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Foreword

th�s report, as �n prev�ous years, has been prepared to fulf�l the requ�rements 
of  a Govern�ng Counc�l dec�s�on (GC-4, 55th meet�ng of  12 Apr�l 1976) 
request�ng the “Execut�ve D�rector to report to the Govern�ng Counc�l at 
subsequent sess�ons on the results of  the evaluat�ons carr�ed out.”

th�s  year  the  report  has  focused  pr�mar�ly  on  evaluat�ons  of   projects 
and  Un�ted  Nat�ons  Env�ronment  Programme  (UNEP)  partnersh�p 
agreements conducted �n 2005. these evaluat�ons have shown that UNEP 
has  cont�nued  to  strengthen  the  capac�ty  of   partner  �nst�tut�ons  at  the 
nat�onal,  subreg�onal  and  reg�onal  levels,  supported  �mplementat�on of  
�nternat�onal  env�ronmental  convent�ons  and  created  awareness  among 
pol�cy  and  dec�s�on  makers  of   key  and  emerg�ng  env�ronmental  �ssues.  UNEP  has  developed 
strong  partnersh�ps  w�th  Governments,  non-governmental  organ�zat�ons  and  the  pr�vate  sector 
to �mplement �ts act�v�t�es. However, evaluat�on f�nd�ngs conta�n �mportant suggest�ons regard�ng 
�nternal collaborat�on for programme �mplementat�on; greater focus on areas where UNEP has a 
comparat�ve advantage; coord�nat�on w�th other Un�ted Nat�ons system agenc�es; �mproved project 
des�gn to ensure project susta�nab�l�ty; w�der c�v�l soc�ety, pr�vate sector and stakeholder �nvolvement 
�n UNEP act�v�t�es; and �mproved d�ssem�nat�on of  project and programme outputs to the general 
publ�c, pol�cy and dec�s�on makers, and the sc�ent�f�c commun�ty.

Over  the past  year,  cons�derable  effort  has been made  to  strengthen  the  evaluat�on  funct�on  at 
UNEP. Best pract�ces from Un�ted Nat�ons and donor evaluat�on and overs�ght systems have been 
adopted to promote a better understand�ng among Governments and the general publ�c of  the work 
of  UNEP. Among these efforts are rev�s�ons to the UNEP evaluat�on pol�cy, strengthen�ng of  the 
follow-up mechan�sm to evaluat�ons, jo�nt and partnersh�p evaluat�ons, and a cont�nu�ng demand 
study for UNEP evaluat�on products, wh�ch w�ll fac�l�tate evaluat�on programme development and 
pr�or�ty sett�ng to help match report�ng on evaluat�on act�v�t�es to the requests of  our Govern�ng 
Counc�l.

We w�ll cont�nue these efforts and ensure that th�s organ�zat�on ma�nta�ns an �ndependent, object�ve, 
and cred�ble evaluat�on and overs�ght system, wh�ch w�ll support plann�ng and execut�on of  our 
programme act�v�t�es and susta�n the trust and support of  Governments and other stakeholders.

Ach�m Ste�ner
Execut�ve D�rector
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Executive summary

A.	 Evaluation

1.  the present evaluat�on report �s a synthes�s of  all evaluat�ons conducted by the Evaluat�on and 
Overs�ght Un�t �n 2005 and compr�ses �nformat�on prov�ded �n 20 �n-depth project evaluat�on 
reports and 104 self-evaluat�on reports. the report �s based on a rev�ew and assessment of  the 
key parameters �n four spec�f�c areas: (�) relevance and appropr�ateness; (��) effect�veness and 
eff�c�ency; (���) results and �mpact; and (�v) susta�nab�l�ty. it also conta�ns a rev�ew of  the status 
of  �mplementat�on of  recommendat�ons conta�ned �n the annual evaluat�on reports from 2000 
to 2004 and a separate chapter on UNEP partnersh�p agreements w�th donor Governments.

2.  the present report �ncludes an analys�s of  the performance rat�ngs of  projects assessed by 
�ndependent evaluators. the rat�ngs were based on assessments of  11 key parameters, �nclud�ng 
the ach�evement of  overall project object�ves, wh�ch was determ�ned by compar�ng actual results 
to planned results. the evaluat�ons concluded that the overall performance of  the projects 
assessed was “good”.

3.  UNEP projects have cont�nued to strengthen the capac�ty of  partner �nst�tut�ons at the nat�onal, 
reg�onal and subreg�onal levels, contr�buted to the �mplementat�on of  �nternat�onal convent�ons, 
led to the development of  analyt�cal methods and tools, ra�sed awareness among pol�cy and 
dec�s�on makers, and promoted stronger stakeholder part�c�pat�on.

4.  A number of  factors contr�buted to the success of  projects �n del�ver�ng planned results. these 
�ncluded robust consultat�ons w�th relevant stakeholders dur�ng project des�gn, good v�s�on 
and project leadersh�p, �mproved adapt�ve management, effect�ve use of  nat�onal expert�se, 
t�mely execut�on of  project act�v�t�es, strong country ownersh�p and strengthened techn�cal 
and �nst�tut�onal capac�ty �n project countr�es.

5.  the project evaluat�ons �dent�f�ed several challenges. Among the most �mportant are amb�guous 
or  unreal�st�c  object�ves  and  outputs,  largely  ar�s�ng  from  poor  project  des�gn;  unreal�st�c 
expectat�ons g�ven l�m�ted f�nanc�al resources; a lack of  clearly def�ned mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on 
plans;  �nsuff�c�ent t�me to ach�eve project object�ves;  l�m�ted  �nvolvement of  pr�vate sector 
�nst�tut�ons; and �neffect�ve d�ssem�nat�on of  project results and l�m�ted repl�cab�l�ty to other 
project contexts.  in add�t�on,  the susta�nab�l�ty of  several projects w�thout UNEP fund�ng 
rema�ned a major concern.

6.  A total of  104 project self-evaluat�on reports were completed, represent�ng a compl�ance rate 
of  71 per cent, wh�ch �s substant�ally lower than the 84 per cent reported �n 2004. Of  these 
projects, 31 per cent were global �n the�r scope, s�x per cent had an �nterreg�onal focus, 25 per 
cent were reg�onal and 38 per cent were �mplemented at the subreg�onal or nat�onal levels. 
UNEP has cont�nued to step up �ts act�v�t�es at the nat�onal level, part�cularly �n the area of  
capac�ty-bu�ld�ng. Forty-four per cent of  the projects dealt w�th env�ronmental �ssues pr�or�t�zed 
at the 2002 World Summ�t on Susta�nable Development �n the areas of  water, energy, health, 
agr�culture and b�od�vers�ty. B�od�vers�ty-related projects alone accounted for 29 per cent of  
the self-evaluat�on reports subm�tted.
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7.  Evaluat�ons are followed up on through the preparat�on of  �mplementat�on plans for evaluat�on 
recommendat�ons. the qual�ty of  recommendat�ons �n recent years has �mproved cons�derably 
and the percentage of  rejected evaluat�on recommendat�ons has decl�ned sharply from 32.2 
per cent  �n 2000 to none  �n 2005. in add�t�on, closer and regular follow-up act�ons by the 
Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t have resulted �n a substant�al decrease �n the percentage of  
recommendat�ons wh�ch are outstand�ng.

8.  the evaluat�on of  UNEP partnersh�p agreements w�th Belg�um and Norway show clearly that 
UNEP �s �ncreas�ngly dependent on extra-budgetary fund�ng for �ts programme of  work. the 
trend towards a long-term approach to the fund�ng of  current and new framework agreements 
�s expected to cont�nue because such an approach w�ll ensure  the pred�ctab�l�ty of  fund�ng. it 
would seem, however, that �n order to take advantage of  the framework agreement approach as 
a means to �ncrease fund�ng and ensure �ts pred�ctab�l�ty, the organ�zat�on needs, among other 
th�ngs, to focus �ts act�v�t�es closely �n areas where �t has a comparat�ve advantage, strengthen 
coord�nat�on of  �ts act�v�t�es at the country level w�th other development agenc�es, �n part�cular 
w�th  the  Un�ted  Nat�ons  Development  Programme  (UNDP),  strengthen  �nterd�v�s�onal 
collaborat�on, and reduce methodolog�cal �ncons�stency �n the �mplementat�on of  �ts act�v�t�es 
at the country level. Donors have begun to emphas�ze more coherent approaches to fund�ng of  
development act�v�t�es, espec�ally at the country level, cons�stent w�th M�llenn�um Development 
Goal-based nat�onal plann�ng and that trend �s l�kely to cont�nue. 

B.	 Findings	and	recommendations

1. Country level development coordination 

9.  there  �s  a  need  to  harmon�ze  capac�ty-bu�ld�ng  act�v�t�es  at  the  country  level  w�th  other 
mult�lateral  agenc�es  and  Bretton  Woods  �nst�tut�ons.  UNEP,  l�ke  other  Un�ted  Nat�ons 
agenc�es, needs to approach country level capac�ty-bu�ld�ng by cooperat�ng w�th, or work�ng 
through, the local UNDP country off�ce, wh�ch �s respons�ble for coord�nat�ng country level 
development ass�stance from the Un�ted Nat�ons system. the current collaborat�on between 
UNEP and UNDP on the poverty and env�ronment programme, for example, suggests that 
UNEP needs to work more closely w�th UNDP �n plann�ng future act�v�t�es. UNDP plans to 
g�ve pr�or�ty to prov�d�ng �ntegrated support to M�llenn�um Development Goal-based nat�onal 
plann�ng processes. the UNDP-UNEP Poverty and Env�ronment in�t�at�ve w�ll be the pr�mary 
mechan�sm for ma�nstream�ng env�ronment �nto �ts act�v�t�es at the country level �n the com�ng 
years. UNEP w�ll need to make some �mportant dec�s�ons about how to cont�nue �ts collaborat�on 
w�th UNDP as these changes take place and cons�der what th�s �mpl�es for the overall UNEP 
strategy for �ncreased support of  operat�onal country-based capac�ty-bu�ld�ng.

	 Recommendation	1

10.  UNEP sen�or management should engage w�th UNDP to rev�ew and shape the way �n wh�ch 
the UNEP-UNDP memorandum of  understand�ng (MOU) can be better �mplemented, w�th 
part�cular attent�on to future collaborat�on. in add�t�on, UNEP sen�or management should take 
account of  the f�nd�ngs of  the study on adm�n�strat�ve procedures conducted by consultancy 
f�rm, Dalberg, and the study funded by the Un�ted K�ngdom Department for internat�onal 
Development on the harmon�zat�on of  procedures between UNEP and UNDP to see how 
�mprovements can be made to the adm�n�strat�on of  mult�-year country level programmes. 
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2. Inter-divisional coordination

11.  Evaluat�on of  the UNEP partnersh�p programme w�th Belg�um noted that UNEP can contr�bute 
to ma�nstream�ng poverty-env�ronment l�nkages �nto country-led plann�ng processes through, 
amongst other th�ngs, �ts spec�al expert�se �n env�ronmental assessment. in part�cular, countr�es 
need to apply tools that can help them �dent�fy and quant�fy the contr�but�on of  env�ronment 
to poverty allev�at�on and econom�c growth. it �s clear that d�fferent d�v�s�ons of  UNEP have 
developed or adopted part�cular methodolog�es or analyt�cal  tools  that can be used  �n  th�s 
context. in some cases, however, d�fferent methodolog�es w�th a s�m�lar purpose are be�ng 
promoted by separate UNEP d�v�s�ons �n the same country. 

	 Recommendation	2

12.  UNEP  sen�or  management  should  strengthen  coord�nat�on  between  d�fferent  d�v�s�ons  �n 
prov�d�ng  ass�stance  to nat�onal plann�ng processes  �n project  countr�es, both  �n  terms of  
reg�onal coord�nat�on and the cons�stency of  recommended methodolog�cal approaches. A 
s�m�lar recommendat�on was also made �n the Dalberg study of  UNEP, wh�ch called for a 
strengthen�ng of  �nterd�v�s�onal knowledge flows and coord�nat�on. 

3.  Focus on areas of  comparat�ve advantage

13.  Evaluat�ons of  UNEP projects and programmes have found that donor support has been useful 
and effect�ve �n ass�st�ng develop�ng countr�es, espec�ally �n Afr�ca, to meet the�r obl�gat�ons 
under a number of  mult�lateral env�ronmental agreements. However, UNEP has �mplemented 
a w�de and d�verse range of  act�v�t�es w�th a s�m�larly w�de range of  outputs and object�ves, 
mak�ng  �t  d�ff�cult  to  establ�sh  a  focus  and  then  evaluate  �mpacts  and  results.  in  add�t�on, 
transact�on costs are h�gh.

	 Recommendation	3

14.  Future UNEP framework agreements w�th donors should focus on programmes, projects and 
act�v�t�es �n wh�ch UNEP has demonstrated a comparat�ve advantage, such as env�ronmental 
assessment;  mon�tor�ng,  remote  sens�ng  and  early  warn�ng  systems;  awareness-ra�s�ng  and 
tra�n�ng  a�med  at  secur�ng  the  �mplementat�on  of   mult�lateral  env�ronmental  agreements; 
regulat�ons regard�ng the trade and depos�t�on of  chem�cals and waste; and cleaner product�on 
act�v�t�es. Fund�ng should be focused on a l�m�ted set of  carefully selected act�v�t�es to ensure 
that tang�ble results can be ach�eved.

4. Dissemination strategies

15.  UNEP produces h�gh qual�ty sc�ent�f�c products but d�ssem�nat�on of  the f�nd�ngs from these 
products has been weak and sc�ent�f�c messages �n many �nstances have not reached w�der 
stakeholder groups, �nclud�ng dec�s�on makers and other stakeholders. th�s has been a result 
of  �nadequate plann�ng for the d�ssem�nat�on of  project outcomes. the ‘tr�ckle down’ strategy 
of  d�ssem�nat�on has not worked because messages are often not regularly re�nforced us�ng 
mult�-purpose tools and methods 

	 Recommendation	4

16.  to ensure that �mportant f�nd�ngs of  UNEP-�mplemented projects reach the�r �ntended target 
groups, d�ssem�nat�on strateg�es must be clearly def�ned �n UNEP project proposals. therefore, 
a d�ssem�nat�on strategy must become a UNEP project rev�ew and approval cr�ter�on. 
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5. Resource mobilization 

17.  in k�nd contr�but�ons from UNEP project and programme partner Governments, agenc�es, 
commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons and volunteer experts have played a s�gn�f�cant role  �n the 
successful �mplementat�on of  projects. these contr�but�ons have been �nstrumental �n leverag�ng 
add�t�onal fund�ng for project-related or project-based act�v�t�es. However, the magn�tude of  
such contr�but�ons  �s ne�ther  fully  assessed nor  adequately documented at  the project  and 
programme levels.

	 Recommendation	5

18.  Strateg�es for mob�l�z�ng resources for the �mplementat�on of  UNEP projects should clearly 
document �n k�nd and cash contr�but�ons from local, reg�onal and nat�onal sources to leverage 
add�t�onal resources from current and prospect�ve b�lateral and mult�lateral donors �n order to 
help fac�l�tate the cont�nuat�on of  project-related act�v�t�es on a susta�nable bas�s. For th�s to 
happen, UNEP must develop a framework for monet�z�ng and report�ng �n k�nd contr�but�ons 
as projects progress and ensure that �n k�nd contr�but�ons from stakeholders are mon�tored, 
rev�ewed and adequately documented.

6. Monitoring and evaluation plan

19.  the absence of  effect�ve mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on plans cont�nue to be a pers�stent weakness 
�n UNEP projects. the lack of  a clearly def�ned plan for mon�tor�ng and evaluat�ng project and 
programme act�v�t�es w�th support�ng scop�ng and basel�ne data, a data shar�ng mechan�sm and 
substant�ve report�ng on key project performance �nd�cators has been a major constra�nt.

	 Recommendation	6

20.  All project and programme proposals should conta�n a well def�ned mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on 
plan to mon�tor progress towards goals and assess results at regular �ntervals. the plan should 
clearly �dent�fy key performance �nd�cators for progress mon�tor�ng and �mpact assessment, 
focus�ng on relevant qual�tat�ve and quant�tat�ve cultural, econom�c, env�ronmental, �nst�tut�onal 
and soc�al factors. it should also �dent�fy methods of  data collect�on, use of  data and substant�ve 
report�ng on key agreed �nd�cators. At the project level, project managers must �nclude a clearly 
def�ned plan and an assoc�ated costed budget �n the�r project proposal. UNEP projects must 
be rev�ewed for adequate mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on plans, based on clearly def�ned cr�ter�a.

C.	 Lessons	learned

1. Project design

21.  D�ss�m�lar rates of  progress  �n �mplement�ng projects  �n d�fferent countr�es may affect the 
overall progress of  the reg�on. Fast track countr�es can move on unhampered and perhaps show 
more output than ant�c�pated, wh�le the slower countr�es tend to reduce the overall pace and 
output. in a project spann�ng more than one cont�nent, the r�sk of  slower progress seems to 
be h�gher than �n a reg�onal mult�-country project. Hence, suff�c�ent attent�on should be pa�d to 
constra�nts and opportun�t�es faced by all part�c�pat�ng countr�es when des�gn�ng projects. 
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2. Project partners

22.  voluntary partnersh�ps, wh�ch seek to promote corporate soc�al respons�b�l�ty �n the pr�vate 
sector,  need  to  spell  out  roles  and  respons�b�l�t�es  for  member  compan�es  carefully,  wh�le 
ma�nta�n�ng the voluntary ethos. Open�ng up membersh�p of  voluntary partnersh�ps under 
unregulated cond�t�ons can result  �n a free r�der problem. For example,  �n the case of  one 
publ�c-pr�vate �n�t�at�ve, the UNEP “Act�on programme on the f�nanc�al serv�ces sector and the 
env�ronment project” (UNEP F�nanc�al in�t�at�ve project), �t was necessary to �ntroduce the 
mandatory payment of  annual fees on a sl�d�ng scale, recogn�z�ng the d�vers�ty of  membersh�p 
from blue-ch�p compan�es through to develop�ng or trans�t�on economy �nst�tut�ons; attendance 
at the in�t�at�ve’s annual general meet�ngs; annual report�ng to the secretar�at of  pol�cy; steps 
taken to honour the partnersh�p w�th UNEP and to honour the comm�tments made �n s�gned 
statements; and track�ng by the secretar�at of  membersh�p engagement and act�v�t�es �n the 
d�fferent areas of  operat�on of  the UNEP F�nanc�al in�t�at�ve project.

3. Public participation

23.  Pos�t�ve cooperat�on w�th respect to shared natural resources �s most often successful when 
a m�x of  regulat�on and �ncent�ves �s used. S�nce d�rect regulat�on of  �nd�v�dual users �s often 
pol�t�cally and pract�cally �mposs�ble, �t �s usually necessary to create user-based organ�zat�ons 
or �nformal soc�al mechan�sms that prov�de �nd�v�dual users w�th �ncent�ves to use the resource 
prudently. in th�s regard, exper�ence worldw�de shows that publ�c part�c�pat�on �n reach�ng 
dec�s�ons �s cruc�al for pos�t�ve outcomes.

4. Dissemination

24.  local ownersh�p and susta�nab�l�ty �s �mportant for the success of  a project. th�s tends to be 
ensured by effect�ve publ�c awareness of  project act�v�t�es and f�nd�ngs. For publ�c awareness 
act�v�t�es to be effect�ve, �t �s �mportant to promote the use of  local structures and commun�ty 
buy-�ns �n order to d�ssem�nate �nformat�on and sens�t�ze the publ�c to the project’s goals, thereby 
contr�but�ng to chang�ng the behav�our of  stakeholders w�th respect to the project. However, 
publ�c awareness act�v�t�es must be v�ewed as a cont�nuous process and �t �s �mportant that key 
messages are repeated regularly. the tr�ckle-down strategy for d�ssem�nat�on of  �nformat�on 
does work but needs re�nforcement at regular �ntervals, otherw�se att�tudes and behav�our do 
not change. 

5. Exit strategy based on country ownership

25.  the des�gn and handl�ng of  an ex�t  strategy  �s always one of   the most del�cate challenges 
�n  development  cooperat�on.  An  �ll-prepared  handover,  d�ctated  by  the  adm�n�strat�ve 
requ�rements of  donor cycles has bur�ed many prom�s�ng a�d projects. At the same t�me, unless 
a development project �s taken over and “owned” by the host country or countr�es, prospects 
for susta�nable pos�t�ve outcomes are small. too many projects l�mp from phase to phase unt�l 
they collapse. 
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I. Introduction

A.	 Evaluation	and	Oversight	Unit

26.  the UNEP Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t �s entrusted w�th conduct�ng, coord�nat�ng and 
oversee�ng evaluat�ons w�th�n UNEP. th�s mandate covers all programmes and projects of  the 
Env�ronment Fund, related trust funds, earmarked contr�but�ons and projects �mplemented 
by UNEP under the Global Env�ronment Fac�l�ty (GEF). the Un�t conducts var�ous types 
of  evaluat�ons and management stud�es, �n accordance w�th the requ�rements of  the Un�ted 
Nat�ons General Assembly, the UNEP Govern�ng Counc�l, and the norms and standards for 
evaluat�on of  the Un�ted Nat�ons system.

27.  the act�v�t�es of  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t compr�se management stud�es, �n-depth 
subprogramme and project evaluat�ons and project self-evaluat�ons. the Un�t prov�des techn�cal 
backstopp�ng to project and programme managers �n the�r annual self-evaluat�on and closely 
follows up on the �mplementat�on of  evaluat�on recommendat�ons.

