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Annex 1- Terms of Reference 

Caspian Environment Programme 

Towards a Convention and Action programme for the Protection of the Caspian Sea Environment Project (CEPSAP)
Terms of Reference for Final Evaluation

Introduction

The Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) policy at the project level in UNDP/GEF has four objectives: i) to monitor and evaluate results and impacts; ii) to provide a basis for decision making on necessary amendments and improvements; iii) to promote accountability for resource use; and iii) to document, provide feedback on, and disseminate lessons learned. A mix of tools is used to ensure effective project M&E. These might be applied continuously throughout the lifetime of the project – e.g. periodic monitoring of indicators -, or as specific time-bound exercises such as mid-term reviews, audit reports and final evaluations. 

In accordance with UNDP/GEF M&E policies and procedures, all regular and medium-sized projects supported by the GEF should undergo a final evaluation upon completion of implementation. A final evaluation of a GEF-funded project is required before a concept proposal for additional funding can be considered for inclusion in a GEF work program. However, a final evaluation is not an appraisal of the follow-up phase. Final evaluation is intended to assess the relevance, performance and success of the project. It looks at early signs of potential impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. It should also identify/document lessons learned and make recommendations that might improve design and implementation of other UNDP/GEF projects.

Project Background

The project is a major, and in many ways the leading component of the Caspian Environment Programme  (CEP) which was formally launched in May, 1998, following the successful conclusion of the Ramsar Interim Steering Committee Meeting (SCM). The Ramsar Interim SCM concluded a series of initiatives, meetings, missions, communiqués, declarations starting from 1991 which all had one element in common: they all reflected a strong regional desire for environmental cooperation to safeguard the stressed environment of the Caspian Sea. 
CEP reflects the regional decision to collaborate towards the long term protection and sustainable use of the Caspian natural resources for present and future generations. CEP is an inter-governmental umbrella environmental programme of the five Caspian littoral countries namely Azerbaijan, Islamic Republic of Iran, Kazakhstan, Russia and Turkmenistan.  It is envisaged as a set of parallel project pursuing common environmental goals and objectives.

From its inception the CEP has been assisted by the International Partners namely EU through Tacis and the Global Environment Facility (GEF) through the UNEP, UNDP and the World Bank. The international support has moved through two major phases one from 1998 to 2003 (Phase I) when the CEP Programme Coordination Unit (PCU) was based in Baku and from 2004 till now (Phase II) during which the PCU was transferred to Tehran.  During Phase I GEF provided $ 8.5 millions to CEP through project implemented/executed by UNDP, UNEP, World Bank and UNOPS.  EU support during this period reached Euro 5.5 millions.  Noting the considerable progress made under the Phase I the international community continued its support throughout the phase II with some $ 6 millions from GEF and Euro 5.9 Millions from EU. CEP also benefited from support from the private sector . 

The CEPSAP project is the management vehicle of the GEF support to the CEP in its Phase II. The project is a key element in support of the CEP in the preliminary implementation of the Strategic Action Programme and continuance of the Convention process.  Implementation of this project is undertaken by UNDP with execution by UNOPS.  The objectives of this project are to:

· Commence implementation of the SAP in three priority areas: Biodiversity, Invasive Species and Persistent Toxic Substances.

· Continue with specific capacity building measures to ensure a regionally owed CEP coordination mechanism capable of full implementation of the SAP and regional coordination of the NCAPs.

· Strengthen the environmental legal and policy frameworks operating at the regional and the national levels and where necessary improve implementation and compliance of those frameworks.

· Achieve tangible environmental improvements in SAP priority areas by implementation of small-scale investments supported by a small matched grants programme
The project office is based in the CEP PCU located in Tehran, I.R. Iran and is executed in close coordination with an EU-Tacis CEP support project targeting fisheries and sustainable coastal development. UNEP’s Regional Office for Europe has assumed responsibility for guiding the Convention process under a Memorandum of Understanding to be signed with UNOPS.

Objectives and Scope of the Final Evaluation

The objective of the final evaluation is to enable the UNDP-GEF, UNOPS, participating countries and the stakeholders in the Caspian region, namely the five littoral countries, to assess the project outputs, their impact and sustainability, and to take decisions on the future orientation and emphasis of the subsequent phases of the GEF intervention.

The final evaluation should address such issues as:

Project Design

· relevance of project design within the framework of GEF guidelines and global concern regarding the Caspian Sea;

· appropriateness of the project’s concept and design to the current economic, institutional and environmental situation in the target region;

· contribution of the project to the overall development objective as declared in the Project Document; and

· the likely impact of project interventions and sustainability of project outputs.

Project implementation

· general implementation and management of the UNDP/GEF project by the PCU in terms of quality of inputs and activities, adherence to workplans and budgets, major factors which have facilitated or impeded the progress of project implementation;

· adequacy of management arrangements as well as monitoring and backstopping support given to the project by all parties concerned;

· institutional set-up through the Project Steering Committee and various Expert groups e.g Regional Advisory Groups (RAGs) and the degree to which it has encouraged full involvement of the countries;

· inputs of the Governments of the five countries at national and local levels;

· responsiveness of project management to changes in the environment in which the project operates;

· Collaboration with UNEP Regional Office on Tehran Convention related work

· Relevance , outreach and effectiveness of the Matched Small Grants Programme.  

· UNOPS execution;

· co-operation among project partners (UNDP/GEF, UNEP, IAEA , IMO  UNOPS, Project Team, National Governments and international and national organisations and NGOs).

Project impact


· achievements of the project against the original objectives, outputs and activities as detailed in the project document and the Project Implementation Plan;

· awareness of the participating countries regarding project outputs;

· level of ownership of the project by the participating countries;

· commitment of countries to support the ongoing project;

· likely degree of support from the Countries’ Governments in integrating the project objectives into their national development programmes and other related projects, and how well the project fits into their national development policy;

· impacts on policy and strategy of countries;

· project impact on improving the capacity to prepare and implement collaborative, targeted and effective efforts for the management of the Caspian region ;

· project impact on enhancing inter-agency and inter-ministerial co-operation in each country and on regional cooperation;

· cooperation among and engagement of the international organisations, NGOs and other stakeholders;

· cooperation with sister projects in the GEF IW portfolio, such as the Black Sea Basin, Kura-Arax  basin  and the Volga  Project;
· sustainability of the project’s impact.
Products Expected from the Evaluation

The end result of this evaluation exercise should be a Final Evaluation Report with findings, assessment of performance, lessons learned, recommendations, description of best practices, and an “action list” in a certain area of particular importance for the project. The evaluation team should also submit a Mission Report, which can be submitted as separate report or combined into the Final Evaluation Report.

Based on the objectives and methodology of the final evaluation, the evaluation team should provide conclusions and recommendations, including:

· general recommendations on the implementation of the project;

· the degree to which the project objectives have been met;

· significant lessons that can be drawn from the experience of the project and its results, particularly those elements that have worked well and those that have not;

· recommendations on further action upon completion of the current project and for the implementation of the subsequent GEF interventions.

The evaluation mission will complete the Project Evaluation Information Sheet (PEIS) according to the existing format and produce a report according to the structure outlined in the UNDP Guideline for Evaluators. In addition, the mission report should contain at least the following annexes:

· Itinerary 

· List of meetings attended

· List of persons interviewed

· Summary of field visits

· List of documents reviewed

· Any other relevant material

As the report is the product of an independent evaluation, it is up to the evaluator(s) to make use of the information provided during the mission. However, the evaluator is responsible for reflecting any factual corrections brought to his/her attention prior to the finalisation of the report. Therefore, in order to ensure that the report considers the view of all parties concerned, is properly understood, and is factually accurate, it is necessary for the evaluator to submit draft reports to the project, UNDP/GEF and UNOPS. UNOPS will revert promptly with collective feedback from project partners in order that the evaluator may finalise the report. The final version of the evaluation mission report should be submitted in electronic format (MS Word) and hard copy to UNOPS no later than 31 July 2007.

Methodology

The evaluation will consist of three activities: 

· document review;

· field visits; and

· interviews with individuals who are either affiliated to the project in some way or who have or might be expected to be impacted by the project.

