity of Customs has to be built to
detect HCFCs/blends at the entry points, and regulatory measures have to be enforced accordingly.

The introduction of mandatory certification scheme for refrigeration technicians and the recognition
of authority of issued certificates might require the review of the process in local Ministry of
Education and/or Ministry of Labor.

The start up of the project was delayed by two years in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and three
years in Azerbaijan, due to a change in UNEP’s legal instruments from MOUs to SSFA and internal
UNEP reorganization. One additional year delay in Azerbaijan was triggered by a discovery of an
unsettled balance. Such a significant delay with the start of the project and the subsequent reduction
in project duration had a very negative effect on the efficiency of NOUs operation. GEF and UNEP
Secretariats may wish to consider adopting measures to ensure faster preparation and signing of
funding agreements by Governments and timely clearance of earlier approved projects.

10) The project for the four CEITs was approved as a regional umbrella project. The project document

does not provide the rationale for such an approach. The Task Manager identified problems related to
cumbersome and time consuming management and supervision of umbrella type projects. In the
future, GEF and UNEP Secretariats may want to consider not endorsing regional projects if the
participating countries have dissimilar ODS consumption patterns and administrative and industrial
structure.
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11) Incomplete data and documentation in files and electronic data bases kept by some NOUs created
difficulties and limitations during the evaluation. The NOUs concerned explained this situation by the
time lag of almost three years passed from the completion of the project, which is when rotation of
NOU staff happened and some files went missing. They referred also to the lack of timely notification
from UNEP about the forthcoming terminal evaluation and requirements for record keeping. In fact,
official 2012 data represented ODS consumption for the first year after the project closure in 2011.
2012 ODS consumption data for the CEITs were made available only in the fourth quarter of 2013.
On the basis of this data, the evaluation conducted in 2014 enabled to determine the impact of the
project in terms of ODS phased out. Therefore, the three years gap appeared to be optimal to measure
the effect of the project. In regard to availability of documentation, the NOU should be notified in
advance about forthcoming evaluations and requested to keep all the project documentation in order
for at least three years after the closure of the project.
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VI. ANNEXES

Annex 1

TERMS OF REFERENCE®

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP/GEF project
“Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs
to meet the obligations of the Montreal Protocol”

1 Objective and Scope of the Evaluation

1. In line with the UNEP Evaluation PoIicy14 and the UNEP Evaluation Manual®, the evaluation of the
Project “Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to meet the obligations of the
Montreal Protocol” should be undertaken to assess project performance (in terms of relevance,
effectiveness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts (actual and potential) stemming
from the project, including their sustainability. The evaluation has two primary purposes: (i) to provide
evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote learning, feedback, and
knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UNEP and other partners. Therefore,
the evaluation will identify lessons of operational relevance for future project formulation and
implementation. It will focus on the following sets of key questions, based on the project’s intended
outcomes, which may be expanded by the evaluation consultant as deemed appropriate:

a) To what extent did the project support the development and enforcement of national policies and
mechanisms in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and Azerbaijan to (i) address outstanding phase out, (ii)
strengthen and improve the controls in place, and (iii) ensure that ODS phase out is sustained in the long
term, as is expected under the Montreal Protocol?.

b) To what extent did the project contribute to:

e The development and implementation of adjustments of regulations for ODS import/export and labeling
requirements for ODS and ODS containing-equipment;

e Enhanced ODS Licensing Mechanisms, with increased scope of elements for monitoring, flexibility (to
adjust to changes in the Montreal Protocol Schedule) and cooperation between national players;

e Enhanced legislative and regulatory support for the ODS Licensing Systems;

e An enabling environment and training of the key stakeholders to enable them monitor status of
development and implementation of certification of ODS users? Improved coordination and cooperation
at the national and regional level on illegal trade of ODS; and

e Improved coordination and cooperation at the national and regional level on ODS stockpiling and
disposal/destruction issues.

c) Was regional approach used by the project useful in promoting peer to peer learning, support and
cooperation in terms of overall management of ODS and project execution?

3 Annexes of the TORs have been removed to reduce the length of this report. They can be obtained from the Evaluation Office
upon request.

14 http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/UNEPEvaluationPolicy/tabid/3050/language/en-US/Default.aspx

15 http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/UNEPEvaluationManual/tabid/2314/language/en-US/Default.aspx
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2 Overall Approach and Methods

2. The terminal evaluation of the Project “Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to
meet the obligations of the Montreal Protocol” will be conducted by an independent consultant under
the overall responsibility and management of the UNEP Evaluation Office (Nairobi), in consultation
with UNEP DTIE-OzonAction.

3. It will be an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders are kept
informed and consulted throughout the evaluation process. Both quantitative and qualitative
evaluation methods will be used to determine project achievements against the expected outputs,
outcomes and impacts.

4. The findings of the evaluation will be based on the following:

5. Adesk review of project documents and others including, but not limited to:

Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP and GEF policies, strategies and programmes
pertaining to phase out, monitoring and control of ODS consumption;

e Project design documents; Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to the logical
framework and project financing;

e Project reports such as progress and financial reports from the executing partners to the Project
Management Unit (PMU) and from the PMU to UNEP; Steering Committee meeting minutes; annual
Project Implementation Reviews and relevant correspondence; and

e Documentation related to project outputs.

6. Interviews with:
UNEP project management (DTIE-OzonAction) and Fund Management Officer (Nairobi); other staff as
appropriatels;

e  Other relevant UNEP Divisions;

e Relevant staff of GEF Secretariat; and

e Representatives of other multilateral agencies and other relevant organisations.

e  Members of NOUs and Customs teams

e Representatives of participating governments

e Members of Green Customs Initiative and ECA network.

7. Field visits to the participating countries.

3 Key Evaluation principles

8. Evaluation findings and judgements should be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly
documented in the evaluation report. Information will be triangulated (i.e. verified from different
sources) to the extent possible, and when verification was not possible, the single source will be
mentioned. Analysis leading to evaluative judgements should always be clearly spelled out.

9. The evaluation will assess the project with respect to a minimum set of evaluation criteria grouped in
four categories: (1) Attainment of objectives and planned results, which comprises the assessment of
outputs achieved, relevance, effectiveness and efficiency and the review of outcomes towards
impacts; (2) Sustainability and catalytic role, which focuses on financial, socio-political, institutional
and ecological factors conditioning sustainability of project outcomes, and also assesses efforts and
achievements in terms of replication and up-scaling of project lessons and good practices; (3)
Processes affecting attainment of project results, which covers project preparation and readiness,
implementation approach and management, stakeholder participation and public awareness, country
ownership/driven-ness, project finance, UNEP supervision and backstopping, and project monitoring

18 christine Wellington, Elaine King (former FMO) Elaine.King@un.org , Faith Karuga and Laurent Gradier at GEF secretariat
Lgrenier@worldbank.org
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10.

11.

12.

and evaluation systems; and (4) Complementarity with the UNEP strategies and programmes. The
evaluation consultant can propose other evaluation criteria as deemed appropriate.

Ratings. All evaluation criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. However, complementarity of the
project with the UNEP strategies and programmes is not rated. Annex 3 provides detailed guidance on
how the different criteria should be rated and how ratings should be aggregated for the different
evaluation criterion categories.

In attempting to attribute any outcomes and impacts to the project, the evaluators should consider
the difference between what has happened with and what would have happened without the project.
This implies that there should be consideration of the baseline conditions and trends in relation to the
intended project outcomes and impacts. This also means that there should be plausible evidence to
attribute such outcomes and impacts to the actions of the project. Sometimes, adequate information
on baseline conditions and trends is lacking. In such cases this should be clearly highlighted by the
evaluators, along with any simplifying assumptions that were taken to enable the evaluator to make
informed judgements about project performance.

As this is a terminal evaluation, particular attention should be given to learning from the experience.
Therefore, the “Why?” question should be at front of the consultant’s mind all through the evaluation
exercise. This means that the consultant needs to go beyond the assessment of “what” the project
performance was, and make a serious effort to provide a deeper understanding of “why” the
performance was as it was, i.e. of processes affecting attainment of project results (criteria under
category 3). This should provide the basis for the lessons that can be drawn from the project. In fact,
the usefulness of the evaluation will be determined to a large extent by the capacity of the consultant
to explain “why things happened” as they happened and are likely to evolve in this or that direction,
which goes well beyond the mere review of “where things stand” today.

4 Evaluation criteria

5 Strategic relevance

13.

14.

The evaluation will assess, in retrospect, whether the project’s objectives and implementation
strategies were consistent with: i) Sub-regional environmental issues and needs; ii) the UNEP mandate
and policies at the time of design and implementation; and iii) the GEF Ozone operational programme.
It will also assess whether the project objectives were realistic, given the time and budget allocated to
the project, the baseline situation and the institutional context in which the project was to operate.

6  Achievement of Outputs

15.

The evaluation will assess, for each component (both regional and national), the project’s success in
producing the programmed deliverables, both in quantity and quality, as well as their usefulness and
timeliness. Briefly explain the degree of success of the project in achieving its different outputs, cross-
referencing as needed to more detailed explanations provided under Section F (which covers the
processes affecting attainment of project objectives).

7  Effectiveness: Attainment of Objectives and Planned Results

16.

17.

18.

The evaluation will assess the extent to which the project’s objectives were effectively achieved or are
expected to be achieved.

The evaluation will reconstruct the Theory of Change (ToC) of the project based on a review of project
documentation and stakeholder interviews. The ToC of a project depicts the causal pathways from
project outputs (goods and services delivered by the project) over outcomes (changes resulting from
the use made by key stakeholders of project outputs) towards impact (changes in environmental
benefits and living conditions). The ToC will also depict any intermediate changes required between
project outcomes and impact, called intermediate states. The ToC further defines the external factors
that influence change along the pathways, whether one result can lead to the next. These external
factors are either drivers (when the project has a certain level of control) or assumptions (when the
project has no control).

The assessment of effectiveness will be structured in three sub-sections:

87



a)

b)

<)

Evaluation of the achievement of direct outcomes as defined in the reconstructed ToC. These are the
first-level outcomes expected to be achieved as an immediate result of project outputs.

Assessment of the likelihood of impact using a Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtl) approach as
summarized in Annex 8 of the TORs. Appreciate to what extent the project has to date contributed,
and is likely in the future to further contribute to changes in stakeholder behaviour as a result of the
project’s direct outcomes, and the likelihood of those changes in turn leading to changes in the natural
resource base, benefits derived from the environment and human living conditions.

Evaluation of the achievement of the formal project overall objective and expected outcomes using
the project’s own results statements as presented in original log frame (see paragraphs 6-9 above) and
any later versions of the log frame. This sub-section will refer back where applicable to sub-sections (a)
and (b) to avoid repetition in the report. To measure achievement, the evaluation will use as much as
appropriate the indicators for achievement proposed in the Logical Framework Matrix (Logframe) of
the project, adding other relevant indicators as appropriate. Briefly explain what factors affected the
project’s success in achieving its objectives, cross-referencing as needed to more detailed explanations
provided under Section F.

8 Sustainability and replication

19.

20.

b)

<)

d)

21.

Sustainability is understood as the probability of continued long-term project-derived results and
impacts after the external project funding and assistance ends. The evaluation will identify and assess
the key conditions or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the persistence of benefits.
Some of these factors might be direct results of the project while others will include contextual
circumstances or developments that are not under control of the project but that may condition
sustainability of benefits. The evaluation should ascertain to what extent follow-up work has been
initiated and how project results will be sustained and enhanced over time. The reconstructed ToC will
assist in the evaluation of sustainability.

Four aspects of sustainability will be addressed:

Socio-political sustainability. Are there any social or political factors that may influence positively or
negatively the sustenance of project results and progress towards impacts? Is the level of ownership
by the main national and regional stakeholders sufficient to allow for the project results to be
sustained? Are there sufficient government and stakeholder awareness, interests, commitment and
incentives to execute, enforce and pursue the programmes, plans, agreements, monitoring systems
etc. prepared and agreed upon under the project?

Financial resources. To what extent are the continuation of project results and the eventual impact of
the project dependent on continued financial support? What is the likelihood that adequate financial
resources17 will be or will become available to implement the programmes, plans, agreements,
monitoring systems etc. prepared and agreed upon under the project? Are there any financial risks
that may jeopardize sustenance of project results and onward progress towards impact?

Institutional framework. To what extent is the sustenance of the results and onward progress towards
impact dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and governance? How robust are the
institutional achievements such as governance structures and processes, policies, sub-regional
agreements, legal and accountability frameworks etc. required to sustaining project results and to lead
those to impact on human behavior and environmental resources?

Environmental sustainability. Are there any environmental factors, positive or negative, that can
influence the future flow of project benefits? Are there any project outputs or higher level results that
are likely to affect the environment, which, in turn, might affect sustainability of project benefits? Are
there any foreseeable negative environmental impacts that may occur as the project results are being
up-scaled?