28.  All UNEP projects, �ndependent of  the�r fund�ng source, are subject to evaluat�on through 
annual self-evaluat�on report�ng and m�dterm and term�nal evaluat�ons are conducted as desk 
or �n-depth stud�es. UNEP subprogrammes are only covered by �n-depth evaluat�ons conducted 
every four or f�ve years. to  �mprove the coverage and prov�de a more accurate and t�mely 
analys�s of  UNEP act�v�t�es, the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t w�ll support a self-assessment 
process for subprogrammes for the 2006–2007 b�enn�um.

B.	 Mandate	and	mission

29.  th�s annual evaluat�on report has been prepared as part of  the m�ss�on of  the UNEP Evaluat�on 
and Overs�ght Un�t to prov�de strateg�c �nformat�on to Governments, UNEP sen�or management 
and programme managers to enable them to rev�ew progress made by the organ�zat�on and to 
reflect cr�t�cally on the constra�nts and challenges of  del�ver�ng a qual�ty global env�ronmental 
programme.

30.  the  mandate  for  undertak�ng  evaluat�ons  has  been  stated  �n  var�ous  General  Assembly 
resolut�ons and UNEP Govern�ng Counc�l dec�s�ons. the Govern�ng Counc�l has recogn�zed 
the  �mportance  of   evaluat�on  as  an  �ntegral  part  of   the  programme  plann�ng  cycle,  wh�le 
reta�n�ng �ts  �ndependence, and has requested the Execut�ve D�rector to cont�nue to ref�ne 
evaluat�on methodolog�es �n collaborat�on w�th Governments (Govern�ng Counc�l dec�s�ons 
75 iv, 6/13, 13/1 and 14/1) and partners w�th�n the Un�ted Nat�ons system. in �ts dec�s�on 
19/29, the Counc�l also requested the Execut�ve D�rector to strengthen the UNEP overs�ght 
funct�on. Accord�ng to the Secretary General’s bullet�n on programme plann�ng, mon�tor�ng and 
�mplementat�on (St/SGB/2000/8), wh�ch consol�dates the General Assembly dec�s�ons on the 
evaluat�on funct�on, the purpose of  the evaluat�on funct�on �s to fac�l�tate the rev�ew of  results 
ach�eved from programme �mplementat�on, exam�ne the val�d�ty of  programme or�entat�on 
and determ�ne whether there �s need to change the d�rect�on of  d�fferent programmes.
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C.	 Scope	and	objective

31.  the annual evaluat�on report �s prepared as an �ntersess�onal document of  the UNEP Govern�ng 
Counc�l/Global M�n�ster�al Env�ronment Forum and serves as part of  the �nput of  UNEP 
to the Secretary General’s report on evaluat�on to the General Assembly. the report prov�des 
stakeholders such as Governments, UNEP sen�or management and UNEP partners w�th an 
evaluat�ve  assessment  of   UNEP  programme  and  project  performance  �n  2005.  the  ma�n 
object�ve of  the annual evaluat�on report �s to help UNEP reflect on �ts programme performance 
through evaluat�ve ev�dence and lessons from programme and project �mplementat�on. the 
terms of  reference for the report are prov�ded �n annex i to the present report.

32.  the report �s based on evaluat�ons conducted �n 2005 and compr�ses data prov�ded �n 20 �n-depth 
project evaluat�on reports and 104 self-evaluat�on reports. the report also conta�ns a rev�ew of  the 
status of  �mplementat�on of  the recommendat�ons conta�ned �n the 2000–2004 annual evaluat�on 
reports and a chapter on the UNEP partnersh�p agreements w�th donor Governments.

D.	 Methodology

1. Evaluation parameters 

33.  the report �s based on a rev�ew and assessment of  the key parameters �n four spec�f�c areas: 
f�rst,  relevance and appropr�ateness; second, effect�veness and eff�c�ency;  th�rd,  results and 
�mpacts; and, fourth, susta�nab�l�ty. 

	 (a)	 Relevance	and	appropriateness

34.  the relevance and appropr�ateness of  evaluated programme and project act�v�t�es �mplemented 
under the mandate of  UNEP (General Assembly resolut�on 2997 (XXvii) of  15 December 
1972, the 1997 Na�rob� Declarat�on, the 2000 Malmö Declarat�on and the 2002 Johannesburg 
Plan of  implementat�on) were exam�ned by assess�ng the follow�ng parameters:

(�)  Relevance of  act�v�t�es and the�r contr�but�on �n such areas as promot�ng the development 
of   �nternat�onal  env�ronmental  law;  �mplement�ng  �nternat�onal  norms  and  pol�cy; 
conduct�ng env�ronmental assessments and prov�d�ng pol�cy adv�ce and �nformat�on; and 
ra�s�ng awareness and fac�l�tat�ng effect�ve cooperat�on between all sectors of  soc�ety;

(��)  Relevance of  act�v�t�es and the�r contr�but�on to prov�d�ng pol�cy and adv�sory serv�ces 
�n key areas of  �nst�tut�on-bu�ld�ng to Governments and other �nst�tut�ons; and

(���)  Relevance of  act�v�t�es and the�r contr�but�on to strengthen�ng the role of  UNEP �n 
coord�nat�ng  env�ronmental  act�v�t�es  �n  the  Un�ted  Nat�ons  system  and  as  a  GEF 
�mplement�ng agency.

	 (b)	 Effectiveness	and	efficiency

35.  the rev�ew and assessment of  the effect�veness and eff�c�ency of  programmes and projects 
was based on an �n-depth evaluat�on and took �nto account the follow�ng factors:

(�)  Evaluat�on rat�ngs based on a cr�t�cal analys�s of  11 aspects of  �mplementat�on for the 
projects that were also used �n 2004 �n-depth evaluat�ons;

(��)  Emerg�ng lessons learned from project �mplementat�on and evaluat�on recommendat�ons; 
and

(���)  Results and �mpact.

36.  the rev�ew and assessment of  the results and �mpact of  the evaluated act�v�t�es largely focused 
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on capac�ty-bu�ld�ng �n areas related to env�ronmental �nformat�on and assessment, �nternat�onal 
env�ronmental  law  and  reg�mes,  mon�tor�ng  of   compl�ance  w�th  ex�st�ng  convent�ons  and 
�nternat�onal agreements, support�ng �nst�tut�on bu�ld�ng and awareness-ra�s�ng and foster�ng 
�mproved l�nkages between the sc�ent�f�c commun�ty and pol�cy makers. 

	 (c)	 Sustainability

37.  the evaluat�on of  project susta�nab�l�ty covered three areas: enabl�ng env�ronment, f�nanc�al 
susta�nab�l�ty and �nst�tut�onal capac�ty. 

2. Analytical approach

38.  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t conducts all evaluat�ons  �n consultat�on w�th the relevant 
programme and project managers to ensure that, wh�le Un�ted Nat�ons and UNEP evaluat�on 
standards are followed, the v�ews and concerns of  the respect�ve programmes and projects are 
adequately  and  fa�rly  reflected. the  same approach has been used  �n  the preparat�on of   th�s 
report and �ssues and quest�ons that arose from the rev�ews and consultat�ons have been further 
d�scussed w�th relevant d�v�s�ons and c�rculated to all d�v�s�ons �n the form of  a draft report.

39.  the analys�s and conclus�ons conta�ned �n the report are based on:

(�)  Rev�ew of  �n-depth evaluat�on reports; 
(��)  Rev�ew of  self-evaluat�on reports; 
(���)  Rev�ew of  desk evaluat�on reports; 
(�v)  Rev�ew of  �mplementat�on plans and management responses to the recommendat�ons 

of  the evaluat�on reports over the per�od 2000–2004;
(v)  D�scuss�ons w�th UNEP staff  on subjects related to partnersh�p framework agreements, 

�mplementat�on of  evaluat�on recommendat�ons and self-evaluat�on report�ng.

3. Evaluation rating

40.  All project evaluat�ons are assessed on a f�ve-po�nt rat�ng scale (1 = excellent, 2 = very good, 
3 = good, 4 = sat�sfactory and 5 = unsat�sfactory) based on a qual�tat�ve analys�s of  project 
performance  �n evaluat�ons. these rat�ngs were developed and ref�ned recently and ensure 
cons�stency w�th the rat�ng system used for GEF projects because a substant�al number of  
the evaluat�ons conducted by  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t are  for GEF projects.  in 
2005, some of  GEF project evaluat�ons adopted a s�x-po�nt scale follow�ng GEF Evaluat�on 
Off�ce gu�del�nes. these rat�ngs were appropr�ately converted to a f�ve-po�nt scale so that the 
report�ng of  evaluat�on f�nd�ngs  �s cons�stent across all projects evaluated. the Evaluat�on 
and Overs�ght Un�t ant�c�pates that �n future years all evaluat�ons w�ll be rated on a s�x po�nt 
scale. the evaluat�on parameters �nclude: 

(�)  Ach�evement of  object�ves and planned results;
(��)  Atta�nment of  outputs and act�v�t�es;
(���)  Cost-effect�veness;
(�v)  Country ownersh�p;
(v)  F�nanc�al plann�ng and management;
(v�)  impacts;
(v��)  implementat�on approach;
(v���)  Mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on;
(�x)  Repl�cab�l�ty;
(x)  Stakeholder �nvolvement; and
(x�)  Susta�nab�l�ty.
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II. UNEP partnership agreements with donor 
Governments

A.	 Background

41.  the mandate of  UNEP to catalyze act�on among Governments and the mult�d�sc�pl�nary nature 
of  �ts own work and env�ronmental work �n general requ�re solut�ons wh�ch are cross-sectoral. 
informat�on for env�ronmental dec�s�on-mak�ng �s generally fragmented at d�ffer�ng scales and 
levels. in order to prov�de coherent and comprehens�ve �nformat�on for dec�s�on-mak�ng at 
the global, reg�onal and subreg�onal levels there �s a need to develop strong partnersh�ps w�th 
Governments, non-governmental organ�zat�ons, academ�c and research �nst�tut�ons and pr�vate 
sector organ�zat�ons.

42.  Partnersh�ps are usually agreements between one or more organ�zat�ons for mutual benef�t �n 
accompl�sh�ng a common goal. in the case of  UNEP, the goal �s the �mplementat�on of  spec�f�c 
components of  �ts mandate. Partnersh�ps �n UNEP are of  many d�fferent types, rang�ng from 
those formed between UNEP and another organ�zat�on or �nst�tut�on through networks to 
those formed between UNEP and a donor Government. 

43.  th�s  chapter of   the  annual  evaluat�on  report  focuses pr�mar�ly on  the UNEP partnersh�p 
programme w�th donor Governments because over the past two years there has been cons�derable 
focus on rev�ew and real�gnment of  these partnersh�ps result�ng  �n at  least  two rev�ews or 
evaluat�ons. 

B.	 Donor	partnership	agreements

44.  Partnersh�ps w�th Governments are based on b�lateral framework agreements s�gned between 
UNEP and a donor Government. the object of  these types of  partnersh�ps �s to strengthen 
collaborat�on,  streaml�ne  the prov�s�on of  add�t�onal earmarked support and contr�bute  to 
mak�ng  fund�ng  for  the  organ�zat�on  pred�ctable.  these  b�lateral  partnersh�ps  have  three 
common features. they prov�de a framework for pol�cy d�alogue and collaborat�on between 
UNEP and a donor Government, a mechan�sm for strateg�c support to core UNEP pr�or�t�es, 
and a framework for rev�ew and adjustments to max�m�ze results and �mpact. 

45.  UNEP  has  s�gned  partnersh�ps  agreements  w�th  the  Governments  of   Norway,  Belg�um, 
ireland, Sweden and the Netherlands. Other framework agreements w�th italy, Spa�n and the 
European Un�on are be�ng developed.

46.  table 1 prov�des a br�ef  overv�ew of  the pr�or�ty areas, budgets and t�mel�nes of  the current 
f�ve partnersh�ps. it summar�zes the key elements �n the var�ous partnersh�ps and �dent�f�es 
s�m�lar�t�es and d�fferences between the partnersh�ps w�th respect to durat�on and themat�c 
focus.
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1. Criteria for selecting thematic areas

47.  there has been  some  evolut�on  �n  the  cho�ce of   themat�c  areas benef�t�ng  from partnersh�p 
support, from qu�te spec�f�c areas of  work such as protect�on of  freshwater resources (ireland) to 
broader areas such as water (Sweden and Netherlands) or early warn�ng and assessment (Sweden, 
Norway, Netherlands), wh�ch corresponds to the work of  a part�cular d�v�s�on w�th�n UNEP.

48.  the more recent partnersh�p agreements and, �n part�cular, the one agreed w�th Norway, outl�ne, 
�n add�t�on to the themat�c focus, spec�f�c select�on cr�ter�a for act�v�t�es f�nanced under the 
framework agreement. they �nclude contr�but�ng to poverty erad�cat�on through the promot�on 
of  susta�nable development, the Un�ted Nat�ons M�llenn�um Development Goals, contr�but�ng 
to capac�ty-bu�ld�ng through the Bal� Strateg�c Plan, ensur�ng that gender cons�derat�ons are 
fully taken �nto account, and promot�ng a r�ghts-based approach to development.

49.  Another select�on cr�ter�on  �s coord�nat�on w�th other planned or ongo�ng act�v�t�es  �n  the 
same f�eld w�th�n the Un�ted Nat�ons system such as Common Country Assessments and the 
Un�ted Nat�ons Development Ass�stance Framework. th�s or�entat�on seems to be �n l�ne w�th 
pr�or�t�es of  other donors. For example, the recently conducted Belg�an partnersh�p evaluat�on 
establ�shed that the strateg�c object�ves of  the Belg�an D�rectorate General for Development 
Cooperat�on are to encourage UNEP to work better w�th UNDP and to support the �ncreased 
focus of  UNEP on prov�d�ng capac�ty-bu�ld�ng at the country level. 

2. Legal and financial instruments

50.  there are a few d�fferences �n the legal and f�nanc�al �nstruments used �n d�fferent partnersh�ps. 
Wh�le the Belg�an partnersh�p cons�sts of  a formal agreement w�th log frames and correspond�ng 
budgets developed for the three programme areas covered by the partnersh�p, the Swed�sh 
partnersh�p �s an MOU w�th a budget that �s comm�tted only on a yearly bas�s. th�s lessens 
�ts value  �n terms of  pred�ctab�l�ty of  fund�ng. the Dutch partnersh�p, on the other hand, 
cons�sts of  a general agreement, a budget and a pol�cy document that seeks to h�ghl�ght the 
pol�cy object�ves for the partnersh�p program. the pol�cy document seems qu�te amb�t�ous, 
however, �n terms of  outputs. As regards �mplementat�on, most of  the partnersh�ps are based 
on project act�v�t�es, wh�ch fall w�th�n the agreed themat�c areas. UNEP subm�ts proposals from 
wh�ch the donor selects. However, formal project documents are not prepared �n all cases. 

3. Monitoring and evaluation

51.  Mon�tor�ng of  the var�ous partnersh�ps �s ma�nly ach�eved through annual b�lateral consultat�ons 
organ�zed by UNEP. Annual progress reports on the partnersh�ps are subm�tted beforehand to 
feed �nto these d�scuss�ons and some effort has been made by UNEP to develop a harmon�zed 
report�ng system for all the donors. 

52.  the prov�s�ons for the fund�ng of  evaluat�ons d�ffer �n the var�ous partnersh�p agreements. the 
Belg�an partnersh�p �ncludes expl�c�t prov�s�ons for fund�ng evaluat�ons, wh�le the prov�s�on for 
evaluat�on �n the agreement w�th the Netherlands was not accompan�ed by an expl�c�t budget. S�m�larly, 
no prov�s�on was made for an evaluat�on budget �n the Swed�sh partnersh�p agreement.

C.	 Evaluation	of	partnership	framework	agreements

53.  in 2005, evaluat�ons of  the partnersh�p agreements w�th the Governments of  Norway and 
Belg�um were carr�ed out. the Norweg�an partnersh�p agreement evaluat�on was conducted 
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by  external  consultants,  pr�mar�ly  for  the  Government  of   Norway,  w�th  the  object�ve  of  
�dent�fy�ng cr�t�cal �ssues that would ass�st �n rev�s�ng the ex�st�ng agreement. it explored the 
successes  and  challenges  exper�enced under  the present  agreement  and  assessed  the ma�n 
strateg�c opt�ons for develop�ng future agreements. the evaluat�on had three spec�f�c object�ves: 
(�) to document and assess how the partnersh�p has funct�oned dur�ng the present agreement, 
�dent�fy  successes  and  challenges,  and  prov�de  recommendat�ons  and  lessons  learned;  (��) 
to analyse and appra�se  the advantages and d�sadvantages of   the ma�n strateg�c opt�ons  �n 
the new programme cooperat�on agreements; and (���) to contr�bute to a basel�ne for future 
assessments of  the performance of  UNEP and the effects of  the new type of  agreement. the 
assessment of  the Belg�an agreement was conducted by the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t 
�n UNEP w�th the ass�stance of  an external consultant. the a�m was to rev�ew the approach 
used �n develop�ng the partnersh�p. it assessed the eff�c�ency and effect�veness of  programme 
�mplementat�on and progress be�ng made towards the ach�evement of  expected results. the 
evaluat�on addressed three key quest�ons: (�) does the ex�st�ng mechan�sm for support prov�de an 
adequate framework for pol�cy d�alogue and prov�de a means for long-term, coherent support 
for  the UNEP programme of  work?;  (��) what progress has been made  towards ach�ev�ng 
the expected results of  the var�ous components of  the partnersh�p agreement?; and (���) how 
effect�vely has UNEP collaborated w�th other partners, �nclud�ng nat�onal author�t�es, reg�onal 
resource centres, Un�ted Nat�ons agenc�es, �ntergovernmental organ�zat�ons, non-governmental 
organ�zat�ons and c�v�l soc�ety, �n the �mplementat�on of  the partnersh�p?

54.  the follow�ng represent key f�nd�ngs and recommendat�ons w�th respect to the operat�on of  the 
partnersh�ps, based on evaluat�ons of  the Belg�an and Norweg�an framework agreements.

1. Increased funding to the UNEP programme of work

55.  the evaluat�ons have conf�rmed that such agreements offer clear advantages and eff�c�enc�es 
as compared to the trad�t�onal project-or�ented approach and ad hoc b�lateral d�scuss�ons. the 
partnersh�ps have �ncreased fund�ng by prov�d�ng d�rect support to the UNEP programme 
of  work. the ma�n focus of  the partnersh�ps has been on programme act�v�t�es �n develop�ng 
countr�es, wh�ch enable UNEP to make adequate contr�but�ons to ach�ev�ng the M�llenn�um 
Development Goals by 2015.

2. Predictability of funding

56.  Both the Belg�um and the Norweg�an partnersh�p evaluat�ons demonstrate that, as ant�c�pated, 
the partnersh�ps prov�de more certa�nty and pred�ctab�l�ty to the UNEP d�v�s�ons that host the 
selected programme components because they prov�de support over a four year per�od. indeed, 
th�s const�tutes a major contr�but�on to �mprov�ng the strateg�c plann�ng of  UNEP act�v�t�es as 
a whole and closer collaborat�on w�th�n UNEP and w�th outs�de partners, as well as reduc�ng 
the adm�n�strat�ve burden. However, the ev�dence from the country level evaluat�ons of  the 
act�v�t�es funded through the Belg�um partnersh�p �s that th�s pred�ctab�l�ty �s less clear to the 
nat�onal focal po�nts work�ng w�th the capac�ty-bu�ld�ng programme. in many cases, they are 
operat�ng w�th�n workplans agreed for a per�od of  a year or less and are not fully aware of  the 
full scale or durat�on of  the fund�ng of  the�r spec�f�c sub-projects.

3. Need to focus on areas of comparative advantage

57.  the Norweg�an evaluat�on found that Norweg�an support has been useful and effect�ve  �n 
ass�st�ng develop�ng countr�es, espec�ally �n Afr�ca, to meet the�r obl�gat�ons under a number 
of  mult�lateral env�ronmental agreements. it also made a strong case for focus�ng support 
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through the partnersh�p agreement �n areas where UNEP has, what �t calls, “front�er comparat�ve 
advantage/expert�se/competence”  such  as  env�ronmental  mon�tor�ng,  remote  sens�ng  and 
early warn�ng systems; awareness-ra�s�ng and tra�n�ng to a�d �mplementat�on of  mult�lateral 
env�ronmental agreements; and regulat�ons regard�ng the trade and depos�t�on of  chem�cals 
and waste, and cleaner product�on act�v�t�es. 

4. Diverse range of activities

58.  the Belg�an partnersh�p evaluat�on noted that a consequence of  spread�ng the funds over three 
programme components for a four year per�od and, �n part�cular, w�th�n the capac�ty-bu�ld�ng 
component over three sub-projects �n four countr�es, �s that the funds are th�nly spread. As 
a  result,  �t  appears  that  the  transact�on  costs of   each  sub-project of   the  capac�ty-bu�ld�ng 
programme are h�gh. One �mpl�cat�on of  spread�ng the resources over a large range of  sub-
projects w�th�n the three programme components �s that �t �s harder to assess the overall �mpact 
of  the partnersh�p �n terms of  whether the resources prov�ded are mak�ng a real d�fference 
to the results UNEP �ntends by enabl�ng d�v�s�ons to focus effort on key outputs or merely 
plugg�ng gaps �n ex�st�ng resource mob�l�zat�on. indeed, the Norweg�an partnersh�p evaluat�on 
also noted that “�t �s d�ff�cult to establ�sh a focus and then evaluate �mpacts and results because 
of  the very w�de and d�verse range of  outputs and object�ves to be accompl�shed”. 