Document Review

The evaluation team shall familiarise itself with the project through a review of relevant documents prior to the field visits. These documents include inter alia:

· Project Document 

· Project Implementation Plan

· GEF Project Implementation Review (PIR) for all the years of project implementation

· Minutes of meetings of Steering Committee and RAGs  2004-2007

· UNDP Handbook for Programme Managers: Results-Oriented Monitoring and Evaluation

· Strategic Action Programme and NCAPs 

Hard copies of selected documents, which are not available through the internet, shall be made available to the evaluation team by the Programme Coordination Unit.
Field visits

The evaluation team will visit all five participating countries.

Interviews

The evaluator(s) will carry out interviews with:

· Project Staff of the Programme  Coordination Unit

· Programme Coordinator, Project Manager s of CEP component projects  

· SAP Implementation Coordination Assistants  (SAPICs) and selected National Focal Points (NFPs)  

· Leading International Consultants for the Project Components

· Selected members of the Project Steering Committee

· Selected members of the National Expert Groups

· Representatives of relevant international and national NGOs that took active part in the project implementation, 

· Other constituencies and stakeholders not directly involved in the project who may have experienced, or may be expected to experience, its impacts.

Although the independent evaluators should feel free to discuss with the authorities concerned all matters relevant to their assignment, they are not authorised to make any commitment on behalf of UNOPS, UNDP or GEF.

Where a field visit is not feasible due to logistical or technical reasons, the Consultant(s) will carry out an interview by other means (i.e. e-mail/phone).

Evaluation Team

The Evaluation team will consist of two consultants: one responsible for governance issues including institutional settings, Caspian Convention, stakeholder involvement, NGOs participation etc. and second consultant will be responsible for natural resource issues, biodiversity impact, fisheries issues, pollution etc.  The consultants will have considerable knowledge and experience regarding the GEF IW operational programme; and will have in-depth knowledge of international water policy and legislation, including the EU Water Framework Directive. The consultants will possess good knowledge of water basin management issues and relevant scientific understanding and in-depth experience of project evaluation techniques, particularly of those projects which are funded by GEF. The consultants shall not have been directly involved in the design or implementation of the project.

The specific requirements are the following:

- knowledgeable and experienced on international waters related issues, 
- knowledgeable and experienced on GEF/WB/UNDP related issues;
- experienced in the Caspian region;
- experienced in monitoring or evaluations with emphasis on GEF project evaluation;
- no prior involvement in the Caspian Environment Programme.

Implementation Arrangements

Management arrangements: The team of international consultants will be hired through a contract with UNOPS. Local logistical/translation support will be hired by UNOPS through an individual contract directly with the identified individual. The travel of the evaluation team will be organized by UNOPS outside the scope of the contract through direct purchase of ticket and payment of travel allowances or through the involvement of UNDP Country Offices for local travels. The Programme Coordination Unit will provide the required assistance with the arrangement of local travel itinerary and schedule of meetings.

Time frame: The evaluation mission will start by June 2007 from a visit of the international consultant to Tehran, PCU for the recognition and first meeting with the project management team. Following the first visit, the consultant should submit to UNOPS a detailed itinerary of subsequent filed visits for approval and arrangement of the travel. The overall duration of the contract with the international consultant should be no more that 34 working days, and the final version of the evaluation report should be submitted to UNOPS not later than October 31, 2007.

Annex 2.  Conceptual Model for the Evaluation

The Evaluators developed a conceptual model to guide data collection and analysis. This is described below.

Contents of the Conceptual Model

At the planning stage, the Evaluators had to determine the ‘substantive content’ of the evaluation. 

This substantive content would later serve to guide and to structure the collection and the analysis of data. The substantive content was initially developed during the planning phase, and it was continually improved during later phases of the evaluation as more information, findings and understanding came to light. 

This substantive content had two, complementary components described below.  Combined, they provided a comprehensive set of issues and questions to be addressed through the evaluation.

1)
The logical framework of the Project:

The logical framework (Objectives, Outcomes, Outputs, Activities and Indicators) evolved during the 3 years of project implementation. After reviewing the various logical frameworks, the Evaluators considered that the Outcomes and Indicators in the PIR 2006/07
 provided the most relevant, comprehensive and structured framework. 

The PIR 2006/07 provide 45 indicators, many of which are actually outputs, many others activities. Collectively, these 45 indicators covered the entire substantive nature of the Project, and therefore provided the basis for most interviews and data collection. 

In this connection, the Evaluators set out to determine progress towards each indicator. This led to a large pool of information as to whether the project was successful, based on the initial expectations and design, as set out in the project document. 

2)
Other issues

As discussed in the Evaluation report, the project logical framework had some weaknesses and gaps. Complementary questions had to be formulated to address these issues. In addition, during the project, there were unforeseen and unanticipated impacts. Complementary questions had to be formulated to address these issues. Accordingly, the Evaluators prepared a complementary list of questions to address these issues. The origin of these was (i) latest guidance related to International Waters projects from GEF and UNDP (ii) key and cross-cutting issues that arose during the evaluation mission; (iii) guidance from GEF and UNDP-GEF on adaptive management and refinement of indicators since the inception of this project; (iv) latest guidance from GEF on terminal evaluations.  

This second layer of issues led to a series of related questions for each stakeholder met.  Most of these issues and related questions were discussed with respect to each Outcome, to related outputs and as applicable to all or some of the indicators described in (1) above.  Of course, the issue and question mix varied depending upon the stakeholder and the time allowed.  These cross-cutting questions are: 

1. Effectiveness
· Were the outputs produced and/or activities conducted as planned? 

· What was the quality of outputs?

· Did the activities have an impact?

· For studies, surveys and reports, this generally translates into were they useful and used?
· For recommendations, this generally translates into were they uptaken and embedded?

· For pilot and demonstration activities, this generally translates into were they disseminated/replicated and did they have measurable impacts?

· What changed as a result of the activity: personal changes or changes in institutional behaviour? What are stakeholders doing differently now, at the end of the project then they were at the beginning?  

2. Efficiency 

· Were the activities conducted on time and on budget?   

· Were staff working efficiently? 

· Did logistical and administrative support minimize delays and achieve timely work? 

· What is it reasonable to expect given the timeframe of the project?  

· Is there evidence of project seeking lower cost options?  
3. Sustainability 

· Are the impacts sustainable? What will happen if CEP-SAP stops?

· What governance reforms can be attributed to the project activities?

· What institutional and policy reforms can be attributed to the project activities?

· What budgetary reforms can be attributed to the project activities?

4. Relevance 

· Is the project still relevant to country priorities?  

· Is it relevant to national laws/policies?   

5. Country ownership/drivenness, 

· Does the stakeholder exhibit knowledge of the project?  

· How appropriate is stakeholder participation? 

· What is the level of cross-sectoral participation?. 

6.
Overall views of the project/Other issues and or comments?  

· What are the main strengths of the project. What are the project’s main weaknesses?  

Application of the Conceptual Model
In line with standard evaluation procedure, the conceptual model was transformed into a framework for inquiry that was used to guide all interviews and data collection but was never used in printed form. 

It was used as follows:

· In interviews, the Evaluators used the 45 indicators as a checklist. They ensured that all relevant indicators were discussed in each interview;

· When reviewing documentation, the Evaluators reviewed all outputs associated with the 45 indicators in the PIR 2006/07;

· In interviews, the Evaluators used the ‘cross-cutting’ question list, and discussed all relevant issues in each interview. In many cases, the cross-cutting questions were asked in association with the relevant indicators;

· When reviewing documentation, the findings related to each ‘cross-cutting question’ were noted.  

To summarize, the following matrix was used as the conceptual basis for each interview and for all data collection. However, it should be noted that it was not used systematically, but used as a checklist to ensure that all important issues relevant to the interviewee were covered.