Catalytic role and replication. The catalytic role of GEF-funded interventions is embodied in their
approach of supporting the creation of an enabling environment and of investing in pilot activities
which are innovative and showing how new approaches can work. UNEP and the GEF also aim to

17

Those resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and private sectors, income generating activities,

other development projects etc.
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support activities that upscale new approaches to a national, regional or global level, with a view to
achieve sustainable global environmental benefits. The evaluation will assess the catalytic role played
by this project, namely to what extent the project has:

a) catalyzed behavioral changes in terms of use and application by the relevant stakeholders of: i)
technologies and approaches show-cased by the demonstration projects; ii) strategic programmes and
plans developed; and iii) assessment, monitoring and management systems established national and
regional level;

In addition, the evaluator should look at the impact of the project experience on GEF’s approach to
institutional and human capacity development.

b) provided incentives (social, economic, market based, competencies etc.) to contribute to catalyzing
changes in stakeholder behavior;

c) contributed to institutional changes. An important aspect of the catalytic role of the project is its
contribution to institutional uptake or mainstreaming of project-piloted approaches in the regional
and national demonstration projects;

d) The evaluator should consider how the skills gained in managing the project helped government
capacity in other ways e.g fiscal, project management, awareness raising and community cooperation
and overall compliance with international instruments.

22. Replication, in the context of GEF projects, is defined as lessons and experiences coming out of the
project that are replicated (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in different geographic
areas) or scaled up (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in the same geographic area but on
a much larger scale and funded by other sources). The evaluation will assess the approach adopted by
the project to promote replication effects and appreciate to what extent actual replication has already
occurred or is likely to occur in the near future. What are the factors that may influence replication
and scaling up of project experiences and lessons?

9 Efficiency

23. The evaluation will assess the cost-effectiveness and timeliness of project execution. It will describe
any cost- or time-saving measures put in place in attempting to bring the project as far as possible in
achieving its results within its programmed budget and (extended) time. It will also analyse how
delays, if any, have affected project execution, costs and effectiveness. Wherever possible, costs and
time over results ratios of the project will be compared with that of other similar interventions. The
evaluation will give special attention to efforts by the project teams to make use of/build upon pre-
existing institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies and complementarities
with other initiatives, programmes and projects etc. to increase project efficiency all within the
context of project execution in CEITs.

10 Factors and processes affecting project performance

24. Preparation and readiness. This criterion focuses on the quality of project design and preparation.
Were project stakeholders'® adequately identified? Were the project’s objectives and components
clear, practicable and feasible within its timeframe? Were the capacities of executing agencies
properly considered when the project was designed? Was the project document clear and realistic to
enable effective and efficient implementation? Were the partnership arrangements properly identified
and the roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to project implementation? Were counterpart
resources (funding, staff, and facilities) and enabling legislation assured? Were adequate project
management arrangements in place? Were lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated
in the project design? What factors influenced the quality-at-entry of the project design, choice of

18 stakeholders are the individuals, groups, institutions, or other bodies that have an interest or stake in the outcome of the
project. The term also applies to those potentially adversely affected by the project.
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partners, allocation of financial resources etc.? Were GEF environmental and social safeguards
considered when the project was designedlg?

25. Project implementation and management. This includes an analysis of implementation approaches
used by the project, its management framework, the project’s adaptation to changing conditions
(adaptive management), the performance of the implementation arrangements and partnerships,
relevance of changes in project design, and overall performance of project management. The
evaluation will:

a) Ascertain to what extent the project implementation mechanisms outlined in the project document
have been followed and were effective in delivering project outputs and outcomes. Were pertinent
adaptations made to the approaches originally proposed?

b) Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of project management by UNEP and how well the
management was able to adapt to changes during the life of the project.

c) Assess the role and performance of the units and committees established and the project execution
arrangements at all levels.

d) Assess the extent to which project management both at regional and national level responded to
direction and guidance provided by the Steering Committee and UNEP supervision recommendations.

e) Identify operational and political / institutional problems and constraints that influenced the effective
implementation of the project, and how the project partners tried to overcome these problems. How
did the relationship between the project management team (UNEP) and the national executing
agencies develop?

f)  Assess the extent to which the project implementation met GEF environmental and social safeguards
requirements.

26. Stakeholder participation and public awareness. The term stakeholder should be considered in the
broadest sense, encompassing project partners, government institutions, private interest groups, local
communities etc. The TOC analysis should assist the evaluators in identifying the key stakeholders and
their respective roles, capabilities and motivations in each step of the causal pathway from activities to
achievement of outputs and outcomes to impact. The assessment will look at three related and often
overlapping processes: (1) information dissemination between stakeholders, (2) consultation between
stakeholders, and (3) active engagement of stakeholders in project decision making and activities. The
evaluation will specifically assess:

a) the approach(es) used to identify and engage stakeholders in project design and implementation.
What were the strengths and weaknesses of these approaches with respect to the project’s objectives
and the stakeholders’ motivations and capacities? What was the achieved degree and effectiveness of
collaboration and interactions between the various project partners and stakeholders during design
and implementation of the project?

b) the degree and effectiveness of any public awareness activities that were undertaken during the
course of implementation of the project; or that are built into the assessment methods so that public
awareness can be raised at the time the assessments will be conducted;

c) how the results of the project (strategic programmes and plans, monitoring and management systems,
sub-regional agreements etc.) promote participation of stakeholders, including users, in decision
making in the transport sector.

27. Country ownership and driven-ness. The evaluation will assess the performance of government
agencies involved in the project:

a) In how far has the Government assumed responsibility for the project and provided adequate support
to project execution, including the degree of cooperation received from the various public institutions
involved in the project and the timeliness of provision of counter-part funding to project activities?

b) To what extent has the political and institutional framework of the participating countries been
conducive to project performance?

19 http://www.thegef.org/gef/node/4562
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<)

d)

28.

a)

b)

d)

e)

29.

31.

To what extent have the public entities promoted the participation of transport facility users and their
non-governmental organizations in the project?

How responsive were the government partners to UNEP coordination and guidance (as Executing
Agency), and to UNEP supervision (as Implementing Agency)?

Financial planning and management. Evaluation of financial planning requires assessment of the
quality and effectiveness of financial planning and control of financial resources throughout the
project’s lifetime. The assessment will look at actual project costs by activities compared to budget
(variances), financial management (including disbursement issues), and co-financing. The evaluation
will:

Verify the application of proper standards (clarity, transparency, audit etc.) and timeliness of financial
planning, management and reporting to ensure that sufficient and timely financial resources were
available to the project and its partners;

Appreciate other administrative processes such as recruitment of staff, procurement of goods and
services (including consultants), preparation and negotiation of cooperation agreements etc. to the
extent that these might have influenced project performance;

Present to what extent co-financing has materialized as expected at project approval (see Table 1).
Report country co-financing to the project overall, and to support project activities at the national
level in particular. The evaluation will provide a breakdown of final actual costs and co-financing for
the different project components (see tables in Annex 4).

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

Analyze the effects on project performance of any irregularities in procurement, use of financial
resources and human resource management, and the measures taken by UNEP to prevent such
irregularities in the future. Appreciate whether the measures taken were adequate.

UNEP supervision and backstopping. The purpose of supervision is to verify the quality and timeliness
of project execution in terms of finances, administration and achievement of outputs and outcomes, in
order to identify and recommend ways to deal with problems which arise during project execution.
Such problems may be related to project management but may also involve technical/institutional
substantive issues in which UNEP has a major contribution to make. The evaluators should assess the
effectiveness of supervision and administrative and financial support provided by UNEP including:

The adequacy of project supervision plans, inputs and processes;

The emphasis given to outcome monitoring (results-based project management);

The realism and candor of project reporting and ratings (i.e. are PIR ratings an accurate reflection of
the project realities and risks);

The quality of documentation of project supervision activities; and

Financial, administrative and other fiduciary aspects of project implementation supervision.

. A question of particular interest here is whether the Implementing and Executing Agency functions of

UNEP have been adequately separated to avoid conflicts of interest between project management and
project supervision.

Monitoring and evaluation. The evaluation will include an assessment of the quality, application and
effectiveness of project monitoring and evaluation plans and tools, including an assessment of risk
management based on the assumptions and risks identified in the project document. The evaluation
will appreciate how information generated by the M&E system during project implementation was
used to adapt and improve project execution, achievement of outcomes and ensuring sustainability.
M&E is assessed on three levels:
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32. M&E Design.20 Projects should have sound M&E plans to monitor results and track progress towards
achieving project objectives. An M&E plan should include a baseline (including data, methodology,
etc.), SMART indicators and data analysis systems, and evaluation studies at specific times to assess
results. The time frame for various M&E activities and standards for outputs should have been
specified. The evaluators should use the following questions to help assess the M&E design aspects:

e Quality of the project log frame (original and possible updates) as a planning and monitoring
instrument; analyze, compare and verify correspondence between the original log frame in the Project
Document, possible revised log frames and the log frame used in Project Implementation Review
reports to report progress towards achieving project objectives;

e SMART-ness of indicators: Are there specific indicators in the log frame for each of the project
objectives? Are the indicators measurable, attainable (realistic) and relevant to the objectives? Are the
indicators time-bound?

e Adequacy of baseline information: To what extent has baseline information on performance indicators
been collected and presented in a clear manner? Was the methodology for the baseline data
collection explicit and reliable?

e Arrangements for monitoring: Have the responsibilities for M&E activities been clearly defined? Were
the data sources and data collection instruments appropriate? Was the frequency of various
monitoring activities specified and adequate? In how far were project users involved in monitoring?

e Arrangements for evaluation: Have specific targets been specified for project outputs? Has the desired
level of achievement been specified for all indicators of objectives and outcomes? Were there
adequate provisions in the legal instruments binding project partners to fully collaborate in
evaluations?

e Budgeting and funding for M&E activities: Determine whether support for M&E was budgeted
adequately and was funded in a timely fashion during implementation.

33. M&E Plan Implementation. The evaluation will verify that:

e the M&E system was operational and facilitated timely tracking of results and progress towards
projects objectives throughout the project implementation period;

e annual project reports and Progress Implementation Review (PIR) reports were complete, accurate
and with well justified ratings;

e the information provided by the M&E system was used during the project to improve project
performance and to adapt to changing needs.

34. Use of GEF Tracking Tools. These are portfolio monitoring tools intended to roll up indicators from the
individual project level to the portfolio level and track overall portfolio performance in focal areas.
Each focal area has developed its own tracking tool” to meet its unique needs. Agencies are requested
to fill out at CEO Endorsement (or CEO approval for MSPs) and submit these tools again for projects at
mid-term and project completion. The evaluation will verify whether UNEP has duly completed the
relevant tracking tool for this project (based on requirements at the time of project implementation),
and whether the information provided is accurate.

11 Complementarities with UNEP strategies and programmes

35. UNEP aims to undertake GEF funded projects that are aligned with its own strategies. The evaluation
should present a brief narrative on the following issues’:

36. Linkage to UNEP’s Expected Accomplishments and POW 2010-2011. The UNEP MTS specifies desired
results in six thematic focal areas. The desired results are termed Expected Accomplishments. Using

2% The evaluator should keep in mind the standard M&E practices promoted by UNEP/GEF at the time of project design.
21 .
http://www.thegef.org/gef/tracking_tools
2 The evaluator should bear in mind the context (transitions in UNEP policy and practice) and project design requirements at
the time in which the project was developed.
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37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

the completed ToC/ROtl analysis, the evaluation should comment on whether the project makes a
tangible contribution to any of the Expected Accomplishments specified in the UNEP MTS. The
magnitude and extent of any contributions and the causal linkages should be fully described. Whilst it
is recognized that UNEP GEF projects designed prior to the production of the UNEP Medium Term

Strategy 2010-2013 (MTS)23 would not necessarily be aligned with the Expected Accomplishments
articulated in those documents, complementarities may still exist and it is still useful to know whether
these projects remain aligned to the current MTS.

Alignment with the Bali Strategic Plan (BSP)24. The outcomes and achievements of the project should
be briefly discussed in relation to the objectives of the UNEP BSP.

Gender. Ascertain to what extent project design, implementation and monitoring have taken into
consideration: (i) possible gender inequalities in access to and the control over natural resources; (ii)
specific vulnerabilities of women and children to environmental degradation or disasters; and (iii) the
role of women in mitigating or adapting to environmental changes and engaging in environmental
protection and rehabilitation. Appreciate whether the intervention is likely to have any lasting
differential impacts on gender equality and the relationship between women and the environment. To
what extent do unresolved gender inequalities affect sustainability of project benefits?

South-South Cooperation. This is regarded as the exchange of resources, technology, and knowledge
between developing countries. Briefly describe any aspects of the project that could be considered as
examples of South-South Cooperation.

12 The Evaluation Team

For this evaluation, the evaluation team will consist of one consultant. The consultant should have
experience in project evaluation; institutional capacity building aspects of ODS phase-out and
monitoring, preferably in CEITs, and is fluent in English and Russian. The consultant will conduct the
entire evaluation including data collection and analysis, preparation of the inception report and main
report, and will ensure that all evaluation criteria are adequately covered.

By undersigning the service contract with UNEP/UNON, the consultant certifies that (s)he has not been
associated with the design and implementation of the project in any way which may jeopardize his/her
independence and impartiality towards project achievements and project partner performance. In
addition, (s)he will not have any future interests (within six months after completion of the contract)
with the project’s executing or implementing units.

13 Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures

The evaluator will prepare an inception report (see Annex 2(a) of TORs for Inception Report outline)
containing a thorough review of the project context, project design quality, a draft reconstructed
Theory of Change of the project, the evaluation framework and a tentative evaluation schedule.

The review of design quality will cover the following aspects (see Annex 9 for the detailed project
design assessment matrix):

Strategic relevance of the project

Preparation and readiness (see paragraph 25);

Financial planning (see paragraph 30);

M&E design (see paragraph 33(a));

Complementarities with UNEP strategies and programmes (see paragraph 34);

Sustainability considerations and measures planned to promote replication and upscaling (see
paragraph 23).