5. Interdivisional coordination 

59.  Both the Belg�um and Norweg�an partnersh�p evaluat�ons noted that UNEP has  �ncreased 
the emphas�s �n �ts overall programme on country level capac�ty-bu�ld�ng and recogn�zed the 
�ncreased s�gn�f�cance of  the Bal� Strateg�c Plan �n the UNEP programme of  work. Wh�le the 
organ�zat�on, �n the past, has del�vered a host of  d�fferent techn�cal capac�ty-bu�ld�ng support 
measures to Governments and has played a key role �n very s�gn�f�cant techn�cal ass�stance 
programmes  such  as GEF,  �t  has had  relat�vely  l�ttle  exper�ence of   susta�ned,  operat�onal, 
country level programmes of  capac�ty-bu�ld�ng, wh�ch have been �ntegrated �nto development 
plann�ng and del�very processes. the Belg�um evaluat�on was opt�m�st�c that exper�ence ga�ned 
w�th�n the poverty and env�ronment programme funded by Belg�um and Norway can offer 
s�gn�f�cant lessons about what �s requ�red. However, the evaluat�on ra�sed concerns related to 
methodolog�cal cons�stency. 

60.  the evaluat�on observed that one potent�al contr�but�on of  UNEP to ma�nstream�ng poverty 
and  env�ronment  l�nkages  �nto  country-led  plann�ng  processes  �s  �ts  spec�al  expert�se  �n 
env�ronmental  assessment.  in part�cular,  countr�es need  to apply  tools  that  can help  them 
�dent�fy  and  quant�fy  the  contr�but�on  of   env�ronment  to  poverty  allev�at�on  and  growth. 
it �s clear, however, that d�fferent d�v�s�ons of  UNEP have developed or adopted part�cular 
methodolog�es or analyt�cal tools that can be used �n th�s context. in some cases, d�fferent 
methodolog�es w�th a s�m�lar purpose are be�ng promoted by d�fferent UNEP d�v�s�ons  �n 
the same country. A s�m�lar observat�on was made �n the Norweg�an partnersh�p evaluat�on 
when the rev�ewers noted that “there �s a great deal of  profess�onal overlap between UNEP 
d�v�s�ons, wh�ch �s bound to lead to dupl�cat�on of  act�v�t�es and of  fund�ng”.

6. Country level development coordination 

61.  the Belg�um partnersh�p evaluat�on noted that UNEP, l�ke any other Un�ted Nat�ons agency, 
needs to approach country level operat�onal capac�ty-bu�ld�ng by cooperat�ng w�th or work�ng 
through the local UNDP country off�ce, wh�ch �s respons�ble for coord�nat�ng the country 
level development ass�stance from the Un�ted Nat�ons system. it �s also ev�dent that �n many 
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countr�es, there are donor harmon�zat�on processes �n place wh�ch often create mechan�sms 
for all donor �nst�tut�ons to coord�nate the�r act�v�t�es focused on a part�cular sector such as the 
env�ronment – usually w�th one or two donors tak�ng the lead role. S�m�larly, the Norweg�an 
partnersh�p evaluat�on ra�sed the �ssue of  the need to harmon�ze capac�ty-bu�ld�ng act�v�t�es 
at the country level w�th other mult�lateral agenc�es and Bretton Woods �nst�tut�ons.

7. Implementation of the UNDP-UNEP memorandum of understanding

62.  Related to the �ssue of  country level coord�nat�on, the evaluat�on of  the Belg�um partnersh�p 
drew  part�cular  attent�on  to  the  jo�nt  UNEP-UNDP  poverty  env�ronment  programme  as 
the  most  concrete  example  of   collaborat�on  w�th�n  the  framework  of   the  UNEP-UNDP 
memorandum of  understand�ng. However, the evaluat�on d�d not observe ev�dence that the 
comm�tment expressed �n the memorandum of  understand�ng actually brought the poverty 
env�ronment collaborat�on �nto effect or that the memorandum of  understand�ng shapes how 
the collaborat�on works �n pract�ce. it was not clear to the evaluators how UNEP �ntended to 
�mplement the memorandum of  understand�ng �n pract�ce or what place the poverty-env�ronment 
programme has w�th�n any such strategy. in part�cular, UNEP may need to engage w�th UNDP 
and other partners �n jo�nt programm�ng of  capac�ty-bu�ld�ng at the country level to ensure 
that �ntended act�v�t�es are embedded w�th�n agreed processes for support.

8. Challenge of Millennium Development Goal-based development planning 

63.  the  current  collaborat�on  between  UNEP  and  UNDP  on  the  poverty  and  env�ronment 
programme suggests that UNEP needs to work more closely w�th UNDP �n plann�ng future 
act�v�t�es. in the com�ng years, UNDP plans to g�ve pr�or�ty to prov�d�ng �ntegrated support 
to M�llenn�um Development Goal-based nat�onal plann�ng processes and the UNDP-UNEP 
Poverty  and  Env�ronment  in�t�at�ve  w�ll  be  the  pr�mary  mechan�sm  for  ma�nstream�ng 
env�ronment �nto �ts act�v�t�es at the country level. UNEP w�ll need to make some �mportant 
dec�s�ons about how to cont�nue �ts collaborat�on w�th UNDP as these changes take place and 
what th�s �mpl�es for the overall UNEP strategy for �ncreased support of  operat�onal country-
based capac�ty-bu�ld�ng w�th emphas�s on ma�nstream�ng env�ronment �nto nat�onal plann�ng 
processes.

9. Resources for capacity-building at the country level 

64.  Another key f�nd�ng of  the Belg�an partnersh�p evaluat�on relates to the magn�tude of  resources 
requ�red to operat�onal�ze capac�ty-bu�ld�ng act�v�t�es at the country level. the evaluat�on noted 
that the exper�ence ga�ned through �mplementat�on of  the Belg�an funded capac�ty-bu�ld�ng 
programme component suggests that successful preparat�on and management of  operat�onal 
capac�ty-bu�ld�ng at  the country  level requ�res substant�al  �nput of  both adm�n�strat�ve and 
techn�cal resources from UNEP, �n excess of  that wh�ch �s usually ava�lable for more normat�ve 
UNEP act�v�t�es. if  UNEP �s to scale up �ts support for th�s type of  capac�ty-bu�ld�ng, there 
�s no doubt that �t w�ll need to put �n place the staff�ng and resources needed for the task, 
preferably by bu�ld�ng up teams composed of  permanent rather than temporary project staff. 
UNEP w�ll also need to look to other partners for the resources necessary to susta�n such 
projects successfully. 
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D.	 Conclusions

65.  the �ncreas�ng dependency of  UNEP on extra-budgetary fund�ng of  �ts programme of  work 
suggests that the trend towards the development of  a more programmat�c approach to the 
development of  current and new partnersh�ps w�ll cont�nue. it would seem, however, that �n 
order to take advantage of  the framework agreement approach to  �ncreas�ng and ensur�ng 
pred�ctable fund�ng, the organ�zat�on needs to, among other th�ngs, focus �ts act�v�t�es closely 
�n  areas where  �t  has  a  comparat�ve  advantage,  strengthen  coord�nat�on of   �ts  act�v�t�es  at 
the country level w�th other development agenc�es and �n part�cular w�th UNDP, strengthen 
�nterd�v�s�onal collaborat�on and reduce methodolog�cal �ncons�stency �n the �mplementat�on of  
�ts act�v�t�es at the country level. Donors have begun to emphas�ze more coherent approaches 
to  the  fund�ng  of   development  act�v�t�es,  espec�ally  at  the  country  level,  cons�stent  w�th 
M�llenn�um Development Goal-based nat�onal plann�ng and that trend �s l�kely to cont�nue. 
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III. In-depth project evaluations

66.  in 2005, the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t conducted 20 �n-depth evaluat�ons, seven m�dterm 
and 13 f�nal; GEF funded 16 projects evaluat�ons. the types of  projects evaluated �n 2005 
var�ed cons�derably and were more d�verse �n nature than those �n 2004. For example, �n 2005 
there were more water resources-related projects �n contrast to more b�od�vers�ty and cl�mate 
change-related projects �n 2004. the themat�c areas covered �n 2005 project evaluat�ons are 
l�sted �n table 2:

Table 2. Thematic areas covered in 2005 project evaluations

Theme No. of projects Theme No. of projects

International waters 7 Environmental law 1

Biodiversity conservation and 
rehabilitation of degraded land

3
Environmental information, education 
and networks 3

Climate change 3 Financial services 1

Human health 2

67.  the evaluat�ons concluded  that  the overall performance of   the projects  assessed was “good”.1 
E�ghteen of  the 20 project evaluat�on reports prepared �n 2005 prov�ded rat�ngs on at least some 
of  the evaluat�on parameters. Of  the eleven evaluat�on parameters used �n project evaluat�ons, two 
parameters (cost-effect�veness and f�nanc�al plann�ng/management) had a rat�ng of  ‘very good’ and 
the rema�n�ng parameters had rat�ngs of  ‘good’. A d�scuss�on of  the key parameters follows.

A.	 Achievement	of	objectives	and	attainment	of	outputs
68.  the level of  ach�evement of  object�ves was determ�ned by compar�ng the extent and qual�ty 

of  ach�evements aga�nst planned object�ves. in do�ng so, progress towards atta�n�ng planned 
results was also cons�dered. Planned act�v�t�es and assoc�ated outputs were assessed, tak�ng �nto 
account t�mel�ness of  complet�on, qual�ty of  outputs and contr�but�on to the overall object�ve 
or object�ves of  the project. Cons�derat�on was g�ven to both qual�tat�ve and, where relevant, 
quant�tat�ve progress and rat�ngs ass�gned by the evaluators. table 3 summar�zes rat�ngs g�ven 
by project evaluat�ons for ach�evement of  object�ves and atta�nment of  outputs.

Table 3. Ratings for achievement of objectives and attainment of outputs

Number of projects attaining specific rating

Excellent Very good Good Satisfactory Unsatisfactory

2 7 5 3 1

69.  For the d�scuss�on of  ach�evement of  results and outputs, the projects evaluated were grouped 
�nto seven clusters.  

1  the evaluat�on adopted a  f�ve po�nt scale w�th  the follow�ng grades: “excellent”  (1), “very good” (2), “good” (3), 
“sat�sfactory” (4) and “unsat�sfactory” (5).
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1. International water resource management

70.  Seven of  the 20 projects evaluated addressed �nternat�onal water resource-related �ssues and were of  
d�ffer�ng scales and scope. Knowledge development through d�alogue, assessment and �nformat�on 
systems and d�ssem�nat�on of  such knowledge v�a ava�lable means and networks was a common 
theme across these projects. integrated management of  transboundary water resources featured 
prom�nently �n four of  the seven projects evaluated. these projects requ�red development of  
strateg�c act�on programmes, �nst�tut�onal development and strengthen�ng, publ�c and stakeholder 
part�c�pat�on and susta�nable development of  natural resources, �nclud�ng water.

71.  the follow�ng are examples of  �nternat�onal water resource management projects that were 
successful �n ach�ev�ng the�r object�ves and produc�ng the�r planned outputs:

(a)  the f�nal evaluat�on of  the “integrated management of  land-based act�v�t�es �n the Sao 
Franc�sco  r�ver bas�n project”  (Sao Franc�sco project) demonstrated  that  the project 
ach�eved a number of  key outputs �n l�ne w�th the project object�ve. For example, stud�es 
conducted �n the lower Sao Franc�sco r�ver bas�n prov�ded �mportant knowledge about 
the actual cond�t�ons, the �mpact of  human act�v�ty and the m�t�gat�on measures requ�red 
to protect the env�ronment and ensure soc�al susta�nab�l�ty. the project also �dent�f�ed 
the �mpacts of  cl�mate and dams �n the lower r�ver and coastal zone and demonstrated 
relat�onsh�ps  between  the  phys�cal  effects  of   the  reduct�on  of   suspended  sed�ments 
and f�sh, flora and coastal susta�nab�l�ty. in add�t�on, the project evaluated several flood 
cond�t�on scenar�os. in develop�ng a strateg�c act�on programme, the project �dent�f�ed 
a cha�n of  causal relat�onsh�ps between �ssues that prov�ded a gu�de to the �dent�f�cat�on 
of  strateg�es for the bas�n and spec�f�cat�on of  requ�red �nvestments.

(b)  the f�nal evaluat�on of  the “implementat�on of  �ntegrated watershed management pract�ces 
for the Pantanal and Upper Paraguay r�ver bas�n project” (Pantanal project) found that 
the project far exceeded the expectat�ons spec�f�ed �n the project document. the project 
ma�nta�ned a h�gh level of  un�form�ty �n �ts performance across the set of  act�v�t�es. the 
ach�evements of  the project were the result of  good plann�ng and leadersh�p �n project 
management. Some of  the key outputs of  the project �nclude a flood forecast�ng model 
for extreme events alert system; a proposal for �ntegrated env�ronmental management of  
sol�d waste a�med at help�ng 19 mun�c�pal�t�es to clean the�r waters; �mproved �nst�tut�onal 
capac�ty �n manag�ng water resources; the creat�on of  env�ronmentally protected areas; 
and recogn�t�on of  natural resources �n programmes and pol�c�es a�med at the rat�onal 
use of  products from frag�le ecosystems. 

72.  Some projects, however, lagged beh�nd �n performance. For example:

(a)  the f�nal evaluat�on of  the “Formulat�on of  a strateg�c act�on programme for the �ntegrated 
management of  water resources and the susta�nable development of  the San Juan r�ver 
bas�n and �ts coastal zones project” (San Juan project) concluded that although bas�c stud�es 
were done reasonably, the demonstrat�on projects were only marg�nally sat�sfactory. At the 
t�me of  evaluat�on, the strateg�c act�on plan f�nal report was st�ll under preparat�on. the 
project deadl�nes had not been met and due dates for the complet�on of  project act�v�t�es 
had been extended two t�mes. Moreover, there was no f�nal product to assess.

(b)  the  m�dterm  evaluat�on  of   the  “North-West  Sahara  aqu�fer  system  phase  ii  project” 
(North-West  Sahara  Aqu�fer  project)  �dent�f�ed  a  gap  between  what  the  project  team 
regarded as hav�ng been ach�eved �n the current phase of  the project and the expectat�ons 
of  donors. it also �dent�f�ed a gap between the not�ons of  what was requ�red to ensure 
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cont�nu�ng cooperat�on between the three countr�es and what was requ�red to manage the 
shared aqu�fer opt�mally. A further gap was found �n terms of  the des�gn and scope of  the 
concertat�on mechan�sm to be put �n place by the end of  the cont�nu�ng second phase of  
the project. these gaps collect�vely requ�red a redes�gn of  the project at the m�dpo�nt.

2. Biodiversity, conservation and land rehabilitation

73.   three projects covered d�fferent �ssues perta�n�ng to below ground b�od�vers�ty, catalyz�ng 
conservat�on act�on and management of  �nd�genous vegetat�on for the rehab�l�tat�on of  degraded 
rangelands. All three projects a�med to manage land resources �n a susta�nable manner so that 
both ecolog�cal and econom�c benef�ts could be opt�m�zed.

74.   the projects placed major emphas�s on enhanc�ng awareness and better understand�ng of  the 
�mportance assoc�ated w�th conserv�ng b�od�vers�ty �n d�fferent ecolog�cal reg�ons for nat�onal, 
reg�onal and global benef�ts. Act�ve �nvolvement of  relevant stakeholders, both commun�t�es 
and sc�ent�sts, �n all three projects was also env�s�oned. Evaluat�on f�nd�ngs conf�rmed that 
there was keen �nterest and capac�ty �n local commun�t�es to be act�vely �nvolved �n controll�ng 
and manag�ng the�r natural resources.

75.  two projects were evaluated at the m�dterm and the th�rd project at �ts conclus�on. the evaluat�on 
f�nd�ngs  �nd�cated  that  two  projects  were  rated  ‘very  good’  �n  ach�ev�ng  the�r  object�ves  and 
atta�n�ng outputs and the th�rd project atta�ned an ‘unsat�sfactory’ rat�ng. Spec�f�c examples are:

(a)  the m�dterm evaluat�on of   the “Conservat�on and susta�nable management of  below 
ground b�od�vers�ty project”  (Below Ground B�od�vers�ty project)  found  that most of  
the f�eldwork for the �nventory of  below ground b�od�vers�ty across a land use �ntens�ty 
grad�ent had been completed by all country programmes. isolat�on and �dent�f�cat�on of  
collected spec�mens to ga�n �ns�ghts �nto poss�ble conservat�on pract�ces was �n progress. 
the tra�n�ng workshops at the global level and a number of  workshops at the country 
level had been organ�zed w�th the a�m of  �ncreas�ng the capac�ty to prepare �nventor�es of  
below ground b�od�vers�ty, �nclud�ng spec�men �dent�f�cat�on. the prel�m�nary results of  the 
�nventory had been presented by all country programmes. Methods for prepar�ng �nventor�es 
of  below ground b�od�vers�ty had been agreed and documented and stakeholder meet�ngs 
had been held. the project was found to be well on track to meet �ts object�ves. 

(b)  the f�nal evaluat�on of  the UNEP-the Nature Conservancy (tNC)-NatureServe project, 
“Catalyz�ng  conservat�on  act�on  �n  lat�n  Amer�ca:  ident�fy�ng  pr�or�ty  s�tes  and  best 
management alternat�ves �n f�ve globally s�gn�f�cant ecoreg�ons” (Catalyz�ng Conservat�on 
Act�on project) demonstrated  that  the project ach�eved very good results and  that  the 
expected outputs and planned results were accompl�shed. the project used an �nnovat�ve 
and flex�ble methodology and was able to establ�sh f�ve cr�t�cal s�tes for conservat�on. the 
methodology used by the project helped to �mprove appl�cat�on of  the ecoreg�on concept, 
wh�ch �s now w�dely used by conservat�on �nst�tut�ons such as tNC and the Worldw�de 
Fund  for  Nature  (WWF).  the  project  also,  for  the  f�rst  t�me,  attempted  to  �nfluence 
dec�s�on-mak�ng processes at country level us�ng a mult�-country conservat�on plan.

(c)  the m�dterm evaluat�on of  the “Management of  �nd�genous vegetat�on for the rehab�l�tat�on 
of   degraded  rangelands  �n  the  ar�d  zones  of   Afr�ca  project”  (ind�genous  vegetat�on 
project), on the other hand, fa�led to meet �ts object�ves and was far short of  accompl�sh�ng 
�ts expected outputs. the evaluat�on found ser�ous flaws  �n project des�gn,  �nclud�ng 
unclear object�ves, and very weak strateg�c l�nkages between the project object�ves and 
outcomes, coupled w�th unreal�st�c assumpt�ons lead�ng to unduly h�gher r�sks �n project 
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�mplementat�on. these resulted �n a lack of  focus �n project �mplementat�on and poor 
project performance.

3. Climate change

76.  three projects related to cl�mate change, spec�f�cally address�ng enabl�ng act�v�t�es, exped�ted 
f�nanc�ng for enabl�ng act�v�t�es and assessment of  so�l carbon stocks, were evaluated. two 
of  the three projects related to the fulf�lment of  nat�onal obl�gat�ons of  Governments under 
the Un�ted Nat�ons Framework Convent�on on Cl�mate Change �n lesotho and Bahra�n. the 
th�rd project was des�gned  to  �mprove nat�onal  assessment methodolog�es  relat�ng  to  land 
use opt�ons. All three projects were subjected to f�nal evaluat�ons. two of  the three projects 
rece�ved “good” rat�ngs wh�le the th�rd project atta�ned a “sat�sfactory” rat�ng.

77.   the evaluat�on of   the “Assessment of   so�l organ�c  carbon  stocks  and change at nat�onal 
scale project” (So�l Organ�c Carbon Stocks project) noted that all planned act�v�t�es, outputs, 
results and object�ves were successfully atta�ned and even exceeded �n some cases. the project 
developed h�ghly appl�cable pract�cal outputs, �n the form of  s�mulat�on software and l�nked 
d�g�tal  cl�mate,  so�l  and  land  use  databases  for  four  reg�ons  of   the  world,  wh�ch  had  not 
prev�ously had the opportun�ty for such deta�led assessment. the qual�ty and �ntegr�ty of  these 
outputs was deemed except�onally h�gh as the underly�ng pr�nc�ples �n the�r development had 
been rev�ewed by peers from around the globe.

78.   the “Exped�ted f�nanc�ng of  cl�mate change enabl�ng act�v�t�es part ii lesotho cl�mate change 
capac�ty-bu�ld�ng project” (lesotho Cl�mate Change Capac�ty-bu�ld�ng project) was des�gned to 
respond to capac�ty-bu�ld�ng needs of  lesotho wh�ch were �dent�f�ed as part of  the preparat�on 
of  �n�t�al nat�onal commun�cat�on. the evaluat�on concluded that the project was successful 
�n bu�ld�ng the capac�ty of  lesotho Meteorolog�cal Serv�ces �n mon�tor�ng the cl�mate of  the 
country. th�s was done through nat�onal level workshops and tra�n�ng sem�nars and was also 
successful  �n  ra�s�ng  awareness  among  stakeholders  for  the  �dent�f�cat�on,  assessment  and 
acqu�s�t�on of  technolog�es.

79.  the evaluat�on of  “Enabl�ng act�v�t�es for the preparat�on of  �n�t�al nat�onal commun�cat�ons 
related  to Un�ted Nat�ons Framework Convent�on on Cl�mate Change  �n Bahra�n project” 
(Bahra�n in�t�al Nat�onal Commun�cat�ons project), on the other hand, found that the project 
d�d not contr�bute to two of  �ts key object�ves, namely capac�ty-bu�ld�ng and env�ronmental 
awareness. lengthy delays �n project execut�on resulted �n several changes �n local respons�b�l�ty 
for the project lead�ng to less than des�rable progress. 