	
	Question/Issue 1
	Question/Issue 2
	Question/Issue 3
	Question/Issue 4
	Question/Issue 5
	Question/Issue 6

	Status of Indicator # 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Status of Indicator # 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Status of Indicator # 3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Status of Indicator 4 -  44
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Status of Indicator # 45
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex 3.  Mission Itinerary and List of Persons Interviewed

	Date/Time
	Name of person 
	Title/ Institution & Notes

	June 14 – 18  2007
	Islamic Republic of IRAN
	

	
	Hamid Ghaffarzadeh
	CEP-SAP Project Manager ; Project Coordination Unit

	
	
	

	June 15
	IR Iran
	

	
	Igor Mitrofanov
	CEP-SAP/PCU Biodiversity Expert

	
	Fritz Schlingeman
	UNEP* - Leader of project’s Convention and protocol work. 

	
	Lena Nielsen

	EU TACIS* -- Task manager for EU-funded projects in Caspian region.

	
	
	

	June 16
	IR Iran
	

	
	Nini Makhzani
	CEP-SAP/PCU Public Awareness Expert

	
	Ali Mohammadi 
	CEP-SAP/PCU MSGP/MEG Manager

	
	
	

	June 17
	IR Iran
	

	9:00 AM
	Mr. Majid Saber  

Mr. Mahmoud Dibaei
	Head, Secretariat for Caspian Sea Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Expert 



	11:00
	Dr. S.M.B. Nabavi


	Deputy, Department of Environment & General Director of Marine Environment Bureau & CEP Iranian National Focal Point

	
	Ms. Parvin Farshchi
	CEP-SAPIC for Iran

	
	Mr. Farahani Rad
	Management and Planning Organisation 

	14:30 
	Mr. Mohammad Reza Sheikholeslami
	CEP-SAP/PCU Pollution Expert

	15:30 
	Mr. Norouz Tavana 
	Interim CEP Programme Coordinator 

	13:00
	Dr. Sh. Nezami

Mr. Mojadee

Mr. Hossien Negarestan 
	Vice Minister, Ministry of Agriculture and Jihad, and Head, Iran Fisheries Agency

Deputy Head, Iran Fisheries Agency

Head of Dept. of Marine Ecology, Iranian Fisheries Research Organization

	14:30
	Mr. Knut Ostby

Mr. Saeed Ferdows 
	UNDP Resident Representative

UNDP Programme Officer

	17:00
	Hamid Gefarzadeh
	CEP-SAP Project Manager

	
	
	

	June 18
	IR Iran
	

	9:00
	Yousef Filizadeh 
	CEP-SAP Anzali Lagoon Pilot Project Manager

	10:30
	Mr. Haghshenas
	Member of Parliament – Anzali Port

	10:30
	Ali Asghar KhaniPour
	Aquaculture Institute, Iranian Fisheries Research Organization, Ministry of Jihad Agriculture. 



	11:00
	Ali Reza Valipour 


	Fish Nutritionist, Aquaculture Institute, Sefirude Fisheries Research Station

	14:00
	Dr. Mohammad Pourkazemi
	International Sturgeon Research Institute

	
	
	

	July 19 - 22
	AZERBAIJAN 
	

	13:00
	Ms. Eugenie Magomedova
	CEP-SAP Baku Sub-office Programme Assistant and Azerbaijan MSGP/MEG manager

	16:00
	Mr. Gouseyn Bagirov
	Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources & CEP Azerbaijan Focal Point

	16:00
	Mr. Rasim Sattarzadeh
	Head of Biodiversity Policy Department, Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources, & CEP-SAPIC

	
	
	

	June 20
	Azerbaijan
	

	10:00
	Mr. Rasim Sattarzadeh
	CEP-SAPIC

	11:00
	Mr. Talat Tangerli
	Director, Chevra NGO

Project Manager, MSGP: “Promoting Sustainable Development in local communities of Caspian region through alternative sources of energy”
Field visit to MSGP site

	11:00
	Ms. Eugenie Magomedova 
	CEP-Baku Sub-Office Programme Assistant and MSGP/MEG manager

	June 21
	Azerbaijan
	

	10:00
	Ms. Sadagat Mammadova 
	Head of Division, Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources & Member of Biodiversity and Invasive Species RAG

	11:00
	Ms. Latifa Huseynova
	Former Head of Caspian Complex Environmental Monitoring Dept. and Member of Pollution RAG

	12:00
	Mr. Mehman Maksud Akhundov
	Director, Azerbaijan Fisheries Research Institute and Member of Fisheries RAG 

	15:00
	Mr. Faiq Askerov
	Environmental Manager,

BP Azerbaijan

	16:00
	Ms. Aytan Shirinova
	CEP-SAP MPPA, Azerbaijan 

	June 22
	Azerbaijan
	

	10 :00
	Ms. Jamila Ibrahimova
	Senior Programme Advisor, UNDP Azerbaijan

	11:00
	Mr. Islam Mustafaev
	Chairman of NGO “Ruzgar”

	12:00
	Mr. Rasim Sattarzadeh
	CEP-SAPIC

	16:00
	Capt. Shahlar Mammedov & Capt. Vamik Rahimov
	Deputy Head, State Maritime Administration, & Head, Maritime Inspection, State Maritime Administration

	June 21 - 23
	KAZAKHSTAN (Astana & Almaty)
	

	9:00 – 11:00
	Mr. Serik Akhmetov
	SAPIC for Kazakhstan; Office located in Ministry of Environmental Protection.

	11:00
	Mursalnabi Tuyakbaev
	Chief of Division, Dept. of International Organizations and Multi-lateral Cooperation. Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

	
	Mr. Rakhat Kuspanov
	Referent, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	13:00
	Ms. Janar Mautanova
	Ministry of Environmental Protection, Head of Division for International Projects and Conventions. 

	15:00
	Mr. Kalibenov Bekzhan
	Ministry of Economy, Budget and Planning (MEBP); Head of Department of Investment Policy

	
	Mr. Nurym Ayazbaev 
	Head, Unit for Internal Resources Investment Planning, MEBP. 

	June 22
	Kazakhstan, Astana
	

	9:00
	Mr. Nurakhmet Bizhanov
	Chairman, Committee for Government Control of Emergency Situations and Industrial Safety (CGCESIS), Ministry of Emergency Situations.

	
	Mr. Aitzhan Shagirov
	Head of Division; CGCESIS

	11:00
	Mr. Yuri Romashov
	Committee of Fishery Industry, Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)

	
	Ms. Elena Ukhova
	Main Specialist; Committee of Fishery Industry, MoA

	12:00
	Ms. Elvira B. Ibrayeva
	Ministry of Environmental Protection; Deputy Director of Legal Policy and International Cooperation Department

	14:00
	Mr. Khairbek Mussabayev
	Deputy Chairman, Forestry and Hunting Committee (FHC), MoA

	
	Mr. Aidar Daurbaev
	Head of Wildlife Management Division, FHC, MoA

	16:00
	Mr. Nurlan Sirazhev
	Head, Department of Labor Protection and Environment, KazMunaiGaz National Oil Company, Ministry of Energy and Mineral Resources

	
	Ms. Olga Ongarbaeva
	Ministry of Energy and Mineral Resources 

	June 23
	Kazakhstan, Almaty
	

	10:30 
	Mr. Alexander Bragin 
	Director -- Law, Policy and International Cooperation Department, MEP 

	
	Anara Kalelova
	Chief of Department; KazHydroMet

	
	Olga ---, 

Kristina Natalaya
	Head of International Cooperation Unit, KazHydroMet.  

Head of Caspian Problem Division, KazHydroMet

	12:00
	Serik Timirkhanov
	Dep. Director for Science; Kazakhstan Agency for Applied Ecology (Coastal Sites Survey)

	14:00
	Serik Akhmetov
	SAPIC, Kazakhstan

	June 23 - 27
	TURKMENISTAN
	

	
	Reading Documentation 
	

	June 24
	Turkmenistan
	

	
	Reviewing notes and planning evaluation report
	

	June 25
	Turkmenistan
	

	10:00
	Ms. Gozel Orazdurdyyeva
	CEP-SAPIC

	11:00
	Mr. Michael Wilson
	Advisor, TACIS Programme, Turkmenistan

	12:00
	Ms. Jakhan Annatcharyeva 
	Biodiversity Expert, NCAP Expert, BDIS RAG member

	15:00
	Ms. Shirin Karryeva
	Head, International Projects Dept.,  Ministry of Nature Protection

	15:30
	Mr. Vladimir Glazovsky
	Head, Environment Dept.,  Ministry of Nature Protection

	16:00
	Ms. Olga Byashimare
	Representative of NGO “Lalezar” and MEG beneficiary.