2 http://www.unep.org/PDF/Final MTSGCSS-X-8.pdf

* http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-add-1.pdf
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44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

The inception report will also present a draft, desk-based reconstructed Theory of Change of the
project. It is vital to reconstruct the ToC before the most of the data collection (review of reports, in-
depth interviews, observations on the ground etc.) is done, because the ToC will define which direct
outcomes, drivers and assumptions of the project need to be assessed and measured to allow
adequate data collection for the evaluation of project effectiveness, likelihood of impact and
sustainability.

The evaluation framework will present in further detail the evaluation questions under each criterion
with their respective indicators and data sources. The evaluation framework should summarize the
information available from project documentation against each of the main evaluation parameters.
Any gaps in information should be identified and methods for additional data collection, verification
and analysis should be specified.

The inception report will also present a tentative schedule for the overall evaluation process, including
a draft programme for the country visit and tentative list of people/institutions to be interviewed.

The inception report will be submitted for review and approval by the Evaluation Office latest by 31
January 2013

The main evaluation report should be brief (no longer than 35 pages — excluding the executive
summary and annexes), to the point and written in plain English. In addition, the consultant will
produce an executive summary in Russian to be shared with in-country stakeholders. The evaluator
will deliver a high quality report in English by the end of the assignment. The report will follow the
annotated Table of Contents outlined in Annex 1. It must explain the purpose of the evaluation,
exactly what was evaluated and the methods used (with their limitations). The report will present
evidence-based and balanced findings, consequent conclusions, lessons and recommendations, which
will be cross-referenced to each other. The report should be presented in a way that makes the
information accessible and comprehensible. Any dissident views in response to evaluation findings will
be appended in footnote or annex as appropriate. To avoid repetitions in the report, the authors will
use numbered paragraphs and make cross-references where possible.

Review of the draft evaluation report. The evaluator will submit the zero draft report latest by 15
March 2014 and revise the draft following the comments and suggestions made by the EO. Once a
draft of adequate quality has been accepted, the EO will share this first draft report with the UNEP
Task Manager, who will ensure that the report does not contain any blatant factual errors. The UNEP
Task Manager will then forward the first draft report/executive summary in Russian to the other
project stakeholders, in particular UNEP DTIE-OzonAction and the national executing agencies for
review and comments. Stakeholders may provide feedback on any errors of fact and may highlight the
significance of such errors in any conclusions. It is also very important that stakeholders provide
feedback on the proposed recommendations and lessons. Comments would be expected within two
weeks after the draft report has been shared. Any comments or responses to the draft report will be
sent to the UNEP EO for collation. The EO will provide the comments to the evaluator for
consideration in preparing the final draft report.

The evaluator will submit the final draft report no later than 2 weeks after reception of stakeholder
comments. The team will prepare a response to comments, listing those comments not or only
partially accepted by them that could therefore not or only partially be accommodated in the final
report. They will explain why those comments have not or only partially been accepted, providing
evidence as required. This response to comments will be shared by the EO with the interested
stakeholders to ensure full transparency.

Submission of the final Terminal Evaluation report. The final report shall be submitted by Email to:

Mike Spilsbury, Chief

UNEP Evaluation Office

P.O. Box 30552-00100

Nairobi, Kenya

Tel.: (+254-20) 762 3387

Email: michael.spilsbury@unep.org
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52. The Head of Evaluation will share the report with the following persons:

53.

54.

55.

Maryam Niamir-Fuller, Director
UNEP/GEF Coordination Office

Nairobi, Kenya

Email: maryam.niamir-fuller@unep.org

Director

Division of Technology, Industry and Economics
15 rue de Milan

75441 Paris Cedex 09

France

Shamila Nair-Bedouelle, Chief

Ozonaction Branch

Division of Technology, Industry and Economics
15 rue de Milan

75441 Paris Cedex 09

France

The final evaluation report will be published on the UNEP Evaluation Office web-site
www.unep.org/eou. Subsequently, the report will be sent to the GEF Office of Evaluation for their
review, appraisal and inclusion on the GEF website.

As per usual practice, the UNEP EO will prepare a quality assessment of the zero draft and final draft
report, which is a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation team. The quality of the
report will be assessed and rated against both GEF and UNEP criteria as presented in Annex 4.

The UNEP Evaluation Office will also prepare a commentary on the final evaluation report, which
presents the EO ratings of the project based on a careful review of the evidence collated by the
evaluation consultant and the internal consistency of the report. These ratings are the final ratings
that the UNEP Evaluation Office will submit to the GEF Office of Evaluation.
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Annex 2

Terminal Evaluation of GEF/UNEP project “Continued Institutional Strengthening Support
for CEITs to meet the obligations of the Montreal Protocol”

Questionnaire

BonpocHuK B 1eJIsIX MPOBedeHNsl OlleHKHA BbINoJHeHus1 mpoekta '9®-IOHEII «IIpoxokeHue
HHCTUTYIMOHAJIbHOM MO/IEPKKH B CTPAHAX C MEPEX0AHOH IKOHOMHUKOI € 1e1bI0 BBINOJIHEHUS
00513aTeJILCTB 110 MOHPeaJbCKOMY POTOKOJLY»

The questions as outlined below have been formulated reflecting the Terms of Reference of the terminal
evaluation of the project which has been approved by the UNEP Evaluation Office and communicated to
NOUs in 26 December 2013. The terminal evaluation has been carrying out according to Small Scale
Funding Agreements as signed by representatives of UNEP and NOUs in the respective countries.

Hwuxe HpI/IBeILéHHI)Ie BOIIPOCHI COCTABJICHBI HA OCHOBAHWU TEXHUYCCKOT'O 3a/laHKd Ha IMMPOBECACHUC OLICHKHU
(MMeeTcs TONBPKO Ha aHTIIMHACKOM si3bIKe), yTBepxka¢HHOTro OTnenom omnenku FOHEII n nHanpaBneHHOTO
Bam B muceMme ot 26 nexabps 2013. JlaHHas OlleHKa NPOBOJUTCS B COOTBETCTBUE C COTJIAIIICHUEM O
(MHAHCUPOBAHWU BBHIMOJHEHHUS JAaHHOTO MpOeKTa, moanucanHoro mnpenctasurensima HOHEIT u
HarmonansHOTO 030HOBOTO O(rica B BaIlleid CTpaHe.

The questions are organized in several groups reflecting the objectives of the project and refer to
National Ozone Units, representatives of Governmental institutions and other stakeholders involved.

Bompocsl oxBaThIBaIOT psiji obyiacTeit M aapecoBanbl HarmonansHOMY 030HOBOMY oducy (HOO), a
TAaK¥XE MPEACTABUTCIIAM MHUHHUCTCPCTB, BEAOMCTB MU APYIruX YYaCTHHUKOB ITPOCKTA, BKJIHOYasd YaCTHBIN
CEKTOP.

l. Opranmnzanus padéorst HOO

Questions in this section refer to organizational arrangements of NOUs, including sources of NOU
financing, staffing, training and logistics of ozone offices.

B 4ém Obuta mprumnHa, M0 BalleMy MHEHHIO, OOJIBIION 3aJIepiKKH C HAYaJIOM MpoeKTa?
Kakwue mocneacTBus nMena 3Ta 3ajiepkka Ha pyHknuornuposanne HOO?

Korga 6bu1 nosydeH nepBblii prHaHCOBBIN TpaHII?

M ow P

Uro sBiseTcss OCHOBHBIM HCTOYHMKOM (uHancupoBanuss HOO B Bameld crpaHe W B Kakou
mpornopiuu? (rocyJ1apcTBEHHBINA OIOIKET, cpeacTBa [ D, KOHTPAKTHI, APYyTHe UCTOYHNUKH)

o

Hackonbko cBoeBpemenHo HOO monmy4wn AOMONHUTENBHYIO TOJAEPKKY 10 TPOEKTY OT
MIPaBUTEIHCTBA?

Be1 ncnbIThIBANIN TPpYAHOCTH € HAbopoM nepconaina it HOO?
Kax n3menuncsa konuuecTBeHHbIN U KauecTBeHHBIN coctaB HOO ¢ Hauana npoekra?
[IpoBoaumuck 1 MeponpusTas 1Mo 00y4enuto nepconana HOO?

© © N o

Ber pacmomaraere ceidac JOCTaTOYHBIM  OOOpPYIOBaHHMEM M  TIEPCOHAIOM  JTOCTATOYHOM
KBanmuQukauuu i padotsl B chepe OPB?
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1. Ponbs IlpaBurenbcTBa, 3aHHTEPECOBAHHBIX YYACTHUKOB mnpoekta M HanumonanabHOro
Me:xBe1oMcTBeHHOro komutera (HMBK) o o3ony

This category of questions covers the role of the Government in the implementation of the
project, establishment and composition of National Steering Committees (NSC,) and interaction
of NOUs with NSCs and other stakeholders.

1. B xako#i cremenu llpaBuTenbcTBO MPUHAIO Ha ceOS OTBETCTBEHHOCTh W OKA3aJio IOANEPIKKY
MIPOEKTY?

Kax BoBpems Oblna npegocTaBieHa GUHAHCOBAS U IpyTast MOMOIIH?

w ™

Hackompko »ddextuBno [lpaBurensctBo B3ammoxeirictBoBamo ¢ HOHEII kak yupexaeHmeM-
HCTIOTHUTENEM?

B kakoii cTeneHy y4acTBOBAJIM HEIIPABUTEIILCTBEHHBIE M O0IIECTBEHHBIE OPraHU3aLUuHU?

Ha xakux nmpuHIMIIax OCYIISCTBIISICS T0A00P YIYaCTHUKOB MPOCKTA?

4

5

6. VYuuTheiBanach i1 MX MOTHBAIUS U TIOTCHIMAIBHBIN BKIAI?

7. Bwl ucneithiBanm TpynHocTH ¢ popmupoBanneM HMBK u, eciu na, To kakue?
8. Kakosa ponp 1 Mmecto HOO B rocymapcTBeHHOU CTPYKTYpe YIpaBIeHHs?

9. M3meHwmach Ju 3Ta poJib ¢ HAYAJIOM BBIIIOJHEHHUS ITPOEKTA?

10. Umeer mu HOO poctyn k nuiiam, NpUHUMAIOLIAM pELICHUs ?

11. B kakoii cTerneHu pe3ynbTaThl MPOEKTa MOBIMUTH HA MPOIECC MPUHSTHS pelieHui B cepe OXpaHbl
030HOBOTO CJIOS?

12. Kak MOXHO OLIEHHUTh YPOBEHb coTpyaHuuecTBa Mexxay HOO, ydactankamu u HMBK?
13. IIpuHUMANTHU 1 YYACTHUKHU MPOEKTA YIACTHE B IPUHATHH PEIICHUN?

14. HackonpKo BayKE€H HACTOSIIUI MPOEKT JUIS BEITIOTHEHHUS 0053aTeNbCTB CTpaHbl o MIT?

1. VYrpasieHnue npoueccom coxkpaienust norpedaenust OPB

This section covers the measures of Governments addressing their responsibilities in implementing
national strategies on ODS phase out, including legislative and regulatory activities before and during
the project directed on the restriction and ban of imports of ODS and ODS containing equipment,
labeling requirements and certification of servicing personnel.

1. Kakue neiictBusi [IpaBuTenbcTBa yKa3blBalOT HA MPUOPUTETHOE OTHOLICHHWE K COKPAIICHHIO
notpebnenus [ XDPY?

2. B Bameil crpaHe mpuHATa HAIMOHAJIbHAS CTPATErHs COKPAILICHHs TMOTPEOJICHUS W IOJTAIHON
ymksuaanun OPB, Bkmrouas I XDVY?

3. B Bamreii crpaHe MMEIOTCS IUIaHbI OpPraHU3AIMU JIEATSIBHOCTH IO COKPAIICHHUIO MOTPEOJICHUS U
nosTanHon JmkBuaanun OPB. Bkaroyas [ XDVY?