4. Environmental information, education and knowledge networks 

80.  One of  the three projects �n th�s cluster promoted develop�ng country part�c�pat�on �n support 
for the World Conservat�on Un�on (iUCN) F�fth World Congress on Protected Areas (Support 
for F�rth World Parks Congress project). the second project prov�ded cont�nued ass�stance 
to the network of  subreg�onal organ�zat�ons, coord�nated by the UNEP Reg�onal Resource 
Centre for Early Warn�ng and Assessment �n As�a and the Pac�f�c through d�ssem�nat�on and 
exchange of  env�ronmental �nformat�on and data for an �ntegrated and hol�st�c assessment of  
the env�ronment. the th�rd project sought to generate publ�c awareness and understand�ng of  
global env�ronmental �ssues, as well as mob�l�ze support for the Global Env�ronment Fac�l�ty 
themes and operat�onal programmes address�ng b�od�vers�ty, cl�mate change, ozone deplet�on 
and mar�ne degradat�on �n the lat�n Amer�can reg�on.
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81.  the evaluat�ons found that all three projects were �nvolved to some extent �n ra�s�ng publ�c 
awareness, �mprov�ng the capac�ty of  env�ronmental knowledge networks and d�ssem�nat�ng 
lessons  and best pract�ces. However,  the  ach�evement of  object�ves, outputs  and act�v�t�es 
var�ed and, as a result, the f�rst two projects atta�ned “good” rat�ng and the th�rd project was 
rated only “sat�sfactory”. the f�rst two project evaluat�ons were f�nal assessments and the th�rd 
was a m�dterm evaluat�on. Wh�le strong �nterest and comm�tment from stakeholders �mproved 
project performance, the lack of  clar�ty �n project des�gn, short project preparat�on t�me and 
l�m�ted preparat�on of  stakeholders for the�r part�c�pat�on �n the latter project contr�buted to 
weak performance.

82.  the  evaluat�on  of   the  “As�a  and  the  Pac�f�c:  Networks  for  data  �nformat�on  generat�on, 
analys�s, observat�on and assessment project” (As�a-Pac�f�c Env�ronmental Networks project) 
found that the project had developed an env�ronmental knowledge hub and had put together 
relevant knowledge and best pract�ce under f�ve themat�c areas: a�r, energy, land, b�od�vers�ty 
and water. the project had also establ�shed 30 �nd�cators cover�ng the assessment of  a�r, water, 
land  and  b�od�vers�ty.  the  collaborat�ve  assessment  network  compr�s�ng  e�ght  subreg�onal 
�ntergovernmental bod�es, four Global Resource informat�on Database (GRiD) centres, n�ne 
collaborat�ng �nst�tut�ons and ten donor representat�ves was effect�ve �n enhanc�ng the capac�ty 
of  nat�onal Governments �n As�a and the Pac�f�c reg�on to conduct and �n some countr�es to 
repeat assessments of  the state of  the env�ronment.

83.   the Support for the F�fth World Parks Congress project successfully produced a large number 
of  outputs and was cons�dered h�ghly successful �n prov�d�ng a global stage for protected areas 
worldw�de. However, the evaluat�on of  the project found that the project was rushed and plans 
were not well developed. Country representat�on was h�ghly skewed, w�th 10 countr�es prov�d�ng 
more than half  of  the Congress delegates and the rema�n�ng 43 per cent of  part�c�pants com�ng 
from 103 countr�es. the evaluat�on also noted that one object�ve of  the Congress, namely the 
development of  support for protected areas from the �ndustr�es that use natural resources, 
was not ach�eved because the Congress largely rema�ned a gather�ng of  the protected areas 
profess�onal  commun�ty. Few resource  �ndustry  representat�ves were present  and  relat�vely 
l�ttle progress was made �n conv�nc�ng and enabl�ng �ndustr�es that use natural resources to 
champ�on and support protected areas as an effect�ve strategy for the�r own bus�nesses.

5. Environmental law

84.  One  project  evaluated  �n  2005  dealt  w�th  capac�ty-bu�ld�ng  of   develop�ng  countr�es  �n 
env�ronmental  law.  the  project  was  des�gned  to  ass�st  the  countr�es  to  reverse  negat�ve 
env�ronmental trends and atta�n susta�nable development by ensur�ng that effect�ve legal and 
�nst�tut�onal reg�mes are establ�shed w�th competent and susta�ned expert�se. in add�t�on, the 
project a�med to streaml�ne and harmon�ze env�ronmental  laws and develop regulat�ons to 
enforce the �mplementat�on of  pr�nc�pal laws. Selected act�v�t�es were planned to promote the 
development and �mplementat�on of  mult�lateral env�ronmental agreements at the reg�onal, 
subreg�onal and nat�onal levels.

85.  the m�dterm evaluat�on of  the “Partnersh�p for the development of  env�ronmental law and 
�nst�tut�ons �n Afr�ca project” (PADEliA project) rated �t “good” �n terms of  ach�evement 
of  object�ves, outputs and act�v�t�es. the evaluat�on found that the project had fac�l�tated the 
development and rev�ew of   leg�slat�on, created awareness of  env�ronmental  laws and bu�lt 
capac�ty �n the area of  env�ronmental  law �n the project partner countr�es. in add�t�on, the 
project had also ass�sted countr�es to put �n place the legal and �nst�tut�onal frameworks for 
the  �mplementat�on of  mult�lateral env�ronmental agreements at  the nat�onal,  reg�onal and 
subreg�onal levels.
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6. Human health

86.  two projects evaluated �n 2005 were �nd�rectly related to human health �ssues. For example, 
the “Assessment of  pollut�on  status  and vulnerab�l�ty of  water  supply  aqu�fers of  Afr�can 
c�t�es project” (Urban Water Supply Pollut�on project) had four key components: assessment 
of   groundwater  vulnerab�l�ty;  �dent�f�cat�on  of   hot  spots  and  major  threats  to  aqu�fers  �n 
Afr�can urban areas; act�ons for safeguard�ng groundwater �n urban areas; and hydrolog�cal 
conceptual�zat�on of  groundwater vulnerab�l�ty �n Afr�can urban areas. 

87.   the evaluat�on of  the project noted that the project completed all act�v�t�es and produced 
planned outputs. Some of  the key outputs �ncluded the launch of  a workshop; complet�on 
and  updat�ng  of   ex�st�ng  hydrogeolog�cal  �nformat�on;  generat�on  of   data  on  pollut�on; 
generat�on of  vulnerab�l�ty maps for study areas; regular and per�od�c mon�tor�ng of  water 
qual�ty and �nfluences on �ts degradat�on; and a database of  water qual�ty �n Afr�ca. the project 
also produced country reports and br�ef�ng �nformat�on documents �nclud�ng early warn�ng 
bullet�ns, vulnerab�l�ty maps and sc�ent�f�c papers. 

7. Financial services

88.  the UNEP F�nanc�al in�t�at�ve project a�med to promote env�ronmental respons�b�l�ty �n the 
f�nanc�al serv�ces sector and part�c�pate �n global efforts to �dent�fy and develop f�nanc�ng sources 
for susta�nable development. the desk evaluat�on concluded that the project was successful �n 
catalyz�ng a s�gn�f�cant sh�ft towards susta�nable th�nk�ng and act�ons �n the f�nanc�al serv�ces 
sector. the project promoted �nformat�on exchange and publ�c pol�cy d�scuss�ons and produced 
publ�cat�ons. 

B.	 Cost-effectiveness

89.  the evaluat�on of  cost-effect�veness const�tuted an assessment of  ‘value for money’ from the 
�nvestments �n UNEP projects. it took �nto account eff�c�ency and effect�veness of  f�nanc�al 
and human resource use �n project development and �mplementat�on �n ach�ev�ng expected 
outputs w�th a v�ew to meet�ng stated object�ves. in evaluat�ng cost-effect�veness, emphas�s was 
placed on t�mely execut�on and complet�on of  the project act�v�t�es us�ng ava�lable resources. 
the cost-effect�veness of  twelve projects was evaluated and the overall rat�ng on th�s parameter 
was “very good”. two projects were rated as “excellent”, seven “very good”, two “good” and 
one “unsat�sfactory”.

90.  three key factors contr�buted to the cost-effect�veness of  the projects evaluated. these were: (�) the 
ava�lab�l�ty and use of  nat�onal experts; (��) effect�ve mob�l�zat�on of  counterpart contr�but�ons and 
co-f�nanc�ng; and (���) jud�c�ous use of  local experts and volunteers.

1. National experts

91.  the lesotho Cl�mate Change Capac�ty-bu�ld�ng project made effect�ve use of  lesotho’s local 
experts and consultants, wh�ch saved  the project costs assoc�ated w�th h�r�ng  �nternat�onal 
experts. S�m�larly, the ava�lab�l�ty of  qual�f�ed nat�onal experts �n the Catalyz�ng Conservat�on 
Act�on project helped analyse more than 6,473 spec�es of  flora and fauna, �nclud�ng all b�rds, 
mammals and amph�b�ans, each one w�th a d�str�but�on range map. less would have been 
ach�eved �f  an expens�ve �nternat�onal consultant had been engaged.
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2. Counterpart contributions and co-financing

92.  the accompl�shments of  the Urban Water Supply Pollut�on project were outstand�ng cons�der�ng 
that each part�c�pat�ng country rece�ved only $20,000 or less from the project to undertake 
the planned act�v�t�es. the project succeeded only because of  f�nanc�al support by the partner 
Governments to �mplement country spec�f�c tasks. 

93.  the DEltAmer�ca project ach�eved sav�ngs from �n k�nd contr�but�ons from the Organ�zat�on of  
Amer�can States (OAS), the Government of  Braz�l, UNEP and other partners and organ�zat�ons 
�nteract�ng  w�th  the  project.  the  execut�ng  and  �mplement�ng  agenc�es  prov�ded  fac�l�t�es, 
contacts, network�ng and personnel for the project. the project also benef�ted from techn�cal 
and adm�n�strat�ve exper�ences from other �nternat�onal water projects �n the reg�ons, such as 
the Sao Franc�sco and San Juan projects. 

94.  S�m�larly,  the  As�a-Pac�f�c  Env�ronmental  Networks  project  was  successful  �n  mob�l�z�ng 
$1.14 m�ll�on �n counterpart fund�ng to support �ts $3.7 m�ll�on core fund�ng. the project also 
leveraged an add�t�onal $11.9 m�ll�on from donors, wh�ch fac�l�tated the �mplement�ng agency, 
the  Reg�onal  Resource  Centre  for  As�a  and  the  Pac�f�c,  to  undertake  other  env�ronmental 
act�v�t�es. 

3. Judicious use of national experts and volunteers

95.  the use of  the talent and t�me of  volunteers at the reg�onal and subreg�onal level was s�gn�f�cant 
�n terms of  prov�d�ng data, knowledge and synthes�s of  results for the Global internat�onal Water 
project. th�s prov�ded a gl�mpse of  the state of  the waters over a large port�on of  the earth’s 
surface. the volunteers’ contr�but�on to the project was found to be �mportant �n leverag�ng 
add�t�onal contr�but�ons from donor countr�es and host mun�c�pal�t�es and �nst�tut�ons. 

96.  the success of  the So�l Organ�c Carbon Stocks project was poss�ble due to the enthus�asm 
of  the project team members, who, �n the major�ty of  cases, had worked beyond the l�m�ted 
funds made ava�lable to the project. Even though one of  the �nternat�onal collaborators d�d 
not fully meet �ts obl�gat�ons, the project team worked around the problem and ensured that 
the project outcomes were del�vered.

C.	 Stakeholder	involvement

97.  Stakeholders  �n  the  evaluated  projects  played  four  key  roles:  part�c�pat�on,  consultat�on, 
�nformat�on  d�ssem�nat�on  and  dec�s�on-mak�ng.  the  overall  rat�ng  on  the  stakeholder 
�nvolvement parameter for the 18 projects evaluated was “good”. Of  these 16 projects, three 
were rated as ”excellent”, four ”very good”, n�ne “good” and two “sat�sfactory”. 

1. Participation

98.  Part�c�pat�on  of   stakeholders  �n  the  projects  evaluated  took  var�ous  forms  and  �ncluded 
attendance at meet�ngs, workshops and d�scuss�on forums, and project management. Some 
projects had  s�zable  representat�on  from c�v�l  soc�ety  and commun�ty-based organ�zat�ons, 
wh�le �n other projects Governments and the sc�ent�f�c commun�ty played dom�nant roles. 

99.  the  Sao  Franc�sco  project  establ�shed  the  bas�n  comm�ttee  after  many  publ�c  workshops 
�nvolv�ng all representat�ve stakeholder groups. th�s was poss�ble due to comm�tment from 
the author�t�es, notably the State Secretary for Water and Env�ronment, and publ�c awareness 
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towards water �ssues �n the bas�n. Reg�onal comm�ttees were developed from the project’s bas�n 
comm�ttee as a means to decentral�ze the management �n a bas�n that exceeds 600,000 square 
k�lometres �n s�ze. A sub-bas�n comm�ttee was developed at the State’s �n�t�at�ve and preceded 
the project’s federal comm�ttee. in order to connect the State sub-bas�n management to the 
project bas�n management, stakeholders establ�shed sub-projects focus�ng on the�r respect�ve 
bas�ns, wh�le secretar�es of  State and other stakeholders were �nvolved �n the management of  the 
federal bas�n. Act�ve stakeholder part�c�pat�on resulted �n robust d�scuss�ons and the evaluat�on 
of  perce�ved �mpacts �n some watersheds and the �dent�f�cat�on of  pr�mary �ssues.

100.  S�m�larly, the DEltAmer�ca project organ�zed meet�ngs of  nat�onal focal po�nts, conducted 
subreg�onal  d�alogues  and  scheduled  meet�ngs  �n  collaborat�on  w�th  var�ous  �nternat�onal 
conferences. Such contacts among stakeholders also prov�ded opportun�t�es for d�scuss�on 
and the exchange of  exper�ences w�th a larger group of  experts from the water management 
commun�ty. in add�t�on, the act�ve part�c�pat�on of  stakeholders ensured balanced part�c�pat�on 
by Mesoamer�can members and those from Braz�l and the Southern Cone, thereby preserv�ng 
hem�spher�c �nterest �n the project and ensur�ng that �ts results were truly representat�ve of  
the Amer�cas. 

101.  the evaluat�on of   the Support  for F�fth World Parks Congress project demonstrated  that 
the  project  succeeded  �n  br�ng�ng  together  many  of   the  major  �nternat�onal  and  reg�onal 
�ntergovernmental  agenc�es;  all  the  major  �nternat�onal  conservat�on  non-governmental 
organ�zat�ons; large numbers of  staff  and sen�or managers of  protected area agenc�es; and 
people of  160 nat�onal�t�es, �nclud�ng government off�c�als, representat�ves of  �nd�genous and 
mob�le peoples, the pr�vate sector, conservat�on sc�ent�sts, academ�cs and educators. Del�berate 
efforts were made to draw �n a w�der const�tuency of  people from around the world, �nclud�ng, 
on one hand, those who could prov�de greater support for protected areas and, on the other, 
those who could der�ve greater use and benef�ts from protected areas. 

2. Consultation

102.  Project consultat�ons �nvolved formal and �nformal �nteract�on among stakeholders at d�fferent 
levels and at var�ous stages of  the project. For example, the So�l Organ�c Carbon Stock project 
engaged major stakeholders, case study countr�es and �nternat�onal collaborat�ng �nst�tut�ons 
�n  project  development.  Upon  approval  of   the  project,  all  part�es  act�vely  part�c�pated  �n 
project steer�ng comm�ttee meet�ngs and workshops held on a regular bas�s. the project also 
prov�ded regular updates and v�s�ts to stakeholders. in add�t�on, sc�ent�sts from both the case 
study countr�es and �nternat�onal collaborat�ng �nst�tut�ons ma�nta�ned close contact w�th all 
part�c�pants.

103.  Although the appropr�ate space and structures for stakeholder part�c�pat�on were establ�shed 
�n the Global Env�ronmental C�t�zensh�p project, the mechan�cs for part�c�pat�on were never 
agreed upon and the modal�t�es of  how the var�ous stakeholder groups, namely Governments, 
env�ronmental networks, project coord�nat�on bod�es, the �mplement�ng agency, the task manager 
and techn�cal adv�sory group experts, would �nteract, ach�eve consensus and make dec�s�ons were 
not d�scussed and agreed on at the �n�t�at�on of  the project. it was assumed that the opportun�ty 
to part�c�pate would suff�ce �n sp�te of  the very d�fferent backgrounds, v�s�ons and expectat�ons 
that each stakeholder brought to the project and the�r unfam�l�ar�ty w�th each other’s values and 
pract�ces. As a result, d�fferent stakeholder groups had d�fferent expectat�ons as to who would 
have the f�nal say �n project dec�s�ons and the�r percept�ons were polar�zed w�th respect to project 
ownersh�p, dec�s�on-mak�ng author�ty and the quest�ons “who controls the project?” and “who 
�s the project ult�mately supposed to serve?”. Desp�te good �ntent�ons on all s�des, the sp�r�t of  
partnersh�p and trust that was env�s�oned never came to fru�t�on. 
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104.  the evaluat�on of  the “Enabl�ng act�v�t�es for the preparat�on of  �n�t�al nat�onal commun�cat�on 
related to the Un�ted Nat�ons Framework Convent�on on Cl�mate Change - Bahra�n project” 
(Bahra�n UNFCCC project) found that there was �nadequate capac�ty �n Bahra�n to undertake 
adequate stakeholder consultat�ons. the stakeholders from government departments who were 
members of  project comm�ttees moved to other respons�b�l�t�es dur�ng project execut�on and 
had l�ttle contact w�th other stakeholders. S�m�larly, the project d�d not engage non-governmental 
organ�zat�ons. in add�t�on, one of  the key stakeholders, the Electr�c�ty Generat�on Department, 
was not adequately �nvolved �n project execut�on or �n the publ�c awareness effort, desp�te the 
fact that power generat�on was the major cause of  em�ss�ons. 

3. Information dissemination

105.  informat�on d�ssem�nat�on was successfully ach�eved �n a number of  projects. For example, 
�n the “implementat�on of  the strateg�c act�on plans for the Bermejo R�ver b�nat�onal bas�n 
project”  (Bermejo project), publ�c awareness had been a hallmark of   the project s�nce  the 
formulat�on of  the Bermejo strateg�c act�on programme. th�s cont�nued to be the case through 
the med�um of  workshops, sem�nars and presentat�ons. the project des�gned a programme on 
env�ronmental educat�on, the f�rst of  �ts k�nd �n Bol�v�a.2 in add�t�on, the project also developed 
an excellent teach�ng manual for elementary school teachers about the Bermejo R�ver watershed. 
the publ�cat�on was spec�al s�nce  �t  �ntroduced young readers to water management  �ssues 
w�th�n the context of  the Bermejo r�ver bas�n. 

106.  the d�ssem�nat�on of  �nformat�on went far beyond publ�c meet�ngs �nvolv�ng stakeholders �n 
the Pantanal project. the Nat�onal Water Agency had an updated water resource �nformat�on 
system that gave s�gn�f�cant v�s�b�l�ty to the Upper Paraguay r�ver bas�n, w�th the h�ghest level 
of  deta�l on the nature of   the Pantanal area and the behav�our of   �ts hydrolog�cal system. 
On the Braz�l�an s�de, the project had been very �mportant �n ass�st�ng the country to bu�ld a 
greater sense of  respons�b�l�ty towards the Pantanal reg�on. Before the project, the Braz�l�ans 
knew  l�ttle  about  the Pantanal  and  �ts  character�st�cs. S�nce  the complet�on of   the project, 
however, knowledge and awareness has �ncreased and a degree of  ownersh�p ex�sts, part�cularly 
at d�fferent levels of  government.

107.  in  the Urban Water Supply Pollut�on project,  teams  �n�t�ated  several  act�ons  rang�ng  from 
extens�ve med�a campa�gns (e.g., Eth�op�a), meet�ngs w�th cab�net m�n�sters and execut�ves of  
regulatory agenc�es (e.g., Zamb�a, Ben�n), leg�slat�ve rev�ews (all countr�es), to phys�cal act�ons 
that resulted from the d�ssem�nat�on of  project results (e.g., closure of  polluted boreholes �n 
John la�ng, lusaka; �ntroduct�on of  zon�ng act�v�t�es �n Côte d’ivo�re and Ben�n; prov�s�on of  
san�tat�on to 6,000 hous�ng un�ts �n Senegal). the evaluat�on found that, overall, the d�ssem�nat�on 
act�v�t�es were effect�ve at the techn�cal level, but that lessons were more d�ff�cult to pass on 
and enforce at the levels of  general publ�c and non-techn�cal or pol�t�cal dec�s�on makers.

4. Decision-making process

108.  the part�c�patory approach and underly�ng processes were major strengths of  the Pantanal project, 
wh�ch gave stakeholders �n the reg�on a feel�ng of  greater respons�b�l�ty and empowerment w�th 
respect to ecosystem preservat�on. the project’s 44 act�v�t�es were undertaken w�th stakeholder 
engagement from several levels of  the local populat�on. Representat�ves of  Governments, of  
the pr�vate sector and of  c�v�l soc�ety gathered to debate and present the�r own suggest�ons �n 
the dec�s�on-mak�ng process. Furthermore, non-governmental organ�zat�ons and pr�vate sector 

2	 At	the	time	of	project	evaluation,	it	was	pending	approval	by	the	Ministry	of	Education.
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f�rms from the reg�on were ready and eager to make use of  and �mprove some of  the Upper 
Paraguay R�ver Bas�n Conservat�on Plan recommendat�ons and part�c�pate �n any act�on or 
movement support�ve of  the preservat�on of  the natural resources of  the Pantanal reg�on. 

