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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

This is a Terminal Evaluation report for the UN Environment-Global Environment Facility project
entitled - “Reducing global and local environmental risks from primary mercury mining in
Khaidarkan, the Kyrgyz Republic”® implemented in 2013-2018.

In accordance with the agreement signed with Global Environment Facility and in line with the
UN Environment Evaluation Policy and the UN Environment Programme Manual, this Terminal
Evaluation is undertaken at completion of the project to assess project performance (in terms
of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts (actual and
potential) stemming from the project, including their sustainability.*

The two primary purposes of the evaluation are: (i) to provide evidence of results to meet
accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote operational improvement, learning and
knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UN Environment and its
partners. Therefore, the evaluation will identify lessons of operational relevance for the
formulation and implementation of the up-coming mercury related project in Kyrgyz Republic.

The evaluation was undertaken by an independent evaluator (see Annex Il for CV) between
June 2017 and March 2018. The data collection included a desk review of project
documentations (Annex 1V), face-to-face and Skype interviews with a range of respondents
(30 people in total, see full list in Annex Il), field visit to Kyrgyz Republic, and attendance at a
Steering Committee meeting where the main project achievements were presented to a wide
range of stakeholders.

Project

The project was designed in 2011-2012 to address the issue of mercury contamination of
Khaidarkan area and the impacts of mercury on human health. The project has a typical
structure for such initiatives observed by evaluator in most projects of similar purpose. The
evaluated project included actions: a) to reduce or eliminate ongoing emissions of pollutants;
b) to conduct environmental and health assessments; c) to increase awareness of people; d)
to plan a major remediation intervention; and e) to implement some most feasible immediate
cleanup measures. In addition to those actions the project also paid attention to the
economic development of the area to decrease the reliance of local community on mining
industry. These activities were grouped into four components with separate outcomes and
outputs. Component 1 contained activities on helping the community economy switch from
mercury production to other mining and non-mining alternatives. Component 2 included work
on environmental and health assessments to characterize environmental contamination and
health risks to people. Component 3 comprised actions on remediation planning and
implementation. Component 4 was devoted to education and awareness. All these activities
together were designed to contribute to achieving the main goal “to protect human health and

3 GEF project ID: 4985
4 The project was extended until Mach 2018. This decision made only after initiation of the terminal evaluation
process.
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the environment from the toxic exposure to mercury by phasing out mercury production and
supply.”

Evaluation findings and conclusions

The project rationale was well-founded, and all activities were designed to decrease health
risks and reduction of the Khaidarkan community reliance on mercury production. By its
design the project is strategically relevant to global, regional and national environmental
issues and UN Environment's mandate, strategies and priorities. The project particularly
addressed the Medium-Term Strategy 2010-2013 Harmful substances and hazardous waste
thematic objective: “to minimize the impact of harmful substances and hazardous waste on
the environment and human beings.” And the project activities contribute to the thematic
expected accomplishment “That States and other stakeholders have increased capacities and
financing to assess, manage and reduce risks to human health and the environment posed by
chemicals and hazardous waste.”

The start of the project was delayed because of issues in the government of Kyrgyz Republic.
This complicated achievement of some project deliverables.

The project delivered 8 outputs fully and 7 outputs partially out of 14 intended outputs, but
the actual effects on the situation were modest. The project did not improve the situation
with mercury contamination in Khaidarkan area and didn’t decrease the exposure of people to
toxic mercury. Nevertheless, the project did contribute to increased local capacity in
gathering area specific environmental and health data.

The project’s likelihood of impact is rated as being highly unlikely. As per the constructed
Theory of Change the direct outcome (1) “alternative diversified employment opportunities
identified and available to the communities” was partially achieved. The long-term outcome
(1) “Community reliance on mercury mining reduced through identification of alternative
diversified employment opportunities” has been assessed as not achieved. The mine
production stopped due to external factors but is expected to resume operation again.

In Component 2 the project had the most impact. The local environmental capacity was
increased because of the provided training, equipment, and conducted field studies. In
evaluator’s view the work under this project component should be continued in order to build
upon and make use of the increased local capacity. The project contributed to the
achievement of the Direct Outcome (2) “Enhanced human health and environment
monitoring” and long-term outcome (2) “Impacts of mercury mining evaluated through
enhanced human health and environment monitoring.” However, the achieved results are
below the target values of the project indicators. This could be attributed to the delay in the
project work and also late arrival of co-financing contributions that were supposed to support
more training at the beginning of the project.

Direct outcomes under components 3 and 4 on remediation planning and awareness raising
were only partially achieved and are assed to have the lowest likelihoods of impact.

With few exceptions the project sustainability appears to be low without external support. The
outcome 1 to support local business that could create local jobs is a project result that would
potentially last. Another sustainable achievement is the increased analytical capacity on
mercury in the country. As to the other project parts it is possible to build upon project
achievements in order to solve the issue of mercury health effects in Khaidarkan. But this
probably will not be done unless supported by an internationally funded project. Even with
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international support it was difficult for the project staff to move ahead due to lack of
experience in such projects and counteraction of the mine administration. The production of
mercury in the area has stopped for reasons not related to the project activities. It is expected
that the mine activities will resume producing mercury as a by-product.

From the perspective of Monitoring and Reporting, the evaluation finds that adequate
monitoring reporting took place and as planned in a timely fashion and with adequate
attention to detail and content. Reports from subcontractors on each activity provided clear
description of conducted work. The project team provided regqular reports to the Project
Steering Committee and the UN Environment. The project should perhaps have done the mid-
term evaluation that was planned to happen 12 months after the project implementation. It
was cancelled because of the delay in the project implementation. It might have helped to
track the project progress and make adjustments to implementation.

The replication potential of the project is good. Similar work, particularly of Components 2-4
could be done in other similar places in South Kyrgyz Republic with decreased or recently
ceased mercury production: Chauvai and Ulu-Too. The project dealt not only with mercury
contamination, but also assessed concentrations of toxic arsenic and antimony. This
experience could be used in future work in similarly contaminated Kadamzhai, Terek-Sai and
other places in Kyrgyz Republic. Solving environmental health issues in Anzob, Tajikistan
could also benefit from using experience of Khaidarkan project. Replication of the project
work in those places will probably bring even better results because of the lessons and
limitations of this project could be accounted for.

Lessons learned

The project lessons learned are listed below.

e Lesson 1: Carefully assess the local capacity and it's potential to grow in order to set
more realistic targets for projects dealing with environmental monitoring and
remediation. The project underachieved in some indicators and this could be
attributed to several factors. One of those is over ambitious indicator targets that did
not match with local capacity. For instance, in Component 2 the number of people and
villages monitored on health and environmental impacts was set at 5000 while the
project team was able to monitor only 200. It is possible that more people could have
been monitored, but still the value of 5000 did not match the capacity for such work in
Kyrgyz Republic. In Component 3 one of the indicators was 47 hectares of fenced or
remediated area. It proved too difficult to implement due to the lack of experience and
lack of cooperation with mine administration.

e Lesson 2: Do not underestimate existing risks to the project implementation. The
project implementation was delayed because of the issues of government instability
and changes of people in key government structures. The country went through a
revolution in 2010 (second revolution within a decade) and it took a few years for the
government structures to get through changes and reorganisations. This had a direct
effect on the project. In present case the actual start of the project was postponed,
and the project schedule was adjusted with an extension which were adequate
mitigation measures
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e Lesson 3: Ensure correct capacity assessment and sufficient support with external
expertise. This was the first such project in the country to conduct a detailed health
and environmental assessment and also work on economic issues and remediation
actions. There was not enough experience in the country how to conduct such work.
As a result, some deliverables did not match what was anticipated by the project
design. For instance, the environmental assessment conducted as part of Component
2 activities provided good report and interesting data. The main purpose of
conducting the assessment was to gather data for planning and even starting
remediation activities. However this data do not allow delineation of contaminated
areas and indicating levels of contamination with sufficient details. The study was
conducted as a qualitative rather than quantitative assessment. Therefore, the data is
insufficient for development of remediation plans. This could have been corrected if
an expert in such assessments were invited to assist with planning and conducting
the study.

A second example is the report on remediation strategy prepared in Component 3. It is
a very good quality report with detailed analysis of one identified remediation
strategy. But this strategy does not lead to the reduction of mercury emissions from
contaminated area or decrease of exposure of people to mercury. In this case a
specialist on risk assessment and an engineer with experience of mercury
contamination remediation could have helped to identify suitable effective strategies
that should have been developed in detail by national specialists.

e Lesson 4: Ensure working relationship with the industry. This is often a sensitive issue in
such projects because active mining industry tends to work against strict environmental
regulations or efforts to identify actual health effects of contamination from mining and
ore processing. Even though the Khaidarkan mining enterprise belongs to the
government there was little cooperation and even conflicts observed between members
of the project team and the mine administration. This indicates there were disagreements
in the national government about supporting the project which contributed to the project
delays and problems in field work. Such issues should be cleared before the start of such
project.

Recommendations

Taking into account the scope of the evaluation and based on the main findings, conclusions
and lessons learned, the recommendations that follow are principally addressed to UN
Environment (as Implementing Agency) to help development of any future follow up or
similar projects in Kyrgyz Republic or other countries in the region.

Recommendation 1. Prepare a Continuation Strategic Plan to structure the follow up project
to achieve the decrease of health risks of people in Khaidarkan. Creation and implementation
of such plan considering all lessons learned in this project could provide results that would
be sustainable in the long run.

Recommendation 2. Include in the next project other areas in southern Kyrgyz Republic with
similar contamination issues: Chauvai, Kadamzhai, Ulu-Too, Terek-Sai and other places
where high mercury, antimony and arsenic contamination is known or suspected. The
properly structured environmental and health assessment work would allow prioritizing
remediation and health risk mitigation work in order to be more efficient and ensure success.
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Recommendation 3. As part of the follow up project design an effective and realistic
remediation strategy that could be implemented in the future to solve the problem of
mercury contamination of Khaidarkan. Separate strategies should be developed for other
contaminated areas in South Kyrgyz Republic. Developing such strategies and implementing
pilot projects would allow better understanding of possible solutions and necessary
resources to decrease or eliminate health risks.

Recommendation 4. Kyrgyz Republic legislation and its application should be analyzed for
any obstacles to conducting remediation. If such exist a set of recommendations must be
developed based on best known international practices on how to improve the legislative
framework or its use.

Recommendation 5. Provide ample support with expertise to national specialists and use
results-based management framework to ensure the project outputs lead to intended
outcomes and lasting impacts.

Recommendation 6. Ensure better cooperation of government structures on the project and
participation of stakeholders.

Recommendation 7. Improve publicity and transparency of the project implementation.

KpaTkoe 0606ueHne oueHkU npoekTa “CHuXXeHue rnobanbHbIX U
MECTHbIX 3KOJIOTMYEeCKUX PUCKOB, BO3HMKAIOLLUX B CBA3U C
[06bluei NnepBUYHON PTYTH B Nocénke AnpapkeH, Kbiprbiackon
Pecny6nuku”

BBepeHue

HacTosiwee o606LeHne KpaTKO NpeAcTaBfisieT OCHOBHblE AaHHbIe U BbIBOAbl UTOrOBOM
oueHKM npoekTa nobanbHoro akonormyeckoro ¢poHaa (M3d) u Mporpammbl OOH no
okpyxatouei cpege (IOHEM) «CHuXeHWe rnobanbHbIX U MECTHbIX 3KONTIOFMYECKUX PUCKOB,
BO3HMKAIOLMX B CBA3U C J,06bIYEN NEPBUYHON PTYTH B Nocénke AngapkeH, Kblprbi3ackon
Pecny6aunku» °

B cooTBeTcTBME C cornaiwleHuem, nognucaHHbiM 3P, n nonutukon IOHEM no oueHke
NPOEKTOB, UTOroBasi OLleHKa NMPOBOANTCA Ha 3aKOYUTENIbHOM CTaAuMM UK NO 3aBepLUEHUN
npoekTa C LeNbio OuUeHKM ero 3(@eKTUBHOCTU (C TOYKM 3peHUst aKTyaNnbHOCTU W
NPOAYKTUBHOCTM), @ TaKXKe ANsl onpeaesieHnst pesynbTaToB U nocneacTenin (pakTUYeCKux un
BO3MOXHbIX), BbITEKAOLIUX U3 NPOEKTA, BKJIOYAsA UX YCTONYMUBOCTb.