4. Hwmerorcs mu AOCTATOYHBIC pECYPCHI IJIA BBIITOJHCHUA 3TOH }_'ICHTCJ'IBHOCTI/I?

5. IlpuHATH 1 JOCTATOYHBIE 3aKOHOIATENIbHBIE MEPHI 10 orpanndeHnio norpednenns OPB u XDV B
ocobeHHoCTH ?

6. Kaxkue n3 3TuX Mep ObUTH MPHUHATHI B XOJI€ BBITIOIIHEHHS TIPOEKTa?

7. VYxaxwre, KaKue W3 HIDKENIEPEUHCIEHHBIX Mep MO perynupoBanuio norpebnenns OPB nmpunsTH B
Balllel CTpaHe:

8. Oo0s3atenpHas peructpaius ummnoptépos OPB HET na Kora
BBeJICHA
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

BBenenune crcteMbl THIIEH3UPOBAHUS WIIH PAa3pEIICHAN HA UMITOPT

OPB B koMMepUeCcKH 3HAUUMBIX KOJUYECTBaX, BKIoyas [ XDY HET

BBenenue cucteMbl KBOTUPOBAHMS HA UMIIOPT
OPB B koMMepUeCcKHd 3HAaUUMBIX KOJU4ECTBaX, BKIoyas [ XDY
BBEJICHA

BBenenue cucteMsl pa3pelieHUd Ha IpoAaxy, Bkiaoyas I XDY
BBEJICHA

JelicTByeT 1 cucTeMa 3ampera Ha UMIIOPT B KOMMEPUYECKH 3HAUUMBIX
konuyectBax XDV, I'anonos, UXY, MX®, bpomucroro metuna?  HeT

JleficTByeT 1 cucTeMa 3arpera Ha IpoJaKy B KOMMEPUYECKH 3HAYMMBIX

konuyectBax XDV, I'anonos, UXY, MX®, bpomucroro metuna?  HeT
[elicTByeT In cucTema 3arpeTa Ha UMIIOPT:

IToaepskaHHBIX XOJOAUIBHUKOB ¢ XDVY? HET
[Tonep:kaHHBIX MOPO3UIBHUKOB ¢ XDY? HET
CucreM KOHIUITMOHUPOBaHMS aBToMoOmIer ¢ XDY? HET
Hunepos ¢ XOVY? HET

ABpPO30JBHBIX YIAaKOBOK ¢ XDV, KpoMe J03UPYyEMBIX UHTATISATOPOB? HET

HelicTByeT Jiu cucTeMa 3amnpera Ha IpOoJaxKy::

[ToaepskaHHBIX XOJOAUIBHUKOB ¢ XDVY? HET
[Tonep:kaHHBIX MOPO3UIBHUKOB ¢ XDY? HET
CucreM KOHIUITMOHUPOBaHUS aBToMoOmIel ¢ XDY? HET
Yunepos ¢ XDVY? HET

ABpPO30JIbHBIX YITAaKOBOK ¢ XDV, KpoMe J03UPyEeMbIX HHTATSITOPOB? HET

Beenensl 1 TpeboBaHus Ha MapKUpOBKY OaiioHoB ¢ OPB 1 06opynoBanus,

conepxartero OPB? HET
BBenensl 11 cienyromye Mepsl 10 KOHTPOJIIO 3a BEIOpocaMu:
TpeOoBaHM 1O KBaTH(PHUKAIINY TIepCOHaa,

3aHATOTO 0OCITyXuBaHUEM o0opyaoBanms ¢ OPB HET
3aKOHO/IaTENbCTBO 10 0053aTEIbHOMY M3BJICUEHHUIO, PEIUPKYISIIIAN

u ounctke OPB HET

O6cyxanach JIu CUCTEMa BBEJIEHHE HAIOTOB M cOopoB Ha ummnopt OPB?

Jaa

HET

HCT

Ja

Ja

Ja
Jaa
Jaa
Ja
Ja

Ja
Ja
Ja
Ja
Ja

Ja

Ja

Ja

CymecTByeT JIn yUpeKIeHHE, OTBETCTBEHHOE 32 00yUeHHE W CepTH(PHKAIIUIO
Jla Korja Ha3HAYeHO

MepcoHaa, 3aHATOro o0cIyXuBanueMm obopynosanus ¢ OPB HET

20. Kakoe uncio nogo0HOro nepcoHaa Obu10 00y4eHo u cepTUu(GhUIIMPOBaHO 3a Toj?
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Koraga BBE€ICHa

aa Koraa

na Korja

KOT'Jla BBEJECHA

KOT'Jla BBEJECHA

KoOrJa BBeJeHa
KOI'Jla BBEJCHA
KOI'Jla BBEJ€HA
KorJa BBeJcHa
KorJa BBeJcHa

KOI'/Ia BBeJEHA
KOI'Jla BBEJECHA
KOI'Jla BBEJECHA
KOI'/Ia BBeJEHA
KOI'Jla BBEJECHA

KOI'/1a BBEAECHA

KOT'1a BBEIECHA

KOT'1a BBEIECHA



21. Kakue TpyaHOCTH M Oaphepbl MEUIAIOT MPOBEJACHUIO CePTUGUKAIIMUA M CYIICCTBYIOT JIM TUIAHBI IO
MIPEOIONICHHIO 3TUX OaphepoB?

22. B uéM mpuuMHBl HapylmeHHus TpeOoBaHM MOHpeaIbcKOro MpOTOKOda Mo rpaduKy BBIBOJIA M3
ynotpebienus: [ XDVY?

(AVA Coop o0padoTka M mpeacTaBJeHHe JAHHBIX 110 030HY

This section is dealing with the system of collection, processing and reporting ODS consumption data and
monitoring of ODS recovery and recycling activities including unwanted stockpiled material.

1. Kakum o6pazom gannsie o ummnopty OPB nocrynaror B HOO u3 ramoxxau?
2. Wmeet mu HOO snexTpoHHBIH AOCTYN K 0a3e JaHHBIX MO0 030HY Ha TaMOKHE?

3. Kakx HOO mnoarBepkaaeT NaHHBIE, MOJTYYEHHBIE M3 TaMOXHH, HAallpUMeEp, CBEpsSsS MX C JaHHBIMU,
MOJIy4€HHBIMU OT UMIOPTEPOB?
4. Kakue 1oKa3aTesbCTBa MOXKHO IPUBECTH B MOJIb3Y JOCTOBEPHOCTH MPEAOCTABISIEMbIX TaHHBIX?

beun mu tpyaHoctn y HOO ¢ monydyeHueM AaHHBIX M YTBEPKICHHEM OTYETa C JAHHBIMU IEpen
npeactaBieHueM ero B Cekperapuar o 030Hy?
6. IIpoBommmnack mu pabota o u3BiIeUeHUIO U penupkysiun OPB B TeueHne AMUTETbHOCTH TPOEKTa?

7. CylecTByeT Jiu JHCTBEHHAS CHCTEMA [0 MOHUTOPUHTY U TIPEJICTABJICHUIO TaHHBIX MO U3BJICUCHUIO
u peunpkynsiun OPB?

8. Hwmeetcs nmu oOHOBIsieMast WHGOPMAIIHS 0 HATMYHH pa0OTAIONIET0 000PY/I0BaHUS IO U3BJICUSHUIO U
peuupkysinuu OPB u ero Bnanensues?

9. Coobupaer mu HOO undopmanuio 06 ussieueHHsie OPB, B nanbHEHIIEM UCIIOIb30BAHUHA KOTOPBIX
HET HE0OX0IMMOCTH?

10. CymecTByeT 1M HalMOHAJIbHAs TMOJIWUTHKA WM TMOIXOAbl K €€ pa3paboTKe M0  YHHYTOXKECHHIO

Heucnoaszyembix OPB?

V. YcoBepuieHCTBOBaHNE  KOOPAMHAIMM  JIeSiTeIbHOCTH  YYACTHMKOB  TpOeKTa MO
NMpeKpaleHnIo ucnoyib3osanus OPB

The questions in this section refer to improvement of coordination of NOU and stakeholder ODS
phase out activities through participation in UNEP regional meetings and assessment of
effectiveness of UNEP regional activities.

1. Kakue HOBBIC MPOEKTHI N0 MpeKpanieHnto ucronb3oBanuss OPB Obutn chopmynuposansr HOO B
TIEPUO]T TTOTYICHISI TOAACPKKH OT [ DD?

2. B uéM mposBIAIOCH y4acTHE 4YaCTHOTO CEKTOpa B JCATEILHOCTH IMPOEKTa IO IPEKPAICHUIO
ucnonb3zoBanusi OPB B paMkax jaHHOro npoekra?

3. W3 kakux WCTOYHHUKOB mocTymaeT wuHpopMaius o0 ajabTepHaTHBHBIX OPB W TexHOMOrHsx

yanutoxkenust OPB? Kaxk 1acto ona oOHoBIsieTcs?

Ilo xakuM kaHazaM 3Ta HHGOPMAIHA JOXOIUT 10 NOTpeduTenei?

CKOIIBKO W KaKhe peruoHanbHble coBemanusi, opranuzoBanusie FOHEIL nocetunun HOO u npyrue

YYaCTHHKH IIPOCKTA BaIllel CTPaHbI?

o ks
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6. Kakyro uH(pOpMALNIO MOMYYHIN YIACTHUKHA PETHOHAILHBIX COBEIAHMUN 1Mo anbTepHaTHBHBIM OPB 1
TEeXHOJOTHsM yHUUTOXKEeHUst OPB?

7. Hackonbko sddextuBHBIM oKazanochk yuactue HOO B permonansubix Mepomnpusatusx FOHEIT s
BBIIIOJIHCHNUS HALMOHAIBHOW IpOrpaMMbl cokpamieHust mnorpebsnenuss OPB  u  mosblmeHus
YCTOWYMBOCTH M CAMOJIOCTATOYHOCTH €€ pe3yabTaToB U Oymymiero cymecteoBanmst HOO?

VI. Posb TaMOKEeHHBIX CITYKO

This section helps to assess the role and effectiveness of national Customs Authorities in control
of imports of ODS and ODS containing equipment and collection of ODS import data as well as
challenges they are facing in discharging their responsibilities.

1. [lpuMeHSIOT 1M COTPYAHHMKH TaMOKHH O0OOpYZOBaHHE, MO3BOJISIONICE TApAaHTUPOBAHHO BBISIBIISTDH

HezakonHsie OPB nHa rpanwue?

Pacnonararot 11 TaMOKEHHBIE CITY>KOBI TOCTATOUHBIM YUCIOM O0YYEHHBIX COTPYAHUKOB?

3. Kak orpaxaercs poranys COTpYAHHKOB TAMOXXHH Ha TOTOBHOCTH OOPOTHCS C HE3aKOHHOM TOProBiei

OPB?

Kak opranuzoBano o0y4ueHHE HOBBIX COTPYIHUKOB?

Kakoe 3akoHOmaTenbcTBO IECTBYeT B CTpaHe, MO3BOJIOLIEE OpraHaM TaMOXHH OOpOThCS ¢

He3aKoHHOM Toprosieir OPB?

6. IlpumeHstoTcst 1M clieAyrolde CaHKOWU: Bo3BpamieHne OPB B crpaHy mnpoucxokaeHus;

koH(puckanus n3bpATeix OPB; Hanoxenne mrpadoB Ha KOHTPaOaHIUCTOB?

YHHUUTOXAIOTCS TN BIIOCTEACTBUN KOoH(pUcKoBaHHbIe OPB?

Hackonbko HanéxHa cuctema coopa nanHbix 00 ummnopte [ XDY?

Kakue BbIroibl TaMOKEHHBIE CITYKOBI Balllell CTpaHbl OIYYMIN OT peaau3aluy JaHHOTO poeKTa?

0. B uactHoctn, yem Obuto mosie3Ho yuactue HOO u mpexacraBuTesneil TaMOXEHHBIX CIyXO B

cosemanusax B pamkax cetd FOHEII (konkpeTHble mpumepsr)?

11. llpumeHsitoTC M TPOLEAYPHl MpenBapuTeNbHOro yBepomiieHus o0 odkcmopre OPB B
UMIOPTUPYIOIIUE CTPaHbl U HACKOJIBKO OHH 3 PeKTHBHEI B O0pr0e ¢ HeneranbHoil Toprosieit OPB?

12. MMonnepxkuBaercs nu cBsizb HOO W TaMOKEHHBIX CIIYyKO Ballell CTpaHbl C COOTBETCTBYIOIIUMHU
YUPEKIECHUSIMH B TPUTPAHUIHBIX CTpaHax?

N

o ks

B oo~

VIl. IIporpamma mno mnoBbimiennio HHPopmupoBaHHocTH (IIIIM) y4yacTHHKOB MNpoeKTa H
001IeCTBEHHOCTH

This section is dealing with public awareness raising activities and dissemination of information
on Montreal Protocol requirement, and ODS and their alternatives among stakeholders of the
project.

1. KakoBa Obina meneBas ayaquTopusi ceMUHapoB, oprannzoBaHHbix HOO no anbrepHatuBHbiM OPB 1

MeTojiaM yHuuroxxenus OPB?

KaxoBbI mpakTudeckue pe3yIbTaThl 3THX CEMUHAPOB?

3. Uro M3BECTHO O AOMOJHHUTEIBHBIX MPOEKTaX MO MOJHOMY IpeKpaieHuto norpednerus OPB?

4. Tlomor nu ITaHHBIA NPOEKT B OCO3HAHMH BBITOJ M MPOOJIEM UCIIOJIB30BaHUS albTEPHATHBHBIX 030HO-
0€e30IMacHBIX BEIIECTB ¥ TEXHOJIOTHI?

5. Ecnm gokazaTenbCTBa TOTO, YTO SKOJIOTHYECKask KyJIbTyPa U OTBETCTBEHHOCTh YYaCTHUKOB MTPOEKTA U
0O0IIECTBEHHOCTH MOBBICHIIACH B pe3ynbTare nposeaenus [11TN?

6. OCoO3HAIOT JIM yYaCTHUKU IPOEKTa W OOIIECTBEHHOCTh HEOOXOIUMOCTH IOJICPKKH TOITOCPOUHBIX
eneit npoekra’?

N
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VIIl.  ¥YcroiiunBocTh pe3yjbTaTOB MPOEKTa

The questions in this section are related to different aspects of the sustainability of project
results, including continuation of NOU activities after the closure of the project.

1.

10.

11.

IX.

CymecTBYIOT JIM COLMANBHBINA, MOJUTUYCCKUH UM (UHAHCOBBIM PHUCKH, KOTOPHIE MOTYT YIPOXKaTbh
JNOCTUTHYTBIM pe3yibTaTram?

Ectb 11 puck B TOM, Y4TO peanbHON 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTH YYaCTHUKOB IIPOEKTa OyIeT HEAOCTATOUHO
JUISL COXPAHEHUS JOCTUTHYTHIX PE3yIbTaTOB?