D.	 Country	ownership

109.  the assessment of  country ownersh�p measures the extent to wh�ch a project succeeded �n 
becom�ng part of  nat�onal development plans, programmes and env�ronmental agendas and 
how the country comm�tted to ensur�ng that the results of  the project were susta�ned, for 
example, by  sett�ng  as�de  resources  �n  the nat�onal budget  to undertake  relevant  act�v�t�es. 
Eleven evaluated projects prov�ded rat�ngs on the country ownersh�p parameter and the overall 
rat�ng was “good”. Country ownersh�p was rated “excellent” �n one project, “very good” �n 
one, “good” �n f�ve and “sat�sfactory” �n two projects. Some examples of  country ownersh�p 
are outl�ned below:

110.  the So�l Organ�c Carbon Stocks project evaluat�on found that country ownersh�p was very good. 
in all countr�es, the level of  ownersh�p had been max�m�zed through close cooperat�on between 
�nternat�onal collaborat�ng  �nst�tut�ons and the nat�onal  �nst�tut�ons. the nat�onal  �nst�tut�ons 
prov�ded add�t�onal resources to ensure that project outputs were del�vered. All project countr�es 
�nd�cated the�r w�ll�ngness to promote, use and ma�nta�n the Global Env�ronment Fac�l�ty So�l 
Organ�c Carbon  (GEFSOC) model�ng system developed by the project.

111.  Country ownersh�p was not as good as expected �n the Catalyz�ng Conservat�on Act�on project. 
th�s was, �n part, due to the lack of  endorsement and sense of  ownersh�p among nat�onal, 
reg�onal and �nternat�onal �nst�tut�ons and local non-governmental organ�zat�ons. the project 
d�d not perform very well �n terms of  �nfluenc�ng nat�onal pol�c�es. the nat�onal Governments 
�nvolved d�d not embrace the project as one that could prov�de rel�able and sound �nformat�on 
to feed �nto the countr�es’ env�ronmental pol�c�es. However, ownersh�p was found to be very 
good among the �nst�tut�ons and agenc�es represented �n the steer�ng comm�ttee.

112.  Although  the  lesotho  Cl�mate  Change  Capac�ty-bu�ld�ng  project  demonstrated  strong 
part�c�pat�on from Government departments, experts and other part�c�pants from project des�gn 
through to the �mplementat�on phases of  the project, there was very l�ttle local part�c�pat�on. 
in add�t�on, the evaluat�on d�d not f�nd any ev�dence that work done for the �n�t�al nat�onal 
commun�cat�on was �n any way �ncorporated �nto the nat�onal plann�ng process.

E.	 Implementation	approach

113.  A good �mplementat�on approach reflects the capac�ty of  project management, f�rst, to adjust and 
adapt to chang�ng cond�t�ons; second, to �ncorporate lessons learned dur�ng the �mplementat�on 
of   the  project;  and  th�rd,  to  manage  and  ma�nta�n  partnersh�ps  w�th  relevant  �nst�tut�ons 
and stakeholders effect�vely. the evaluat�ons demonstrated that project �mplementat�on was 
strengthened by  the  clear  v�s�on  and  comm�tment of  project  leaders  and  the�r  teams;  fa�r 
d�v�s�on of  respons�b�l�ty among project partners; stab�l�ty �n staff�ng; flex�b�l�ty and adaptab�l�ty 
to chang�ng c�rcumstances; effect�ve �nst�tut�onal arrangements, �nclud�ng cho�ce of  the r�ght 
partners; dr�ve and enthus�asm to forge good partnersh�ps; �ncorporat�on of  lessons from past 
and s�m�lar exper�ences; clar�ty �n work plan des�gn and assoc�ated budgetary prov�s�ons; and 
real�st�c and doable assumpt�ons �n project des�gn. 
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114.  the overall rat�ng for the �mplementat�on approach parameter was “good”, based on ava�lable 
data for 12 projects evaluated �n 2005. One project atta�ned a rat�ng of  “excellent”, four “very 
good”, three “good”, two “sat�sfactory” and two “unsat�sfactory”.

1. Project host institution

115.  in  the Pantanal  project,  the  framework  establ�shed by GEF and OAS,  �nclud�ng  techn�cal 
coord�nat�on  and  sub-project  teams,  was  adaptable  to  pol�t�cal  change  because  the  teams’ 
format�on followed em�nently techn�cal cr�ter�a. As a result of  close collaborat�on, the project 
fed the much larger inter-Amer�can Development Bank Pantanal project w�th qu�te a lot of  
useful �nformat�on and knowledge. the project also created an enthus�asm among the State 
government team that strengthened �ts des�re to promulgate a law on water management and 
even  �ncreased  support  for  exped�ted  �mplementat�on  of   some  of   the  pol�cy  �nstruments 
establ�shed by th�s leg�slat�on. Project execut�on was delayed by s�x months due to the change 
of  the project’s host�ng �nst�tut�on from the Secretar�at of  Water Resources of  the M�n�stry 
of  Env�ronment to the new Nat�onal Water Agency. However, th�s delay was offset by the 
advantages assoc�ated w�th the Agency’s �ndependence from the federal Government. th�s 
establ�shed the bas�s for the def�n�t�on of  long-term operat�ons. it allowed for the ma�ntenance 
of  a stable and versat�le �nfrastructure, �nvolv�ng the most capable profess�onals �n the country 
as a permanent team. 

2. Coordination and partnership arrangements

116.  in general terms, the DEltAmer�ca project benef�ted from effect�ve �nst�tut�onal arrangements 
between  UNEP,  OAS  and  the  Government  of   Braz�l,  based  on  a  robust  �nst�tut�onal 
mechan�sm. th�s ensured regular �nteract�on between the OAS and the Secretar�at for Water 
Resources of  Braz�l through the�r off�ces �n Buenos A�res and Bras�l�a and �nteract�ons w�th 
other GEF �nternat�onal water projects located �n Bras�l�a. two factors somewhat �mpeded 
project �mplementat�on, however. F�rst, the project document lacked adequate deta�l regard�ng 
adm�n�strat�ve arrangements, spec�f�cally the d�v�s�on of  respons�b�l�t�es and perm�tted delegat�ons 
of  author�ty  that would have s�mpl�f�ed  the coord�nat�on of  project act�v�t�es and reduced 
opportun�t�es for confus�on between the execut�ng agency off�ce and the techn�cal coord�nator. 
Second, the organ�zat�on of  cr�t�cal project act�v�t�es was subject to frequent reschedul�ng at 
relat�vely short not�ce, creat�ng d�ff�cult�es for nat�onal focal po�nts and other key people, who 
requ�red advance not�ce to enable the�r part�c�pat�on. 

117.  the country-dr�ven �mplementat�on approach was cons�dered to be a strength of  the PADEliA 
project. the project was successful �n forg�ng strateg�c and effect�ve partnersh�ps among country 
team members. However,  the project evaluat�on found that there was a  lack of  clar�ty and 
understand�ng about the role of  coord�nat�ng and cooperat�ng agenc�es. UNDP coord�nat�ng 
off�ces were respons�ble for l�a�s�ng w�th nat�onal focal po�nts on the �mplementat�on of  the 
project act�v�t�es but d�d not have enough t�me for a close follow-up on those act�v�t�es. there 
was also a lack of  clar�ty �n the memorandum about the role and pos�t�on of  the cooperat�ng 
agency. For example, the spec�f�c roles and respons�b�l�t�es of  a cooperat�ng agency �n terms 
of  coord�nat�on, plann�ng, �mplementat�on and report�ng on act�v�t�es were not establ�shed. 
Quest�ons were also ra�sed as to whether the role of  the cooperat�ng agency was to control 
the use of  funds or only extended to the transm�ss�on of  funds. it was also not clear whether 
there was a need for val�dat�on of  the dec�s�ons of  the nat�onal task force by the cooperat�ng 
agency. Consequently, the �ntent�on of  gett�ng UNEP and UNDP to work closely together �n 
the project was not sat�sfactor�ly real�zed. 
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118.   the �mplementat�on mechan�sms of  the ind�genous vegetat�on project requ�red a healthy 
work�ng relat�onsh�p among all collaborat�ng agenc�es. Although UNEP, UNDP and the Un�ted 
Nat�ons Off�ce for Project Serv�ces (UNOPS) worked qu�te well together, none of  them had 
a  good work�ng  relat�onsh�p w�th  the Un�vers�ty  of  Oslo, wh�ch  fa�led  to del�ver  research 
components. the role of  the project’s Reg�onal Coord�nat�on Un�t was not effect�ve, as �t d�d 
not play the adv�sory role foreseen and had no dec�s�on-mak�ng author�ty. instead, the Un�t 
spent much of  �ts t�me try�ng to coord�nate w�th the Un�vers�ty but w�thout any success.

3. Adaptive management

119.  the �mplementat�on approach �n the Urban Water Supply Pollut�on project was found to be 
reasonably good. the approach was clearly structured and log�cally def�ned and lessons from 
earl�er projects had been duly �ncorporated �n the project document and planned outcomes. 
Project management adapted to the chang�ng needs of  the project.

120.   in the Support for F�fth World Park Congress project, the �nst�tut�onal arrangements between 
GEF, UNEP and iUCN worked eff�c�ently and good and regular commun�cat�on was ma�nta�ned 
between the relevant UNEP and iUCN off�cers. Nevertheless, although the project was des�gned 
by UNEP and iUCN to rece�ve GEF fund�ng, �t was only organ�zed shortly pr�or to the F�fth 
World Park Congress and the evaluat�on d�d not f�nd any �nd�cat�on of  adapt�ve management of  the 
project by UNEP or iUCN, apart from an extens�on of  four months to allow �ts complet�on. 

4. Human resource dynamics

121.  Although the project �mplementat�on arrangement was v�able, the Global internat�onal Waters 
project encountered several challenges �n the beg�nn�ng due to the locat�ons of  var�ous project 
partners. th�s had an adverse �mpact on project operat�ons. the project support team of  the 
�mplement�ng agency, UNEP, was located at UNEP headquarters �n Na�rob� and the project 
management team was located �n Kalmar, Sweden, w�th the reg�onal project teams be�ng located 
around the globe. t�me zone d�fferences, language d�fferences, and cultural d�fferences also 
added to these challenges. in add�t�on, h�gh turnover of  project managers dur�ng the course 
of  project �mplementat�on d�d not encourage the development of  good or cons�stent work�ng 
relat�onsh�ps between the groups of  people work�ng on the project.

5. Management structure

122.  the evaluat�on of  the Global Env�ronmental C�t�zensh�p project revealed that the des�gn of  
network strateg�es and log frames were compartmental�zed exerc�ses that offered l�ttle space for 
�nteract�on between env�ronmental networks or countr�es. For example, the stated �nterest of  
the Mex�can Assoc�at�on of  Mun�c�pal�t�es (AMARC) and lat�n Amer�can Counc�l of  Churches 
(ClAi) �n coord�nat�ng commun�cat�ons and tra�n�ng act�v�t�es w�th p�lot mun�c�pal�t�es was 
not reflected  �n the�r plans. Ne�ther d�d the project make use of  UNEP �n�t�at�ves such as 
t�erramér�ca and others that offer broadcast�ng poss�b�l�t�es and access to v�rtual l�brar�es and 
env�ronmental f�lm fest�vals, as a means to ass�st �nformat�on campa�gns and d�ssem�nat�on 
act�v�t�es. Furthermore,  cooperat�on opportun�t�es were  also  lost  as  a  result  of  delays  and 
adm�n�strat�ve problems that were faced at all stages of  the project cycle. Hence the �n�t�al 
�nterest expressed by the Governments of  Germany and the Netherlands d�m�n�shed as the 
project’s approval was postponed. the Un�vers�ty of  Córdoba, Spa�n, has w�thheld cash and 
�n k�nd contr�but�ons totall�ng $380,000, wh�ch would have been ava�lable at an earl�er stage. 
the match�ng cash contr�but�on approved by the Government of  Ecuador has been reduced 
by almost one-half  due to project delays and the balance reass�gned to other projects.
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6. Implementation delays

123.  the �mplementat�on of  the Bahra�n UNFCCC project was delayed and constra�ned by many 
factors �nclud�ng the unfortunate pass�ng away of  project experts, weaknesses �n env�ronmental 
�nst�tut�ons �n Bahra�n and d�ff�cult�es �n obta�n�ng �nformat�on and data. All these contr�buted 
to s�gn�f�cant delays �n project �mplementat�on and �nterrupt�ons �n �ts execut�on. the problems 
were accentuated by pol�t�cal d�ff�cult�es �n Bahra�n and the Pers�an Gulf  due to war �n iraq 
and other secur�ty cons�derat�ons. these events weakened the Arab�an Gulf  Un�vers�ty and 
caused project execut�on to stretch over e�ght years �nstead of  two. 

7. Participatory approach and flexibility

124.  From the outset, the Catalyz�ng Conservat�on Act�on project �nvolved a part�c�patory approach 
and encouraged open d�scuss�on. th�s was necessary to accommodate the many nat�ons and 
organ�zat�ons �nvolved �n the project, wh�ch requ�red a degree of  flex�b�l�ty �n order to adapt 
to the part�cular cond�t�ons of  each ecoreg�on. Although the project partners  lacked equal 
access to �nformat�on, knowledge and technology, the part�c�patory approach of  the project 
and the cont�nuous d�alogue �t fac�l�tated y�elded excellent part�c�pat�on and performance from 
partners. the evaluat�on concluded that the �mplementat�on approach, �nclud�ng the feas�b�l�ty 
of  planned act�v�t�es, the plan’s flex�b�l�ty, the ab�l�ty of  the techn�cal team to adjust to the local 
cond�t�ons, and the restructur�ng plan of  act�v�t�es, was excellent.

8.  Risk management

125.  the So�l Organ�c Carbon Stocks project was extremely well organ�zed. the project’s  team 
of  overseas experts recogn�zed very early on that wh�le there was generally good to excellent 
sc�ent�f�c knowledge �n the four case study countr�es to support the assembly of  necessary 
data, there was a lack of  advanced sk�lls �n computer network�ng, the Geograph�c informat�on 
System,  and  the  databases  necessary  for  project  �mplementat�on  and  meet�ng  object�ves 
w�th�n the stated t�me frames. A comprehens�ve r�sk management strategy was outl�ned by 
the development team, wh�ch m�n�m�zed the need for techn�cal expert�se to �nstall the system, 
conduct data entry operat�ons, run the models, and �nterpret the model output. For example, 
the  ava�lab�l�ty of  data  su�table  for model  evaluat�on presented  a major  r�sk; however,  the 
val�dat�on procedure var�ed  for each case  study country and problems w�th access  to data 
were generally resolved w�th�n each country. S�m�larly, to enhance the cont�nu�ng use of  the 
so�l organ�c carbon model�ng systems, case study lead �nst�tut�ons were already part of, or had 
strong l�nks w�th, nat�onal government departments and sen�or representat�ves were �nv�ted 
to part�c�pate �n workshops. to m�n�m�ze the r�sk that the newly developed model�ng system 
m�ght not be adopted by end users (e.g., nat�onal agenc�es �n plann�ng exerc�ses and GEF �n 
project select�on) the project developed land use scenar�os that were as real�st�c as poss�ble, 
us�ng current trends �n land use. 

F.	 Financial	planning	and	management

126.  F�nanc�al plann�ng and management �n the projects evaluated covered �nternal and external 
resource mob�l�zat�on and co-f�nanc�ng, budget�ng, d�sbursement �ssues, f�nanc�al control and 
f�nanc�al transparency. Seventeen of  the evaluated projects were rated aga�nst th�s parameter 
and the overall  rat�ng was “very good”. three projects atta�ned rat�ngs of  “excellent”,  ten 
“very good”, and four “good”.
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1. Counterpart contribution and resource mobilization

127.  in the Sao Franc�sco project, the counterpart contr�but�on was reduced by 38 per cent due to 
budgetary l�m�tat�ons, wh�ch l�m�ted the number of  p�lot stud�es conducted. the evaluat�on 
noted, however, that th�s d�d not have a major �mpact on the f�nal conclus�ons and development 
of   the strateg�c act�on programme. th�s was poss�ble because of   the support prov�ded by 
stakeholders. Most of   the  �nst�tut�ons prov�ded qual�f�ed personnel at  a heav�ly  subs�d�zed 
rate and co-f�nanc�ers prov�ded equ�pment and �nfrastructure. the monet�zed value of  such 
contr�but�ons exceeded expected counterpart contr�but�ons by one m�ll�on dollars. 

128.  the Global Env�ronmental C�t�zensh�p project also faced a cons�derable reduct�on �n ava�lable 
funds,  w�th  the  amount  secured  far  less  than  agreed  �n  the  relevant  memorandums  of  
understand�ng.  For example, ClAi rece�ved only $52,500 of  the $90,000 approved �n the f�rst 
memorandum of  understand�ng; the iUCN Comm�ss�on on Educat�on and Commun�cat�on 
also reported a shortfall. the Government of  Ecuador’s focal po�nt also noted that the $83,400 
approved �n the f�rst memorandum of  understand�ng was subsequently reduced to $52,000, 
of   wh�ch  only  US$26,000  arr�ved  after  cons�derable  delay.  there  were  m�sunderstand�ngs 
and  l�m�ted clar�ty about  the project  funds,  feed�ng percept�ons  that  the project’s  f�nanc�al 
performance lacked transparency.

2. Fund management

129.  the Sao Franc�sco project was also executed w�th�n the budget. the overall f�nanc�al expend�ture 
of  the project showed that the techn�cal management un�t was small and �ts costs were low 
relat�ve to the overall expend�ture and cost of  the sub-projects undertaken. the act�v�t�es �n 
the San Juan project were also carr�ed out w�th�n budget. However, expend�ture under each 
component var�ed s�gn�f�cantly from the budgeted amount because of  d�ff�cult�es �n pred�ct�ng 
actual  requ�rements. S�m�larly,  the PADEliA project demonstrated sound management of  
project funds. F�nanc�al controls were def�ned �n the memorandums of  understand�ng and were 
jud�c�ously executed and reported on, wh�le the project was also successful �n �dent�fy�ng co-
fund�ng agenc�es at the nat�onal level. S�m�larly, the Pantanal project had an excellent f�nanc�al 
plann�ng and management system. there was no need for the nat�onal coord�nator to transfer 
funds from one sub-project to another. 

130.  the Sao Franc�sco project exper�enced delays �n transferr�ng funds to the project dur�ng the 
trans�t�onal phase when the locat�on for project coord�nat�on was transferred from the M�n�stry 
of  Water Resources to the Nat�onal Water Agency. Over t�me, as the subprojects learned more 
about report�ng requ�rements, approval of  payments could be done more exped�t�ously. the 
Catalyz�ng Conservat�on Act�on project also encountered fund transfer problems �n�t�ally but 
the tNC Reg�onal techn�cal Un�t was able to transfer funds from other sources so that planned 
project act�v�t�es could be undertaken on t�me.

3.  Administration and disbursements

131.  Delays  �n approval, d�sbursement and adm�n�strat�ve errors  adversely  �mpacted  the Global 
Env�ronmental C�t�zensh�p project. For example,  the  f�rst memorandum of  understand�ng 
between the �mplement�ng agency, env�ronmental networks and Governments was rejected 
by the UNEP D�v�s�on of  Global Env�ronment Fac�l�ty Coord�nat�on (DGEF) and UNON 
because allocat�ons �n the memorandum of  understand�ng exceeded $100,000, wh�ch const�tutes 
the ce�l�ng for such agreements �n UNEP. As a result the memorandum of  understand�ng had 
to be renegot�ated w�th the env�ronmental networks and was only approved seven months 
later, result�ng �n delays �n fund d�sbursements. in the Secretar�at for Env�ronment and Natural 
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Resources (SEMARNAt) �n Mex�co, the second d�sbursement d�d not arr�ve unt�l 2005. iUCN 
faced a 14-month gap between the rece�pt of  the f�rst and second d�sbursements, wh�ch were 
supposed to be pa�d on a semesterly bas�s; other networks reported s�m�lar delays. the f�rst 
ser�es of  d�sbursements under the second memorandum of  understand�ng were scheduled for 
October 2004 but were not processed unt�l s�x months later. 

G.	 Replicability

132.  Repl�cab�l�ty refers to the extent to wh�ch exper�ences, methods and lessons could be appl�ed 
and scaled up �n the des�gn and �mplementat�on of  other s�m�lar projects, both w�th�n and 
outs�de the project areas or countr�es. twelve projects were evaluated aga�nst th�s cr�ter�on and 
the overall rat�ng was “good”. One project ach�eved an “excellent” rat�ng, four “very good”, 
three “good”, two “sat�sfactory” and another two unsat�sfactory”.

133.  the PADEliA project was found to be repl�cable �n other Afr�can countr�es and other reg�ons 
of  the develop�ng and developed world where env�ronmental laws needed to be developed 
and rev�ewed or where the �mplementat�on of  env�ronmental laws rema�ned a challenge. the 
approach used by the project was cost-effect�ve because of  the use of  nat�onal consultants, 
wh�ch made the process country-dr�ven as well as bu�ld�ng endogenous capac�ty �n env�ronmental 
law, both at �nd�v�dual and �nst�tut�onal levels.

134.  the relat�vely short durat�on and l�m�ted resources of  the DEltAmer�ca project d�d not prov�de 
adequate support for the repl�cat�on of  project act�v�t�es �n other lat�n Amer�can countr�es. 
there was  l�m�ted opportun�ty to  �dent�fy, systemat�ze and develop mechan�sms, and share 
lessons, pract�ces and exper�ence �n an eff�c�ent manner. the Pantanal project, on the other 
hand, demonstrated that the wealth of  knowledge, part�cularly �dent�f�ed r�sks assoc�ated w�th 
decreas�ng b�od�vers�ty result�ng from uncontrolled econom�c development, could potent�ally 
be used w�th�n the context of  other  large ecosystems of  flooded  lands such as  the Upper 
Paraguay watershed. S�m�larly, the evaluat�on of  the Bermejo project found that most of  the 
components of  the project could be repl�cated along the Andes reg�on s�nce the problems and 
challenges w�th water and sed�ment management are very s�m�lar. the educat�onal component 
of  the Bermejo project �s cons�dered to be a model of  how to educate and engage commun�t�es 
�n watershed management �ssues throughout lat�n Amer�ca.