[IByMsi OCHOBHbIMU LieNisiMU OLieHKM npoekTa senstoTca: (1) npegocTaBneHne pesynbTaToB
npoeKTa ANA YAOBETBOPEHNUs TpeboBaHWMW OTYETHOCTU, U (2) copencTBME onepaTUBHOMY
yNnyyleHuo paboTbl, 00y4YeHUIO M 06MeHy 3HaHusmu mexay HOHEMN u ee napTHepamm
NMoCcpenCcTBOM MOJIYYEHHbIX Pe3yNbTaTOB M U3BEYEHHbIX YPOKOB. TakuM o6pasom, B xoje
HacTosILLEe OLEHKU onpefensnacb MpakTUYeckas LLEeHHOCTb W3BJIEYEHHbIX YPOKOB Ansi
pa3paboTku W peanu3auuu MNOCNefyLWmUX MNPOEKTOB, CBSA3aHHbIX C A06blYyed PTYyTU B

53 ID npoekra: 4985
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Kbipreiackon Pecny6nuke.

OueHka npoBoAunacb He3aBUCUMbIM 3KCMEPTOM, CMeLMasMcTOM B 06NaCTU CHUXKEHUS
pUCKOB Ans 300pOBbS HaceseHWA OT 3arpsisHeHUs OKpYXXarowen cpeabl TaxXenbiMu
MeTannamu. C60p faHHbIX BK/IOYan 0630p AOKYMEHTauMM No NPOeKTY, IMYHbIe BCTPEUN U
uHTepBbto No Skype ¢ psaom pecnoHgeHToB (Bcero 30 yenoBek), BU3UT B KbIprbi3cTaH,
yyacTue B 3aceaHum PyKoBoAsLLEr0o KOMUTETA, rAe OCHOBHbIE AOCTMXXEHUA NpoeKTa 6bisn
OOJI0XKEeHb! LUMPOKOMY KPYry Y4aCTHUKOB U 3auHTepecoBaHHbIX CTOPOH.

KpaTkoe onucaHue npoekTa

MpoeKT 6bin pa3paboTaH B 2011-2012 rr gns peweHns npo6nemMbl PTYTHOrO 3arpsaA3HeHUs m
BO3JENUCTBUSA PTYTU Ha YenioBeKa B nNoc. AngapkeH. NpoeKTHbIN AOKYMEHT UMeeT TUMUYHYIO
CTPYKTYPY W BK/IOYaeT B ce6s crneayloline 3afadyun: a) COKpalleHUEe WM yCTpaHeHue
TEKYLMX BbIOPOCOB 3arpsisHSAOWMX BELECTB, 6) MpoBefeHNe OLeHKU COCTOSIHUSA
OKpYy)atollle cpefibl U 300pOBbsA JNOAEW; B) MOBbIWEHWE OCBEAOMJIEHHOCTU NoAEN; T)
paspaboTka MacWTabHOro nnaHa Mo peabunuTauuu; f) OCYLLEeCTBJIEHWE HEKOTOPbIX
Hanbonee BO3MOXHbIX MepP MO OYUCTKe. B ONOHEHNE K 3TUM AENCTBUSM B NPOEKTE TaKxXe
obpawjaeTca BHMMaHME Ha 3IKOHOMMYECKOE pa3BUTME paloHa C LeNbl YMEHbLUEHUS
3aBMCMMOCTUN MECTHOI0 HaceneHnst 0T rOpHOA06bIBaOLLLErO NPON3BOACTBA.

9TV 3ajauv O6bIM CrpynnUpPoBaHbl B 4 KOMMOHEHTa C OTAENbHbIMU MEPONPUATUSIMY,
npoayktamuM wu peaynbTatamMu. KoMMoHeHT 1 BK/OYan MeponpusATUS MO OKa3aHUK
COAENCTBMA MECTHOMY coOo6LecTBy MO nepexody OT MPOM3BOACTBA PTYTU K ApPYruM
anbTepHaTUBHbIM MPOU3BOACTBAM, CBA3aHHbIM WAW HET C ropHoAo6blYer. KOMMOHEHT 2
BKJIlOYaN paboTy MO OLEHKe OKpyXawuen cpefibl M 300pOBbA 4YesloBeka C LENbko
oXxapaKTepusoBaTb 3arpsisHEHUE OKpYXXatoWen cpefbl U PUCKM AN 340POBbSA HACeneHus.
KomMnoHeHT 3 BKOYan AeNcTBUA MO MIAHMPOBAHUIO U peanu3auun paboT Mo OYMCTKE U
peKkynbTMBaLUN 3arpsa3HeHHON Tepputopun. KOMMOHEHT 4 6bla MOCBALWEH MOBbIWEHUIO
YPOBHS 06pa30BaHHOCTU U OCBEAOMIIEHHOCTU. Bce aTu MeponpusiTusa 6bvM HanpaeBneHbl Ha
LOCTUXEHUNE TNaBHOWM LeNn — «oXpaHa 3[0pOBbsi YeNloBeKa M 3alliUTa OKpYXatowen cpeabl
OT TOKCWMYECKOro BO3AEUCTBUSA PTYTU MYTEM nepenpodunnpoBaHns KombuHaTa no
NPOU3BOACTBY NEPBUYHOW PTYTU U coObLLECTBAY.

Pe3yanaTb| OL€eHKU U BblBOA4 bl

MpoeKT 6bla1 XOpoLWO 060CHOBAaH, U BCA AEATENbHOCTb Obljla HanpaBfieHa Ha CHUXXEeHue
PUCKOB Ans 300pOBbA W Ha COKpalieHWe 3aBUCUMOCTW OT PTYTHOrO MNpoOM3BOACTBA.
CTpyKTypa npoeKkTa MWMeeT CTpaTerMyeckoe 3HauyeHwe pAfisi peleHus rnobasnbHbiX,
pernoHanbHbIX U HaLMOHalbHbIX 3KONOrMYecKmx NpobnemM n cooTBeTcTByeT MaHaaty IOHEN,
ee cTpaTernsiM v npuoputetam. [leaTenbHOCTb MO MPOEKTY Cnoco6CTBOBANa AOCTUXEHUIO
TOro, YTO «rocyfapcTBa U gpyrue 3anHTepecoBaHHble CTOPOHbl YyBeUYMAM noTeHuuan u
dbUHaHCMpPOBaHNE AN OLEHKW, YIIPABIEHUSA U CHUXXEHUSI PUCKOB A1 340pOBbS YesioBeka u
OKpY)KatoLLen cpefbl, Co34aBaeMbIX XUMUYECKMMM BELLECTBAMW U ONACHbIMW OTXO4aMM».

MNpoekT 6bIn peanM3oBaH C 3a4epXKOW B Hayane v C NocneayrolmuM npoasieHneM CpPOKOB:
n3HavyanbHo pabota nnaHvpoBanacb ¢ 01.10.2012 no 06.05.2016, a dpakTMyeckun nNpoekT
peanusoBbiBancs ¢ 05.05.2013 no 31.03.2018. 3710 6bII0 CBA3aHO C OpPraHU3aLUOHHbIMMU
npo6neMaMm U  CIOXHOCTAMM BO B3aUMOOTHOLUEHUSAX MeEXAY Y4YyaCTHUKaMU U
3anMHTepecoBaHHbIMN CTOPOHAMM.
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B pesynbTate paboTbl npoekta M3 14 3annaHMpPOBaHHbIX MNPOAYKTOB MOJIHOCTbIO
peanusoBaHbl 8 M 6 YyacTuMyHO. bbin npoBegeH 6onbwoi 06beM paboTbl U MPOEKT
Cnoco6CcTBOBAJ pacLUMPEHMIO BO3SMOXHOCTeN B Kbiprbi3acTaHe Nno NpoBeAEeHU0 aHaIM30B Ha
cofiepXXaHue pTyTu B pasfiMyHbIX cpegax. bbin cobpaH 3HauMTeNbHbIN 06beM HOBbIX JaHHbIX
Mo 3arpsASHEHUIO B NOC. ANJAPKEH U €ro OKPECTHOCTSIX M MO NOCTYMJIEHUIO PTYTU B OPraHnsm
nogen. Bmecte ¢ JOCTWXEHWUsI NMpoekTa 6blM JOCTAaTOYHO CKPOMHBIMWU MO WM3MEHEHMHO
CyLLecTBYHOLWEN cuTyaumm B noc. AnpapkeH. B 4acTHOCTM Henb3sl ckasaTb, YTO CTano
MeHbLLEe 3arpsi3HeHNsI PTYTbIO WM YMEHbLUUIOCH BO3ENCTBMUE PTYTH Ha NIKOLEN.

MNpsamon  pesynbtaTt (1)  «anbTepHaTMBHblE  MHOrOOTpPAcfeBble  BO3MOXHOCTU
TPYAOYCTPOUCTBA BbIABJIEHbI U AOCTYMHblI AN COO6LEeCTBa» 6bl1 YAaCTUUYHO AOCTUTHYT.
[onrocpoyHbiin pesynbtaT (1) «3aBUCUMOCTb COO6LLECTBA OT A00blYM PTYTM YMeHbLUEeHa
NnyTeM BbIABNEHUSA allbTePHATUBHbIX BapuaHTOB 3aHATOCTM» OLIEHEH KaK HeaOCTUrHYTbIN.
[opHOe NPOU3BOACTBO NPEKPaTUNIOCh M3-3a BHELLHUX (aKTOPOB, HO KAk oXuaaeTtcs, byaeT
BO306HOBJIEHO.

Hanbonbluee BAMSIHME Ha CUTyauUM0 B CTpaHe MPOEKT oKasan B KOMMOHeHTe 2. MeCTHbI
noTeHunan no nPOBEAEHUO UCCNefOBaHUA 3arpsisHEHUS OKpyXXarowen cpefbl 6bin
3HAYUTENbHO YBESIMYEH 6arogaps 06y4eHuto, NPUoGpeTEHNIO COBPEMEHHOMO 060pyA0BaHMUS
W NpoBeAEeHUIO MONEBbIX UccnefoBaHUA. 3Ty paboTy cnepyeT NpoaosKaTb, ONMpasicb Ha
CyLlecTByOWMe AOCTUXKEHUA. [TpoeKT cnoco6CTBOBaN AOCTUXKEHUIO MPSMOro pesynbTaTa
(2) «ynyyweHne MOHUTOPUHIa 340POBbA YENOBEKA U OKPYXKAKOLLLEN cpelbl» U A0ITOCPOYHOMO
pesynbTata (2) «Bo3fgeNcTBME [06bIYM PTYTU OLEHMBAETCS C MOMOLLbIO Yry6IeHHOro
MOHUTOPWHIra 3[0pOBbs YENOBEKA U OKpYXKatoLen cpeabl». [LOCTUrHYTble pe3ynbTaTbl HUXe
LeneBblX 3HAYeHUN MnokasaTenen, HO I3TO 6blO0 CBA3AHO C MO3AHMM U  HEMOJSHbIM
nonyyeHmeM codMHAHCUPOBaAHUSI MPOEKTa, KOTOPOEe AOJSHKHO 6blI0 MOWTM Ha MOALEPXKKY
paboTbl Ha HayasbHOM 3Tare.