VY aenuno nu [IpaBUTENBCTBO MOJUTHYIECKHE IPHOPUTETHI BOIIPOCAM OXPaHbl OKPY’KalOIIEH cpelsl U
1essiM MoHpeansCKoro mpoToxona’?

B kakoii creneHHM NOITOCPOYHBIC PE3YIbTATHI MPOEKTa 3aBUCIT OT MPOJMOJDKEHHS (PUHAHCOBOM
OAAEPKKU?

KakoBa BeposITHOCTE TOTO, YTO (PMHAHCOBBIE U SKOHOMHUYECKHE PECYPChl He OyIyT NPEAOCTaBIICHEI C
OKOHYaHHEM MOJIEPKKHU cO CTOpoHBI [ DD?

KakoBa BeposTHOCTH MPENOCTaBICHUSI JOCTATOUHBIX (PMHAHCOBBIX PECYPCOB ISl BHIMOJHEHHS MEp
IO TpeKpameHuo moTpedneHus I XOY?

[lo3Bonmur nM cymiecTByoWass WMHCTUTYLMOHAIbHAs M IOpUAMYECKas CHCTEMa COXPaHUTb
JOCTUTHYTBIE Pe3yJIbTaThl IPOeKTa?

Nmeercs nmu HeoOxonumast cucTeMa Mpo3pavyHOCTH U OTYETHOCTHU?

Ecnu nokaszarenbcTBa TOTO, YTO SKOJIOTHUECKAs KYJIbTypa U OTBETCTBEHHOCTh YUAaCTHUKOB IPOEKTA U
0O0IIIECTBEHHOCTH U3MEHWINCh M OYIYT CIIOCOOCTBOBATH COXPAHEHUIO PE3YJIBTATOB MPOCKTA?
CymecTBylOT M PHCKH OJKOJOTHYECKOTO XapaKTepa CIOCOOHBIE TMOJOpBAaTh JIOCTUTHYTHIC
pe3yabTaThl?

KaxoBa nomonHuTenbHas 101632 OT MPOEKTa ¢ TOYKU 3PEHUS MOTYyYEHHsI TO3UTUBHOTO OTIBITA B
ynpasiieHHH (UHAHCAMH, MEHEJKMEHTA U JIp. KOTOPBIN YAaI0Ch IPUMEHHUTH B IPyTrUX 00JIACTSIX?

CTpyKTypa NpOeKTa 1 MOHUTOPUHT BbINOJIHEHUSA

These questions are referring to project design and monitoring of its implementation.

Hackonbko xopoio 06utu chopmyupoBanbl KoHIenius npoekta mo OPB B memnom, a takxke noj-
MPOEKTHI?

[IpoBoAMIUCH TN KOHCYIIBTAIIMH BO BpeMs Pa3paOOTKH KOHIICTIIIHY POEKTA B [IEJIOM
C 3aMHTEPECOBAaHHBIMH CTOPOHAMH B CTpaHe (HarmpuMmep, MpaBUTEILCTBOM, MOTy4YaTeIIMU TIOMOIIU B
YaCTHOM CeKTope)?

HpOBO,I[I/IJ'H/ICL JIM KOHCYJIbTAllUX BO BpEMs pCan3aliv NOA-IIPOCKTOB
C 3aMHTEPECCOBAaHHBIMU CTOPOHAMHU B CTpaHE (HaHpI/IMep, IIPaBUTCIILCTBOM, ITOJIy4YaTCIIAMU ITOMOIIU B

YaCTHOM CEKTOpe)?

Kak Ob1 Bbl onieHnnM KauecTBO MOHHTOPHUHTA / HA/I30pa CO CTOPOHBI YUPEKACHUS-HCIIOTHUTENS B
IEJIOM , & TAKXKE C TOYKH 3PEHHSI 00PATHOM CBS3H U €€ CBOEBPEMEHHOCTH?
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Annex 3

List of individuals interviewed and consulted during the main evaluation phase

AZERBAIJAN

Mr.Imran Abdulov

Deputy Head of Division of Environmental
and Nature Protection

National Hydrometorological Department
Ministry of Ecology and Natural Ressources
50 Haydar Aliyev Avenue

AZ 1154 Baku

Azerbaijan

Tel: (99412) 598 3907

Fax: (99412) 492 5907

Email: imranabdulov@baku.az

Dr. Gulmali Suleymanov

Director of Centre on Climate Change and
Ozone

Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources
(MENR)

Department of Meteorology

Baku, 50 Aliev Avenue

Tel. (+99412) 566 27 94; (99455) 686 91 22
E-mail: Gulmali_climate@yahoo.com

Mr. Anar Mehtiyev
Consultant

72 Azadlig Avenue, apt.4
Baku-AZ 1000

Tel: (99412) 4405539

Mob: (99412) | 055 300 07 40
Email: m_anar78@yahoo.com

Mr. Ortay Djafarov

Head of licensing division

National Hydrometorological Department
Ministry of Ecology and Natural resources
50 Haydar Aliyev avenue

AZ 1154 Baku

Azerbaijan

Ms. Jamilya Mamedova

Leading specialist

Climate Change and Ozone Center
Ministry of Ecology and Natural resources
National Hydrometorological Department
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50 Haydar Aliyev avenue
AZ 1154 Baku
Azerbaijan

Tél: (99412) 566 27 94

Ms. Mehriban Alizada

Head of Central Laboratory of State Custom
Committee

Kaverochkin 30a

AZ1007 Baku, Azerbaijan

Tel: (99412) 440-38-96,

Tel: (99412) 440-14-06

Fax: (99412) 40-38-96

Mob: (99450) 545 20 27

Email: cus-clab@mail.ru

Mr. Muslim Gurbanov

Head of Laboratory of Environmental
Processes and Radiology

National Consultant on legislation and
regulations update

Tel: (+99412)

Mr. Vladimir Verveda

International Consultant on development of
HCFC strategy

United Nation Industrial Development
Organisation

E-mail: vverveda@mail.ru

KAZAKHSTAN

Ms. Valentina Kryukova

National Ozone Officer

Climate Change Coordination Centre

20 Abai st Room 102

Astana 010000

The Republic of Kazakhstan

Tel (7 7172) 717169/ 70/ 73
(+7) 7172 944168/58
(+7) 7052 386182

Fax (7 7172) 324738

Email: valentina@climate.kz
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Mr. Syrym Nurgaliev

Project Manager

UNDP/GEF Project” Promotion of Energy-
Efficient Lighting in Kazakhstan”

12, Saryarka Str., office 601b

Astana, 1010000, Kazakhstan

Tel:+7 7172 695553

Mob: +7 777 8332090

E-mail: syrym.nurgaliev@undp.org

Ms. Gulmira Sergazina

Head of Department

Department of Low Carbon Development

Ministry of Environment Protection

Republic of Kazakhstan

Astana 010000, House of the Ministries

Tel +7 7172 74 0258

E-mail: sergazina@eco.gov.kz
gsergazina@mail.ru

Ms. Anar Bulzhanova

Acting Director

Department of

International Relations and Environment
Agreements

Ministry of Environment Protection
Republic of Kazakhstan

Astana 010000, House of the Ministries
Tel: +7 7172 74 07 77

Ms. Rosa Kushekbaeva

Leading Expert

Department of State Regulation of
Environment Prootection

Ministry of Environment Protection
Republic of Kazakhstan

Astana 010000, House of the Ministries
Tel: =7 7172 74 12 51

Mr. Yermek Smagulov

Deputy Head of Customs Control
Organization Division

Customs Committee under the Ministry of
Finance

2 Bibetshilik

Astana 010000

Kazakhstan

Tel: (77172) 794537

Email: esmagulov@90100.customs.kz
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Mr. Sergey Polivany
Director

Mr. Dmitriy Shkutov
Chief Engineer

Nord Wolf Ltd.

Road 156 Office 209
Astana, Kazakhstan
Tel: (+7 7172)526-020

E-mail: shdv@mail.ru

Mr. Oleg Bulakh
Director

Auto Climate Astana Ltd.
Tel: (+7 7172) 28-9591

TAJIKISTAN

Mr. Abdukarim Kurbanov

(Former Coordinator of ozone Programme
and Head of NOU)

National Consultant on development of
HCFC strategy

UNDP Office in Tajikistan

91/10 Shevchenko Str. Dushanbe
Tajikistan 734002

Tel: 499291 863 7051

E-mail: abdu_karim@rambler.ru

Mr. Khurshed Khusaynov
(Former Deputy Head of NOU)
President , Refrigeration Servicing Centre
“Eskaud”
62, Dusti Halkho Street
Dushanbe City
Tajikistan
Tel: (992 37) 222 08 83,

224 19 61, 224 26 77
Fax: (992 37) 222 08 83, 224 19 61
Email: ekaud@rambler.ru

Mr. Mirzohaydar Isoev

Project Manager,

Initial Implementation of Accelerated HCFC
Phase-Out in the CEIT Region,

Energy and Environment Programme,
UNDP, Tajikistan

91/10 Shevchenko Str. Dushanbe
Tajikistan 734002

Tel:(+992 44) 600 5517

e-mail: mirzohaydar.isoev@undp.org
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Mr. Khayrullo Ibosada

Chairman,

Committee on Environmental Protection
under the Government of the Republic of
Tajikistan

5/1 Shamsi Str, Dushanbe 734025
Republic of Tajikistan

el: (992 37) 236-4059

E-mail: ibodzoda@mail.ru

Mr. Shams Nazarov

Deputy Chairman

Committee on Environmental Protection
under the Government of the Republic of
Tajikistan

5/1 Shamsi Str, Dushanbe 734025

Tel: (992 37) 236-4059

Mr. Dilovar Khayrulloev
Head Inspector
Customs Service

50/1, Buhoro Street
Dushanbe city

Republic of Tajikistan
Mob: (992 98)533 0300
Tel: (992 37) 221 83 27
E-mail: Dilards@mail.ru

Mr. Kiemiddin Norov

Deputy Director

National Statistics Agency

734025, Tajikistan, Bokhstar 17 Str.
Tel: +992 37 221 7208

Mob: +92 93 572 3222
E-mail:gnorov@inbox.ru

Mr. Mahmad Safarov

Director, National Hydrometeorological

Service

47, Shevchenko Str. Dushanbe, 734025

Republic of Tajikistan

Tel: (992 37) 221-5191

E-mail: office@meteo.tj
safarov_mt@list.ru

UZBEKISTAN

Ms. Nadejda Dotsenko

Head of Department of Air Protection
National Ozone Officer

State Committee for Nature Protection
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of the Republic of Uzbekistan

5, Mustakilik Square,

100159, Tashkent

Uzbekistan

Tel: (99871) 239 48 23

Fax: (99871) 120 71 29

Email: n.dotsenko uzb@mail.ru

Email: atmosphere@uznature.uz

Email: e _shustrov@mail.eanetways.com

Ms. Naila Rustamova

Specialist of the Department of Air
Protection

State Committee for Nature Protection
of the Republic of Uzbekistan 5,
Mustakilik Square,

100159, Tashkent

Uzbekistan

Tel: (99871) 239 48 23

Fax: (99871) 120 71 29

Email: atmosphere@uznature.uz

Mr. Farkhat Saydiyev

Assistant Ozone Officer

State Committee for Nature Protection of
the Republic of Uzbekistan

5, Mustakilik Square

100078, Tashkent

Uzbekistan

Tel: (99871) 139 48 23

Fax: (99871) 120 71 29

Mr.Kamalitdin Sadykov

Vice-Chairman, State Committee for Nature
Protection

of the Republic of Uzbekistan

5, Mustakilik Square,

100159, Tashkent

Uzbekistan

Tel: (998 71) 239-1078

Mr. Abdusazhar Muminov

Professor, State Technological University
Department of Engineering

Tashkent, 2 University St, Shaihontohur .,
Uzbekistan

Tel: (99871) 246- 0875
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Mr. Nadyr Yusupov

Head of International Relations and
Programmes Division State Committee for
Nature Protection

of the Republic of Uzbekistan

5, Mustakilik Square,

100159, Tashkent

Uzbekistan

Mr. Bahtier Abduganiev

Chief, Central Customs Laboratory

State Customs Committee of the Republic
of Uzbekistan

3, Uzbekiston Ave.Tashkent

100003 Uzbekistan

Tel:(998 71) 120-7631
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Tajikistan and Uzbekistan (million US $)

CEIT Implementing GEF Co-financing Total
Agency Grant

Azerbaijan UNDP-UNEP 7.045 2.226 9.271

Kazakhstan UNDP-UNEP 5.433 0.748 6.181

Tajikistan UNDP-UNEP 0.817 0.194 1.011

Uzbekistan UNDP-UNEP 3.17 0.153 3.323

Total 16.465 3.321 19.786
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Annex 5

ODS consumption in CEITs, on-compliance and duration of GEF ODS phase out and IS
projects

Annex 5 - ODS consumption in CEITs, non-compliance and durattion of GEF ODS phase out and IS projects Annex 4 CEIT ODS consumption and duration of GEF projects
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The assessment of the Quality of Project Design

Annex 6

. Prodoc
Relevance Evaluation Comments FalereEE
Are the intended results likely to contribute to UNEPs Expected | The project and expected results | Para 2 -10

Accomplishments and programmatic objectives?

will contribute to objectives of
the UNEP DTIE OzonAction
Programme. This Programme
assists developing countries and
countries with economies in
transition (CEITs) to enable them
to achieve and sustain
compliance with the Montreal
Protocol. ~ The  OzonAction
Programme assists countries in
making informed decisions about
alternative  technologies  and
ozone-friendly policies. Under
the Programme, more than 1,000
projects and services have been
implemented that benefited of
more than 100 developing
countries and 7 CEITS, plus other
services that assisted another 40
developing countries.