135.  the potent�al for repl�cat�on was very h�gh  �n the So�l Organ�c Carbon Stocks project due 
to �ts �mportance �n prepar�ng greenhouse gas �nventor�es and develop�ng land management 
strateg�es  for  susta�nable  development.  Project  outputs,  �nclud�ng  the  model�ng  system, 
are already be�ng appl�ed  �n several projects,  such as  the land Degradat�on Assessment  �n 
Drylands project �nvolv�ng s�x countr�es (Argent�na, Ch�na, Cuba, Senegal, South Afr�ca and 
tun�s�a); the Agr�cultural Product�v�ty and Susta�nable land Management project �n Kenya; the 
Nat�onal Aeronaut�cal and Space Adm�n�strat�on (NASA) – large Scale B�osphere-Atmosphere 
Exper�ment �n Amazon�a proposal, “land-atmosphere exchanges of  carbon d�ox�de and n�trous 
ox�de assoc�ated w�th agr�cultural expans�on �n the Braz�l�an Amazon”; and the Quant�fy�ng 
and Understand�ng the Earth System (QUESt) project �n the Un�ted K�ngdom. 

H.	 Monitoring	and	evaluation

136.  Mon�tor�ng seeks to establ�sh the extent to wh�ch �nputs, work schedules, other requ�red act�ons 
and outputs are proceed�ng accord�ng to the workplan and budget, so that t�mely correct�ve 
act�ons  can  be  taken,  �f   requ�red.  Evaluat�on  �s  a  t�me-bound  exerc�se  that  a�ms  to  assess 



32  2 0 0 5   A N N U A l   E v A l U A t i O N   R E P O R t

systemat�cally and object�vely the relevance, performance and success of  projects both under 
way and already completed. the �dent�f�cat�on of  key qual�tat�ve and quant�tat�ve performance 
�nd�cators and the collect�on of  relevant basel�ne data and �nformat�on �s an �ntegral part of  
mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on.

137.  the evaluat�on f�nd�ngs �nd�cated that a clear mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on plan w�th well-def�ned 
procedures and performance �nd�cators, along w�th ass�gned respons�b�l�t�es, was very �mportant 
for �mproved project eff�c�ency and effect�veness. in add�t�on, w�ll�ngness and comm�tment to 
�mplement a mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on plan, t�mely complet�on of  h�gh qual�ty reports and 
outputs and �nternal�zat�on of  lessons from mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on �n project �mplementat�on 
were  also  equally  �mportant.  the  overall  rat�ng  of   the  17  projects  for  wh�ch  rat�ngs  were 
ass�gned �n 2005, was “good”. Of  those, two projects were rated “excellent”, s�x “very good”, 
four “good”, three “sat�sfactory” and two “unsat�sfactory”.

1. Monitoring and evaluation plan and tools

138.  Although,  the  Below  Ground  B�od�vers�ty  project  �ntroduced  mon�tor�ng  and  evaluat�on 
tools only after project  �ncept�on,  the project coord�nat�on off�ce made good use of   these 
tools through annual reports. in add�t�on, the country teams started us�ng them �n assess�ng 
m�lestones and outcomes. Mon�tor�ng, progress report�ng and evaluat�on plann�ng were qu�te 
comprehens�ve and �ncluded evaluat�on �nd�cators to determ�ne the effect�veness of  project 
management. in add�t�on, key performance �nd�cators, mon�tor�ng, report�ng and evaluat�on 
respons�b�l�t�es, gu�del�nes for prepar�ng var�ous reports, work plans and budgets were clearly 
def�ned. 

2.  Commitment to project coordination, management and monitoring 

139.  the comm�tment of  the project staff  was cr�t�cal �n mon�tor�ng and evaluat�ng the So�l Organ�c 
Carbon  Stocks  project.  the  �nternat�onal  project  coord�nator  prov�ded  excellent  log�st�c, 
techn�cal, mon�tor�ng and overall coord�nat�on support. th�s greatly ass�sted the project team 
to produce a deta�led techn�cal report to supplement the requ�red techn�cal report, wh�ch was 
of  great benef�t �n the f�nal evaluat�on of  the project.

140.  S�m�larly, the evaluat�on found that mon�tor�ng of  project act�v�t�es �n the Catalyz�ng Conservat�on 
Act�on project was  sound. the overs�ght comm�ttee was bas�cally  self-mon�tor�ng because 
the  project  appl�ed  a  part�c�patory  approach.  UNEP  requ�red  s�x-monthly  reports  on  the 
�mplementat�on of  the project, w�th wh�ch the coord�nat�on team had to comply. Suggest�ons 
and changes �dent�f�ed �n the reports were adopted. Some concern was, however, expressed 
about the delay �n feedback and follow-up on the report�ng. 

141.  Although basel�ne surveys and self-evaluat�on tools were among the �nnovat�ve features of  
the Global Env�ronmental C�t�zensh�p project, they were neglected and rece�ved attent�on too 
late �n �mplementat�on. th�s l�m�ted the�r ut�l�ty. 

142.  the lesotho Cl�mate Change Capac�ty-bu�ld�ng project  �ncorporated very  few mon�tor�ng 
and evaluat�on act�v�t�es. As a result,  the project progress reports d�d not conta�n requ�red 
bas�c �nformat�on to assess progress made by the project. in pr�nc�ple, UNEP and lesotho 
Meteorolog�cal Serv�ces  (lMS) were respons�ble for  the cont�nuous mon�tor�ng of  project 
�mplementat�on. lMS had the task of  prepar�ng and subm�tt�ng quarterly progress reports and 
expend�ture reports, as well as term�nal reports to UNEP. However, there were no progress 
reports for the per�od July 2002–August 2004 and the qual�ty of  the ones that were subm�tted 
was poor, mak�ng �t d�ff�cult to compare the actual act�v�t�es to the work plan. 
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3. Quality of reports

143.  Although  the Support  for F�fth World Park Congress project  secretar�at prov�ded deta�led 
narrat�ve reports on the act�v�t�es carr�ed out and results ach�eved dur�ng the project per�od, 
�t was not clear that these reports were used by UNEP to prov�de feedback to the Congress 
secretar�at and strengthened del�very of  the project. the reports d�d not, however, g�ve a clear 
�nd�cat�on as to whether the ma�n Congress and �ts many subs�d�ary events were planned and 
conducted as effect�vely as they m�ght have been. 

I.	 Impacts

144.  Project �mpacts were assessed �n terms of  the�r �nfluence on government pol�c�es and strateg�es 
and the act�v�t�es of  project stakeholders. For several projects the �mplementat�on per�od was 
too short  to determ�ne  long-term env�ronmental  �mpacts.  in  th�s sect�on,  �ntended project 
�mpacts are d�scussed, although the projects could have had other �nd�rect and un�ntended 
�mpacts. lack of  basel�ne data was a pers�stent problem for most of  the projects.

145.  Of  the 20 projects evaluated �n 2005, fourteen �nd�cated some form of  �mpact and the overall 
rat�ng was ‘good’. three projects atta�ned a rat�ng of  ‘excellent’, three ‘very good’, four ‘good’, 
two ‘sat�sfactory’ and two ‘unsat�sfactory’. 

1.  Scientific and technical

146.  the Urban Water Supply Pollut�on project had a sc�ent�f�c �mpact �n each project country. the 
capac�ty-bu�ld�ng �n each task team, together w�th further publ�c�ty and sc�ent�f�c or techn�cal 
knowledge transfer act�ons resulted �n a more last�ng and strateg�c �mpact. Nat�onal �mpacts 
were more v�s�ble �n countr�es that had part�c�pated s�nce the f�rst phase of  the project than 
�n the new partner countr�es. At the t�me of  evaluat�on the project  �mpact was st�ll  largely 
of  local s�gn�f�cance but there were �nd�cat�ons that �mpacts were be�ng made at nat�onal and 
reg�onal level �n several countr�es.

147.   One s�gn�f�cant contr�but�on of  the So�l Organ�c Carbon Stocks project was that the �nst�tut�ons 
�n Braz�l, ind�a, Jordan and Kenya developed s�gn�f�cant capac�ty �n the use of   Geograph�c 
informat�on System model �nterfaces and so�l organ�c carbon stock assessment. th�s placed 
these �nst�tut�ons �n a un�que pos�t�on globally as they had co-developed the only gener�cally 
appl�cable system for mak�ng process-based est�mat�ons of  so�l organ�c carbon stocks changes 
bu�lt on data from develop�ng countr�es. the project also prov�ded s�gn�f�cant �mpacts �n the 
development of  intergovernmental Panel on Cl�mate Change (iPCC) methods for measur�ng 
carbon em�ss�ons from so�ls. Data from long-term exper�ments and chronosequences collected 
by project sc�ent�sts were �ncluded �n the global data sets used to rev�se so�l stock change factors 
�n the iPCC t�er 1 (default) method.3 Furthermore, the global data sets were �ncorporated 
�nto the iPCC 2003 Good Pract�ce Gu�dance for land Use, land Use Change and Forestry 
greenhouse gas �nventor�es and were be�ng �ncorporated �nto the iPCC 2006 Gu�del�nes for 
Nat�onal Greenhouse Gas  inventor�es – volume 4: Agr�culture, Forestry  and Other land 
Use. 

3  the t�er 1 methodology uses default parameters as prov�ded by the iPCC to enable countr�es w�th l�m�ted data resources 
to est�mate em�ss�ons. t�er 2 approaches requ�re at least some country-spec�f�c �nformat�on, wh�ch may be obta�ned 
through local l�terature or exper�ments. For the t�er 3 method, all parameters should be country-spec�f�c and more 
accurate than the default values, and may �nclude locally cal�brated and val�dated s�mulat�on models.



34  2 0 0 5   A N N U A l   E v A l U A t i O N   R E P O R t

2. Communities and national agencies

148.  the DEltAmer�ca project created an �mportant �mpact �n those commun�t�es that were close 
to the�r act�v�t�es’ execut�on. A more �mportant �mpact was l�kely to be real�zed, however, when 
the project’s products were w�dely d�str�buted and used. the recent  �n�t�at�ves on common 
strateg�es for water management �n lat�n Amer�ca and the Car�bbean, promoted by Braz�l us�ng 
DEltAmer�ca products, and subsequent d�scuss�ons on th�s matter at the h�ghest pol�t�cal 
level were a clear man�festat�on of  the �nfluence that the project �s hav�ng �n the reg�on. 

149.  the  potent�al  �mpacts  on  b�od�vers�ty  conservat�on  and  rangeland  rehab�l�tat�on  from  the 
ind�genous vegetat�on project at the t�me of  evaluat�on were, however, m�n�mal. the most 
pos�t�ve s�ngle potent�al �mpact was the effect of  deferred graz�ng �n Ka�tese, at the turkana 
s�te �n north-western Kenya. if  cont�nued for a couple more years, th�s �ntervent�on would 
have had a dramat�c �mpact on the rehab�l�tat�on of  the s�te. 

3. Awareness-raising 

150.  the Catalyz�ng Conservat�on Act�on project created conservat�on awareness at local, reg�onal 
and nat�onal levels. local �nst�tut�ons were strengthened and an enormous b�od�vers�ty database 
was developed to a�d conservat�on pol�c�es. Us�ng effect�ve part�c�patory processes, the project 
succeeded �n �mprov�ng and strengthen�ng the capac�ty of  conservat�on data centres as tools 
for b�od�vers�ty conservat�on that could be used by pol�cymakers �n establ�sh�ng conservat�on 
and management alternat�ves �n cr�t�cal areas. in terms of  transferr�ng knowledge, the project 
team and related profess�onals tra�ned more than 60 profess�onals �n several top�cs, �nclud�ng 
the  Geograph�c  informat�on  System,  remote  sens�ng,  the  Global  Pos�t�on�ng  System  and 
conservat�on  b�ology  (ecoreg�onal  plann�ng,  s�te  conservat�on  plann�ng  and  gap  analys�s). 
the profess�onals were staff  of  the execut�ng agenc�es �n each of  the s�x countr�es and the�r 
partners, �nclud�ng local stakeholders and government representat�ves. 

4. International partnership

151.  the evaluat�on of  the San Juan project �nd�cated that there were project results and �mpacts, 
both w�th�n the �nformat�on component and w�th�n the so-called “demonstrat�on projects”, that 
showed the poss�b�l�t�es for the two countr�es to work together towards common goals. th�s 
was espec�ally true w�th respect to the sc�ent�f�c commun�ty, represented by several �nst�tut�ons 
�n both countr�es. the project also benef�ted from other past and current exper�ence �n the 
same f�eld, such as the Mesoamer�can B�olog�cal Corr�dor, the Marshes and F�re Programmes 
and  the  Nat�onal  System  of   Conservat�on  Areas  (SiNAC).  Both  countr�es  were  favorably 
d�sposed towards the s�gn�ng of  b�nat�onal agreements and the �nclus�on of  the results of  th�s 
project �nto nat�onal pol�c�es. 

J.	 Sustainability

152.  Susta�nab�l�ty measures the extent to wh�ch benef�ts cont�nue, w�th�n or outs�de the project 
doma�n, from a part�cular project or programme after UNEP or external ass�stance �n terms of  
techn�cal, �nst�tut�onal or f�nanc�al support has come to an end. Seventeen project evaluat�ons 
�ncluded the susta�nab�l�ty parameter and the overall rat�ng was “good”. Seven projects were 
rated “very good”, s�x “good”, three “sat�sfactory” and one “unsat�sfactory”. Susta�nab�l�ty 
was exam�ned �n terms of  the presence of  an enabl�ng env�ronment, �nst�tut�onal capac�ty and 
f�nanc�al susta�nab�l�ty.
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1. Enabling environment

153.  the evaluat�ons demonstrated that a favourable enabl�ng env�ronment was �mportant for project 
susta�nab�l�ty. Such an env�ronment  requ�res strong comm�tments by  rec�p�ent countr�es and 
w�ll�ngness to cont�nue relevant project related act�v�t�es even after UNEP support has ended. 

154.  there was strong comm�tment from federal and state agenc�es, un�vers�t�es, research �nst�tut�ons, 
some pr�vate compan�es and non-governmental organ�zat�ons towards the Sao Franc�sco project. 
that comm�tment was due to the �nvolvement and act�ve part�c�pat�on of  h�gh rank�ng publ�c 
off�c�als and State Secretar�es �n the bas�n comm�ttees. 

155.  there was strong comm�tment from Braz�l, Argent�na, Costa R�ca and Peru to contr�bute to 
operat�ng the reg�onal nodes after the DEltAmer�ca project had ended. Wh�le the project 
contr�buted hardware, software and support to the internat�onal Water Resources Network 
(iWRN),  the  operat�onal  costs  were  assumed  by  the  countr�es  �n  the  reg�on.  the  new 
comm�tments from nat�onal and reg�onal organ�zat�ons to ensure the nodes’ susta�nab�l�ty and 
the pos�t�ve d�scuss�ons lead�ng to new strateg�c plan for iWRN were good �nd�cators that the 
network could assume the role of  protagon�st.

156.  Although the techn�cal mer�t of  the So�l Organ�c Carbon Stocks project (�.e., the GEF So�l 
Organ�c Carbon Model�ng System and assoc�ated databases) was apprec�ated by all, one of  the 
major concerns was that, wh�le the �nternat�onal commun�ty had prov�ded excellent support 
and �n country tra�n�ng �n prepar�ng datasets and runn�ng the models, many of  these act�v�t�es 
were st�ll heav�ly rel�ant on �nput from spec�al�zed staff  from the Natural Resources Ecology 
laboratory at Colorado State Un�vers�ty and Br�t�sh research �nst�tute, Rothamsted Research. 
there was no major plann�ng exerc�se w�th respect to the susta�nab�l�ty of  the model outputs 
and enhancement of  data to �mprove the qual�ty and accuracy of  results.

2.  Institutional capacity

157.  the  evaluat�on  of   Bahra�n  in�t�al  Nat�onal  Commun�cat�ons  project  noted  that  the  f�rst 
phase of   the project d�d not prov�de for susta�nab�l�ty.  it was concluded w�thout a proper 
�nst�tut�onal base to move �nto phase ii. to be susta�nable, the project would have requ�red 
that the env�ronmental �nst�tut�ons be appropr�ately manned by Bahra�n� nat�onals and hands-
on pract�cal tra�n�ng be prov�ded to the nat�onal staff.

3.  Financial sustainability

158.  the second phase of  the PADEliA project emphas�zed the shar�ng of  respons�b�l�t�es between 
the project and partner countr�es as the bas�s for susta�nab�l�ty. Part�c�pat�ng countr�es set as�de 
human and f�nanc�al resources as well as other mater�als for �mplement�ng the project. Most 
of  the f�nanc�al resources were drawn, however, from outs�de the countr�es. the evaluat�on 
suggests that the ach�evements of  the project w�ll only be susta�ned f�nanc�ally �f  the requ�s�te 
momentum  has  been  atta�ned  and  the  project  act�v�t�es  are  anchored  f�rmly  �n  nat�onal 
programmes. Some countr�es are l�kely to cont�nue w�th some of  the act�v�t�es but perhaps 
on a much smaller scale than at present due to the scarc�ty of  resources and the many other 
compet�ng needs w�th�n those countr�es.

159.  the F�fth World Park Congress was the largest ever, but was almost completely dependent on 
overseas a�d funds from European and North Amer�can government sources, �nclud�ng the 
s�zeable GEF grant, and there was no �nd�cat�on that alternat�ve sources of  f�nanc�al support 
would be feas�ble for the next Congress. th�s fund�ng pattern for a World Parks Congress does 
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not seem appropr�ate or susta�nable. Certa�nly, iUCN and the World Comm�ss�on on Protected 
Areas w�ll cons�der �t �mportant and worthwh�le to stage future World Parks Congresses, but 
perhaps they should cons�der smaller and more “strateg�c” exerc�ses, w�th greater cost-eff�c�ency 
and cost-recovery, more closely �ntegrated w�th cont�nu�ng protected area programmes. 
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IV. Project self-evaluation

A.	 Introduction

160.  Self-evaluat�on �s used as a mon�tor�ng tool �n UNEP to enable project managers and the�r 
superv�sors to assess progress �n project �mplementat�on, to �dent�fy challenges and ach�evements 
of  projects, and to share lessons learned dur�ng �mplementat�on. it �s also a report�ng tool 
to �dent�fy and record general trends and �ssues �n project �mplementat�on and d�st�l lessons 
learned, wh�ch can be used �n the des�gn and �mplementat�on of  future projects. Self-evaluat�ons 
are undertaken by project staff  themselves and thus are not the same as �ndependent project 
evaluat�ons. the self-evaluat�on reports do not prov�de a measure of  the overall performance 
and del�very of  UNEP programme act�v�t�es.

161.  Self-evaluat�ons are prepared for projects �mplemented by UNEP except �n respect of  act�v�t�es 
�ncluded �n UNEP d�v�s�ons’ costed workplans, projects supported by UNEP-GEF Project 
Development Fac�l�ty A and B grants, and projects �mplemented by those convent�ons w�th 
the�r own report�ng mechan�sms.

162.  in 2005, a total 146 projects were reg�stered �n the self-evaluat�on report database, reflect�ng 
an �ncrease of  approx�mately 12 per cent over 2004. Of  the total 146 projects, only 104 had 
completed self-evaluat�on reports, wh�ch represented a compl�ance rate of  71 per cent.4 that 
was substant�ally lower than the compl�ance rate of  84 per cent reported �n 2004. Cont�nu�ng 
projects accounted for 73 per cent of  the subm�tted self-evaluat�on reports. the number of  
self-evaluat�on reports requ�red for subm�ss�on and the compl�ance rates ach�eved by UNEP 
d�v�s�ons appear �n table 4 below. 

Table 4. Self-evaluation reports required for submission by UNEP divisions in 2005 and compliance rates.5

Division Self-
evaluation 

reports 
required

Compliance 
rate (%)

Division Self-evaluation 
reports required

Compliance 
rate (%)

Global Environment 
Facility (DGEF)

57 49
Early Warning Assessment 
(DEWA)

7 100

Environmental Policy and 
Implementation (DEPI)

37 81
Regional Cooperation 
(DRC)

7 92

Technology, Industry and 
Economics (DTIE)

20 80
Policy Development and 
Law (DPDL)

5 100

Environmental 
Conventions (DEC)

13 86
Communication and Public 
Information (DCPI)

0 n/a

4  the compl�ance rate may be lower because the projects reported through self-evaluat�on reports account for only 
part of  UNEP programmes. A project �s cons�dered to have compl�ed w�th requ�rement once the concerned project 
manager subm�ts a self-evaluat�on report to h�s/her superv�sor.

5  the low number of  self-evaluat�on reports subm�tted by some of  the d�v�s�ons �mpl�es that most of  the�r act�v�t�es 
were �mplemented under costed work programmes. 
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B.	 UNEP	mandate

1. Thematic focus

163.  Analys�s of  the 2005 self-evaluat�on reports shows that the broad mandate of  UNEP and �ts 
programme of  work are reflected �n the w�de range of  env�ronmental �ssues addressed by the 
var�ous projects �n a manner s�m�lar to that observed �n 2004 (f�gure 1). Forty-four per cent of  
the self-evaluat�on reports represented projects concerned w�th env�ronmental �ssues pr�or�t�zed 
by the World Summ�t on Susta�nable Development. B�od�vers�ty-related projects alone accounted 
for 29 per cent of  all self-evaluat�on reports subm�tted. However, health-related projects were 
not represented �n the 2005 self-evaluat�on reports. in add�t�on, �nternat�onal transboundary 
water-related projects accounted for about s�x per cent of   the  total self-evaluat�on reports 
subm�tted. th�rty-seven per cent of  the projects reflected cross-cutt�ng �ssues. Other areas 
of  env�ronmental concern that featured �n self-evaluat�on reports �ncluded pers�stent organ�c 
pollutants, ozone deplet�on, land degradat�on and cl�mate change.