Mpsimble pe3dynbTaTbl MO KOMMOHEHTaM 3 1 4 NO NNaHUMPOBaHUKO PaboT Mo peMeanauun u
MOBbLILWEHUIO OCBEAOMJIEHHOCTU 6bLIM AOCTUTHYTbl YaCTUYHO UM WUMEKT HaWMEHbLUYHO
BEPOATHOCTb Bo3fencTBusi. B paboTe npoekTa OblAM  CMOXHOCTM CBfiI3aHHble C
NPOTUBOAENCTBMEM afAMUHUCTPaLUM XaW[apKaHCKOro pTyTHOrO KOM6GMHaTa, 0CO6EHHO Ha
HayanbHOM 3Tarne.

YCTONYMBOCTb pe3ysibTaTOB NPOEKTa 32 HEKOTOPbIMU UCKJTFOYEHUSIMU OLLleHMBAETCS B LLe/IOM
KaK HuU3Kas 6e3 BHellHer noadepXku. PesynbTaT 1 no nopjepxke MeCTHOro 6usHeca,
KOTOPbIV 6bl CO3[an HECKOJIbKO pabounx MecT, - 3TO pe3ynbTaT, KOTOpbIi, BEPOSTHO, byaeT
pa6boTaTb Aanblie. [pyruM  YCTOMYMBBIM  [OCTWXKEHUEM  ABNSETCA  yBeNUYeHue
nabopaTopHOro noTeHuMana no uccnefoBaHWAM PTYTU B CcTpaHe. YTo KacaeTca Apyrux
yacTen NpoekTa, TO MOXHO OnMpaTbCA Ha CYLLECTBYHOLWIME AOCTUXEHUS, YTO6bI pelnTb
npo6sieMy BO3[eNCTBUS PTYTU Ha 340poBbe B AnpapkeHe. Ho gns aToro notpebyeTcs
noaaepxXkKa MexxayHapoHbIX UHCTUTYTOB.

OueHka nokasana, YTo NPOEKT B LeSIOM COOTBETCTBOBAN TPEO6OBAHUAM MO MOHUTOPUHTY U
OTYETHOCTHU, BCE OTYEThbl NMPeaoCTaB/A/INCb CBOEBPEMEHHO U C afileKBaTHbIM BHUMaHUEM K
Aetansim v cogepxXaHuto. OTyeTbl CybnoapsAUYMKOB MO KaXKAoMy BUAY AeATENbHOCTU Aann
yeTKoe onucaHue NpoBeAeHHON paboTbl. KoMaHfga npoekTa perynspHo npepocTtaBisna
Joknaabl 0 xoae paboT PykoBogsuwemMy komuteTy npoekta u IOHEIN. Bo3aMoXHO, cneaoBarno
Npov3BeCcTU CpeJHEeCPOYHYIO OLLeHKY Yyepes 12 MecsueB nocsie Havana peanvsaumu npoekTa.
9T0 nomorno 6bl Jyylwe OTCReXuBaTb MNPOrpecc MNpoekTa WU BHECTUM CBOEBPEMEHHble
M3MEHEHMSA B peannsauutio.
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MoTeHunan no BOCNPOU3BOACTBY MNpPOEKTa OLEeHMBAEeTCA KakK XOpOLWMWW. AHanoruyHble
paboTbl, B YaCTHOCTU KOMMOHEHTbI 2-4, MOXHO 6b1710 6bl peanu3oBaTb B APYrnX NOAO6HbIX
Mectax B lOXHOM KbIprbi3acTaHe C COKpalLeHHbIM WM HeAaBHO MpPeKpaLLeHHbIM
npousBoACTBOM pTyTu: YayBanm wnu Yny-Too. poeKkT Kacancsi He TONbKO NPOU3BOACTBaA
PTYTWU, HO U OLEHKN KOHLEHTPAUMA TOKCUYHOIO MbllbSAAKA U CYpbMbl. 3TOT OMbIT MOXHO
6bI10 6bl UcCMNonb3oBaTb B Oyaywen paboTe B MNoceflkax CO CXOAHbIM XapaKTepom
3arpssHeHusn: Kapgamxae, Tepek-Cae u gpyrux Mectax B KbiprbisctaHe. [pu peleHun
npobnemM Mo oOXpaHe OKpyXxawlwen cpeabl B AH300e, Taf)KMKUCTaH TakXe MOXHO
NCNonb30BaTh NOMYYEHHbIW OMNbIT HACTOSILLLENO NPOEKTA.

MN3Bne4yeHHble YPOKMH

N3BneyeHHble YPOKU NO NPOEKTY NPeACTaBEHbI HUXKE:

e Ypok 1: TwaTenbHO OLIEHUTE MECTHbIN NOTeHuuasn, 4YTo6bl CTaBUTb Haubornee
peanuMCcTUYHble Lenn NpoeKTa, CBA3aHHble C MOHUTOPUHIOM M peKkynbTuBauuen. B
xope paboTbl NpoekTa psif NokasaTtenen He 6blal JOCTUTHYT, U 3TO MOXHO O6BACHUTb
BIMSHNEM HecKoNbkux (akTopoB. OAMH U3 HUX — 3TO aMObuLMO3Hble LefieBble
MHAMKaTOPbI MPOeKTa, KOTopble He BroJIHe COOTBETCTBOBAIM MECTHbIM YCJ/IOBUAM.
Hanpumep, B KOMMNOHEHTe 2 KONNYECTBO JII0AeN B Nocesnkax, rae KOHTPoaMpoBanochb
BO3Je1CTBME Ha 300pOBbe, 6b110 3asABeHo yyacTme 5000 yenoBek, B TO BpeMs Kak
6b1710 GaKTUYECKN MPOTECTUPOBaAHO Tonbko 200 4yenoBeK, YTO COOTBETCTBOBAJIO
UMEBLUMMCH BO3MOXHOCTAIM. [lpyroh npumep: B KOMMOHeHTe 3 OAHMM U3
nokasaresien 6b1710 47 ra OoropoXXeHHon TeppuTopun. Ho aTO OKa3anocb CIMLLIKOM
C/IOXXHO  OCYyL,eCTBUTb M3-3a HepocTaTka oOnbiTa W U3-3a  OTCYTCTBMA
COTpYAHMYECTBA C aAMUHUCTpaLmen KoMbMHaTa.

e YpoK 2: He cTOUT HefoOLUEHMBaTb CyLILECTBYIOLLME PUCKWN AJIA peann3auun npoekTa.
Peanusauma npoekTta 6blna OTNOXeHa M3-3a NpobneM, CBA3aHHbIX C CUTyauuen B
CTpaHe 1 rocyfapcTBeHHbIX CTPYKTypax. CTpaHa nepexwuna pesosouuio B 2010 rogy
(BTOpas peBontouua 3a AecsATUETUE), U NOTPE6OBANOCh HECKONbKO JEeT, YTOO6bI
NnpaBuUTENbCTBEHHbIE OpraHbl MPOWN Yepe3 U3MEHEeHUA W peopraHusauuto. 3To
HanpsMylo MOBAMANO Ha MpoekT. B gaHHOM cnyvyae dakTuyeckoe Havyano 6bino
3aZlep>XaHo B CBA3W C YeM CPOK paboT 6bIsT 3aKOHOMEPHO MPOAJIEH.

e Ypok 3: CnegyeT Haubosiee KOPPEKTHO OLeHUMBaTb MMEKLIMECH BO3MOXHOCTU U
OKasblBaTb [AOCTATOYHYK SKCMEPTHYK NOAAEPXKY. ITOT MPOEKT Obll NePBbIM
KOMMNJIEKCHbIM MPOEKTOM Takoro poga B KbiproiscTaHe. B xope npoekTta
nposBogunacb pfAeTanbHasi OUEHKa COCTOSIHUSA OKpYyXXalwen cpeabl U 300pOBbS
yenoBeKa, U Beflacb paboTa MO 3KOHOMMYECKMM BOMPOCaM U MeponpuAaTUSMU MO
pekynbTuBauum cpegbl. B cTpaHe noka HeAoCTaTOYHO OMbiTa MO MNPOBEAEHUIO
nofo6bHblx paboT. B wuTore HekoTopble pe3ynbTaTbl He COOTBETCTBOBaU
M3Ha4vasibHbIM MJlaHaM U rnokasaTensm npoekrta. Hanpumep, akonornyeckas oLeHKa,
npoBefeHHass B paMkax MeponpusaTui KommnoHeHTa 2, obecrnieymna XopoLunmn
pesynbTaT M WHTEpecHble pAaHHble. [peanonaranocb, YTO co6paHHble AaHHble
No3BONIAAIT MNiaHMpoBaTb paboTbl MO peKkynbTuBauuu. OpHaKo noslyyeHHas
WHpopMaumMss He NO3BONAET KapTUPOBaTb MOWAAN U KOHTYPbl 3arpPA3HEHHbIX
Yy4acCTKOB, U YPOBHU MX 3arpsisHeHus. MccnegoBaHne NpousBOAWUNIOCH CKOpee Kak
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KayecTBeHHas, a He KaK KONMyecTBeHHas oL eHKa. 3TO MOXHO 6bI1710 Obl NUCnpaBunTb,
ecnm 6 6bin npurnawleH J3KchnepTt Aand OKa3aHuA nomMmouwu B MJlaHUpOBaHUMN U
npoeegeHnn nccnenoBaHnA.

BTopbIM NpMMepoM siBRSIeTCA OTYET O CTpaTerMn pekynbTuBauuy, NOAroTOBAEHHbIN
npu pa6ote no KomnoHeHTy 3. 3TO OTYET XOpowero KayectBa C MNOApPOOHbIM
aHann3o0M OfHOM uAEHTUOUUMPOBAHHOW cTpaTernM no peabwnuTtaumm. Ho aTa
cTpaTernss He NPUBOANT K COKPALLEHMIO BbIGPOCOB PTYTUM Ha TEPPUTOPUM UK K
YMEHbLUEHUIO BO3AENUCTBUA PTYTH Ha Ntogen. B aTom cnyyae, cneunanucT No oLeHKe
PUCKOB, U MWHXEHEpP, MMEKLWMN ONblT BOCCTAHOBNEHWE 3arpsA3HEHHbIX PTYTbHO
TeppuTOpUi, MOrnM 6bl MOMOYL BbIBUTH Havbonee noaxopswme 3ahdeKTUBHbIE
cTpaTternm, KoTopble MOrM 6bl 6biTb MNOAPOOHO pas3paboTaHbl MECTHbIMM
cneyumanuctamm.

e Ypok 4: Cnepyer o6ecrneuntb paboyve OTHOWEHUA C nNpeacTaBUTENs MU
NPOMBILIEHHOrO NPOU3BOACTBA. 3TO 4acTo ABMAETCA [O0BOJSIbHO [AeNNKaTHOM
npo6neMoM B TaKUX MpOeKTaXx, MOCKONbKYy aKTUBHas ropHogobbiBatoLLas
NMPOMBILLNIEHHOCTb UMEeT TEeHAEHLUMIO MPOTUBOAENCTBUSA CTPOrMM 3KOJIOTMYECKUM
HOpMaM M YCUIMAM, HarnpaBfieHHbIM Ha BblsiBleHUe (aKTUYecKux nocneacTBum
3arpsi3HeHNs1 OKpyXKatoLen cpefbl f06blYen U nepepaboTkon pyabl. HecMoTps Ha
TO, YTO XangapKaHCKUA PTYTHbIN KOMOMHAT MPUHAANEXWUT FocyfaapcTBy, Mexay
yrieHaMu MPOEKTHOW FPynMbl U afMUHUCTpPaLen KOMOUHaTa COTPYAHNYECTBO ObIO
MWHUMasbHbIM, U Jaxe C/yyasuMcb OTKpbITble pasHornacus. 3TO ykasblBaeT Ha
HecornacoBaHHOCTb B MpaBUTENIbCTBE OTHOCUTENbHO MNOAAEPXKM MNPOeKTa, 4To
0Tpasuniocb Ha noneBon paboTe. MNogobHble NpPob6reMbl AOMKHbI YCTPAHATLCA A0
Havarna npoeKToB.