	18:00
	Mr. Makhtumkuli Akhmuradov
	Minister of Nature Protection and CEP-SAP National Focal Point

	June 26
	Turkmenistan
	

	11:00
	Ms. Galina Ivanova

Ms. Nina Nikolayeva
	School no. 13, Turkmenbashi and MEG Recipient

	12:00
	Ms. Tatiana Tzura

Ms. Garayeva Akbike

Ms. Gurbanova Nartach


	Caspian Ecological Service (Casp Eco-control), Turkmenbashi, Ministry of Nature Protection.

	15:00
	Mr. Davran Yavan
	Namys Company and MSGP Recipient, Turkmenbashi 

	16:00
	Mr. Berdi Berdiyev
	Deputy Director, Hazar State Reserve, Turkmenbashi

	17:00
	Mr. Oleg  Voitsekhovich
	Pollution Advisor, EU-TACIS Caspian Water Quality Monitoring and Action Plan for Areas of Pollution Project Concern

	June 27
	Turkmenistan
	

	10:00
	Mr. Nikita Barsuk
	Deputy Director, Emerol, Turkmenistan

	11:00
	Mr. Gijs Kok
	Project Manager, EU-TACIS Caspian Water Quality Monitoring and Action Plan for Areas of Pollution Project Concern

	12:00
	Mr. Timur Berkeliyev
	WWF Representative, Turkmenistan

	13:00
	Ms Inessa Pimenova

Mr. Vladimir Budnev


	MEG Beneficiaries 

	15:00
	Mr. Kochumov Yagmur
	Head of International Legal Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and CEP legal expert

	16:00
	Mr. Rovshen Nurmuhamedov 
	Environment and Energy Portfolio Manager, UNDP

	June 24 -27
	RUSSIAN FEDERATION
	

	June 24
	Travel; reading documents
	

	June 25
	Russian  Federation -Moscow
	

	12:00 – 17:30
	Tatyana Butylina 
	SAPIC for Russia; Staff member of Center for International Projects (CIP).

	
	Anatoly Saveliev
	Staff member of CIP.

	June 26
	Russian Federation -Moscow
	

	10:00 – 12:00
	Mr. Sergei Tikhonov


	Director of CIP and Head of CEP Project Russia National Coordination Unit

	
	Ms. Natalya Tretiakova
	Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR); Dept of International Cooperation

	
	Ms. Natalya Kutaeva; 
	Ministry of Transport, State Marine Rescue Administration 

	
	Mr. Alexander Postnov
	Roshydromet 

	
	Mr. Alexander Korshenko
	Head of Marine Pollution Monitoring Lab; State Oceanographic Institute of Roshydromet

	
	Mr. Anatoly Totsky
	Dept of International Cooperation; MNR

	June 27
	Russian Federation -Moscow
	

	
	Reviewing notes and planning evaluation report
	

	
	Ms. Irina Bredneva
	UNDP-Russia

	28 - 30 June 
	GERMANY 


	Frankfurt airport hotel; End of Mission Wrap up; Evaluators compare notes and conduct joint telephone interviews of key stakeholders.

	
	Andrew Hudson*
	UNDP-GEF; International Waters

	29 June
	GERMANY – Frankfurt
	

	
	Tim Turner*
	International Biodiversity CEP-SAP Expert, and lead Expert on TDA-SAP Update

	
	Simon Goodman*
	Seals survey

	
	Steve de Mora*
	IAEA; Pollution assessment and analysis

	
	Katarina Mogulova *  
	POPs Expert

	30 June
	Evaluators return to respective home bases.
	

	3 July
	Vladimir Mamaev*
	UNDP/GEF, IW RTA, Bratislava

	12 July
	Peter Taylor*
	Manager, Oil Spill Regional Preparedness Initiative (Caspian Sea – Black Sea), IPIECA

	18 July 
	Amy Evans*
	Consultant, World Bank 


* - telephone interview

Annex 4.  List of Documentation Reviewed

	Title
	Date
	Author

	CEP and CEP Participating Countries 
	

	Strategic Action Programme for the Caspian Sea
	2002
	CEP Participating Countries

	Project Document: ‘Towards a Convention and Action Programme for the Protection of the Caspian Sea Environment’
	2004
	UNDP/GEF and CEP Participating Countries

	Draft Protocol On “Biodiversity Conservation Protocol To The Framework Convention For The Protection Of The Marine Environment Of The Caspian Sea”.
	April  2006
	CEP Participating Countries

	Draft Protocol On “Environment Impact Assessment In A Transboundary Context To The Framework Convention For The Protection Of The Marine Environment Of The Caspian Sea”.
	September 2006
	CEP Participating Countries

	Draft Protocol On “Concerning Regional Preparedness, Response And Co-Operation In Combating Oil Pollution Incidents”
	2006
	CEP Participating Countries

	Draft Protocol For The “Protection Of The Caspian Sea Against Pollution From Land-Based Sources [And Activities]”.
	2006
	CEP Participating Countries

	Strategic Action Programme for the Caspian Sea (Update)
	October 2006
	CEP Participating Countries

	Framework Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Caspian Sea (the Tehran Convention)
	2006
	CEP Participating Countries

	RPAP - Regional PTS Action Programme for the Caspian Region.
	2006
	CEP Participating Countries

	Decisions of the First Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Tehran Convention 
	May 2007
	Tehran Convention Conference of the Parties TC COP 1

	Tehran Convention COP Programme of Work, June 2007 – May 2008
	May 2007
	TC COP 1

	Tehran Convention: Note by the Interim Secretariat on the Status of Development of Priority Protocols 
	May 2007
	TC Secretariat

	Caspian Seal Conservation Action Plan
	2007
	CEP Participating Countries

	
	
	

	CEP-SAP Project 
	

	Final Evaluation of the UNDP/GEF Caspian Environment Programme, Phase 1
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Annex 5 – Summary of Field Visits 

1. Project Visit: Anzali Lagoon Adaptive Management and Planning Project (Project Regional Demonstration Project)

Background 

The level of the Caspian Sea has varied significantly in recent decades, and these trends are set to continue due partly to climate change. The Regional Steering Committee determined to undertake a demonstration project to demonstrate how communities can adapt to rapid sea level rise. Anzali lagoon in Iran was selected as the demonstration site. International experts helped design the project activities. Urban and economic areas near the lagoon are at risk from rising sea levels. 

The project aim to collect and gather data and information, forecast how the sea level may change in coming decades, forecast the impact this will have on local land-use and spatial development, and identify appropriate management responses. 

The project (total value of local subcontractor $186,000) has prepared several good reports, including scenarios and maps, and has undertaken much consultation, awareness raising and lobbying – mostly at district and provincial level, but some actions at national level. The local government provided quality office space for the project team, as an indication of its commitment. 

Direct Observation The evaluation team visited the project office and discussed project progress with project manager. Outputs were reviewed. A brief interview was made with the local MP. 

Findings/Comments

Relevance

· This project addresses ‘climate change’ and sea-level rise; these are agreed regional priorities.

Trans-Boundary

· This a regional demonstration project addressing an issue relevant at many places around the Caspian. However, little attention has been paid to regional dissemination. Stakeholders in the other four Caspian countries were not significantly aware of the project aims and findings. 

Innovative/Pilot nature

· The project is highly challenging, local awareness of these key issues is low, and local priorities are focussed on short-term economic development rather than the sea level rise. It is therefore addressing innovative issues.