 Figure 1. Thematic focus of the project self-evaluation reports submitted in 2005 (number of projects)

  
Water and sanitation

International waters

Energy

Agriculture
7 6 4 Biodiversity38 4

Climate change

Ozone depletion30
5 3 4 2

Land  degradation

Persistent organic
pollutants
Other

2. Geographic scope

164.  the  self-evaluat�on  reports  subm�tted  �n  2005  covered  the  UNEP  global  mandate. 
th�rty-one per cent of  the projects were of  global geograph�cal scope and many of  the 
global projects were umbrella projects, wh�ch were �mplemented at the nat�onal level. 
Reg�onal  and  subreg�onal  projects  accounted  for  one-th�rd  of   self-evaluat�on  report 
projects. the  spec�al  focus of  UNEP on Afr�ca was  reflected  �n 36 per  cent of   the 
reg�onal projects. interest�ngly, s�x per cent of  the projects had �nterreg�onal scope. One 
�n f�ve projects had nat�onal focus. F�gure 2 demonstrates the geograph�cal scope of  the 
projects that subm�tted self-evaluat�on reports �n 2005. the self-evaluat�on report data 
�nd�cates that there has been a steady �ncrease �n the proport�on of  reg�onal and nat�onal 
project �n recent years.
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Figure 2. Geographical distribution of projects submitting self-evaluation reports

3. Primary sources of project funding

165.  in 2005, the GEF trust Fund prov�ded pr�mary fund�ng for two-f�fths of  the projects subm�tt�ng 
self-evaluat�on reports and b�lateral donors funded another two-f�fths of  the projects. the 
UNEP Env�ronment Fund was the pr�mary fund�ng source for 11 per cent of  the projects 
that  subm�tted  self-evaluat�on  reports.6  S�m�larly,  Un�ted  Nat�ons  programmes  or  agenc�es 
(�nclud�ng the Un�ted Nat�ons Foundat�on) prov�ded pr�mary fund�ng for s�x projects. More 
than half  of  the projects rece�ved part�al or sole fund�ng from other sources.

166.  UNEP mob�l�zed add�t�onal funds from publ�c and pr�vate trust funds, project trust funds, 
donor countr�es or through �n k�nd contr�but�ons from the project country �tself. Other Un�ted 
Nat�ons programmes or agenc�es such as the Food and Agr�culture Organ�zat�on (FAO), the 
internat�onal  Fund  for  Agr�cultural  Development  (iFAD),  Un�ted  Nat�ons  Convent�on  to 
Combat Desert�f�cat�on (UNCCD), the Un�ted Nat�ons Educat�onal, Sc�ent�f�c and Cultural 
Organ�zat�on (UNESCO) and the World Bank also played �mportant role �n fund�ng those 
UNEP projects that subm�tted self-evaluat�on reports. 

Figure 3. Number of projects submitting self-evaluation reports based on primary source of funding in 2005

6  Most act�v�t�es funded by the UNEP Env�ronment Fund are �mplemented through the costed work plans of  UNEP 
subprogrammes.  in  total,  85  per  cent  of   the  UNEP  Env�ronment  Fund  �s  allocated  to  act�v�t�es  of   the  UNEP 
subprogrammes and the�r projects. See the UNEP programme of  work 2004–2005, conta�ned �n document UNEP/
GC.22/6.
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C.	 Role	of	UNEP

1. Project approach

167.  UNEP  �s  closely  assoc�ated w�th many mult�lateral  env�ronmental  agreements  and  �t  �s  an 
�mplement�ng agency for GEF funded enabl�ng act�v�t�es wh�ch support convent�ons such as 
the Convent�on on B�olog�cal D�vers�ty, the Un�ted Nat�ons Framework Convent�on on Cl�mate 
Change and the Stockholm Convent�on on pers�stent organ�c pollutants. the project approach 
�n 2005 was s�m�lar to the prev�ous years and covered var�ous types of  act�v�t�es (f�gure 4).

 
Figure 4. Project approach reported in the 2005 self-evaluation reports

168.  One-quarter  of   the  self-evaluat�ons  were  of   projects  related  to  enabl�ng  act�v�t�es,  wh�ch 
ass�sted Governments to meet the�r obl�gat�ons under Convent�ons related to cl�mate change, 
b�od�vers�ty, b�osafety, and pers�stent organ�c pollutants. Assessment or targeted research projects 
and demonstrat�on projects represent, respect�vely, 20 and 13 per cent of  all projects. Other 
act�v�t�es under the reported projects �ncluded tools and methods development, management 
of   transboundary ecosystems,  �dent�f�cat�on of  best pract�ce, d�ssem�nat�on of   results  and 
technology  transfer, promot�on of   repl�cat�on and some  form of  capac�ty-bu�ld�ng of   the 
�nst�tut�ons at d�fferent levels. 

2. UNEP role and impact

	 (a)	 Project	execution

169.  in 2005, there was an �ncrease �n the proport�on of  projects d�rectly executed or co-executed 
by UNEP and �ts collaborat�ng centres. However, 45 per cent of  the self-evaluat�on report 
projects were executed by an external agency or a cooperat�ng partner. Most of  the projects 
�nvolved government m�n�str�es or �nst�tut�ons. Mult�lateral and �ntergovernmental organ�zat�ons 
and other Un�ted Nat�ons agenc�es were �nvolved to a lesser extent. the least used execut�ng 
partners were non-governmental organ�zat�ons, pr�vate assoc�at�ons and bus�nesses. 
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	 (b)	 UNEP	role

170.  As  �n  prev�ous  years,  the  substant�ve  �nput  by  UNEP  �nto  the  projects  �n  2005  focused  on 
assur�ng the qual�ty of  project outputs by rev�ew�ng project techn�cal reports, documents and 
other products, followed by coord�nat�on, backstopp�ng, techn�cal ass�stance, and prov�s�on of  
techn�cal expert�se, methodolog�es and approaches. Half  of  the projects also rece�ved substant�ve 
�nput for the mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on of  project act�v�t�es.7 Ass�stance �n project adm�n�strat�on, 
fund ra�s�ng,  �nformat�on exchange and  �nst�tut�onal and profess�onal capac�ty- bu�ld�ng also 
featured as the contr�but�on of  UNEP �n 13 per cent of  the self-evaluat�on report projects.

	 (c)	 Project	impacts

171.  Analys�s of  self-evaluat�on reports revealed that �t was poss�ble to �dent�fy some form of  project 
�mpact or �mpacts �n the case of  three-quarters of  projects, even when the projects had not 
been completed. More than half  of  the projects �dent�f�ed project �mpacts through systemat�c 
follow-up w�th cl�ents or stakeholders, �n the form of  regular �nterv�ews and surveys; nearly 
two-th�rds (63 per cent) of  the projects used �nd�cators stated �n the project documents.8 By 
contrast, only 12 per cent of  the projects used assessment models to determ�ne project �mpacts. 
One-th�rd of  projects used other methods, �nclud�ng rev�ew of  progress reports and outputs, 
s�te v�s�ts and superv�s�on m�ss�ons.

D.	 Challenges	in	project	design	and	implementation

172.  Project managers  �dent�f�ed a number of  challenges  �n project des�gn and �mplementat�on. 
these are summar�zed �n four categor�es as follows:

1. Project design

173.  Unreal�st�c work plans and �nappropr�ate project des�gn were �dent�f�ed as the lead�ng project 
des�gn-related challenges �n 2005. in add�t�on, �nsuff�c�ent mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on and poor 
project coord�nat�on were cons�dered challenges by one  �n n�ne projects. Other challenges 
observed w�th�n th�s category �ncluded:

(a)  the large number of  project partners and l�m�tat�ons to the�r capac�ty;
(b)  Unreal�st�c assumpt�ons regard�ng pol�t�cal stab�l�ty and human secur�ty and the ava�lab�l�ty 

of  qual�f�ed human resources; 
(c)  A lack of  flex�b�l�ty �n the context of  a chang�ng geo-pol�t�cal env�ronment; and
(d)  inappropr�ate select�on of  project partners.

174.  More than one-th�rd of  the projects �dent�f�ed weak or slow coord�nat�on mechan�sms among project 
partners. S�m�larly, at least one �n f�ve projects �dent�f�ed as challenges �nadequate �nvolvement 
of   stakeholders  �n  env�ronmental  act�v�t�es,  a  lack  of   country  ownersh�p,  late  process�ng  of  
memorandums of  understand�ng and related agreements and the slow pace of  the project fund�ng 
approval process �n UNEP projects.

7  th�s was a remarkable �mprovement over 2004 self-evaluat�on report projects. less than 8 per cent of  projects rece�ved 
substant�ve �nput for mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on of  project act�v�t�es �n 2004.

8  Although �t �s not clear how many project documents expl�c�tly �ncluded �mpact �nd�cators.
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2. Financial planning and management

175.  Nearly  one-th�rd  of   projects  lacked  suff�c�ent  fund�ng  to  complete  project  act�v�t�es  and 
exper�enced  delayed  transfer  of   funds  �nto  project  accounts.  less  than  f�ve  per  cent  of  
projects reported some form of  m�smanagement of  funds by UNEP partners. the Evaluat�on 
and Overs�ght Un�t has not conf�rmed the nature and extent of  such m�smanagement �n all 
concerned projects. in one case, the problem was conf�rmed and an aud�t was �mmed�ately 
conducted. However, the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t �s sat�sf�ed that th�s spec�f�c problem 
�s not pervas�ve �n UNEP projects. Other key f�nanc�al challenges c�ted were:

(a)  late rece�pt of  allotments;
(b)  Delays to or the absence of  f�nanc�al mon�tor�ng reports;
(c)  inflex�b�l�ty of  f�nanc�al regulat�ons, part�cularly �n post-confl�ct env�ronments;
(d)  Excess�ve rel�ance on donors to �mplement project act�v�t�es; and
(e)  Pr�ce fluctuat�ons, wh�ch outstr�pped est�mated project costs and allocated budgets.

3. Project implementation

176.  S�xty-n�ne per cent of  the projects requ�red rev�s�ons of  project documents �n 2005. Of  those 
projects requ�r�ng rev�s�ons, 83 per cent had to rev�se the�r work plan and 78 per cent had to 
rev�se the�r budget. Nearly half  (47 per cent) of  the projects had to make prov�s�ons for new 
act�v�t�es and hence requ�red rev�s�ons to the project documents. 

177.  Sl�ghtly more than half  of  the projects were runn�ng beh�nd schedule. Some of  the key reasons 
for delays �n project complet�on �nvolved:

(a)  Add�t�onal t�me requ�red for complet�on of  project and report�ng;
(b)  late commencement of  the project;
(c)  inadequate t�me frames for planned act�v�t�es;
(d)  Add�t�onal project act�v�t�es; 
(e)  late transfer of  funds �nto project accounts;
(f)  Changes �n execut�ng or staff�ng arrangements;
(g)  Poor commun�cat�on between cooperat�ng agenc�es;
(h)  Delays �n the approval of  f�nal reports; 
(�)  A lack of  the necessary human resources to meet project needs; and 
(j)  late prov�s�on of  add�t�onal fund�ng by donors. 

E.	 Stakeholder	involvement

178.  Several projects targeted one or more stakeholder groups and of  these nearly three-quarters 
spec�f�cally  targeted  the  sc�ent�f�c  and  technolog�cal  commun�ty. Other  stakeholder  groups 
�ncluded non-governmental organ�zat�ons, women,  farmers,  �nd�genous people,  and young 
people and ch�ldren (table 5). 

Table 5. Stakeholder involvement in the 2005 self-evaluation report projects*

Stakeholder group Percentage of projects targeting stakeholder groups

Scientific and technological community 74

Non-governmental organizations 53

Indigenous people 44

Farmers 36

Private sector 36

Women 33

Youth and children 29
*Several projects targeted more than one stakeholder group.
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179.  Overall, the �nvolvement of  stakeholders �n the projects was respectable. the �nvolvement of  
stakeholders �n key project-related act�v�t�es �s summar�zed �n table 6. Other act�v�t�es undertaken 
by stakeholders �ncluded the authorsh�p and rev�ew of  publ�cat�on mater�als, development of  
commun�ty level �n�t�at�ves and the preparat�on of  nat�onal reports.

Table 6. Stakeholder involvement in self-evaluation report projects (2005)

Project related activities Percentage of projects engaging stakeholders

Project planning, development and implementation 84

Awareness-raising 79

Capacity-building 77

Decision-making 77

Project management 61

Other activities 17

F.	 Sustainability	and	capacity-building	

180.  Projects  created  an  enabl�ng  env�ronment  by  bu�ld�ng  �nst�tut�onal  capac�ty  and  ensur�ng 
f�nanc�al  susta�nab�l�ty.  An  enabl�ng  env�ronment  was  created  by  bu�ld�ng  the  capac�ty  of  
targeted stakeholder groups, such as local people, non-governmental organ�zat�ons, bus�nesses, 
sc�ent�sts and env�ronmental experts, and pol�cymakers �n relevant government �nst�tut�ons. A 
major�ty of  the projects contr�buted �n more than one area. 

181.  A total of  88 per cent of  the projects created an env�ronment for publ�c awareness, wh�le at 
least three-f�fths of  projects contr�buted �n pol�cy areas, �nclud�ng pol�cy bod�es or systems, 
nat�onal pol�cy, and pol�cy d�alogue through the engagement of  non-governmental organ�zat�ons, 
the pr�vate sector and other �nterest groups. S�m�larly, at least half  of  the projects created an 
enabl�ng env�ronment for sector-w�de reg�onal env�ronmental programmes and nat�onal plans 
of  act�on, and legal and regulatory frameworks or agreements.

182.  in 2005, projects prov�ded or developed capac�ty through var�ous mechan�sms. For example, 
at least half  of  the projects ass�sted �n develop�ng strateg�c plans, human resource plans, and 
the broad part�c�pat�on of  �nst�tut�ons’ personnel �n plann�ng and �mprov�ng mon�tor�ng and 
evaluat�on systems. in add�t�on, 30 per cent of  projects ass�sted  �n develop�ng systems for 
prepar�ng operat�onal plans.

183.  the extent to wh�ch the projects created an env�ronment for �mprov�ng f�nanc�al susta�nab�l�ty 
was qu�te l�m�ted. For example, 45 per cent of  the projects had publ�c budgetary allocat�ons, 
wh�le  39  per  cent  also  had  resource  mob�l�zat�on  mechan�sms.  Pr�vate  sector  and  non-
governmental organ�zat�on f�nanc�ng were successful �n only 8 per cent and 12 per cent of   
projects, respect�vely. twenty-two per cent of  the projects undertook assessments of  donor 
fund�ng trends and made plans accord�ngly. Many projects were co-f�nanced through �n k�nd 
or cash contr�but�ons by Governments and the costs of  some projects w�ll be �ntegrated �nto 
m�n�ster�al budget l�nes after the complet�on of  the project.
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V. Implementation of evaluation recommendations

184.  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t prov�des support for and follow-up on recommendat�ons 
of  evaluat�ons conducted w�th�n  the organ�zat�on and ensures  that  the  �mplementat�on of  
recommendat�ons �s reported by programme and project managers. As part of  the follow-
up act�v�t�es, programme and project managers prepare management responses �n the form 
of  an �mplementat�on plan for evaluat�on recommendat�ons and prov�de 6-monthly updates 
unt�l all accepted recommendat�ons are �mplemented. these plans conta�n deta�ls on whether 
the evaluat�on recommendat�ons are accepted, what act�on w�ll be taken, when and by whom. 
Management responses are also prepared for the recommendat�ons conta�ned �n the UNEP 
annual evaluat�on report. 

A.	 Subprogramme	and	project	evaluations

185.  the  Evaluat�on  and  Overs�ght  Un�t  conducted  95  subprogramme  and  project  evaluat�ons 
between 2000 and 2005, wh�ch resulted �n 872 recommendat�ons. At the end of  May 2006, 
a total of  525 recommendat�ons (60 per cent) had been �mplemented, and 134 (15 per cent) 
were  be�ng  �mplemented.  A  total  of   132  recommendat�ons  (15  per  cent)  have  yet  to  be 
�mplemented and approx�mately 53 per cent of  these outstand�ng recommendat�ons resulted 
from project evaluat�ons carr�ed out �n 2005. Overall, 85 per cent of  recommendat�ons have 
been e�ther �mplemented or are �n the process of  be�ng �mplemented. F�gure 5 shows the status 
of  evaluat�on recommendat�ons on an annual bas�s.

Figure 5.  Number of evaluation recommendations by status (2000-2005) Figure 5.  Number of evaluation recommendations by status (2000-2005)
as of May 2006
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186.  the qual�ty of  recommendat�ons �n recent years has �mproved and the percentage of  evaluat�on 
recommendat�ons rejected has decl�ned sharply from 32.2 per cent �n 2000 to none �n 2005. 
Closer  and  regular  follow-up by  the Evaluat�on  and Overs�ght Un�t  has  also  resulted  �n  a 
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substant�al decrease �n the percentage of  recommendat�ons that were three to four years old 
but not yet �mplemented. A total of  87 recommendat�ons were �ssued from the 12 project 
evaluat�ons conducted  �n 2005; of   that number,  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t closed 
out 16 recommendat�ons. S�xteen recommendat�ons have been fully �mplemented and none 
was  rejected.  Seven  recommendat�ons  are  �n  the  process  of   be�ng  �mplemented.  Of   the 
recommendat�ons  carr�ed  forward  from  prev�ous  years  43  per  cent  were  �mplemented  �n 
2005−2006.

B.	 Annual	evaluation	reports

187.  the annual evaluat�on reports prepared by the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t over the per�od 
2000–2004 resulted �n a total of  40 recommendat�ons. these recommendat�ons tended to be 
strateg�c �n nature for the organ�zat�on and requ�red act�ons by the execut�ve management. All 
recommendat�ons have e�ther been �mplemented or are �n the process of  be�ng �mplemented.

  Of  the 40 recommendat�ons, 21 were closed out and 16 are �n the process of  be�ng �mplemented. 
three of  the s�x recommendat�ons that stemmed from the 2004 annual evaluat�on report have 
yet to be �mplemented at the t�me of  wr�t�ng the present report. F�gure 6 shows the status of  
annual evaluat�on report recommendat�ons. 

Figure 6. Status of implementation of recommendations in the annual evaluation reports (as of May 2006) 
Figure 6. Status of annual evaluation report recommendations
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188.  Annex iv of  the present report conta�ns a deta�led report on the �mplementat�on of  the 2004 
annual evaluat�on report recommendat�ons as of  May 2006. the s�x recommendat�ons �ssued 
�n  the 2004 annual  report cover key areas of   �mplementat�on of  reg�onal strateg�es, pol�cy 
development and gu�dance, �nterreg�onal collaborat�on, endorsement of  UNEP projects by 
nat�onal Governments, stakeholder consultat�on and basel�ne data for mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on. 
implementat�on of  these recommendat�ons �s under way. 
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Annex I

Terms	of	reference	for	the	2005	annual	evaluation	report

1.  the evaluat�on funct�on �s governed by Un�ted Nat�ons General Assembly resolut�ons and UNEP 
Govern�ng Counc�l dec�s�ons9. it serves to prov�de strateg�c adv�ce to the Execut�ve D�rector, the 
Deputy Execut�ve D�rector and the UNEP Sen�or Management Group; to contr�bute to pol�cy 
formulat�on through evaluat�ons and management stud�es; to contr�bute to effect�ve management 
by propos�ng solut�ons through the analys�s of  evaluat�on results; and to fac�l�tate the engagement 
of  the Govern�ng Counc�l and the secretar�at �n systemat�c reflect�on and program rev�ew. 

I.	 Objective	and	scope

2.  the annual evaluat�on report �s prepared as an �ntersess�onal document of  the Govern�ng Counc�l 
and serves as part of  the UNEP �nput to the Secretary-General’s report on evaluat�on to the General 
Assembly. the report prov�des stakeholders such as Governments, UNEP sen�or management and 
UNEP partners w�th an evaluat�ve assessment of  UNEP programme performance �n 2005. the ma�n 
object�ve of  the annual evaluat�on report �s to ass�st UNEP to �mprove �ts programme performance 
through an evaluat�on of  relevance, effect�veness, results ach�eved and lessons learned.

3.  the 2005 report w�ll be based on data prov�ded �n one �n-depth subprogramme evaluat�on, 20 
�n-depth project evaluat�on reports and 104 self-evaluat�on reports of  current project act�v�t�es �n 
2005. in add�t�on, the report w�ll conta�n the status of  �mplementat�on of  the recommendat�ons 
conta�ned �n the 2000–2005 project evaluat�ons and annual evaluat�on reports.

II.	 Methodology	and	methods

4.  the report w�ll assess the follow�ng aspects:

1.  Relevance and appropriateness

5.  to determ�ne the relevance and appropr�ateness of  evaluated act�v�t�es �mplemented by UNEP 
w�th�n �ts mandate (the Na�rob� Declarat�on (1997)), tak�ng �nto account General Assembly 
resolut�on 2997 (XXvii) of  15 December 1972, the Malmö Declarat�on (2000) and Johannesburg 
Plan of  implementat�on (2002) by:

(a)  Assess�ng the relevance of  ach�evements made �n conduct�ng env�ronmental assessments 
and prov�d�ng pol�cy adv�ce and �nformat�on; 

9  General Assembly resolut�ons 37/234, 38/227, 40/240 and 42/215; General Assembly regulat�ons and rules govern�ng 
program  plann�ng,  the  program  aspects  of   the  budget,  the  mon�tor�ng  of   �mplementat�on,  and  the  methods  of  
evaluat�on of  1982, rev�sed Apr�l 2000; UNEP Govern�ng Counc�l dec�s�ons 12/12, 13/1 and 14/1.
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(b)  Determ�n�ng  the  relevance  and  appropr�ateness  of   progress  made  �n  promot�ng  the 
development of  �nternat�onal env�ronmental law and the �mplementat�on of  �nternat�onal 
norms and pol�c�es;

(c)  Assess�ng the relevance of  contr�but�ons made towards strengthen�ng the role of  UNEP 
�n the coord�nat�on of  env�ronmental act�v�t�es �n the Un�ted Nat�ons system and as an 
�mplement�ng agency of  the Global Env�ronment Fac�l�ty;

(d)  Determ�n�ng  the  relevance  and  ach�evements  of   act�v�t�es  a�med  at  ra�s�ng  greater 
awareness and fac�l�tat�ng effect�ve cooperat�on between all sectors of  soc�ety;

(e)  Determ�n�ng the relevance and contr�but�ons of  act�v�t�es a�med at prov�d�ng pol�cy and adv�sory 
serv�ces �n key areas of  �nst�tut�on-bu�ld�ng to Governments and other �nst�tut�ons.