PekomeHpgauumn

OcHOBaHHble Ha BbIBOJAX, pe3dynbTaTax W UW3BJEYEHHbIX YpoKax mnocneayrouime
pekoMmeHZauun agpecoBaHbl [Mporpamme OOH no 3awmTte okpyxatowen cpepbl (Kak
areHTCTBY-UCMOSNIHUTENIO), YTO6bl MOMOYb B pa3paboTke Jbbix 6yAylwnx MoA06HbIX
npoekToB B Kbiprbidckon Pecny6niuvke nnu pyrux ctpaHax permoHa.

Pekomengauma 1. CnefyeT noAroToBUTb CTpAaTErMUecKUin nnaH, Ytobbl CTPYKTypMpoBaTb
nocneayowWwmnin NPoOeKT MO CHUXEHUIO PUCKOB AN 340poBbA B AlpapkeHe. Co3gaHue U
peanusauus Takoro njlaHa C Y4Y4eTOM BCEeX M3BJIEYEHHbIX YPOKOB, MOXeET obecneuntb
yCTOMYMBbIE B AOJITOCPOYHOM NEepCrneKTUBE pesynbTaTbl.

PekomeHaaums 2. Heo6xoaAMMO BKIHOUYUTL B CEAYIOWNA NPOEKT ApYyrne NOCenKu Ha tore
Kbiprbiackon Pecny6ivkun co cxofHbiMM MpobrieMamu 3arpsisHeHust: YayBan, Kagamkan,
Yny-Too, Tepek-Can u gp., rae u3BecTHO UM NOAO3pPeEBaAETCA BbICOKOE cofepXaHue pTyTy,
CYpbMbl UMM MblwbsKa. [MpaBUNIbHO CTPYKTYpUpOBaHHasi paboTa Mo OLLEHKE COCTOSIHWUS
OoKpyXatowen cpeabl M 300pOBbA MO3BOAUT onNpeaeniTb MNPUOPUTETHOCTb Mep Mo
BOCCTAHOBJIEHUIO UM MUHUMWU3aLUN NOCNeACTBUNA ANSl 340POBbS, YTO6bI OHM 6bIN 6onee
93¢ HEKTUBHBIMU U YCMELLHBIMW.

PekomeHgaums 3. B pamkax paspaboTku cnegyrouLero npoekTa cneayet yaenuTb BHUMaHue
3¢h(dEeKTUBHOM M peanbHON CTpaTernMm OYUCTKU, KOTopass Morna 6bl 6biTb peanvMsoBaHa B
OyayweM Ans peleHus npobnembl PTYTHOrO 3arpsasHeHns B AnpapkeHe. OTpaenbHble
cTpaTternm cnegyet paspabaTbiBaTb AN KaXXAOro 3arps3HEHHOro y4yacTtka B HOXHOM
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Kblpl’bI3CTaHe. Pa3pa60TKa TaKunx CTpaTeFMVI N ocyuwecTtBiieHNUeE ISKCnepuMeHTallbHbIX
NpoeKToB MO3BOJINIIN Obl Jiyyuleé NoHATb BO3MOXXHblE peLleHna u HGO6XO,D,VIMbIe pecypchbl
ANA CHMXEHNA nnn yctpaHeHna puckoB And 340poBbA.

PekomeHpaumsa 4. 3akoHogaTenbHas 6a3a Kbiprbi3cTaHa u ee npuMeHeHue AOMKHbI 6biTb
npoaHann3npoBaHbl Ha npeaMeT JObIX MNPEnsaTCTBMW ANA NPOBeAEeHUs paboT no
peabunutaumn. Heobxogmmo paspaboTaTb psag pPeKkoMeHAauun Ha OCHoBe Haubornee
N3BECTHbIX MeXAYHapoAHbIX NpPaKTUK, Kacatrowmxcs COBEpLUEHCTBOBAHNSA
3aKoHoAaTeNbHON 6a3bl UM ee UCMONb30BaHUS ANt 06NeryeHnss peanusauuy NpoeKToB
peKynbTUBaLMM N OYUCTKU OKPYXKAIOLLLEN cpeabl.

PekomeHgauma 5. 0O6ecneynTb  [OCTATOYHYHO  9KCMEPTHYK  MNOAAEPXKKY  MECTHbIX
cneumanncToB, U UCMONb30BaTb CUCTEMY YNpPaBEHMS, OCHOBaHHYHO Ha pesyfibTaTax, YTobbl
peanusaumMs npoekTa MpuBoAMNa K MNaHUPYeMbIM pesynbTaTaM C [OSFOCPOYHbIM
BO3[eNCTBUEM.

Pekomengauua 6. YJ'IyLlLIJVITb MEXBEAOMCTBEHHOE B3auMOAENCTBUE rocygapCTtBeHHbIX
CTPYKTYpP U ydacTmne 3anHTeEpeCOBaHHbIX CTOPOH B NPOEKTE.

PekomeHpaums 7. [loBbICUTb MPO3PayYHOCTb UM UHPOPMALMOHHOE COMPOBOXAEHME
BbIMOJIHEHNA NpoeKTa.
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Introduction

1. This is a Terminal Evaluation (TE) report of the UN Environment/Global Environment
Facility project entitled - “Reducing global and local environmental risks from primary mercury
mining in Khaidarkan, the Kyrgyz Republic” (GEF project ID: 4985). The project was
implemented in 2013-2017. The Terminal Evaluation is carried out in accordance with the
provisions of the UN Environment Evaluation Policy and the UN Environment Programme
Manual to assess the project performance (addressing the aspects of relevance, effectiveness
and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts (actual and potential) stemming from
the project, including their sustainability.

2. The project was designed to complement the UN Environment Sub-programme 5
(Harmful Substances and Hazardous Wastes) aiming to “minimize the impact of harmful
substances and hazardous waste on the environment and human beings.” UN Environment
acted as GEF Implementing Agency (Economy Division) whilst the State Agency for
Environmental Protection and Forestry (SAEPF) of Kyrgyz Republic was tasked with being the
Executing Agency (EA), responsibility for co-ordination of project activities.

3. The total budget (USS) based on GEF Allocation is USS 944,000. Planned project budget
with all co-financing was 3,951,000 USD. The official project starting date was May 2013 with
formal implementation and the official project completion date was extended from the 6th of
May 2016 to 31 of October 2017 (signed on 12 November 2015) of which the latter was
authorised as a formal Amendment Extension

4. The project activities were focused on Khaidarkan mining area in southern part of
Kyrgyz Republic with the primary project goal to protect human health and the environment
from the toxic exposure to mercury by phasing out mercury production and supply.

5. This document represents the full and final report for the “Terminal Evaluation” of the
“Reducing global and local environmental risks from primary mercury mining in Khaidarkan, the
Kyrgyz Republic” containing the project context; reconstructed Theory of Change (ToC) of the
project; evaluation findings, conclusions, lessons learned, and recommendations. Detailed
background information is included in the Annexes, documents consulted during the
evaluation, evaluation program, and financial data on the project.

21



Evaluation methods

2.1. Overview

6. In line with the UN Environment Evaluation Policy and the UN Environment Programme
Manual, this Terminal Evaluation is undertaken after completion of the project, to assess
project performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine
outcomes and impacts (actual and potential) stemming from the project, including their
sustainability.

7. According to Terms of Reference (ToR) Terminal Evaluation has two primary purposes:
() to provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote
operational improvement, learning and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned
among UN Environment and main project partners. The evaluation addresses the strategic
questions/issues listed below:

a. Considering the socio-economic significance of the mining industry in the Batken
province, this evaluation pays particular attention to the sustainability of the project
outcomes. To what extent the project contributed to the lessening reliance on
mercury mining and how sustainable the achieved results actually are.

b. The evaluation formulates lessons learned that could support implementation of the
future UN Environment projects in countries with similar socio-economic and
political conditions as in the project country; especially in the post-soviet region.

c. This project also deals with issues related to economic development, livelihoods
and alternative income sources that are not directly in the core of UN Environment'’s
expertise. The evaluation pays attention to UN Environment's role/value in
addressing these issues within the project context.

8. The main evaluation criteria are presented here: (A) Strategic Relevance; (B) Quality of
Project Design; (C) Nature of External Context; (D) Effectiveness, which comprises
assessments of the achievement of outputs, achievement of outcomes and likelihood of
impact; (E) Financial Management; (F) Efficiency; (G) Monitoring and Reporting; (H)
Sustainability; and (I) Factors Affecting Project Performance.

9. The report follows the format for Terminal Evaluations provided by the Evaluation Office
of UN Environment and provides individual ratings for each evaluation criterion. Most criteria
are rated on a six-point scale as follows: Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately
Satisfactory (MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); Highly Unsatisfactory
(HU). Sustainability and Likelihood of Impact are rated from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly
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Unlikely (HU) and Nature of External Context is rated from Highly Favourable (HF) to Highly
Unfavourable (HU).

2.2. Evaluation approach, data collection and analysis

10. The findings presented within this Terminal Evaluation are based on the design of an
Evaluation Framework developed in the evaluation inception stage which was based on the
evaluation criteria and scope presented in the ToR (see Annex I) and the project Intervention
Logic (log-frame). The methodological approach adopted a mix of techniques, including a desk
review of the key project documents that were provided by either UN Environment or the State
Agency for Environmental Protection and Forestry (SAEPF) at the start of the consultancy (see
Annex V), targeted stakeholder interviews to key project partners or individuals that were
identified during the evaluation inception phase as important stakeholders by the consultant or
the State Agency for Environmental Protection and Forestry (see Annex Il), a purposely
designed set of questions were prepared (to reflect the evaluation criteria and verbally
presented (translated as needed) to a select group of stakeholders.

11. An introductory online meeting was undertaken with the Evaluation Manager in May
2017 to discuss the scope of the evaluation, agree on the working arrangements, field mission
timing and project deliverables following the UN Environment procedures. The first draft of the
inception report was delivered to Evaluation Office of UN Environment on 29 June 2017 and
subsequent comments were incorporated within a final iteration of the Inception Report during
the field mission (20-31 August 2017). Reconstructured Theory of Change (TOC) was developed
at this stage based on the project logic. Development of TOC provided basis for assessing
project performance and especially project actual and potential impacts.

12. Before travelling to Kyrgyz Republic the mission agenda was prepared and coordinated
with the Evaluation Manager and the State Agency for Environmental Protection and Forestry,
which helped to arrange meetings with people from the list formulated during the desk review.
During the field mission at the end of August 2017 (see Annex Il), 24 stakeholders were
interviewed as part of the field mission exercise. The use of a local interpreter was adopted
incidentally during the field mission to help gather local information for the evaluation. The
main purpose of the field mission was to confirm what was reported in the project documents
and hear opinions of the project stakeholders on the project implementation and actual
impacts.

13. The evaluator aimed to consider gender equality and human rights during the field
missions, such questions were included in each conducted interview. The list of all 30
interviewed individuals included 10 women which provided relatively balanced representation
of women (over 30%). All information provided to the evaluator during interviews was kept
strictly confidential and not shared with other project participants and stakeholders.
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14. Data collection was continued after the field visit through email and skype. Additional
information and updates on the project implementation were provided through established
contacts to the evaluator. In addition to 24 stakeholders interviewed as part of the field mission
exercise; 5 more project stakeholders were interviewed by means of phone or skype.

15. The Terminal Evaluation adheres to a robust participatory approach whereby the UN
Environment Evaluation Manager, Task Manager and key representatives of the executing
agencies were kept informed and consulted throughout the TE. In attempting to evaluate any
observations on project outputs and direct outcomes that the project may have achieved and
contributed to, the evaluator (where possible) verified these through a triangulation process.
The evaluator also kept in mind the difference between the answers to two simple questions:

a. Question 1: “what happened?”

b. Question 2: “what would have happened without the intervention anyway?”