Impacts 

· The project team seems highly professional;

· The quality of the outputs is high, although perhaps in some cases over-academic or over-theoretical;

· Observed initial evidence of impacts are significant and include:

· The prevalent level of understanding has improved considerably;

· The information base, and the tools for presenting the issues (through maps) have improved considerably;

· The project reports have reportedly ‘shocked’ local decision-makers, many of who are now committed to changing local spatial development plans and procedures; 

· Urban developments have been stopped in some of the areas at risk from sea level rise;

· The issues identified through the project have been raised to the President of Iran, who requested that an inter-sectoral team work on preparing a land-use plan in light of probable sea level rise, using the data-base prepared by the project;

· The issues identified through the project were reportedly submitted to the national Parliamentary economic committee.

2. Project visit: Artificial Spawning of Rutilus Kutum (MSGP-IR05-04, Iran)

Background 

Kutum is a fish primarily living in the southern Caspian Sea. This fish was once abundant in the Caspian Sea and historically the annual harvest ranged up to 9000 tons. Unfortunately, its natural stocks have declined. This sharp decline is due to the disruption/degradation of the spawning areas and illegal catch. This valuable species has two types of population in the Caspian Sea, the Spring Kutum and the Autumn Kutum. In the past, hatchery programmes have successfully provided Spring Kutum fingerlings for restocking purposes. However, the endangered Autumn type was neglected, and considered too difficult to hatch artificially. Therefore, an emergency research planning was needed to rehabilitate stocks of the Autumn form. This artificial spawning of the Autumn type aims not only to help Iranian fisheries, but also contributes to the fishing sector in neighbouring Caspian states. 

Under the project, which received approximately $44,000 from MSGP, 200 Autumn Kutums, equal number of males and females, were captured during their migration season to the rivers. After they reached maturation, the most suitable Kutum fish were selected for egg stripping and fertilization. The eggs were transferred to fish farms. When the fingerings were considered grown up, they were released into the natural environment. The aim through this project is to release up to 2.5 million fingerlings to the Sea.

Direct Observation. The Evaluators visited the Iranian Fisheries Research Organisation (IFRO) in Anzali who are the grant beneficiaries and are responsible implementing the project. We met several project staff during a three-hour meeting and inspected several photos and records. 

Findings/Comments 

Relevance

· The project addresses two key issues in the Caspian region (i) decline in fish biodiversity and populations (ii) poverty and declining livelihoods in the region.
Transboundary Nature

· The project addresses a regional issue (fish stocks) and actions in the project may have impacts on communities in other countries – by increasing fish populations across the sea;

· There was little evidence of attempts to disseminate project findings or to cooperate with similar actors/initiatives in other countries.

Innovative/Pilot nature

· This GEF MSGP is well integrated into governmental programme. The MSGP research results showed the way on how to reproduce Autumn Kutum. This immediately led to large-scale, follow-up government investments in re-stocking; 

· The project is a ‘first’ in that Autumn Kutum had never been successfully bred previously. However, the project is not very innovative. It is led and implemented by scientists, through a largely scientific/research approach. With GEF support, it may have been more appropriate to develop participatory and/or not market-oriented solutions to restocking. For example, future restocking programmes will still require large-scale government investment, as the local fishermen (who are the main, ultimate, beneficiaries) have not been involved in the programme. If government funding is not available, the local communities will not be able to undertake the restocking.

Impacts

· The IFRO has a large staff with seemingly good capacity. This seems like a very appropriate beneficiary;

· The restocking programmes have reportedly had an immediate impact – leading to impressive increases in catch. This leads to benefits to the local (and possibly regional) fishing community;

· The project does not address the root causes of the problem (which are mostly over-fishing in the entrance to the spawning areas and habitat degradation). Hence, the project is ‘plugging a gap’. However, any long term conservation strategy should focus on removing root causes.

3. Project Visit: Creation of a sperm bank for sturgeon breeders in the south of Caspian (MSGPV-IR12-05)

Background 

Population levels of all species of sturgeon in the Caspian have declined sharply in recent years. Whereas the long-term solution is to remove the root causes to this decline, over the short-term artificial breeding and restocking programmes are essential. This involves capturing male and female sturgeon and breeding fish at appropriate times in appropriate conditions. An important part of this strategy is to freeze large numbers of sperm in order to (i) ensure a long term supply (ii) ensure sperm are available when female eggs are available (iii) long term storage of a diversity of sperm. In recent years, a short of sperm at critical times has undermined breeding and restocking programmes.

This project intends to collect high quality sperms during the mating season and to keep them frozen in a sperm bank. The good quality sperms are to be transferred under refrigeration conditions to the laboratory at the institute. The sperm samples are studied once again in the lab. They are then mixed with specific substances and gradually frozen through several stages in liquid nitrogen. Samples are then stored in large liquid nitrogen tanks. The stored samples are evaluated qualitatively and quantitatively for six months. As a result, sufficient amounts of good quality sperms from all sturgeon species will be collected. The GEF grant directly contributes to purchasing liquid nitrogen tanks and liquid nitrogen. Eventually, this project should enable all sturgeon hatcheries (government and non-government) to have access to suitable sperms and also provide grounds for international collaboration. By contributing to restocking programmes, this project should have positive impacts for the sturgeon population and diversity, and positive economic impacts for fishing communities in Iran and elsewhere. 

Direct Observation. The Evaluators visited the offices, laboratory and hatching sites of the International Sturgeon Research Institute near Rasht in Iran. We met with officials and laboratory technicians. 
Findings/Comments 

Relevance

· The project addresses two key issues in the Caspian Sea (i) decline in fish biodiversity and populations (ii) poverty and declining livelihoods in the region.
Transboundary Nature

· The project addresses a regional issue (fish stocks) and actions in the project may have impacts on communities in other countries;

· There was little evidence of attempts to disseminate project findings or to cooperate with similar actors/initiatives in other countries.

Innovative/Pilot nature

· The project beneficiaries have ongoing related projects supported by governments and were able to integrate the GEF support into these governmental programmes;

· GEF support has played a critical role here. However the GEF support is small in comparison to the costs of the overall programme. In that connection, the catalytic or innovative nature of this project requires further clarification’

Impacts

· The project beneficiaries have strong capacity and are able to make good use of the GEF support;

· The project does not attempt to address the threats to sturgeon populations (overfishing, disturbance and habitat destruction) nor does it attempt to remove root causes. It is addressing symptoms in what may be a short-term response;

· According to reports, the Institute was unable to collect enough sperm in 2007 - this may suggest a design fault. More cooperation with other countries able to catch males (e.g. Azerbaijan) may be a solution. 

4. Project visit: Promoting sustainable development in local communities of Caspian region through alternative sources of energy (MSGPV-AZ10-05, Azerbaijan)

Background 

Local communities of the Tazakend Municipality in Azerbaijan suffer from low standards of living, poverty and shortage of energy. The local people tend to poach fish and waterfowls near the Caspian coast and illegally cut wood in order to survive. These practices have a negative impact on the biological diversity, land and other natural resources of the region. Therefore, it is highly important to provide local communities with alternative energy and biological resources. 

The project has two components, an agro forestry plantation and an artificial pond. An agro-forestry plantation situated on 6 hectares of sloping, barren municipal land where 20,000 young trees are being planted. An artificial pond constructed in an area of 1 hectare for the breeding of fish with the capacity of 500 kg/year. This project is providing new job opportunities for the local population by employing them in the plantation and artificial breeding of fish. The plantation of fast-growing trees will also provide wood, help prevent desertification and sequestrate carbon. The MSGP grant of approximately $40,000 followed a similar grant provided by CIDA.

Direct observation  The Evaluators visited the project (approx. 2 hours drive from Baku) together with the implementing NGO (Chevra). I saw that most of the trees have been planted and that the fish pond has been constructed and is now filling up. It is expected to be fill within 1 month and immediately stocked with fish. In the long term, through the sale of fish and wood, the project should be profitable.  There are tentative plans to establish a mini resort, with fishing, relaxation, shade and restaurant.