2.  Effectiveness and efficiency

6.  to rev�ew the overall performance of  evaluated act�v�t�es by:

(a)  Evaluat�ng the rat�ngs g�ven to the follow�ng aspects of  project �mplementat�on:
•   Ach�evement of  object�ves and planned results
•   Atta�nment of  outputs and act�v�t�es
•   Cost-effect�veness
•   Stakeholder part�c�pat�on
•   Country ownersh�p
•   implementat�on approach
•   F�nanc�al plann�ng
•   Repl�cab�l�ty
•  Mon�tor�ng and evaluat�on

(b)  Rev�ew�ng the rat�ng g�ven to the status of  ach�evements and r�sk �n self-evaluated 
projects;

(c)  ident�fy�ng  and  d�st�ll�ng  lessons  learned  and  good  pract�ces  that  w�ll  �mprove 
future del�very of  project act�v�t�es;

(d)  Prov�d�ng pol�cy and programme recommendat�ons based on a systemat�c rev�ew 
of  project recommendat�ons.

3. Results and impact 

7.  to determ�ne the results and �mpact of  the evaluated act�v�t�es �n bu�ld�ng capac�ty �n 
the follow�ng areas of  work:
(a)  Conduct�ng assessments and prov�d�ng env�ronmental �nformat�on;
(b)  Develop�ng �nternat�onal env�ronmental law and reg�mes;
(c)  Mon�tor�ng and foster�ng compl�ance w�th ex�st�ng convent�ons and �nternat�onal 

agreements;
(d)  Coord�nat�ng env�ronmental act�v�t�es and support�ng �nst�tut�on bu�ld�ng;
(e)  Awareness-ra�s�ng and cooperat�on between all sectors and establ�sh�ng l�nkages 

between the sc�ent�f�c commun�ty and pol�cy makers.

4. Sustainability

8.  to determ�ne the susta�nab�l�ty of  the evaluated act�v�t�es �n the follow�ng areas:
(a)  Enabl�ng env�ronment: whether  there are pol�t�cal  and  regulatory  frameworks  �n 

place wh�ch support the cont�nuat�on or repl�cat�on of  act�v�t�es and whether soc�al 
susta�nab�l�ty has been ach�eved by, for example, ma�nstream�ng project act�v�t�es;

(b)  F�nanc�al susta�nab�l�ty: effect�veness of  f�nanc�al plann�ng and resource mob�l�zat�on 
act�v�t�es to enable the cont�nuat�on of  act�v�t�es and object�ves;
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(c)  inst�tut�onal capac�ty: whether there are adequate systems, structures, staff, expert�se, 
and so forth, �n place to cont�nue the act�v�t�es. 

5. Methods

9.  the analys�s and conclus�ons conta�ned �n the report w�ll be based on the follow�ng:
(a)  Desk rev�ew of  �n-depth evaluat�on reports;
(b)  Desk rev�ew of  self-evaluat�on reports;
(c)  Desk rev�ew of  desk evaluat�on reports;
(d)  Desk  rev�ew  of   �mplementat�on  plans  and  management  response  to  the 

recommendat�ons of  the annual evaluat�on reports from 2000 to 2004;
(e)  Rev�ew of  relevant UNEP publ�cat�ons and other documents;
(f)  interv�ews w�th UNEP staff.

10.  in accordance w�th the part�c�patory approach that the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t 
has adopted for conduct�ng �ts evaluat�on work, any �ssues and quest�ons w�ll be ra�sed 
w�th the relevant d�v�s�ons and off�ces and the draft annual report w�ll be c�rculated to 
d�v�s�ons for the�r v�ews and comments.

6. Structure of the report

11.  the report should compr�se the follow�ng sect�ons:
(a)  introductory sect�ons: foreword by the Execut�ve D�rector,  �ntroduct�on by the 

Ch�ef  of  the Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t, execut�ve summary and �ntroduct�on 
�tself

(b)  in-depth project evaluat�ons
(c)  Self-evaluat�on of  UNEP projects
(d)  Partnersh�ps �n env�ronmental programme or project act�v�t�es
(e)  Status of  �mplementat�on of  recommendat�ons
(f)  lessons learned and key recommendat�ons

7. Timeframe

12.  the draft report �s scheduled to be ready for the rev�ew of  UNEP d�v�s�ons and other 
off�ces by 15 June 2006. the results of  the consultat�ons w�th UNEP off�ces should 
be reflected �n the f�nal draft report to be ready by 30 June 2006. the Engl�sh vers�on 
of  the report �s planned to be ava�lable �n July 2006 as well as the translated cop�es of  
French and Span�sh shortly thereafter.

8. Resources

13.  the 2005 annual evaluat�on report w�ll be produced w�th�n the �nternal resources of  
Evaluat�on and Overs�ght Un�t, ma�nly draw�ng on a team of  one profess�onal and one 
adm�n�strat�ve ass�stant under the overall gu�dance of  the Ch�ef  of  the Evaluat�on and 
Overs�ght Un�t. the ed�t�ng, translat�on and product�on w�ll be done by the D�v�s�on of  
Conference Serv�ces of  the Un�ted Nat�ons Off�ce at Na�rob�.
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Annex III: List of self-evaluation fact sheets and 
terminal reports for 2005

1.  GF/6030-04-11   Address�ng  land  based  act�v�t�es  �n  Western  ind�an  Ocean                    
(WiO-laB)

2.  AE/3020-04-02   Afghan�stan capac�ty-bu�ld�ng and �nst�tut�onal development

3.  AE/3010-03-35(10)   Afghan�stan post-confl�ct env�ronmental assessment

4.  CP/2000-04-03   An ecosystem approach to restor�ng West Afr�can drylands and �mprov�ng 
rural  l�vel�hoods  through  agroforestry-based  land  management 
�ntervent�ons.

5.  XG/1010-01-04   Arab m�llenn�um ecosystem assessment

6.  FP/RA/CP/1020-01-02   As�a and  the Pac�f�c: Networks  for data-�nformat�on generat�on, 
analys�s observat�on and assessment

7.  GF/1200-96-03   Assessment of  capac�ty-bu�ld�ng needs for b�od�vers�ty, part�c�pat�on 
�n the clear�ng house mechan�sm (CHM) and preparat�on of  a second 
nat�onal reports to the Convent�on of  B�olog�cal D�vers�ty (phase ii)

8.  GF/2010-01-07   Assessment of  �mpacts and adaptat�on to cl�mate change �n mult�ple 
reg�ons and sectors (AiACC)

9.  CP/1000-02-03   Assessment of  pollut�on status and vulnerab�l�ty of  water supply 
aqu�fers of  Afr�can c�t�es

10.  GF/2200-97-16   ass�stance to selected non-annex 1 part�es for the preparat�on of  
�n�t�al nat�onal commun�cat�ons

11.  Bt/6020-01-05   Budgetary prov�s�ons for  the Agreement on the Conservat�on of  
Populat�ons of  European Bats (EUROBAtS)

12.  AW/6020-00-02   Budgetary prov�s�ons for the Agreement on the Conservat�on of  
Afr�can Euras�an M�gratory Waterb�rds (AEWA)

13.  GF/6010-04-02   Bu�ld�ng capac�ty for effect�ve part�c�pat�on �n the b�osafety clear�ng 
house (BCH)

14.  CP/4050-03-01   Capac�ty-bu�ld�ng for �ntegrated econom�c, env�ronmental and soc�al 
assessment and plann�ng to formulate and �mplement susta�nable 
development  pol�c�es  contr�but�ng  to  poverty  erad�cat�on  and 
susta�nable trade

15.  BP/3010-01-18   Capac�ty-bu�ld�ng  for  the  development  of   nat�onal  leg�slat�on 
�mplement�ng the R�o mult�lateral env�ronmental agreements w�th 
spec�f�c cons�derat�on to poverty allev�at�on
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16.  CP/4040-00-14   Capac�ty-bu�ld�ng on  technolog�cal  and econom�c  �ntegrat�on of  
w�nd energy and other relevant renewable energy technolog�es �nto 
the electr�c�ty systems of  Pac�f�c island Countr�es (PiCs)

17.  GF/2010-01-14   Commun�ty-based management of  on-farm plant genet�c resources 
�n ar�d and sem�-ar�d areas of  sub-Saharan Afr�ca.

18.  Xt/6020-04-03   Conservat�on  and  management  of   Mkomaz�  game  reserve, 
tanzan�a

19.  Xt/6020-04-04   Conservat�on and management of  Selous game reserve, tanzan�a

20.  GF/2715-02-4517   Conservat�on  and  susta�nable  management  of   below  ground 
b�od�vers�ty, phase i

21.  GF/1030-02-05   Conservat�on of  Gram�neae and assoc�ated arthropods for susta�nable 
agr�cultural development �n Afr�ca

22.  WA/6030-98-03   Convent�on for cooperat�on �n the protect�on and development of  
the mar�ne and coastal env�ronment of  the West and Central Afr�can 
reg�on

23.  CP/3010-01-17   Dams and development project: phase 2

24.  UC/3010-03-35(12)   Databank to ass�st Un�ted Nat�ons Compensat�on Comm�ss�on on 
Env�ronmental Cla�ms

25.  GF/2732-02-4442   Demonstrat�ons of  �nnovat�ve approaches to the rehab�l�tat�on of  
heav�ly contam�nated bays �n the w�der Car�bbean reg�on

26.  AE/RA/3010-03-11   Desk  study  on  the  env�ronment  �n  the  occup�ed  Palest�n�an 
terr�tor�es

27.  GF/2712-03-4627   Development of  a wetland s�te and flyway network for conservat�on 
of  S�ber�an crane and other m�gratory waterb�rds �n As�a (Ch�na, 
iran, Kazakhstan and the Russ�an Federat�on)

28.  GF/6010-01-01   Development of  nat�onal b�osafety frameworks

29.  GF/2732-4452   Development of  nat�onal �mplementat�on plans for the management 
of  pers�stent organ�c pollutants (POPs)

30.  DA9999-04-03   Development of  nat�onal legal databases for capac�ty-bu�ld�ng to 
enhance access to env�ronmental law �nformat�on �n As�a

31.  GP/3010-02-02   development of  a p�lot nat�onal programme of  act�on (NPA) for 
the protect�on of  the mar�ne env�ronment from land-based act�v�t�es 
�n N�ger�a

32.  GF/2711-02-4609   Development of  the Econet for long-term conservat�on of  b�od�vers�ty 
�n the Central As�a ecoreg�ons

33.  GF/2713-03-4679   Ecosystems, protected areas and people
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34.  Et/5240-96-02   Env�ronmental  tra�n�ng  Network  for  lat�n  Amer�ca  and  the 
Car�bbean (EtN)

35.  GF/2670-03-4703   Foster�ng act�ve and effect�ve c�v�l soc�ety part�c�pat�on �n preparat�ons 
for �mplementat�on of  the Stockholm Convent�on (NGO-POPs)

36.  MC/4030-01-02   Global assessment of  mercury and �ts compounds

37.  GF/1100-99-01   Global internat�onal Waters Assessment (GiWA)

38.  DP/1000-04-01-2204 and
  FP/1000-04-01-2201   Global land Cover Network (GlCN); reg�onal outreach workshops �n 

Southern Afr�ca, the Near East and Central Amer�ca, and development 
of  d�stance learn�ng tools and  land Cover Class�f�cat�on System (lCCS) 
translat�ons. 

39.  DP/1000-04-01-2204   Global land Cover Network (GlCN); outreach workshops �n West 
Afr�ca, As�a and Pac�f�c and South Amer�ca. 

40.  GF/2770-03-4723   Global support to fac�l�tate the early development and �mplementat�on 
of   land  degradat�on  programs  and  projects  under  the  GEF 
Operat�onal Program 15

41.  CP/3000-03-01   implementat�on  of   gu�del�nes  on  nat�onal  enforcement  and 
cooperat�on  �n  combat�ng  v�olat�ons  of   laws  and  enhanc�ng 
compl�ance w�th mult�lateral agreements

42.  GF/3010-02-09   implementat�on of  the nat�onal b�osafety framework of  Bulgar�a

43.  GF/3010-02-07   implementat�on  of   the  nat�onal  b�osafety  framework  of  
Cameroon

44.  GF/3010-02-12   implementat�on of  the nat�onal b�osafety framework of  Ch�na

45.  GF/3010-02-10   implementat�on of  the nat�onal b�osafety framework of  Cuba

46.  GF/3010-02-06   implementat�on of  the nat�onal b�osafety framework of  Kenya

47.  GF/3010-02-08   implementat�on of  the nat�onal b�osafety framework of  Nam�b�a

48.  GF/3010-02-05   implementat�on of  the nat�onal b�osafety framework of  Poland

49.  GF/3010-02-11   implementat�on of  the nat�onal b�osafety framework of  Uganda

50.  GF/2715-04-4757   in  s�tu  conservat�on  of   crop  w�ld  relat�ves  through  enhanced 
�nformat�on management and f�eld appl�cat�on

51.  GF/4040-00-23   inst�tut�onal strengthen�ng at country level (ozone) – covered by 
one  project  number  for  purposes  of   the  self-evaluat�on  report 
exerc�se

52.  CP/4050-05-03   integrated  assessment  of   trade-related  pol�c�es  and  b�olog�cal 
d�vers�ty �n the agr�culture sector
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53.  GF/2740-04-4773   integrated ecosystem approach through collaborat�ve management 
to conserve b�od�vers�ty and m�n�m�ze hab�tat fragmentat�on �n three 
selected model areas �n the Russ�an Arct�c (ECORA)

54.  CP/5026-00-01   integrated natural resources management �mplementat�on of  start-
up act�v�t�es that w�ll be conducted �n the four s�des lebanon and 
yemen for the mounta�nous areas and Syr�a and Jordan for rangeland 
rehab�l�tat�on

55.  PP/3100-99-03   inter�m secretar�at for the Rotterdam Convent�on – FAO

56.  PP/3100-99-04   inter�m secretar�at for the Rotterdam Convent�on – UNEP

57.  PO/3100-97-03   internat�onal act�on on pers�stent organ�c pollutants

58.  Mt/1010-01-03   internat�onal  Coral  Reef   Act�on  Network  (iCRAN)  –  act�on 
phase

59.  AE/3010-03-61   iraq post-confl�ct env�ronmental assessment

60.  AE/4010-04-03   iraq� marshlands project (support for env�ronmental management 
of  the iraq� marshlands)

61.  Xt/6020-01-06   long-term system for mon�tor�ng �llegal k�ll�ng of  elephants (MiKE) 
programme �n Afr�ca 

62.  Xt/6020-01-07   long-term system for mon�tor�ng �llegal k�ll�ng of  elephants (MiKE) 
programme �n Afr�ca and As�a

63.  GF/1010-01-04   M�llenn�um Ecosystem Assessment

64.  CP/5021-01-01   Na�rob� r�ver bas�n programme

65.  El/3010-01-18   Partnersh�p for Development of  Env�ronmental law and inst�tut�ons 
�n Afr�ca (PADEliA)

66.  GF/2732-01-4316   Pers�stent  tox�c  substances  (PtS),  food  secur�ty  and  �nd�genous 
peoples of  the Russ�an North

67.  GF/1200-96-03   Phase  i:  preparat�on  of   nat�onal  b�od�vers�ty  strateg�es,  act�on 
plans and  f�rst nat�onal  reports  to  the Convent�on of  B�olog�cal 
D�vers�ty

68.  CP/3010-01-03   P�lot project on empower�ng women �n ra�nwater harvest�ng �n the 
Pac�f�c Atoll islands

69.  OCl-2324 2420-2661   Plann�ng  for  the  rehab�l�tat�on,  env�ronmental  management  and 
coastal development �n N�caragua, Honduras and Guatemala �n the 
wake of  Hurr�cane M�tch

70.  CPl-5068-3596-2643   Pol�cy  re�nforcement  for  env�ronmentally  sound  and  soc�ally 
respons�ble econom�c development (PRODEv)

71.  SE/3020-05-04   Post-conf l �ct   env�ronmental   assessment  and  capac� ty 
development



A N N E X E S     55

72.  GF/1100-97-02  Preparat�on of  a transboundary d�agnost�c analys�s and a strateg�c 
act�on  programme  for  the  mar�ne  and  coastal  env�ronment  of  
Western ind�an Ocean

73.  PO/4030-03-07   Preparat�on of  Nat�onal inventor�es of   polychlor�nated b�phenyls 
(PCBs) and PCB-conta�n�ng equ�pment �n the  Southern Afr�can 
Development Commun�ty (SADC) subreg�on

74.  GF/2110-98-05   Promot�ng compl�ance w�th the trade and l�cens�ng prov�s�ons of  
the Montreal Protocol �n countr�es w�th econom�es �n trans�t�on

75.  GF/4020-01-04   Promot�ng �ndustr�al energy eff�c�ency through a cleaner product�on 
/ env�ronmental management system framework

76.  CP/3010-01-05   Promot�on of  the use of  renewable energy resources and conservat�on of  
flora spec�es �n the drylands of  Mega-Chad of  the West Afr�can subreg�on: 
good pract�ces model v�llage approach �n land degradat�on

77.  Ct/6010-00-25   Prov�s�on of  trade mon�tor�ng and trade data analys�s serv�ces and 
techn�cal  support  to  the  Convent�on  on  internat�onal  trade  �n 
Endangered Spec�es (CitES)

78.  GF/2730-02-4340   Revers�ng  env�ronmental degradat�on  trends  �n  the South Ch�na 
Sea and Gulf  of  tha�land

79.  CP/3010-02-01   Roles of  women �n water and energy management �n rural areas �n 
South As�a – capac�ty-bu�ld�ng �n rural areas of  the H�malaya

80.  EB/5023-00-05   Serv�ce for �mplement�ng nat�onal b�od�vers�ty strateg�es and act�on 
plans

81.  GF/4040-01-10   Solar and w�nd energy resource assessment

82.  CRl-2324-2024-2661   Spec�ally Protected Areas and W�ldl�fe (SPAW)

83.  CP/BP/2000-04-02   Strengthen env�ronmental pol�cy and management capac�ty at the 
nat�onal and local levels as a contr�but�on to poverty allev�at�on and 
susta�nable development �n Afr�ca

84.  AE/3020-04-03(72)   Strengthen�ng  env�ronmental  governance  �n  iraq  through 
env�ronmental assessment and capac�ty-bu�ld�ng

85.  PN/1100-97-12   Support for �mplementat�on of  the Northwest Pac�f�c Act�on Plan 
(NOWPAP)

86.  PN/6030-04-08   Support for the development of  mar�ne env�ronmental emergency 
preparedness and response �n the NOWPAP reg�on

87.  XN/6030-02-62   Support  for  the  implementat�on  of   NOWPAP  (Korean 
contr�but�on)

88.  XN/6030-02-61   Support  for  the  �mplementat�on  of   NOWPAP  (Japanese 
contr�but�on)
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89.  GF/1040-03-01   Support for F�fth World Park Congress (WPC), September 8–17, 
2003. Durban, South Afr�ca

90.  CP/3000-02-01-2224   Support of  the central coord�nat�on of  the global coral reef  mon�tor�ng 
network and the data collect�on act�v�t�es under Reef  Check

91.  PN/6030-04-09   Support to data and �nformat�on networks �n the NOWPAP reg�on 
under the framework of  NOWPAP

92.  PN/6030-04-10   Support to pollut�on mon�tor�ng �n the NOWPAP reg�on under the 
framework of  NOWPAP

93.  PN/6030-02-07  Support to pollut�on mon�tor�ng �n the NOWPAP reg�on under the 
framework of  NOWPAP

94.  MEl 2322-2728-2664   Support  to  the  Reg�onal  Act�v�ty  Centre  for  Spec�ally  Protected 
Areas (SPA/RAC)

95.  PN/6030-04-07   Support to spec�al mon�tor�ng and coastal env�ronment assessment 
�n the NOWPAP reg�on under the framework of  NOWPAP

96.  MEl/2322-2664-2202   Support to the Reg�onal Act�v�ty Centre for the Pr�or�ty Act�ons 
Programme

97.  CP/5023-01-01   Support�ng  the  �mplementat�on  of   the  pan-European  b�olog�cal 
and landscape d�vers�ty strategy, �nclud�ng the organ�zat�on of  the 
Budapest “B�od�vers�ty �n Europe” conference

98.  FP/CP/5023-02-03   Susta�nable consumpt�on opportun�t�es �n Europe

99.  EA/6030-98-03   the Convent�on for the Protect�on, Management and Development 
of  the Mar�ne and Coastal Env�ronment of  the Eastern Afr�can 
Reg�on - the Na�rob� Convent�on.

100. PN/6030-02-10   the Reg�onal Coord�nat�ng Un�t for NOWPAP

101. GF/4040-05-05   total sector methyl brom�de phase out �n countr�es w�th econom�es 
�n trans�t�on

102. GF/4040-02-05   tra�n�ng  act�v�t�es  (ozone):  covered  by  one  project  number  for 
purposes of  th�s self-evaluat�on report exerc�se

103. CP/3000-02-01   tra�n�ng of  Afr�can journal�sts on env�ronmental report�ng

104.  CP/4040-02-10   UNEP Collaborat�ng Centre on Energy and Env�ronment – phase vi
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