16.  To answer these questions, consideration of the baseline conditions and trends was
undertaken and findings were then compared to the intended project outcomes and impacts.
The evaluator then sought to assess outcomes and potential impacts to the “actual” actions
recorded from the project. To this end, a thorough review of baseline conditions and data
collected was undertaken so that the evaluator could make informed judgements about project
performance. Mainly qualitative methods and different types of indicators were used to assess
what the project has delivered. Quantitative outputs were also assessed for their quality and
effectiveness, particularly their capacity to drive and sustain changes at a higher level of
objectives.

17. To ensure that the TE seeks to promote learning and reflection, and that the key
stakeholders find the recommendations relevant and useful, the evaluator has applied the
following approach:

o The reconstructed Theory of Change (rToC - see Section 4) was discussed and

validated with the UN Environment- Evaluation Office. Assumptions and impact
drivers were then tested with key stakeholders during the field mission;

o Findings, impressions and recommendations were discussed and tested with the
PSC and project stakeholders in a continuous and iterative process during the field
mission.

o Interviews were conducted in a semi-structured manner, allowing space for
interviewees to ask questions and communicate their priorities and views, and
enabling the evaluator to follow up on unforeseen and emerging points and findings.

o Recommendations were sought from all interviewed stakeholders to provide advice
for future implementation of similar projects;

o Preliminary findings and recommendations were presented to the Task Manager
(Ludovic Bernaudat) at a wrap-up meeting at the end of the field mission (see
PowerPoint presentation in Annex VIl);

24



o The evaluator was available to the PSC and stakeholders throughout the
consultancy period (June to October 2017) via email or Skype for further contact
anddiscussions.

o The draft TE report was shared with UN Environment and the SAEPF, and this
provided national stakeholders with an opportunity to comment and provide further
inputs via online. National Stakeholders also received a 2 page “Evaluation Bulletin”
summary as requested as part of the ToR (see AnnexX);

o The TE report will be posted on the Evaluation Office website and will be publicly
available.

2.3. Evaluation Limitations

18. During the field mission it was not possible to meet some high-ranking officials such as
Zhenish Razzakov (Vice-prime-minister) and Abish Khalmurzaev (Government Representative
in Batken) from the Government of Kyrgyz Republic as they were unavailable for an interview.
This was mitigated by collecting information from other people mainly in State Agency for
Environmental Protection and Forestry about the involvement and role of those officials in the
project.

Project background

3.1. Context

19. Mercury is a highly toxic heavy metal that is transported long distances by atmospheric
processes. It accumulates in ecosystems and has long been known for its significant negative
effects on human health and the environment. Mercury is used primarily for the manufacture of
industrial chemicals or for electrical and electronic applications. A still increasing amount is
used as gaseous mercury in fluorescent lamps, while most of the other applications are slowly
phased out due to health and safety regulations and is in some applications replaced with less
toxic but considerably more expensive Galinstan alloy. The international community considers
primary mining (process of extracting raw materials from the ground) as the least preferred
source of the supply of mercury. The growing global and local concerns about the impacts of
mercury led to adoption of the Minamata Convention in 2013 as a global legally binding
agreement on mercury. As of December 2013 the Minamata Convention was signed by 128
countries and ratified by 84 countries.

20. At the time of the project design the major mercury mines in Almaden (Spain), Idrija
(Slovenia) and Algeria have been closed, the Khaidarkan mine in southern Kyrgyz Republic
remained operational and as the last supplier of primary mined mercury to the international
marketplace (China also engages in primary mercury mining but uses the mercury
domestically). Exact volumes of production of mercury at Khaidarkan are unknown. Presently
the production of mercury in Khaidarkan has stopped, though the mine and factory are not
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closed completely and the administration is looking for ways to revive production. The mine
and factory complex is located in Khaidarkan which was renamed to Aidarken in 2006. In the
text the old name Khaidarkan is used to decrease confusion because the name of the
enterprise remained “Khaidarkan mining factory” regardless of the change in the name of the
town.

Khaidarkan mercury plant KAZAKHSTAN

.
Bishkek

Tashkent
©

FERGHANA
VALLEY

Khaidarkan

Dushanbe TAJIKISTAN 0 100 km

Figure 1. Location of the Project Area

21. After more than 70 years of mercury mining and smelting at Khaidarkan, a number of
mercury-contaminated hot-spots exist while atmospheric emissions of mercury from the
smelter continue. These are sources of mercury released to the global and local environment.
In addition to mercury releases from the mining and smelting operations, including its waste
management, the mine continues to supply primary mercury to the global market. At the
project design stage it was estimated that the mine could produce and supply more than 1,500
tonnes of mercury in the up-coming decade releasing mercury to the environment.

22. Due to Kyrgyz Republic being the world’s only exporter of primary mined mercury (at the
time of the project design), the project was called to ensure that Kyrgyz Republic would
contribute to the global efforts to protect human health and the environment from the harmful
effects of mercury. Nevertheless, as indicated in the Prodoc the Khaidarkan plant remains
important to the local community as one of the primary income generator in the area. The
Batken Province, where the Khaidarkan mercury mine is located, belongs to one of the poorest
and most remote mountainous regions of Kyrgyz Republic. Agriculture is a driver of the local
economy in the Province as at the time of the project design it provided for 50% of the gross
regional product. Mercury mining and processing is the single most important industry, and it
forms the backbone of the town of Khaidarkan.

23. Even though there has been little presentation of economic alternatives to mercury
mining to facilitate transition and gain a firm commitment from all key stakeholders, in 2008
the Kyrgyz Ministry of Finance listed a number of investment possibilities for Batken province.
These included community-based tourism as well as gold mining and production of aluminium
and non-metallic minerals as industrial alternatives in the region.
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24. As long as local economy and mining community remain threatened by mine closure
and the arrangements for alternative development are not well known and practically
demonstrated, the key governmental players and local community are unlikely to be confident
and supportive of the phasing out of mercury production. Moreover, the lack of up-to-date
sufficient and reliable local environmental and health data along with non-existent monitoring,
reduces the weight of environmental arguments for mercury mining cessation. In addition,
exposure of local residents to environmental and health risks from mercury and emissions into
the environment continue due to lack of preventive and remedial measures.

25. At the time of the project design the following factors were identified and listed as root
causes for the continuation of primary mercury mining and the related pollution:

a. the considerable mercury reserves that can be exploited (>20,000 tonnes according
to official estimates) and high world mercury prices (up to USS 2500 per flask);

b. institutional and governance aspects considering energy and mining sectors as key
sources of economic growth and industrial development;

c. a significant and historical dependence of the local community on mercury mining
enterprise and limited identified potential for diversification and local business
development as well as lack of confidence in, and limited knowledge of, non-mercury
alternatives;

d. lack of financial resources, and limited options (mechanisms and agreements do
not exist) for private sector involvement to facilitate transition to non-mercury
mining alternatives;

e. very limited environmental control and protection measures resulting in potentially
high mercury emissions and releases;

f. lack of capacity and knowledge for preventive and remedial measures perpetuating
unmitigated exposure to risks and non-existing capacity independent monitoring
and risk reduction measures, inadequate baseline information hinder possibilities to
realistically appreciate the extent and severity of mercury contamination;

g. as well as inadequate knowledge dissemination and advocacy of environmental
and health risks of mercury mining.

3.2. Objectives and Components

26. The overarching goal of the project, subject to this evaluation, is to protect human
health and the environment from the toxic exposure to mercury by phasing out mercury
production and supply. The project's development objective is to enable socially compatible
economic transition of the Khaidarkan community from primary mercury mining to more
environmentally and socially sound economic activities.

27. According to the Prodoc the overall expected project results include:
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a. Global: Reduce to minimum (eventually to zero) Kyrgyz Republic's primary
mercury production; reduce emissions from Kyrgyz Republic's mercury smelting
into the global atmosphere

b. Regional: Benefit to the downstream Ferghana Valley shared by Uzbekistan,
Tajikistan and Kyrgyz Republic, through reduction of mercury mining and
associated pollution

c. National: Replace primary mercury mining with alternative sources of income
through investment promotion that will strengthen the national economy, improve
the overall environmental image of Kyrgyz Republic and fulfill any requirements
under the international mercury process

d. Local: Diversify local economy that will improve economic resilience, including
employment; Reduce passive environment and health risk reduction measures and
prepare steps for the future remediation, including adequate monitoring measures,
will reduce known and potential threats to the environment (pollution) and the
local population (health and agricultural activities)

28. The purpose of this project is to reduce global and local environmental and health risks
from primary mercury mining in Khaidarkan, the Kyrgyz Republic, by supporting a socially
compatible economic transition away from mercury mining. As indicated in the Prodoc the
project participants intend to eventually phase out mercury mining in Khaidarkan in order to
stop local contamination and ultimately its input in the global mercury contamination.

29. Component 1: Promotion of non-mercury mining alternatives and employment
opportunities. This component is about socio-economic issues and alternatives to mercury
mining economic activities. It is directly related to the Outcome 1 and the associated block of
outputs listed below. 8

30. Outcome 1: Community reliance on mercury mining reduced through identification of
alternative diversified employment opportunities
o Output 1.1. Report on socio-economic analysis, environmental impact
assessment and roadmap for the implementation of mining alternatives to
mercury mining elaborated and endorsed.

o Output 1.2. Report on identified priority alternatives for non mining economic
activities.

. Output 1.3. UNDP Report on progress in facilitating the diversification of
Khaidarkan economy, including the promotion of alternatives to mining
developed.

6 There is some confusion in the text about the number of project components. Clearly the ProDoc
describes four components and four related outcomes. But the table of contents also lists as first
component: “Establish project team, agree on work plan and engage key stakeholders.” Paragraphs 109
and 110 list 6 components. Probably this remained from earlier proposal drafts assuming that we are
working with final documents. For the purposes of the evaluation and following the ProDoc actual
contents 4 components will be discussed below.
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o Output 1.4. National development plans and national strategies for development
includes the outcomes of the analysis and programmes on alternatives to mercury
mining (as indicated in the previous bullets).

31. Component 2: Assessment and monitoring of environment and health impacts from
primary mercury mining and pollution. This component covers the work on environmental and
health monitoring in order to quantify the extent and severity of the mercury mining related
problems Khaidarkan area. This should result in achieving Outcome 2 and related outputs.

32. Outcome 2: Impacts of mercury mining evaluated through enhanced human health and
environment monitoring

o Output 2.1. Training reports from 10 experts and 4 local laboratories and results
from intercalibration studies available.

o Output 2.2. Report containing qualitative and quantitative assessment of
environmental and health risks and impacts in the primary mercury mining area
available.

o Output 2.3. Low cost and easy-to use monitoring system installed and capacity

to collect and disseminate environment and health risk information available.

33. Component 3: Explore and prepare remedial and risk prevention measures for mercury-
contaminated sites. This component is about developing strategies and options for future
remediation project. By the logic of the project design this component is based on the results
of the work conducted in Component 3. The data from environmental and health assessment
would allow exploring remediation options. It is not clear though how this work could lead to
Outcome 3. The 3.x outputs described in this section are feasible. But achieving Outcome 3 is
hardly possible through this work during the project duration.

34. Outcome 3: Reduced risk exposure from mercury contaminated sites through remedial
and risk prevention measures
o Output 3.1 Report on remediation targets and priorities available at UN
Environment’s website

o Output 3.2 Workshops and training reports on training on mercury remediation
available.
o Output 3.3 Strategy and gquidelines for remediation of highly mercury

contaminated areas prepared and highlights reduction of mercury emissions
into the local and global environment and also reflected in decontamination
report.

35. Component 4: Awareness raising at national and community level and public
transparency. This component targets informing both main decision makers in the government
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and general public about mercury environmental health issues. This work would lead to
achieving Outcome 4 and 4.x outputs.