Findings/Comments 

Relevance

· The project addresses agreed environmental challenges in the TDA and SAP (ie desertification and erosion). It also aims to address socio-economic challenges;
Transboundary Nature

· Although the project is addressing an issue important across the region, there is little evidence that this project can contribute to actions at any other site.
Innovative/Pilot nature

· The project was initially supported by CIDA before being supported by CEP-SAP MSGP;

· This project is considered innovative for Azerbaijan, as it has both ecological and social objectives. Previous plantation projects were uniquely ecological and all trees were fully protected;

· The involvement of local people and authorities in the project design/implementation was not clearly explained – will they learn from this, will they be able to replicate the successes? This does not seem to have been a concern;

· There was no evidence that national authorities (notably MENR) are interested in this project – given its innovativeness. This lack of interest possibly reduces its potential catalytic value and its dissemination potential.

· Overall, reforestation is an issue with a huge wealth of experience worldwide. Hence, the innovative nature of this project is likely to be limited. 

Impacts

· The project draws on a depth of scientific exercise within Chevra and seems well designed from that perspective. I was informed (but could not independently verify) that the survival rate for trees (after 3 years) is approximately 70%. This is high;

· Several sources informed me that it will be possible to sell the wood and the fish to the local people, once available, hence the project should be financially sustainable, even profitable. There is a possibility of replication on a commercial basis;

· This integrated project could provide a model for sustainable rural development;

· The project uses Canadian Poplar tree
, a non-indigenous species chosen for its rapid growth and its ability to survive in the area. The trees are planted in an arid area and require year round irrigation. This is currently available, but does increase the risk of future failure;

· A more useful demonstration, if technically feasible, would have been of indigenous species requiring less maintenance and irrigation.

The success of the project will only be clear after several years if (i) fish are being produced commercially without negative environmental impact (ii) wood is produced, sold and trees are replanted and maintained on a totally sustainable basis.

5. Project visit: Gathering, sorting & processing of plastic waste materials in Turkmenbashi city (MSGPV-TK01-05)

Background  

The ever-increasing use of plastic materials in the world has resulted in unprecedented amounts of plastic waste.  Their disposal is rather difficult and disintegration takes a long time. An alternative disposal method is burning, but this can release considerable amounts of hazardous substances into the environment. Currently, urban wastes in Turkmenbashi City are either land filled, dumped or burned. Currently, most plastic waste is burnt at low temperatures. The predominant winds carry the hazardous fumes toward the city and the sea shores. As a result, the population of Turkmenbashi City and the coastal environment suffer. This project was developed to protect the people’s health and the environment by reducing hazardous toxic substances resulting from plastic incineration. This project aims to collect appropriate plastic materials from the 92 garbage containers and a major dumping sites in the city and to recycle the plastic wastes into plastic goods for every day uses, such as clothes hangers. As a result of this project, at least 100 tons of plastic waste products will be collected and utilized annually. 

The project provided funds to a private company (Namys). Namys is using these funds to: prepare special bins for collecting plastic across the city, renovate a small workhouse and provide equipment to wash, crush and recycle plastic. GEF contributes $40,000 to the overall project budget of $97,200.

Direct observation The Evaluators visited the renovated workhouse and observed the special collection bins. The grantee was awaiting the delivery of the equipment. 

Findings/Comments 

Relevance

· The project addresses the issue of plastic-based pollution and pollution caused by burning plastic. This is an important issue in the TDA and SAP.

Transboundary Nature

· The project addresses the issue of solid waste, which is a problem across the region. The project addresses the problem of pollutants which are carried (by sea and wind) across borders. 

Innovative/Pilot nature

· The issue of plastic waste burning is likely to be common across the Caspian region. Should the enterprise become commercially profitably, this project potentially has replication and dissemination value. However, no mechanisms seem to be in place to facilitate this dissemination;

· The project benefits from the support of the local Mayor. This increases the probability of success, however, it may decrease its replicability. 

Impacts

· The business analysis conducted whilst preparing the project suggests that the recycling enterprise should be profitable. The MSGP helped reduce the risk associated with this innovative business enterprise. It also sped up the business development; 

· Once operating, the plastic recycling enterprise should employ ten persons, thereby making a small contribution to employment in an area with high unemployment. Likewise, the project does contribute to reducing pollution;

· The grantee expressed some frustration with the grant delivery mechanism, suggesting there were considerable delays to issuing the first payment under the grant, and this almost made the project non-profitable. 

Annex 6 – Evaluators Ratings of Indicators 

The Evaluators rated progress towards each of the indicators as listed in the 2006/07 PIR
. For each indicator, the Evaluators assessed:

· Has the target been reached?

· Was evidence available that the related project activities had had an impact – or are likely to have an impact in the medium-term future? Impact is determined as follows: (i) for a report, it should be clearly useful or used by significant stakeholders (ii) for a demonstration project, it should be replicated or influencing the design of future initiatives (iii) for a recommendation, it should be embedded in government workprogrammes. 

The summary findings are provided in Table 1. The detailed findings are in Table 2. 

Table 1: Summary of Progress towards PIR 2006/07 Indicators.

	
	Indicator Target Achieved
	Evidence of Impact

	
	Score
	Percentage
	Score
	Percentage

	Outcome 1
	630/800
	79%
	90/800
	11%

	Outcome 2
	200/300
	66%
	90/300
	30%

	Outcome 3
	270/600
	45%
	190/600
	32%

	Outcome 4
	160/400
	40%
	100/400
	25%

	Outcome 5
	470/700
	67%
	240/700
	37%

	Objective 1
	
	59%
	
	27%

	Outcome 6
	390/500
	78%
	350/500
	70%

	Outcome 7
	250/500
	50%
	130/50
	26%

	Objective 2
	
	64%
	
	48%

	Outcome 8
	370/500
	74%
	270/500
	54%

	Objective 3
	
	74%
	
	54%

	Outcome 9
	170/200
	85%
	80/200
	40%

	Objective 4
	
	85%
	
	40%


Table 2: Detailed Findings of Evaluators Regarding Progress towards PIR 2006/07 Indicators.

	Project Objective and Outcomes
	Description of Indicator
	Baseline Level
	Target Level
	Achieved 
	Evidence of Impact 

	Objective I : To commence implementation of the SAP in three priority areas: Biodiversity, Invasive Species and Persistent Toxic Substances.

	Outcome 1:

A quantitative assessment of habitat loss in the Caspian and its coastal zone and verification of critically threatened areas, and, the design and establishment of a standardised monitoring methodology programme for the Caspian Sea in conjunction with the oil and gas industry
	Information Gap Identification Survey

Sensitivity & Threats  Evaluation and Incorporated in the Coastal Sites Inventory

Environmental Sensitive Data Index

GIS Layers/IMPAS

Updated Caspian Species Checklist species description  and Bio Data base (BDB)  data base 

Regional Biodiversity Monitoring  Protocols 

Regional Biodiversity Monitoring Programme established and initiated   

Biodiversity training     
	0 in 2004

10 in 2005

20 in 2004

60 in 2005

20 in 2004

40 in 2005

20 in 2004

30 in 2005

0 in 2004

20 in 2005

0 in 2004

0 in 2005

0in 2004

0 in 2005

0 in 2004

0 in 2005  
	100= National Reports on Coastal Sites 

100= Completed Coastal Sites Inventory  

100= Developed and calibrated indices 

100= functional MPAS 

100=  Functional & calibrated BDB

100= Developed and agreed protocols 

100= sites agreed, guidelines & protocols developed  and support equipment procured 

100= minimum three training sessions
	100

100

10

100

100

90

30

100


	0

0

0

0

50

10

30

0



	Outcome II :

Preliminary implementation of the Caspian Biodiversity Action Plan, focusing on compliance with existing nature protection regulations, implementation of species and habitat protection conservation action plans and targeted public awareness campaigns
	Establishment of functional Caspian eco-net, annual Eco- net meetings, eco net bulletin 

Development  and implementation of a Seals Conservation plan Seals 

Pilot lagoon identified  and a Pilot Water Level fluctuation Adaptive 

Management Plan developed and initiated 


	0 in 2004

30 in 2005

20 in 2004

80 in 2005

30 in 2004

40 in 2005
	100=Eco-net formed, Quarterly reports by members, annual meetings, publications

100= annual population surveys, Regional Seals Advisory Group (SRAG),Agreed and initiated Seals Regional Action Plan, collaboration with industry  