Does the project form a coherent part of a UNEP-approved
programme framework?

The project is part of
Environmental Governance
which is determined as one of
the six thematic priorities of the
2010-2013 UNEP  Medium
Term Strategy and the Bali
Strategic Plan for Technology
Support and Capacity-building
(the Bali Strategic Plan), which,
amongst other matters, aims at
a more coherent, coordinated
and effective delivery of
environmental capacity-
building and technical support
at all levels and by all actors,
including UNEP, in response to
country priorities and needs.

Is there complementarity with other UNEP projects, planned and
ongoing, including those implemented under the GEF?

The Project is complimentary
with the GEF regional MSP
“Preparing for HCFC phase out
in CEITs: needs, benefits and
potential synergies with other
MEAs” involving 14 CEITs,
including those four under the
project and three implementing
agencies: UNEP, UNDP and the
World Bank. This project was
transformed later into two
regional projects: “Initial
Implementation of Accelerated
HCFC Phase Out in the CEIT
Region” being implemented by

108




UNDP in Belarus, Tajikistan,
Uzbekistan, Ukraine and
“Initiation of the HCFCs phase
out and promotion of HFCs-free
energy efficient refrigeration and
air-conditioning systems”
prepared by UNIDO and
approved by GEF for Azerbaijan
and the Russian Federation.
UNIDO sub-project for
Kazakhstan is awaiting the GEF
approval subject to ratification of
Copenhagen and Beijing
amendments by the Government
of Kazakhstan.

Are the project’s objectives and
implementation strategies
consistent with:

i) Sub-regional environmental

issues and needs?

Yes, the four CEITs are Parties of
the Montreal Protocol and its
amendments, and therefore
committed to phasing out of ODS
according to the agreed schedule.
The project was formulated on
the basis of needs expressed by

the respective governments.

Para 12 - 13

ii) The UNEP mandate and
policies at the time of design and
implementation?

Yes, the objectives and strategies
are consistent with 2010-2013
UNEP Medium Term Strategy
and the Bali Strategic Plan.

iii) The relevant GEF focal
areas, strategic priorities and
operational programme(s)? (if
appropriate)

The project is consistent with the
following GEF Strategic Goals:
1) Reduce global climate change
risks by stabilizing atmospheric
GHG concentrations through
emission reduction actions;

2) Promote the sound
management of chemicals, ODS
in particular, throughout their life
cycle to minimize the effect on
human health and global
environments;

3) Build national and regional

capacities and enabling
conditions for global
environmental protection and

sustainable development.

iv) Stakeholder priorities and
needs?

Yes, The project was formulated
on the basis of needs expressed
by the respective governments
and other national stakeholders.

Overall rating for Relevance

R

Intended Results and Causality

Avre the objectives realistic?

The objectives in the project
document and its annexes are
formulated in general terms.
Expected outputs in the Project
Logframe are defined using
qualitative indicators  without
clear quantitative benchmarks.
The ODS consumption baseline
and 2005 data are not accurately

Annex 2A:
Project
Logframe
Annex 2B:
Project
Implementation
Plan: Timeline
Annex 5a:
Monitoring,
progress
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presented in Para4 of the Project
Document and lacking a critical
analysis of the forthcoming MP
phase out schedule. The first
2008 PIR determined the end-of-
project target as “Total phase out
of CFCs and MeBr, and HCFC
phase out at a minimum of 35%
of baseline by 2010(current
project closure date). “ This
target did not reflect adequately
the MP requirements. The MP
established zero MeBr
consumption for A2 in 2005. The
HCFC phase out target was based
on the outdated MP requirements.
In 2007, the HCFC phase out
schedule for A2 countries was
accelerated from 65% to 75%
reduction by January 2010 with
90% reduction in 2015.

The total CFC phase out target,
though, appears to be realistic.
MeBr consumption was zero in
2005 in Kazakhstan. However,
Kazakhstan  reported  MeBr
consumption in 2006, 2007,
2008, and 2009 and in 2011.
HCFC phase out target was
questionable due to the delay
with the start up and subsequent
extension of the completion of
the project until 2011.
Kazakhstan has been technically
in non-compliance with HCFC
targets since 2005 until now.
HCFC consumption data reported
by Azerbaijan do not appear to be
reliable.

reporting, and
evaluation plan
Table 2:
Description
and timing of
expected
outputs by
project
component and
objectives

Avre the causal pathways from project outputs [goods and services]
through outcomes [changes in stakeholder behavior] towards
impacts clearly and convincingly described? Is there a clearly
presented Theory of Change or intervention logic for the project?

The project was formulated at the
time when ToC was not yet
developed and operationalized.

The project logframe contains:
the list of activities; project
outputs;  indicators  (without
specific timelines); means of
verifications (country work plan
reports, A7 ODS data reports and
MP IC reports which could
register the impact); and
assumptions (some of them
which can be interpreted as
complementary  drivers). The
project is formulated within a
regional framework dealing with
countries of different
background, institutional
structure and baseline. It was
expected that separate specific
national activities with detailed
timelines will be developed in the
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context of the country-specific
sub-project documents and work
planning at the national level and
serve as tools of monitoring the
progress. In PIR 2008, 2009 and
2009, the reports on the
implementation of national work
plans were analyzed in terms that
are more close to ToC. The
project was executed nationally
with supervision from UNEP
DTIE TM and UNEP GEF FM.

Is the timeframe realistic? What is the

likelihood that the

anticipated project outcomes can be achieved within the stated

duration of the project?

Neither the project logframe nor
2007-2010 project
implementation timelines (PIT)
reflect the timeframe for the
implementation  of  planned
activities and achievement of
expected outcomes.PIT indicates
to M&E tools and respective
M&E activities timelines. PIT
became not much relevant due to
the severely delayed start up of
the  project.  Duration in
Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan was
reduced to 19 and 20 months
respectively vs. 30 months
planned. The lack of benchmarks
and timelines was rectified at the
later stage in work plans
formulated by NOUs themselves
in HYPR taking into account
their local priorities and existing
capabilities.

Avre the activities designed within the project likely to produce their

intended results?

The activities proposed are
similar to NOU terms of
reference as approved in past IS
projects.  Proposed  activities
respond also to the list of needs
expressed by countries and
presented to UNEP. However, the
implementation of Sub-activity
2(iv): Further elaboration of an
ODS emission regulations and
Sub-activity 2(v): Establishment
of a system/ completion of
certification  of  refrigeration
technicians and other users of
ODS would have required
funding for additional recovery
and recycling, and training
equipment, and additional
training and retraining of
refrigeration servicing personnel.
The proposed budget does not
include the necessary allocations
to implement such activities.

Are activities appropriate to produce outputs?

Not completely. The outputs
reported in HYPRs have been
calibrated  against  proposed
activities in 2008, 2009 and 2010
PIRs.
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Are activities appropriate to drive change along the intended causal
pathway(s)?

Proposed activities have been
translated into a number of
outputs  producing  positive
outcomes in each country. Some
of proposed activities could not
be implemented to generate
expected outputs due to limited
capabilities of NOUs and lack of
funding.

Are impact drivers, assumptions and the roles and capacities of key
actors and stakeholders clearly described for each key causal
pathway?

No. The project was formulated
at the time when ToC was not yet
developed and operationalized.
PIR format requirements resulted
in establishing interlinkages in a
number of casual pathways.

Overall rating for Intended Results and causality

MS

Efficiency

Are any cost- or time-saving measures proposed to bring the project
to a successful conclusion within its programmed budget and
timeframe?

Does the project intend to make use of / build upon pre-existing
institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies
and complementarities with other initiatives, programmes and
projects etc. to increase project efficiency?

This project is to provide the
second phase of support to
institutional strengthening and
capacity building of the NOUs
and stakeholders in four CEITSs.
To great extent, the project
hinges upon the results of the first
phase of IS support for these
countries when NOUs were
created and connections with
stakeholders were established.
The institutional NOU continuity
was well observed in Tajikistan
and Uzbekistan, and partially in
Kazakhstan. Unfortunately, NOU
in  Azerbaijan had virtually
ceased to exist after completion
of the first phase of the IS
support in 2002.  The project
sought to use partnerships with
UNEP OzonAction in the area of
Green Customs and the Article 5
(A-5) Europe and Central Asia
(ECA) Network (funded
bilaterally and by the Multilateral
Fund (MLF). The project
includes support for the four

CEITs as A-2 countries to
participate in these broader
regional activities. UNEP,

retaining both the Network for
Eastern Europe and Central Asia
(ECA) and the Green Customs
Programme of its DTIE, should
provide the opportunity for
incorporating the CEITs into the
regional activities to promote
coordination on illegal trade,
ODS stockpiling/destruction and
any other regional or

112




transboundary issues. It should be
noted that Networks also permit
cooperation and exchange of
lessons-learned  on  national
activities such as incorporation of
NOU  function into  the
institutional infrastructure,
certification systems, legislation
etc., as well as to incorporate
issues related to the work of

other implementing agencies in
the region. All the above
mentioned arrangements
increased efficiency of the
project.

Overall rating for Efficiency

S

Sustainability / Replication and Catalytic effects

Does the project design present a strategy / approach to sustaining
outcomes / benefits?

The design of this project pursues
the post-project sustainability of
benefits through national specific
activities such as: the placement
of an enhanced ODS licensing
mechanism in countries, with
increased scope of elements for
monitoring, flexibility (to adjust
to changes in the Montreal
Protocol ~ Schedule);cooperation
between national players;
enhanced legislative and
regulatory support for the ODS
licensing systems; and through
regional activities:

improved  coordination  and
cooperation at the national and
regional level on illegal trade of
ODS; and improved coordination
and cooperation at the national
and regional level on ODS
stockpiling and disposal/
destruction issues.

The achievement of the expected
outcome formulated as
“Development and enforcement
of  national policies and
mechanisms able to achieve long-
term phase out, monitoring and
control of ODS consumption in
the countries in the face of ever-
increasing phase out restrictions
of the Montreal Protocol” does
not appear to be attainable under
this project. Kazakhstan is in
non-compliance  with HCFC
phase out targets since 2005.
Azerbaijan was in  non-
compliance in  2011. The
compliance with 2015 90%
reduction of HCFC consumption
is problematic for all the four
countries and cannot be achieved
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only with capacity building
assistance.  These  countries
require  additional  assistance,
which  has been providing
through another GEF projects
including investment components
addressing HCFC consuming
industry needs.

Does the design identify the social or political factors that may
influence positively or negatively the sustenance of project results
and progress towards impacts? Does the design foresee sufficient
activities to promote government and stakeholder awareness,
interests, commitment and incentives to execute, enforce and
pursue the programmes, plans, agreements, monitoring systems etc.
prepared and agreed upon under the project?

In developing SSFPs, the NOUs
required to identify National
Committees, execution partners
(private and public sector), work
planning, and initial strategy
whereby  enhancing  national
ownership and ensuring post-
project sustainability of the NOU
work.

It was understood that results
obtained would be “at risk’
unless obligations are built into
agreements to make it mandatory
for recipient governments to
integrate  the NOU functions
(with budget lines) into their
ongoing national treasury funded
government  activities.  This
would ensure that there is no
dismantling of the NOU or the
NOU function once outside
funding ends. This did occur in
Azerbaijan, and it is crucial that
this scenario be avoided in the
future However, apart from
gaining commitment and a
promise of goodwill from
countries, UNEP  has not
discerned a way to legally
mandate that countries
integrating the NOU into the
national treasury lines. This
remains a point of concern for the
GEF and UNEP. However, the
training, awareness activities and
capacity-building elements are
proposed in the project along
with the inclusion of elements for
networking to build long-lasting
ties between stakeholders within
and between countries. It is the
aim of the project that the sub-
region as a whole would form the
necessary ties to find a cost-
effective way to continue work
relying on national and sub-
regional expertise for long-term
control of ODS.

If funding is required to sustain project outcomes and benefits, does
the design propose adequate measures / mechanisms to secure this
funding?

As mentioned in the previous
section the risk exists that NOU
functions might be abandoned
once outside funding ends. This
risk is minimal, however, since in
April 2008, GEF approved
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regional medium-scale project
(RMSP): Preparing for HCFC
Phase out in the CEITs including
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan,
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. The
project covered development of
National Strategy outlines for
phase-out of HCFCs. This
involves inventorying sources of
imports and end users, followed
by survey at the sectoral,
enterprise/end user levels,
country-specific assessment and
analysis of phase-out options that
could form the basis of cost-
estimated HCFC  phase-out
strategy. At the later stage
funding were provided for
continued capacity building in
Azerbaijan,  Tajikistan  and
Uzbekistan. The approval of the
Project for Kazakhstan by GEF
was suspended subject to
ratification of the Copenhagen
amendment.

Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize sustenance of
project results and onward progress towards impact?

This risk is small in Azerbaijan,
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan since
GEF  projects are  under
implementation in these countries
now. The MP IC is closely
monitoring the situation in
Kazakhstan. The XXV MOP
requested Kazakhstan to prepare
the action plan to bring the
country to compliance. The
approval of the action plan is
usually accompanied by the MOP
request to a funding agency
(GEF) to provide appropriate
financial support.