36. Outcome 4: Enhanced governance through awareness raising and stakeholders’
participation on the transition to mercury mine alternatives
. Output 4.1 Media material produced and disseminated
o Output 4.2 Report on social impacts of alternatives to mercury mining available
. Output 4.3 Reports of awareness raising workshops and events available
. Output 4.4 Communication materials in local language available

3.3. Stakeholders

37. All project activities focus on one area in the South of Kyrgyz Republic: Khaidarkan and
nearby communities in Batken Province. This is a mining region with long history of mercury
and other heavy metals contamination. The project involves several national and regional
stakeholders who operate from Bishkek — the capital of the country or other locations in Kyrgyz
Republic.

38. Six main groups have been identified: (1) Governmental officials; (2) Implementing
partners; (3) Civil Society Organisations; (4) Local communities; (5) Scientific/Academic
communities; (6) Business community. Stakeholders, their roles, description, implications into
the projects activities have been analyzed in several parts of the Prodoc. The list of
stakeholders is provided in Table 1 below:

Table 1. Stakeholder groups list

Stakeholder group Number of
organizations

Government institutions 6

Implementing partners (International 3

organizations)

Civil Society organisations

Local communities

Scientific/Academic community

w Q|—=(o

Business community
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3.4. Project Implementation Structure and Partners

39. The figure 2 below shows the institutional framework and project implementation
arrangements.”’

GEF « UNEP
Implementing Agency

Project Steering Committee
(SAEP, UNEP, UNDP Country Office,
Z0I donors, NGOs,
private sector, national stakeholders)

y

National Coordinating

Executing Agency ¢
State Agency for C°“.‘f“'“°? -
Environmental Protection  — SACT» authorities (ministries),
mining sector,
Project Teamn ELLEE NG(.)?’
(NCC Secretariat) local communities,

private sector

Figure 2. Project Implementation Structure as per project design

40. UN Environment was the GEF implementing agency of this project. As the implementing
agency, UN Environment supervised the project by providing substantive input and financial
coordination within the larger Kyrgyz mercury project partnership. UN Environment worked with
its partners (see below) to convene stakeholders, coordinate with international players and
supervise the project activities.

41. The State Agency for Environmental Protection and Forestry (SAEPF) was the GEF
executing agency in this project to facilitate national coordination and project implementation.
SAEPF was also in charge of organizing independent audits in order to guarantee the proper
use of GEF funds allocated at the national level. SAEPF also provided regular progress and
financial reports to UN Environment. According to its core competence, the State Agency for
Environmental Protection (in cooperation with other competent institutions, such as the State
Inspection on Environmental and Technical safety) supervised remedial measures planning
and environment and health risk reduction measures and information dissemination to ensure
that national requirements are met. The Centre on Ecological Safety within the Agency was a
supporting executing partner for remedial planning and risk reduction measures.

42. At the international level, A Project Steering Committee (PSC) was created and met at
the beginning, mid-term and at the end of the project. This committee is formed by donors,
executing and implementation organisations (UN Environment, State Agency of Environmental

7 During the project implementation Zoi Environment Network (ZOI) became not involved anymore
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Protection, State Agency of Geology, Ministry of Economy, donors) and other stakeholders. The
purpose of the committee was evaluate the progress of the project and to take the necessary
measures to guarantee the fulfilment of the goals and objectives. PSC met twice during the
project execution, at the beginning and at the end of the project.

43. At the National level, a Project Team (PT) was established within the executing agency;
this team was in charge of the execution and management of the project and reported to UN
Environment and to the Project Steering Committee.

3.5. Project Budget and Expenditure

44, Table 2 below shows the project financing broken into components and activities at the
project design.

Table 2. Project financing at design

Project Components GEF ) Co- TOTAL
finance

1. Identification and implementation of local economic

. . . . 250,000 | 1,123,000 | 1,373,000
opportunities, not reliant on mercury mining

1.1 Develop socio-economic analysis, environmental impact
assessment and roadmap for the implementation of other mining 45,000 215,000 260,000
alternatives to mercury mining.

1.2 Identify priority alternatives for non-mercury mining economic

e . 45,000 120,000 165,000
activities in the Khaidarkan area.

1.3 Continue supporting the UNDP programme fostering
alternative job opportunities in Khaidarkan not reliant on mining,
based on lessons learned from previous phases of the project
identified in the project evaluation.

120,000 578,000 698,000

1.4 Update national plans and strategies for alternative
employment which will include socio economic analysis for 50,000 210,000 250,000
mining and non-mining alternatives

2. Assessment and monitoring of environment and health
. . .. . 155,000 495,500 650,500
impacts from primary mining and pollution

2.1 Identify and reinforce existing capacities (including training
and exchange of experiences) of laboratories in Kyrgyz Republic
able to analyze human and environmental 65,000 190,000 255,000
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Project Components

GEF

Co-
finance

TOTAL

2.2 Conduct a comprehensive study of environmental and health
impacts of mercury mining in the area, involving local and
international scientists, local health authorities and experts and

indenendent (verificatinn) samnlina

50,000

262,500

312,500

2.3 Install a mobile, low cost and easy-to-use monitoring system
for mercury related accidents and emissions within the existing
competent organizations and train local specialists in its use.

40,000

43,000

83,000

3. Explore and prepare remedial and risk prevention measures for
mercury contaminated sites

258,000

640,500

898,500

3.1 Select, prepare and agree on the remediation targets and
priorities for rapid response and preventive measures.

20,000

86,500

106,500

3.2 Ensure substantial training and international experience
exchange on mercury pollution remediation and rapid response
approaches for risk reduction (including international
partnerships for technology and experience transfer).

74,000

213,500

283,500

3.3 Develop and implement a strategy and guidelines to conduct
remediation on priority sites (including the design of a strategy
and guidelines for remediation; draft a proposal for financing and
implementation of the remedial measures with demonstration of
selected approaches and the publication and distribution of
information materials related to remedial and preventive
measures).

164,000

340,500

504,500

4. Awareness rising at national and community level and public
transparency

120,000

475,000

595,000

4.1 Media coverage (TV and e-news/newspapers) on the selected
aspects of local, national and global mercury issues and briefings
on project milestones /achievements.

15,000

10,000

25,000

4.2 Conduct social impact studies to understand better the local
perception and acceptance of the transition options.

20,000

65,000

85,000

4.3 Design and implement a targeted mercury awareness raising
campaign and a strategy to promote employment opportunities to
mercury mining for: a) government; b) research institutions; c)
private sector; d) local residents (farmers, workers, housewives,
etc); and e) journalists)

55,000

257,500

312,500
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Project Components GEF Co- TOTAL

finance

4.4 Design and produce, including translation to local languages,

mercury information kits. 30,000 142,500 175,500
Project Management and Supervision 80,000 189,000 269,000
Monitoring and Evaluation 81,000 84,000 165,000
TOTAL 944,000 | 3,007,000 | 3,951,000

45. Table 3 below shows the project costs by components.

Table 3. Project costs (only GEF, provided by the Fund Management Officer)

APPROVED BUDGET AND RECORDED EXPENDITURES
As at
16.11.2017

Approved | Recorded Balance
budget expenditure

Executing agency expenditures

Original allotment 884 000 730 647 153 353
Increase / (decrease)
Current allotment 884 000 730 647 153 353
UN Environment /DGEF direct expenditures and mid-term and
Terminal evaluation 60 000 60 000

Other expenditures (provide details below) -
944 000 730 647 213 353

Theory of change

46. The intervention logic in the ProDoc, the results framework and Project Implementation
Reports (PIRs) have been carefully studied to establish the project’s Theory of Change (ToC).
The ToC has been assessed for consistency and a “reconstructed” ToC was developed to
ensure that there is a consistent and clear conceptual understanding of the project’s impact
pathways that can guide the Terminal Evaluation. The reconstructed ToC is presented in Figure
1 at the end of this section.

47. As indicated in ProDoc “As long as local economy and mining community remain
threatened by mine closure and the arrangements for alternative development are not well known
and practically demonstrated, the key governmental players and local community are unlikely to be
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confident and supportive of the phasing out of mercury production.” This means that even though
phasing out mercury production is the main goal of the project, it is yet unlikely to have local
and national support in the near future. This assumption was fully proven during the project
implementation; because even the start of activities was delayed due to lack of support in the
country and later on there was some resistance in Khaidarkan and delays with the outputs. Yet
the project was designed as a step to create conditions that would help in creating conditions
for the reduction of mercury production or complete mine closure in the future.

48. Each activity results in particular output. Therefore activities are not included in the ToC
diagram because it does not add value to the analysis. The level of outputs is sufficient as
starting points for impacts pathway. The results framework identifies a fair number of
assumptions at the outcome/output levels. There are also some assumptions and impact
drivers that have not been identified in the results framework; these are presented in the
reconstructed ToC. All identified assumptions and drivers for all levels are specified in the
Table 4.1.

49. Outputs to direct outcomes: The outputs outlined in the ProDoc are mostly logical and
coherent. According to the project design successful implementation of planned outputs would
lead to desired outcomes in the longer term. The problem is that the immediate achievement of
the stated ProDoc outcomes may not happen during the project duration. So in order to
describe more likely stages of the project’s actual, immediate and achievable results, ‘direct
outcomes’ were reconstructed to represent the project logic by utilizing official project
documentation (such as project document and PIRs). The achievement of such ‘direct
outcomes’ would lead to ‘intermediate states’ that precede achieving the level of the long-term
outcomes (as per original outcome statement in ProDoc). The original long term outcomes,
direct outcomes and intermediate states are listed in Table 4.

Table 4. Reconstructed direct outcomes and intermediate states

Direct Outcomes and Intermediate States

Original outcome statement as per the Reconstructed Explanation
Logframe
Outcome 1: Community reliance on Direct outcome 1: Alternative | Outcome 1 Identification
mercury mining reduced through diversified employment and availability of new
identification of alternative diversified opportunities identified and | livelihood is the key in this
-, . - project component (reliance
employment opportunities available to the communities

is a longer term results)

Outcome 2: Impacts of mercury mining | Direct outcome 2: Enhanced | Health and environment
evaluated through enhanced human | human health and monitoring provide basic

health and environment monitoring environment monitoring information and indicators
of success of the efforts to

reduce exposure of people
to mercury.

capacity
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Direct Outcomes and Intermediate States

Intermediate state 2:

Information utilized to make
an assessment to support
remediation and cleaning
work

This is a necessary step for

preceding mining impact
evaluation and planning
future remediation
activities.

Outcome 3: Reduced exposure of people
to mercury from mercury contaminated
sites through remedial and risk
prevention measures

Direct outcome 3: National
partners utilize the
information on remediation

The information collected in
the project would serve to

develop the strategy of
cleaning up the area
(“reduced exposure” would
require that actual

remediation activities are
undertaken, thus that is a
longer term result)

Intermediate state 3:

Cleanup Project implemented

Remediation of the
contaminated area is the
biggest and obvious step in
solving the environmental
problem of the area after the
continued contamination is
stopped. This could happen
after better management of
contamination or closure of
the facility.

Outcome 4: Enhanced governance
through awareness raising and
stakeholders’ participation on the
transition to mercury mine alternatives

Direct outcome 4:
Stakeholder/community level
of awareness and
participation raised

Intermediate state 4.1:

Actions of policy makers

Intermediate state 4.2:

Influence of community on
policy/decision makers

Based on the project logic
increased awareness about
the real situation concerning
the health risks of mercury
and new economic
opportunities would lead to
actions of the people, such
as communities and policy
makers

50. Direct outcomes to intermediate state and long-term outcomes: The activities of
Component 1 if successful would contribute to reconstructed Direct Outcome 1 “Alternative
diversified employment opportunities identified and available to the communities”. The
identification of new employment opportunities not related to mercury mining would help the
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local residents find new income. Realization of these new livelihoods would lead in the future to
“Reducing the community reliance on mercury mining...” which is the Long-Term Outcome 1.