100= representative lagoon selected, stakeholders analysis conducted, TDA carried out, pilot management plan drafted and initiated 
	20

80

100
	0

20

70

	Outcome III:

Implementation of the CEP invasive species action plan in close coordination with the GEF Globlast Ballast Waters project to address, in particular, the impact of the ctenophore Mnemiopsis on the Caspian ecosystem
	Mnemiopsis Leidyi Monitoring programme carried out including reporting to the region 

Completion of Beroe studies  and development of proposal for Beroe introduction approved 

Introduction of Beroe

Formation of Regional  authority to over see agreed introductions based on n national legislation reviewed and updated  

Invasive species training provided and data base created

Assessment of ship borne traffic of Invasive species 
	30 in 2004

50 in 2005 

40 in 2004

50 in 2005 

0 in 2004

20 in 2005 

20 in 2004

30 in 2005

50 in 2004

60 in 2005

20 in 2004

30 in 2005
	100= Regional monitoring initiated and supported , data and reports shred out regionally 

100=Improved EIA and recommendations to BISRAG on introduction of Beroe , controlled release of Beroe

100= Ditto

100= Functional authority to oversee planned invasive species release, functional data base , review of national legislations as base for legislation update and possible  regional authority 

100= additional date from regional monitoring , additional training

100= Full pre feasibility study
	100

50

0

0

50

70


	80

50

0

0

30

30



	Outcome IV:

Assessment of the pollution loading of the Caspian and determination of distribution and composition of PTS (such as persistent organic pollutants, oil products, and heavy metals) in the riverine waters and sediments and coastal waters, in order to prioritise future interventions directed at amelioration of the environment.
	Endorsed Regional Plan to combat LBS pollution 

Recommendation for flux management in major rivers 

Sea-wide  survey of sediments in riverine and sea waters including Turkmenistan

Pollution Monitoring programme developed and implemented including awareness programmes 


	10 in 2004

20 in 2005

10 in 2004

50 in 2005

20 in 2004

40 in 2005

10 in 2004

40 in 2005
	100=Regionally endorsed plan to be incorporated in revised SAP based on ground truthing reports  and national and regional  LBS pollution assessment reports 

100= Flux reports on Volga and Kura , recommendations  adapted by regional authorities 

100= Regional Laboratory assessment completed, pollution analysis  and assessment report for the Caspian Sea   

100=Regional agreement on monitoring programme, results from first year of monitoring , training on rapid assessment programme, awareness programme designed and implemented  


	0

40

70

50
	0

20

30

50

	Outcome  V:

Regional (developed as part of the project) and National Action Plans addressing the activities contributing to transboundary Persistent Toxic Substances (PTS) including persistent organic pollutants, oil products, and heavy metal pollution (as only two of the five Caspian littoral states are presently signatories to the Stockholm Convention, assistance by UNEP in developing national support for signature and in developing enabling activities will be part of the project
	Strengthened legislation and guidelines on usage of Agro -chemicals with each country committing five percent annual reduction 

Linkage to POPs national Enabling activities

Developed POPs/PTS Regional Action Plan 

Report on pesticide stocks 

Pilot projects to reduce POPs 

Public awareness activities including IPM model farm  and training of at least 400 affirmers  and 50 officials 

At SCM request additional studies being under taken on Algae Bloom in southern Caspian 
	0 in 2004

30 in 2005 

0 in 2004

60 in 2005

0 in 2004

30 in 2005

10 in 2004

30 in 2005

0 in 2004

30in 2005

0 in 2004

20 in 2005

0 in 2004

0 in 2005
	100=signed and ratified agreement on PTS , standardized plans in all countries

100= ditto

100= Approved Regional Plan

100=Reports on pesticide stock s

100= initially two pilot projects  which at the request of the region were increased to potential five 

100= reports on  training conducted , IMPM model  farm 

100= Report on causes of a large 400 square km algae bloom in 2005  near the Iranian coast 
	10

60

100

70

60

70

100


	0

30

30

30

40

60

70


	Objective II : 

Continue with specific capacity building measures to ensure a regionally owed CEP coordination mechanism capable of full implementation of the SAP and regional coordination of the NCAPs and consolidate/update the TDA, SAP and NCAP’s following a series of information gap-filling measures.

	Project Objective and Outcomes
	Description of Indicator
	Baseline Level
	Target Level
	Achieved
	Evidence of Impact

	Outcome 1:

A sustainable, strengthened, and regionally owned coordination mechanism for development and management of the Caspian Sea environment, in the form of a newly formed country-supported PCU located in the Islamic Republic of Iran capable of execution of regional projects, strong country-supported National Coordination Structures capable of execution of national projects, and a network of institutions addressing transboundary environmental issues as addressed in the NCAPs and SAP.
	Established, functional and effective  PCU including transfer of Data and Information system infrastructure from Baku to Tehran 

Training to PCU /National Caspian Structures 

Support  to improved regional and national coordination 

SAP/NCAP Implementation monitoring and revision of CEP Concept Paper  with reference to  CEP /Convention 

Revisited TDA/NCAPs/SAP 
	30 in 2004

100 in 2005

30 in 2004

50 in 2005

100 in 2004

100 in 2005

30 in 2004

50 in 2005

0 in 2004

30 in 2005
	100=full time staffed PCU, web- based PCU work plan, functional website linked to other regional  websites 

100= Training need assessment report, workshop reports,  improved delivery from PCU and National Caspian Structures (NSCs) 

100= Recruited  SAPICs, functional inter-sectoral national bodies,  

100=reports on  effectiveness of SAP implementation from SAPICs , improved coordination of SAP implementation, CVEP Concept Paper 

 100= Revisited TDA, NCAPs, SAP


	90

90

80

50

80
	90

90

70

30

70



	Outcome II:

Enhanced and informed stakeholder and inter- sectoral participation in the management of the Caspian environment
	Development of  Media kit for journalists / 

Strengthened NGOs capacities& Environmental awareness training initiatives

Functional Caspian Concern Groups & Mayors Conference

Enhanced private sector participation in CEP 

Developed and approved Public participation plan 
	40 in 2004

100 in 2005

30 in 2004

50 in 2005

10 in 2004

30 in 2005

10 in 2004

40  in 2005

10 in 2004

50 in 2005


	100=Developed Media  kit, Media Database, NGO Database , Monthly E bulletin 

100=NGO Database , press release mechanism in place, NGO participation in major meetings , training held for policy makers 

 100= Five Caspian Concern Groups one in each country supported by a Coastal Public Participations Advisor ( PPAs) , Mayors Conference held , Caspian NGOs networked 

100= Private Sector Database, active private sector  regional advisory group 

100= Designed and approved  and initiated Public Participation  Strategy (PPS)
	70

20


20

40

100
	60

20

0

40

10




	Objective III: 

 Strengthen the environmental legal and policy frameworks operating at the regional and the national levels and where necessary improve implementation and compliance of those frameworks


	Project Objective and Outcomes
	Description of Indicator
	Baseline Level
	Target Level
	Achieved
	Evidence of Impact

	Outcome 1:

Preparation of ancillary agreements to the Framework Convention and drafts of the major protocols targeting priority transboundary issues (biodiversity, persistent toxic substances, invasive species, land-based sources, marine and seabed pollution, and environmental impact assessment, data exchange)

	Ancillary agreements to Tehran Convention 

Support to ratification process 

Preparation for functional Convention Secretariat /gap analysis 

Enhanced legal capacity  pertaining to int environmental law 

Promotion of regional EIA  and use of economic instruments in env management 
	30 in 2004

60 in 2005

50 in 2004

100 in 2005

30 in 2004 

50 in 2005

0 in 2004

60 in 2004

0 in 2004

60 in 2005


	100= Draft agreed protocols   

100= full ratification 

100=detailed legislation gap analysis , Convention 

Rules and Procedure, supporting papers 

100=targeted workshops , national  Convention  compliance capacity reviews 

100=technical workshops on Espoo  in all five countries , report on application of economic instruments , EIA In Transboundary Context protocol 
	80