Does the project design adequately describe the institutional
frameworks, governance structures and processes, policies, sub-
regional agreements, legal and accountability frameworks etc.
required to sustain project results?

UNEP and respective NOUSs
signed SSFAs with annexes that
provided the institutional
frameworks, governance
structures and processes, legal
and accountability frameworks as
well as reporting and monitoring
procedures. All these instruments
are designed to ensure the
sustainability of project results.

Does the project design identify environmental factors, positive or
negative, that can influence the future flow of project benefits? Are
there any project outputs or higher level results that are likely to
affect the environment, which, in turn, might affect sustainability of
project benefits?

The prime objective of the project
is to phase out ODS that
harmfully affect the ozone layer.
The geophysical observations
indicate to the stabilization of the
ozone concentration in the
stratosphere. It has a positive
effect on the sustainability of
project benefits.
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Does the project design foresee
adequate measures to catalyze
behavioral changes in terms of
use and application by the
relevant stakeholders of (e.g.):

i) technologies and approaches
show-cased by the
demonstration projects;

The project is a continuation of a
similar GEF IS support in the
four countries and applies
comparable set of measures in
communication with stakeholders
involved.

ii) strategic programmes and
plans developed

The NOUs developed their
national work plans on the basis
of strategic objectives formulated
in the project documents.

iii) assessment, monitoring and
management systems established
at a national and sub-regional
level

Assessment and  monitoring
system is based on HYPR and
yearly reports submitted to TM
and FM by NOUs, and annual
PIRs prepared by TM and
submitted to GEF Secretariat.

Annex 5 of
the project
document

Does the project design foresee adequate measures to contribute to
institutional changes? [An important aspect of the catalytic role of
the project is its contribution to institutional uptake or
mainstreaming of project-piloted approaches in any regional or
national demonstration projects]

The institutional changes are
required by the project and driven
by essential role of national
environmental institutions and
customs authorities related to
control of ODS and equipment
using ODS.

Does the project design foresee adequate measures to contribute to
policy changes (on paper and in implementation of policy)?

It is mandatory for the
Governments that are the Parties
to the Montreal Protocol to
embrace new policies and
regulations reflecting the
evolving regime of the MP. The
project is to assist the
Governments of the four CEITs
in adoption and enforcement of
new policies and regulations.

Does the project design foresee adequate measures to contribute to
sustain  follow-on financing (catalytic  financing) from
Governments, the GEF or other donors?

Under the project, the
governments provide co-
financing for the set up and
operation of NOUs which is
complementary to the GEF
assistance. The GEF expressed its
willingness to continue its
support to capacity building in
the future as well as respective
Governments in the four CEITs.

Does the project design foresee adequate measures to create

SSFA  requires creation of
national steering committees and

opportunities  for  particular  individuals or institutions Ul e
(“champions”) to catalyze change (without which the project would nomination —of  individuals
L . 5 representing  the institutions
not achieve all of its results)* involved, thou, creating
opportunities ~ for  particular
individuals.
Avre the planned activities likely to generate the level of ownership | The results and the level of
by the main national and regional stakeholders necessary to allow | Ownership achieved —will be

for the project results to be sustained?

facilitating factor in future GEF
activities on HCFC phase out in
the four CEITSs.

Overall rating for Sustainability / Replication and
Catalytic effects

ML
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Risk identification and Social Safeguards

Are critical risks appropriately addressed?

The UNEP/DGEF Guidelines for
the risk management process and
risk factor tables (RFT) are a part
of the project document. The
DGEF Risk Management
Analysis was used to identify
potential areas of risk for the
projects. Contrary to Guidelines,
NOUs have not been engaged in
determining the risk factors. The
RFT are included into annual
PIRs which are filled by the TM
using HYPR delivered by NOUs.
Once RFT are completed, they
along with the appropriate
reporting forms were used to
determine the risk scenarios. The
low, medium and high risk acted
as a way of highlighting the
appropriate level of performance
for any given task to be deemed
successful. This assessment of
risk was also used by the TM to
propose the necessary risk
mitigation measures.

The excessive consumption of
HCFCs and MeBr in Kazakhstan
was identified in PIRs but not
specifically addressed because
formally  IC could not qualify
Kazakhstan in non-compliance
unless the country ratifies the
Copenhagen amendment.

The risk of potential non-
compliance of Tajikistan with
2010 75% HCFC reduction target

was not identified in project
documentation and PIRs. The
non-compliance was avoided

through legal actions undertaken
by NOU and the Government
with assistance from UNDP in
changing the HCFC consumption
baseline from 5.9 to 18.7 ODP
tonnes.

Are assumptions properly specified as factors affecting
achievement of project results that are beyond the control of the
project?

Assumptions as defined by the
modern ToC have not been used
by GEF and UNEP in project
design at the time of project
development.

Are potentially negative environmental, economic and social
impacts of projects identified?

The negative environmental
impact might be identified as
unwanted ODS emissions due to
delays in start up of the project
and non-compliance of
Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan.

Overall rating for Risk identification and Social
Safeguards

MS
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Governance and Supervision Arrangements

Is the project governance model comprehensive, clear and
appropriate?

The project assigns the role of the
Executing Agency to NOUs in
cooperation with national
steering committees. UNEP
DTIE TM and DGEF FM with
the support of the international
steering committee play a
supervisory role.

Are roles and responsibilities clearly defined?

The project document and SSFAs
establish the roles and
responsibilities all the entities
involved in the governance and
supervision arrangements.

Are supervision / oversight arrangements clear and appropriate? Yes
Overall rating for Governance and Supervision | S
Arrangements -
Management, Execution and Partnership Arrangements
Have the capacities of partners been adequately assessed? The assessment of NOU

capacities before the project was
not a part of the project design.
Thus, due to the lack of external
support for about seven years, the
capacity of NOU in Azerbaijan
was very week. This caused a
significant  delay in  the
preparation and signature of its
SSFA and delay in the start up of
the project as a whole.

Are the execution arrangements clear? Yes
Are the roles and responsibilities of internal and external partners | Yes
properly specified?
Overall rating for Management, Execution and | MS
Partnership Arrangements -
Financial Planning / budgeting
Are there any obvious deficiencies in the budgets / financial | The implementation of Sub-

planning?

activity 2(iv): Further elaboration
of an ODS emission regulations
and Sub-activity 2(v):
Establishment of a system/
completion of certification of
refrigeration  technicians and
other users of ODS would have
required funding for additional
recovery and recycling, and
training equipment, and
additional training and retraining
of refrigeration servicing
personnel. The successful
implementation of Sub-activity
5(ii): Cooperation in the field
with Customs in the control of
ODS import/export would require
new refrigerant identifiers and
training for custom officers. The
proposed budget does not include
the appropriate allocations in
regard to activities 2(iv); 2(v);
and 5(ii).

Tajikistan indicated in its HYPRs
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the lack of sufficient funding in
the budget to implement several
of planned activities. No
complaints regarding budgets or
financial planning were expressed
by other NOUs.

Is the resource utilization cost effective? Is the project viable in
respect of resource mobilization potential?

There is no specific cost-
effectiveness benchmark for IS
projects. The GEF allocated
moderate resources to the project.
NOUs succeeded to accomplish
most of planned activities. The
project demonstrated a viable
utilization of resources.

Are the financial and administrative arrangements including flows | Yes
of funds clearly described?
Overall rating for Financial Planning / budgeting | MS

Monitoring

Does the logical framework:
e  capture the key elements of the Theory of Change for the
project?

e have ‘SMART’ indicators for outcomes and objectives?
e have appropriate 'means of verification'?

e identify assumptions in an adequate manner?

The project was formulated at the
time when ToC was not yet
developed and operationalized.
The project logframe contains:
project outputs broken down to
activities. Indicators of output
success are qualitative, not
measurable and without specific
timelines attached. Means of
Verification column indicates to
document sources but not to
specific timeframe or
performance indicators.

It appears that the concept of use
of SMART indicators were not
in place when this project was
designed

Annex 5 Table 2: Description
and timing of expected outputs
by project component and
objectives refers to the whole
original duration of the project
July 2007 — December 2009 and
cannot serve as a verification
tool.

Assumptions in the Logframe are
not properly specified as factors
affecting achievement of project
results that are beyond the control
of the project.

The country work plan progress
reports were registered as outputs
in HYPRs and used as means of
verification of the progress and
then were calibrated against
ProDoc proposed activities and
A7 ODS data reports. This
information was reported in
2008, 2009 and 2010 PIRs.

Are the milestones and performance indicators appropriate and
sufficient to foster management towards outcomes and higher level
objectives?

The lack of  measurable
performance indicators makes
monitoring and accounting of
results obtained rather difficult.
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More concrete and quantitative
planning of results would allow
for a more profound assessment
of real conditions and, therefore,
a more realistic appraisal of the
activities planned and performed.

The baseline is determined
through the constantly cross-
checked Article 7 data reporting
mandated of all Parties to the
Montreal Protocol. This data is
maintained by the Ozone
Secretariat in Nairobi, and the
ODS consumption data of any
given year is submitted annually
by September 30 of the following
year. The Secretariat also keeps
sight of abnormal reporting
figures by cross-checking
reported import with the export
reports of other countries.
Therefore  there is  good
confidence in the setting of
baselines and yearly consumption
figures. Similarly, details on the
ODS Licensing Systems of
countries must be submitted to
the Implementation Committee of
the Montreal Protocol, as well as
issues of illegal trade and other
issues. This provides a dual
method of gathering information
on the ability of countries to
remain in compliance.

Is there baseline information in relation to key performance
indicators?

The attribution of outcomes and
impact to the project requires
consideration of the difference
between the quantitative or
qualitative baseline levels, targets
and after project situation. The
comparison of ODS consumption
in 2005 as the baseline (even not
accurately registered in the
project document) with reported
consumption in subsequent years
of the project was the only
measurable indicator used for the
assessment of the project
performance.

The ODS consumption baseline
was determined through the
constantly  Article 7 data
reporting mechanism. This data
are maintained by the Ozone
Secretariat in Nairobi, and the
ODS consumption data of any
given year is submitted annually
by September 30 of the following
year. The Secretariat also keeps
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sight of abnormal reporting
figures by cross-checking
reported import with the export
reports of other countries.
Therefore, there is good
confidence in the setting of
baselines and yearly consumption
figures.

Apart from baseline ODS
consumption the project did not
establish the baseline status of
NOU, available legislative
instruments  controlling ODS,
licensing and quota system, ODS

data collection system,
prerequisites  for establishing
certification system, OoDS

emission control system, status of
illegal trade and others.

The information about baseline
status of project components
would be essential for the
formulation of the appropriate
performance indicators.

Has the method for the baseline data collection been explained? Yes, but only for ODS
consumption data.
Has the desired level of achievement (targets) been specified for | Yes, but only for ODS

indicators of outcomes and are targets based on a reasoned estimate
of baseline?

consumption data.

Has the time frame for monitoring activities been specified?

Yes, HYPRs must be submitted
every 6 months and financial
reports every 3 months.

Are the organizational arrangements for project level progress
monitoring clearly specified?

Yes, in Annex 5.

Has a budget been allocated for monitoring project progress in
implementation against outputs and outcomes?

No. Monitoring has been
undertaken by TM, FM and
NOU.

Overall, is the approach to monitoring progress and performance
within the project adequate?

Not quite.

Overall rating for Monitoring

MS

Evaluation

Is there an adequate plan for evaluation?

The plan envisaged mid-term
review and terminal evaluation.
The mid-term review did not
materialize since the project
duration was reduced from 30 to
20 months.

Has the time frame for evaluation activities been specified? Yes.

Is there an explicit budget provision for midterm review and | Yes

terminal evaluation?