51. The Direct Outcome 2 “Enhanced human health and environment monitoring capacity”
of the Component 2 means the local capacity and quality of health and environmental data
gathering is increased. This would allow using gathered data to make an environmental health
risk assessment, which is a necessary step before planning a remediation (cleanup) project to
remove toxic substances from contact with people. This is called Intermediate State 2
“Information utilized to make an assessment to support remediation and cleaning work” which
would be expected to lead to the fulfilment of the Long-Term Outcome 2 “Impacts of mercury
mining evaluated through enhanced human health and environment monitoring”. As seen on
the diagram (Figure 1) the Long-Term Outcome 2 directly supports the development of another
intermediate state — the “Cleanup Project” as national or international project to physically
remove contaminated toxic materials from Khaidarkan and mitigate or exclude associated
health risks. The Intermediate State 3 “Cleanup Project implemented” is also supported by the
resulting from the Component 3 reconstructed Direct Outcome 3 “National partners utilize the
information on remediation”. The information on methods and strategies of remediation is just
as important for planning remediation as the environmental health risk assessment identifying
the pathways of exposure of local people to mercury and other contaminants.

52. The activities of Component 4 should result in Direct Outcome 4
“Stakeholder/community level of awareness and participation raised” which should transform
into two intermediate states: 4.1“Actions of stakeholders” and 4.2 “Influence of community on
decision makers”. “Actions of policy makers” would mean that the main players in the area
would take steps to change the current situation of high contamination of the area with heavy
metals and negative effects on health of people. Local businesses could adopt some strategies
to adapt to living without mining industry. The government agencies may initiate a social
and/or an environmental national or local program. The Intermediate State 4.2 “Influence of
community on decision makers” is a process and the driver for such changes to happen,

primarily as the influence of the community on authorities.

53. Further development of the situation under the assumption that people are willing to
switch to alternatives to mercury mining activities achieving the project objective of socially
compatible economic transition of the Khaidarkan community from primary mercury mining to more
environmentally and socially sound economic activities. As shown on the diagram (Figure 3) the
long-term outcomes 1 and 4 together make a section of the project that mainly contributes to
achieving this project objective through the above described direct outcomes and intermediate
states.

54. The other section of the project is structured so that the activities of Component 2

through its direct outcome and intermediate state serve as the basis for the activities and
outputs of the Component 3. Outputs 3.x become possible after the work on Component 2 is
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complete. Outputs 3.x lead to the above described Direct Outcome 3 “Information available to
the national partners on remediation” and Intermediate State 3 “Cleanup Project implemented”.
Implementation of the “Cleanup Project” would directly contribute to achieving Long Term
Outcome 3 “Reduced risk exposure from mercury contaminated sites through remedial and risk
prevention measures.” The Long-Term Outcomes 2 and 3 both jointly lead to the stated Project
Goal to protect human health and the environment from the toxic exposure to mercury by
phasing out mercury production and supply.
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Figure 3. Theory of change diagram (compressed version, the full picture in presented in Annex VIII)
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Table 5. List of Drivers and Assumptions for the Theory of Change.

Code Condition Type Level

AS 1 Kyrgyz government and private investors Assumption Outcomes (1) - Intermediate
interested to participate State- Objective

D2 Alternatives to mercury mining supported Driver Outcomes (1) - Intermediate
by key stakeholders State-Objective

D3 Partners participation from the inception Driver Outcomes (1) - Intermediate
workshop essential State-Objective

AS 4 Adoption of action plan and other strategic | Assumption Outputs (4) - Intermediate
national plans out of this project’s control State- Outcomes (1) - Objective

D5 Key stakeholder institutions able to Driver Outputs (1,2) — Outcomes (1)
cooperate

D6 Khaidarkan community willing to explore Driver Outputs (3) — Outcomes (1)
alternative job opportunities

D7 Partners participation from the inception Driver Outputs (4) — Outcomes (1)
workshop essential
National laboratories and experts willing to | Assumption Outputs (1) — Outcomes (2) -

AS 8 participate in the training and Intermediate State- Objective
intercalibration studies

D9 Government to support mercury monitoring | Driver Outcomes (2) - Intermediate
efforts State-Objective

AS 10 Health practitioners and environmental Assumption Outputs (2) — Outcomes (2)
experts willing to undertake this study

D11 Government to ensure sustainability and Driver Outputs (3) — Outcomes (2)
continuous use of the equipment
purchased

D12 Stakeholders’ agreement on list of priority Driver Outputs (1) — Intermediate
sites and criteria used State-Goal

AS 13 Availability of national technicians and Assumption Outputs (2) — Intermediate
experts on soil remediation State-Goal

D14 Sites selection done in a transparent Driver Outputs (3) — Intermediate
manner State-Goal

D15 Cooperation of local people Driver Outputs (3) — Intermediate

State-Goal

AS 16 Media interested and willing to cooperate Assumption Outputs (1) — Outcomes (4)

D17 Coverage of the mercury mining in Driver Outputs (1) — Outcomes (4)
Khaidarkan done in a professional manner

AS18 Report to be endorsed by national Assumption Outputs (2) — Outcomes (4)
authorities

AS 19 Local people available and willing to Assumption Outputs (2) — Outcomes (4)
participate

D 20 Key stakeholders interested in participating | Driver Outputs (3) — Outcomes (4)
in project events/workshops

D 21 Materials address key concerns from Driver Outputs (4) — Outcomes (4)

stakeholders
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Evaluation findings

5.1. Strategic Relevance®

5.1.1. Alighment to MTS and POW

55. The rationale for the proposed project has its roots in the international attempt to take
global action to reduce the release of mercury into the environment as well as in UN
Environment’s Programme of Work on harmful substances and hazardous waste. In 2003, the
UN Environment mercury programme was established under the auspices of the United
Nations, recognising the need for the coordination of global action on the reduction of mercury
pollution in the environment. In 2009, some 140 countries supported the UN Environment
Governing Council decisions to launch negotiations on an international mercury treaty.

56. UN Environment’s Medium-Term Strategy (MTS) is a document that guides UN
Environment’s programme planning. It identifies UN Environment’s thematic priorities, known
as Sub-programmes (SP), and sets out the desired outcomes [known as Expected
Accomplishments (EAs)] of the sub-programmes. The project started in 2012 when MTS 2010-
2013 was valid, but most of the project work was done in 2014-2017 when the next MTS (2014-
2017) was adopted. Therefore, for the purposes of this evaluation relevance of the project to
both MTS 2010-2013 and MTS 2014-2017 was assessed.

57. At the time of the project design and start Biennial Programme of Work (PoW) for
2012-2013 was in effect which guided the implementation of MTS 2010-2013 in 2012-2013.
However the main project activities occurred after 2013. Therefore relevance of the UN
Environment Programme of Work (PoW) for the biennium 2014-2015 was evaluated. The PoW
2014-2015 built on the results framework in MTS 2014-2017 and the Strategic Framework
2014-2015. Based on the PoW (2014-2015) UN Environment delivered its work within 7 priority
areas for the biennium 2014-2015. The relevant priority area for the evaluated project was
chemicals and waste. As indicated in PoW (2014-2015) as a part of system-wide efforts by the
United Nations and in close collaboration with the entities involved in the Strategic Approach to
International Chemicals Management, the Minamata Convention on Mercury and the
secretariats of the other chemicals with appreciation and waste-related multilateral
environmental agreements, UN Environment worked to lessen the environmental and human
health impacts of chemicals and waste.

8 See Annex 9 for a detailed table
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58. Table in Annex IX assesses the project’s tangible/plausible contribution to the Expected
Accomplishments specified in the MTS 2010-2013, MTS 2014-2017 and/or outputs in the PoW
2012-2013 and PoW 2014-2015.

Alignment to MTS and POW Sub-Evaluation Rating: Satisfactory (S)

5.1.2. Alighment to UN Environment and GEF Strategic Priorities

59. According to GEF-5 programme document the activities on mercury related issues fall
under the Chemicals Focal Area Strategy. The GEF-5 Chemicals strategy’s long term goal is “to
promote the sound management of chemicals throughout their life-cycle in ways that lead to
the minimization of significant adverse effects on human health and the global environment.”

60. The evaluated project was developed in line with the third Chemical’s Strategy objective
(CHEM-3): “Pilot sound chemicals management and mercury reduction”. The evaluated project
contributed to the Outcome 3.1 “Country capacity built to effectively manage mercury in priority
sectors” and Outcome 3.2 “Contribute to the overall objective of the SAICM of achieving the sound
management of chemicals throughout their life-cycle in ways that lead to the minimization of
significant adverse effects on human health and the environment.”

61. The Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-building addresses the
provision of technology support and capacity-building to developing countries as well as to
countries with economies in transition. It was as adopted by the High-level Open-ended
Intergovernmental Working Group on an Intergovernmental Strategic Plan for Technology
Support and Capacity-building at its third session, in Bali, Indonesia, on 4 December 2004.
Among other objectives, the Plan aims to provide a framework for capacity-building to ensure
the effective participation of developing countries as well as countries with economies in
transition in negotiations concerning multilateral environmental agreements.

62. In view of the evaluator the evaluated project is particularly relevant to the Bali Strategic
Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-building objective (a): “to strengthen the capacity of
Governments of developing countries as well as of countries with economies in transition, at all
levels.” Particularly the project work emphasised parts (v) and (vi) of the objective: “(v) To use
and sustain the capacity or technology obtained through training or other capacity-building efforts
after such efforts have been completed; (vi) To develop national research, monitoring and
assessment capacity to support national institutions in data collection, analysis and monitoring of
environmental trends and in establishing infrastructure for scientific development and
environmental management, in order to ensure sustainability of capacity-building efforts.” During
the evaluated project implementation a set of advanced analytical equipment (LUMEX PA-915
mercury analyzer) was purchased and local specialists were trained to use it for environmental
data collection, analysis and monitoring. The equipment and acquired skills will be used in
Kyrgyz Republic after the project.
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63. The Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-building includes a section
on South-South Cooperation which is one of the UN Environment priorities. But there is no
evidence that the current project participated in any exchange of expertise, experiences,
information and documentation between the institutions of the South.

64. In addition, an evaluation is briefly made on whether the project is aligned with the UN
Environment's Gender Policy and Strategy, and whether the project has applied the
UN Common Understanding on Human Rights based approaches (HRBA) (see Annex 9).

Alignment to UN Environment and GEF strategic priorities Sub-Evaluation Rating: Satisfactory (S)

5.1.3. Relevance to Regional, Sub-regional and National Issues and Needs

65. Mercury is a global pollutant which can be transported over long distances and across
borders in the form of gaseous emissions or via waste streams and waterways. Airborne
pollution is one of the main contamination pathways. Not only can exposure to mercury
severely affect the health of people living and working around a mercury source, the danger of
mercury pollution can also spread far and wide. It cannot be excluded that Khaidarkan mercury
could reach the Arctic or tropical ecosystems. For example, mercury is widely used by artisanal
gold miners around the world, including the sensitive river ecosystems, causing great damage
to biodiversity and affecting health of thousands of people. There is an issue of artisanal small
scale gold mining in Kyrgyz Republic. The miners obviously use mercury from Khaidarkan and
contribute to mercury contamination of not only Kyrgyz Republic, but also neighbouring
Uzbekistan and Tajikistan and possibly other countries in the region. This is why it is very
important to introduce better environmental monitoring and control over mercury
contamination one of the outputs of the project.

66. As primary mining introduces new mercury from geological formations into the global
mercury supply and ultimately into the environment, it is recognized as the least desirable
source of mercury for use in products and processes. After the closure of mercury mines in
Slovenia and Spain, the Khaidarkan mine became the only facility in the world to mine mercury
for export. At the October 2009 meeting of the Ad-Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on Mercury,
held in Bangkok, Thailand, the representatives of the Kyrgyz Government announced country's
willingness to consider the closure of the world’'s last remaining exporting mercury mine, at
Khaidarkan, if a number of the social, environmental, and economic consequences of the
phasing out of its national mercury industry could be addressed. Considering that the project
was designed in 2010 and started in 2012 it was very timely and well aligned with the declared
priorities of the Kyrgyz Republic government at that time. Later the national government
changed substantially after the revolution in 2010 and even though the declared priorities of
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the Kyrgyz government did not officially change, in fact there was actual hesitance in the
government to act on this which led to complications and delay in the project implementation.