100

70

60

60
	70

100

60

20

20


	Objective IV : 

Achieve tangible environmental improvements in SAP priority areas by implementation of small-scale investments supported by a small matched grants programme

	Project Objective and Outcomes
	Description of Indicator
	Baseline Level
	Target Level
	Achieved
	Evidence of Impact

	Outcome 1:

Matched Funding of small-scale investments from the NGO, public and private sector, which target common or transboundary Caspian issues identified as priorities in the TDA/NCAPs/SAP and will result in tangible environmental improvements. This activity will be a continuation of the Matched Small Grants Programme currently being executed by the World Bank as part of the first GEF support project to the CEP.
	MSGP Grants awarded
	50 in 2004

100 in 2005 
	100= Two rounds of Matched Grants through competitive basis dealing with pilot and small  investment projects with strong bearing  on Caspian environment issued as identified in TDA/NCAPs and SAP. 
	100
	50

	
	MSGP grants implemented 
	30 in 2004

60 in 2005
	100= Cost effective and timely implementation. 
	70
	30


Annex 7 – Summary Information on Expenditures 

By Activity
 

	Activity
	Related Outcome 
	Anticipated in Project Document
	Final Total Amount (US$ ‘000s) 

	1. PCU Establishment and Support 
	Outcome F and distributed over all other Outcomes 
	3,040
	3, 423

	2. Prelim BSAP Implementation
	Outcome B
	345
	125

	3. Implementation of Invasive Species Action Plan
	Outcome C
	356
	359

	4. Assessment of Pollution Loading
	Outcome D
	378
	430

	5. Regional and National Action Plans for PTS
	Outcome E
	64
	144

	6. Quantitative Assessment of Habitat Loss
	Outcome A
	291
	325

	7. Enhancement of Stakeholder Participation
	Outcome G
	356
	119

	8. Protocols to the Framework Convention
	Outcome H
	529
	410

	9. Matched Small Grants Programme
	Outcome I
	664
	689

	
	
	6,023
	6,024



By Outcome

The following assumes that Activity 1 (PCU Establishment and Support) is 50% in support of Outcome F, and 50 % distributed equally across all other Outcomes. I.e., $1.712 million to Outcome F, and $0.214 million to each of the other eight Outcomes. 

	Outcomes
	Amount

	Outcome A: A quantitative assessment of habitat loss in the Caspian and its coastal zone and verification of critically threatened areas, and, the design and establishment of a standardised monitoring methodology programme for the Caspian Sea in conjunction with the oil and gas industry.
	539

	Outcome B: Preliminary implementation of the Caspian Biodiversity Action Plan, focusing on compliance with existing nature protection regulations, implementation of species and habitat protection conservation action plans and targeted public awareness campaigns.
	339

	Outcome C: Implementation of the CEP invasive species action plan in close coordination with the GEF Global Ballast Waters project to address the impact of Mnemiopsis on the Caspian ecosystem.
	573

	Outcome D: Assessment of the pollution loading of the Caspian and determination of distribution and composition of Persistent Toxic Substances (PTS) in the riverine waters and sediments and coastal waters, in order to prioritise future interventions directed at amelioration of the environment.
	644

	Outcome E: Regional and National Action Plans addressing the activities contributing to transboundary PTS, including persistent organic pollutants, oil products, and heavy metal pollution.
	358

	Outcome F: A sustainable, strengthened, and regionally owned coordination mechanism for development and management of the Caspian Sea environment, in the form of a newly formed country-supported PCU located in the IR-Iran capable of execution of regional projects, strong country-supported National Coordination Structures capable of executing national projects, and a network of institutions addressing transboundary environmental issues as addressed in the NCAPs and SAP.
	1712

	Outcome G: Enhanced and informed stakeholder and inter-sectoral participation in the management of the Caspian environment
	333

	Outcome H: Preparation of ancillary agreements to the Framework Convention and drafts of the major protocols targeting priority transboundary issues (biodiversity, PTS, invasive species, land-based sources, marine and seabed pollution, EIA, data exchange)
	624

	Outcome I: Matched funding of small-scale investments from the NGO, public and private sector, which target common or transboundary Caspian issues identified as priorities in the TDA/NCAPs/SAP and will result in tangible environmental improvements. 
	903


Annex 8 – Table of Co-Financing

The co-financing is summarized in the following table. The table is based on figures provided in the project document and on figures provided by the CEP-SAP PCU. 

	Co-Financing

(Type/source)
	IA own financing (mill US$)
	Government 

(mill US$)
	Other2
(mill US$)
	Total 

(mill US$)
	Total Disbursement

(mill US$)

	
	Planned
	Actual
	Planned
	Actual
	Planned
	Actual
	Planned
	Actual
	Planned
	Actual

	Grants
	
	
	
	
	4.66
	13.21
	4.66
	13.21
	
	

	Loans/concessions (compared to market rates)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Credits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Equity investments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	In-kind support
	
	
	2.3
	0.35
	
	
	2.30
	0.35
	
	

	Other
	
	
	19.2
	96.771
	
	
	19.20
	96.77
	
	

	TOTALS
	0
	
	21.5
	97.12
	4.66
	13.21
	26.16
	110.33
	31.63
	116.58


Accordingly, the calculated co-financing is approximately 400% of that anticipated at project start.

Government co-financing 

This is mostly to parallel activities implementing the NCAPs and related activities in the period 2004-2006.  Parallel activities mean those activities would most likely have been funded in the absence of the project and may not have been leveraged by the project but are relevant to the project’s objective. These are broken down as follows:

	
	AZ
	IR
	KZ
	RF
	TK
	Total by EQO

	EQO I 
	-
	22,576,000
	575,000
	3,700,000
	2,554,000
	29,405,000

	EQOII 
	25,000
	10,931,000
	850,000
	25,000
	585,000
	12,416,000

	EQO III 
	6,220,000
	11,738,000
	15,668,000
	-
	12,433,000
	46,059,000

	EQO IV 
	-
	20,000
	23,000
	6,000,000
	225,000
	6,286,000

	EQO V 
	-
	1,788,000
	-
	-
	829,000
	2,617,000

	Total SAP Expenditure

by Country 
	6,245,000
	47,053,000
	17,116,000
	9,725,000
	16,626,000
	96,765,000


Other co-financing includes:

· EU: Sustainable Fisheries - Euro 0.9 million; Sustainable Coastal Area Development - Euro 2.4 millions; Support to CEP and Convention - Euro 2.5 millions. 

· Darwin Fund has two Caspian projects namely: Seal Conservation Action Plan - £260,713; Environmental Education - £154,000.  

· Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) has funded two Caspian projects namely: the Study on Integrated Management for Ecosystem Conservation of the Anzali Wetland - $ 400,000 (to be followed up soon with a second phase project of $ 600,000); Capacity Development for Pollution Prevention  and Control in the Petroleum Industry in Kazakhstan - $ 3,700,000. 

· Oil industry. Logistical support by AGIPKCO to seals - $ 120,000; BP support to a regional workshops estimated - $ 30,000; IPIECA/OSPRI support to Emergency Reponses Regional Workshops estimated - $ 50.000. 

· FAO: the $ 400,000 Caspian Fisheries Technical Cooperation project (just starting).

· World Bank: the $ 300,000 Caspian Fisheries projects (to begin soon).

Annex 9: Project Implementation Structure Diagram.
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� PIRs 2006 and 2007 used the same list of indicators 


� The Criteria for the MSGP were: (i) relevance to TDA; (ii) trans-boundary nature; (iii) innovative and pilot nature; (iv) leading to concrete results; and (v) ‘matched’. This annex provides feedback related to the first four of these criteria, even for the Anzali project which is not a MSGP. 


� The first year of plantation included trees of a different species.


� Several indicators in the original project document were not mentioned in the PIR 2006/07, these indicators were not assessed. 


� Based on latest information provided by UNOPS. It is noted that the expenditures for 2007 are a best estimate, as the expenditures are not yet finalised. 


� Differences due to rounding up of figures.


� Includes co-financing and disbursed GEF funds.





PAGE  
57