Is the budget sufficient? Yes

Overall rating for Evaluation S s
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Rating scales

Ratings for Outcomes, Effectiveness, Efficiency, M&E, I&E Execution:
6: Highly Satisfactory (HS): no shortcomings

5: Satisfactory (S): minor shortcomings

4: Moderately Satisfactory (MS): significant shortcomings

3: Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): significant shortcomings
2: Unsatisfactory (U): major problems

1: Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): severe problems
Sustainability ratings:

4: Likely (L): negligible risks to sustainability

3: Moderately Likely (ML): moderate risks

2: Moderately Unlikely (MU): significant risks

1: Unlikely (U): severe risks

Relevance ratings:

2: Relevant (R)

1: Not relevant (NR)

Impact Ratings:

3: Significant (S)

2: Minimal (M)

1: Negligible (N)
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BUDGET IN UNEP FORMAT

ANNEX 7

GEF FINANCING CO-FINANCING (cash) CO-FINANCING (in-kind)
UNEP NON-INVESTMENT Total Total Total Project
COMPONENT 2007 | 2008 | 2009 2007 2008 2009 2007 | 2008 | 2009 total
US$ US$ | US$ US$ US$ US$ US$ US$ US$ US$
10 PROJECT PERSONNEL
1200 | Consultants
Russian
Translation  of
Green Customs
1201 | Manual 5,000 5,000 5,000 | 15,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 15,000
Resource
persons for
Regional
1202 | Meetings 4,000 8,000 8,000 | 20,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,000
1299 | Sub-Total 9,000 | 13,000 | 13,000 | 35,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35,000
Travel on Official
1600 | Business
Staff travel to
meetings  and
1601 | workshops 10,000 | 10,000 | 10,000 | 30,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30,000
1699 | Sub-Total 10,000 | 10,000 | 10,000 | 30,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30,000
1999 | Component Total 19,000 | 23,000 | 23,000 | 65,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65,000
SUB-CONTRACT
20 COMPONENT
Sub-Contracts with
supporting organisations
(s support for
Government bodies
2200 | through sub-project)
2201 | Kazakhstan (1) | 195,000 0 0 | 195,000 0 0 0 0| 5,000 | 12,500 | 12,500 | 30,000 225,000
2202 | Tajikistan (2) 170,000 0 0 | 170,000 8,495 8,495 16,990 0 0 0 0 186,990
2203 | Uzbekistan (3) | 17%:000 0 0170000 | 3250 | 8125 | 8125| 19500 | 1,750 | 4,375 | 4375 | 10500 | 200,000
2204 | Azerbaijan (4) 150,000 0 0 | 150,000 0 0 0 0 | 10,200 | 10,200 | 10,200 | 30,600 180,600
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2299 | Sub-Total

685,000

685,000

3,250

16,620

16,620

36,490

16,950

27,075

27,075

71,100

792,590

Sub-contracts
commercial
organisations

2300 | providers)

with

(post-
harvest training

Training

2301 | Equipment (5)

0

0

150

150

150

450

450

2399 | Sub-Total

0

o

o

0

150

150

150

450

450

2999 | Component Total

685,000

685,000

3,250

16,620

16,620

36,490

17,100

27,225

27,225

71,550

793,040

30

[TRAINING COMPONENT

3200 | Group-Training

Green Customs
3201 | Training (6)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

3299 | Sub-Total

3300 | Meetings/Conferences

Regional
Network

3301 | Meetings (7)

15,000

15,000

15,000

45,000

100,000

100,000

100,000

300,000

o

345,000

3399 | Sub-Total

15,000

15,000

15,000

45,000

100,000

100,000

100,000

300,000

o

o

o

o

345,000

3999 | Component Total

15,000

15,000

15,000

45,000

100,000

100,000

100,000

300,000

345,000

50

MISCELLANEOUS
COMPONENT (8)

Operation
Maintenance
5100 | Equipment

and
of

Rental
computer,

5101 meetings

equipment

of
LCD
for

1,000

1,000

2,000

2,000

Rental
copiers

5102 meetings

of
for

1,000

1,000

2,000

2,000
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5199 | Sub-total 2,000 2,000 4,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,000
5200 | Reporting Costs
Production  of
additional
training/awarene
5201 | ss materials 5,000 5,000 | 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,000
5299 | Sub-total 5,000 5,000 | 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,000
5300 | Sundry
5301 | Miscellaneous 2,000 2,000 2,000 6,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,000
5399 | Sub-total 2,000 2,000 2,000 6,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,000
Evaluation (consultants
fees/travel/ DSA/Admin
5500 | support
Mid-Term &
Final
5501 Evaluation 10,000 | 10,000 | 20,000
5599 0 | 10,000 | 10,000 | 20,000
5999 | Component Total 2,000 | 19,000 | 19,000 | 40,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,000
TOTAL UNEP NON-
99 INVESTMENT 721,000 | 57,000 | 57,000 | 835,000 | 103,250 | 116,620 | 116,620 | 336,490 | 17,100 | 27,225 | 27,225 | 71,550 1,243,040

Notes: (1) Kazakhstan has provided US$ 30,000 in-kind contribution through use of already established premises, office support etc. (2) Tajikistan has indicated by detailed budget that it will
pay in-cash US$ 16,989 for rental or premises, utilities, local transportation, guarding and upkeep of premises. (3) Uzbekistan has indicated it will provide US$ 30,000 co-finance in total, in-
cash (65%) and in-kind (35%). (4) (5) Azerbaijan has indicated it has no cash available, but can provide US$ 31,050 in-kind, including a plan to re-start training under its renewed 1S using
equipment already in hand. (6) Taken care of by associated funding of the Green Customs Initiative (US$ 728,181). (7) UNEP OzonAction portion of total US$ 1.1 million budget for ECA
activities that are organized annually with the Article 2 countries included (1 Regional Meeting, 1 Thematic meeting, and 2 Contact group meetings). (8) See M&E section which explains that
operational monitoring will take place at the country level, and the M&E budget has been pulled out of the county allocations. Oversight is a part of the duties of the UNEP Task Manager at no

additional cost to the project
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Annex 8
Reconstructed Theory of Change

Assumptions
Government committed to long term support of NOU
Gov committed to meeting Montreal protacol targets.

Gov and business community have adequate resources to cope with new challenges.
NOU staff committed and competant.

NOU have good relationships with stakeholders including legislators.

Adopted regulatory measures are enforceable.

Customs authority adequately staffed and resourced.

Willingness of the refregeration servicing commnity to introduce certification programme.
Effective and comprehensive data collection system

ODS recycling and stockpiling system is operational

OUTPUT
Support establishment of fully

functional NOU and initiating
actions that create suitable Intermediate State
OUTCOME
conditions in the country for phase I q a
out of ODS to meet requirements of]| NOUs function effectively . NOU_S n reglon_ ElS
Montreal Protocol increasingly sustainable.
OUTPUT

Support improvement of existing
legislative and regulatory support
for ODS control through devpt,
promotion and adoption of
legislative acts and regulations.

OUTCOME
Governments and other

OUTCOME stakeholders put ODS control
OUTPUT - . A N A
Support to improve national Government (?) carries out timely mechanisms in place with )
. I and reliable ODS consumption data increased range of elements that :::> Intermediate State Impact
system of collection, processing and N N N B .
analysis of ODS consumption and reporting according to Article 7 of allow adjustment to changes in Reduced ODS Recovery and
VEE GETEL the Montreal protocol. — Montreal pl;t:‘oeci;lj)el?s phase out emissions due to % preservation of
’ decrease in ODS the
illegal trade and Stratospheric
OUTPUT - OUTCOME stockpiled Ozone Layer
Support for Improved coordination on Paeen mEla) peiitael eng]
long term sustaining of NOU function, N | > unwanted ODS.
e " international are cognizant of
illegal trade, ODS destruction and other] N
N level of ODS consumption
transboundary issues.

OuUTPUT 7
Improvement in overall coordination
and monitoring of national phase out] OUTCOME
plan. Better coordination

between stakeholders
national and regional.

OuUTPUT
Regional strategies to coordinate long TT

term sustaining of NOU function, illegal
trade, ODS destruction and other
transboundary issues.

Intermediate State
Gov is aware of where
outside assistance is needed
and requests assistance.

OUTCOME
Increased awareness and
capabilities of governments and
others.

OuUTPUT
Public awareness material produced

\
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Annex 9
Brief resume of the consultant

Valery Smirnov was awarded a diploma of mechanical engineer from the Moscow Institute of
Chemical Engineering in 1966.

From 1993 to 1995 he studied in McGill University in Montreal on Management Certificate
Program.

From 1966 to 1973, he worked in the Research Center on Cryogenics and Low Temperatures in
Moscow, Russian Federation as a researcher on properties of cryogenic fluids, heat-transfer
characteristics of materials used in low temperature applications, including insulation and as an
engineer on the design of systems for the liquefaction of helium and hydrogen.

In 1973, he joined the department of international cooperation in the State Committee of the
Russian Federation on Hydrometeorology and Control of Natural Environment. From 1973 to
1990, he has worked on a variety of international projects having been implemented in
cooperation with WMO, UNEP and other international organizations as well as bilateral
agreements in areas of atmospheric pollution, climate, ozone research and observations,
technical cooperation and training.

In 1990 and 1991, he worked as an Executive Secretary of the Inter-ministerial Ozone
Committee of the Russian Federation.

From 1992 to 2005, Valery Smirnov has worked in the Secretariat of the Multilateral Fund for
the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol in Montreal as a programme officer (engineer),
environmental affairs officer and senior programme officer dealing with a diversity of political,
technological and managerial issues associated with ODS phase-out activities in developing
countries.

Since 2005, Valery Smirnov is an international consultant on evaluation of ODS phase out
projects, policy and technical analysis of environmental issues.
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UNEP Evaluation Report Quality Assessment

Evaluation Report Title: Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP/GEF project
“Continued Institutional Strengthening Support for CEITs to meet the obligations of the

Montreal Protocol”

All UNEP evaluation reports are subject to a quality assessment by the Evaluation Office. The quality assessment is
used as a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation consultants. The quality of both the draft and
final evaluation report is assessed and rated against the following criteria:

Substantive report quality criteria

UNEP EO Comments

Draft
Report
Rating

Final
Report
Rating

1. A. Strategic relevance: Does the report
present a well-reasoned, complete and evidence-
based assessment of strategic relevance of the
intervention?

Yes, very thorough

2. B. Achievement of outputs: Does the report
present a well-reasoned, complete and evidence-
based assessment of outputs delivered by the
intervention (including their quality)?

Described in detail.

C. Presentation Theory of Change: Is the Theory of
Change of the intervention clearly presented? Are
causal pathways logical and complete (including
drivers, assumptions and key actors)?

Good

D. Effectiveness - Attainment of project objectives
and results: Does the report present a well-
reasoned, complete and evidence-based assessment
of the achievement of the relevant outcomes and
project objectives?

Yes

E. Sustainability and replication: Does the report
present a well-reasoned and evidence-based
assessment of sustainability of outcomes and
replication / catalytic effects?

Sustainability ratings should be
based on the ability of the initiative
to continue without external
support. Should consider revising
ratings.

F. Efficiency: Does the report present a well-
reasoned, complete and evidence-based assessment
of efficiency?

Yes

G. Factors affecting project performance: Does the
report present a well-reasoned, complete and
evidence-based assessment of all factors affecting
project performance? In particular, does the report
include the actual project costs (total and per
activity) and actual co-financing used; and an
assessment of the quality of the project M&E
system and its use for project management?

Yes

H. Quality and utility of the recommendations: Are
recommendations based on explicit evaluation
findings? Do recommendations specify the actions
necessary to correct existing conditions or improve
operations (‘who?’ ‘what?’ ‘where?’ ‘when?)’. Can

Very useful. Some editing/addition
of recommendations needed in final
draft.
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they be implemented?

I. Quality and utility of the lessons: Are lessons
based on explicit evaluation findings? Do they Useful. Some editing needed to final
suggest prescriptive action? Do they specify in which | draft.

contexts they are applicable?

Other report quality criteria

J. Structure and clarity of the report: Does the Very good. Some edits needed to

report structure follow EO guidelines? Are all finalise. 4 6
requested Annexes included?

K. Evaluation methods and information sources: Very good. Some edits needed to

Are evaluation methods and information sources finalise.

clearly described? Are data collection methods, the

triangulation / verification approach, details of 4 5

stakeholder consultations provided? Are the
limitations of evaluation methods and information
sources described?

L. Quality of writing: Was the report well written? Good. Some few errors as English is
(clear English language and grammar) not his first language. Some edits 4 4
and clarifications to be made.
M. Report formatting: Does the report follow EO Excellent. Need to incorporate
guidelines using headings, numbered paragraphs project design assessment matrix 5 6
etc. and other key findings from
inception report.
OVERALL REPORT QUALITY RATING 4.5 5.5

Rating system for quality of evaluation reports
A number rating 1-6 is used for each criterion: Highly Satisfactory = 6, Satisfactory = 5, Moderately
Satisfactory = 4, Moderately Unsatisfactory = 3, Unsatisfactory = 2, Highly Unsatisfactory = 1

The overall quality of the evaluation report is calculated by taking the mean score of all rated quality
criteria.
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2. Checklist of compliance with UNEP EO’s normal operating procedures for the evaluation
process

Compliance issue _Yes

Were the TORs shared with the implementing and executing agencies for comment X
prior to finalization?

2. Was the budget for the evaluation agreed and approved by the UNEP Evaluation X
Office?

3. Was the final selection of the preferred evaluator or evaluators made by the UNEP X
Evaluation Office?

4. Were possible conflicts of interest of the selected evaluator(s) appraised? (Evaluators X

should not have participated substantively during project preparation and/or
implementation and should have no conflict of interest with any proposed follow-up

phases)

5. Was an inception report delivered before commencing any travel in connection with the X
evaluation?

6. Were formal written comments on the inception report prepared by the UNEP X
Evaluation Office and shared with the consultant?

7. If aterminal evaluation; was it initiated within the period six months before or after X

project completion? If a mid-term evaluation; was the mid-term evaluation initiated

within a six month period prior to the project/programmes’s mid-point?

Was the draft evaluation report sent directly to EO by the evaluator? X

9. Did UNEP Evaluation Office check the quality of the draft report, including EO peer X
review, prior to dissemination to stakeholders for comment?

10. Did UNEP Evaluation Office disseminate (or authorize dissemination of) the draft report X
to key stakeholders to solicit formal comments?

©

11. Did UNEP Evaluation Office complete an assessment of the quality of the draft X
evaluation report?

12. Were formal written stakeholder comments sent directly to the UNEP Evaluation X
Office?

13. Were all collated stakeholder comments and the UNEP Evaluation Office guidance to X
the evaluator shared with all evaluation stakeholders?

14. Did UNEP Evaluation Office complete an assessment of the quality of the final report? X

15. Was an implementation plan for the evaluation recommendations prepared? X

Comments in relation to any non-compliant issues:
Project was completed in Dec 2011 and the evaluation was initiated in Oct 2012. SSA for consultant
started in Jan 2013.
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