67. The evaluated project was meant to reduce primary mercury mining and supply to the
global market and curbing mercury emissions and releases to reduce direct local and global
environmental impact. This brings global environmental benefits. The decrease in the global
mercury supply means that less mercury will be available to use in products and processes,
such as destructive artisanal gold mining practices in sensitive ecosystems. In addition,
preparation for remediation of contaminated sites and risk reduction measures was supposed
to help with the subsequent reduction of mercury that is released from Khaidarkan into the
global environment.

68. The project has been also very relevant considering country’s future participation in the
Minamata Convention on Mercury. It is a global treaty to protect human health and the
environment from the adverse effects of mercury.® So far only 4 countries of the Former Soviet
Union signed the Convention and none has ratified yet. Despite the fact that Kyrgyz Republic
hasn't yet joined the Minamata convention, from the global perspective it is highly relevant that
the only primary mercury exporter joins it. The current project brought up the issue of mercury
production and pollution for new discussions in the government. It is expected that Kyrgyz
Republic would sign the Convention in the near future. If this happens it will be one of the major
contributions of the evaluated project.

Relevance to regional, sub-regional and national issues and needs Sub-Evaluation Rating: Satisfactory (S)

5.1.4. Complementarity with Existing Interventions

69. It was mentioned in the ProDoc that the evaluated project will have strong synergies
with an on-going Kyrgyz hazard mitigation project with a component on remediation and risk
reduction at the Maili-Suu former uranium mines, which is partly GEF-funded and being
implemented by the World Bank. According to the ProDoc: “whilst uranium mine legacies
present different challenges to mercury pollution, the lessons learnt from experience of Maili-
Suu can be obtained and applied to the proposed project at Khaidarkan.” It was also confirmed
by the evaluation interviews that the staff of the supporting executing partner of the project -
Centre on Ecological Safety within the State Agency for Environmental Protection and Forestry
prior to this project worked in Maili-Suu and used that experience.

91t was agreed at the fifth session of the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee on mercury in
Geneva, Switzerland at 7 a.m. on the morning of Saturday, 19 January 2013 and adopted later that year
on 10 October 2013 at a Diplomatic Conference (Conference of Plenipotentiaries), held in Kumamoto,
Japan. By now the Minamata Convention has been signed by 128 countries and was ratified by 84
nations.

44



70. It was anticipated in the ProDoc that the evaluated project would use the experience of
and knowledge from mercury remediation/cleanup efforts in the Nura river basin in
neighbouring Kazakhstan. At one workshop organized in 2013 the experience of Kazakhstan
was presented to the project team and invited Kyrgyz specialists.

71. The project was developed with idea to link its activities to the UNDP-administrated
programme of creating alternative jobs for the Khaidarkan community. This programme was
assisting in setting up small businesses and is encouraging economic diversification with the
goal of poverty reduction. This was written in as Output 1.3: UNDP Report on progress in
facilitating the diversification of Khaidarkan economy, including the promotion of alternatives
to mining developed. But such cooperation did not happen in the project.

72. Due to delayed actual start of the project the there was no cooperation with a few other
international projects in Kyrgyz Republic in 2012-2014: “Institutional Strengthening” and
“Hydrochlorofluorocarbons Phase-out Management Plan” of UN Environment, “Globally
Harmonized System of Classification and Labelling of Chemicals” of UNITAR, and “Poverty-
Environment Initiative” of UN Environment and UNDP.

Complementarity with existing interventions Sub-Evaluation Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

The overall Strategic Relevance of the project is rated Satisfactory (S). The evaluated project has contributed
to the fulfilment of UN Environment’s mandate and priorities. It has also supported towards meaningfully
contributing to the fulfilment of GEF strategy and priorities. The project could have been better
complementary with UNDP activities

5.2. Quality of Project Design

73. The assessment of the Project Design Quality followed the UN Environment procedure
and template that is presented in Annex I. The main items of the project design and ratings are
presented below based on the main criteria.

74. Nature of the External Context: The ProDoc addresses risks of operating in the area. But
the issue of political instability and change of the government was clearly underestimated.

75. Project preparation: The Prodoc contains accurate problem analysis, adequate situation
analysis, and proper stakeholder analysis. It is not clear how stakeholders consulted the
development of the project. The ProDoc text indicates that information was obtained from
Kyrgyz Republic at the government level, but no details of such consultations are available at
this stage. The issues of sustainability and gender are mentioned briefly in the ProDoc. No
attention is paid to issues of indigenous people probably because the local people are
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indigenous to the area. Issues of local minorities — non-Kyrgyz people — are also not addressed
in any way. The area is home to Tajik, Uzbek, Russian, and other minority groups.

76. Strategic Relevance: The Prodoc indicates the alignment of project objectives and
outputs with UN Environment, GEF global priorities on reducing dangers from mercury pollution
and national level processes and policies. Linkages to other GEF and non-GEF interventions are
addressed in detail.

77. Intended Results and Causality: The ProDoc does not contain the Theory of Change, but
contains risk analysis, project targets and lists of assumptions. However there is no clear
explanation how the project activities would make it possible to achieve the major intended
impact on phasing out mercury production and enabling transition of the Khaidarkan economy.
The steps described in the ProDoc do not ensure such long term effect. There is also a problem
in the logic of achieving Outcome 3. From the ProDoc text the intended work does not directly
lead to the achievement of this Outcome.

78. Logical Framework and Monitoring: Logical framework contains the objective,
outcomes, “SMART” indicators of outputs and outcomes with baselines, mid-term and end-of-
the-project targets. Monitoring and evaluation procedures are described in sufficient detail,
clear separation of responsibilities between project participants. Budget for monitoring and
evaluation allocated.

79. Governance and Supervision Arrangements: This part is written well in the Prodoc with
good description of the roles and responsibilities of governance and implementation bodies
within the project. However the process of the project implementation and delays that occurred
indicate that this system does not run smoothly. The main reason could be that by project
design the project implementation relies heavily on the State Agency of Environmental
Protection. It would be fine if such agency had enough capacity, but there was no assessment
of their capacity in the ProDoc.

80. Partnerships: Distribution of roles between partners in the project is clear and concise
in the Prodoc.

81. Learning, Communication and Outreach: Component 4 and its outcome and outputs are
about communication and outreach. This work is described in detail.

82. Financial Planning / Budgeting: The budget is clear and concise, per partner overall

contribution stated. There isn't a particular resource mobilization strategy presented nor a cash
flow forecast in the document.
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83. Efficiency: The ProDoc contains the division of donor and partner contributions and
builds on existing capacities. The ProDoc has Incremental Costs Analysis (3.7), overview of co-
financing (7.2) and cost effectiveness (7.3).

84. Risk identification and Social Safeguards: Risks are addressed in section 3.5. The risks
of political instability and government change were identified but underrated. In 2005 and 2010
there were two revolutions in Kyrgyz Republic. New president was elected in 2011 and the
government was not very stable in recent years.

85. Sustainability / Replication and Catalytic Effects: The ProDoc contains a separate part
on sustainability, addresses economic and socio-political sustainability issues. No provision
exit strategy, or promoting the catalytic action.

Quality of Project Design is rated as Satisfactory (S). The terminal evaluation finds that the project rationale was
well-founded. The project document contains all necessary sections that contain information on structure, risks,
assumptions, sustainability and stakeholders. The logical framework contains indicators, baselines, targets for
each outcome.

5.3. Nature of the External Context

86. The project implementation was delayed because of the issues of government
instability and changes of people in key government structures. The country went through a
revolution in 2010 (second revolution within a decade) and it took a few years for the
government structures to get through changes and reorganisations. This had a negative impact
on the project which was mitigated by adjusting the project duration and schedule.

87. Another incident of external context that significantly influenced the project
implementation was flooding of the mine in 2015. The mine equipment failed which led to
flooding of the mine and stopped mercury production. The factory continued to operate and did
not close after the incident. In 2016 the factory produced mercury using ore that was possible
to reach from the surface. But the volume of production was very low and the number of jobs at
the mine and factory greatly decreased. It appears that because of this the administration of
the mine became less active in resisting the project after they had the decrease and faced
stopping mercury production.

Nature of the External Context Evaluation Rating: Moderately Unfavourable (MU)

5.4. Effectiveness

88. The evaluation assessed effectiveness across three dimensions: achievement of
outputs, achievement of direct outcomes and likelihood of impact. The achievement of outputs
was assessed based on measureable indicators listed in ProDoc and also following the project
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logic on intended content of the outputs. In some cases even if the specified target values of
indicators were not met the output could still be considered achieved or partially achieved if the
conducted work contributed to achieving appropriate direct outcome and the project objective.
In other cases the indicator target value of particular outputs could be formally met, but did not
lead to intended results. This would mean that the output was partially achieved. The
achievement of direct outcomes and the likelihood of impact were assessed based on
reconstructed Theory of Change (Chapter 4).

5.4.1. Achievement of outputs

89. According to ProDoc each output was characterized by specific measurable indicators
listed in the Results Framework. The end of the project targets and values of actually achieved
results are listed in Appendix VI.

Output 1.1. Report on socio-economic analysis, environmental impact assessment and
roadmap for the implementation of mining alternatives to mercury mining elaborated and
endorsed.

90. There is a good quality detailed report on socio-economic analysis and mining
alternatives produced by Ken-Too research centre based in Bishkek available. The report is
named “Potential alternatives of changing the profile of the Khaidarkan mercury plant”. The
report has 141 pages, includes data on the social and economic situation in Khaidarkan and
provides analysis of 6 mining alternatives with quick calculations of potential economic return.
The alternatives include mining and production of: (1) aluminum, (2) gypsum, (3) chalcedony,
(4) clay bricks, (5) semi-precious stones, and (6) gold. All these alternatives require substantial
investments and additional feasibility studies. The assessment conducted in the project
concluded that gold processing is the most feasible way for the Khaidarkan plant to switch to
from mercury production. The main idea is to bring ore from several gold deposits of the region
and use the existing infrastructure for ore processing and production of gold.

91. The process of conducting the analyses included gathering data on the socio-economic
situation from available sources and working with experts of the mining industry. The main
strength of the report as it provides analysis of economic feasibility of the alternatives and
make a quick assessment of whether or not it is economically viable. The report is not a
roadmap for the development of the area, because it only lists options and analyses
development opportunities. A commercial company or the government should make use of this
information to make a decision on whether or not to invest in Khaidarkan mining.

92. The target for this output was to analyze 10 mining alternatives. Even though the
targeted number of alternatives was not met in the report the result was satisfactory,
particularly considering that it focused on the most feasible alternatives. The output was
achieved.
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Picture 1. Steering Committee meeting in August 2017 where results of the project were reported to
project stakeholders

Output 1.2. Report on identified priority alternatives for non-mining economic activities.

93. The same subcontractor Ken Too research centre produced a 35-page report on non-
mining economic activities that could substitute mercury production in the Khaidarkan region.
The list includes: (1) production of construction materials, (2) local food processing and (3),
packaging, (4) making clothes, (5) preparing dowry items, (6) making souvenirs, (7) tourism, (8)
agriculture. Agriculture and food processing were identified as economic activities with the
biggest potential. It was stressed in the report that the Kadamzhai District (where Khaidarkan
is located) requires investments and support of small and medium-size businesses for
developing the listed economic activities.

94. The process of preparing the report included contacting local stakeholders and
analyzing actual economic activities of people in Khaidarkan. According to the reconstructed
Theory of Change this output was supposed to contribute to Direct outcome “Alternative
diversified employment opportunities identified and available to the communities” According to
the Exucuting Agency the report was provided to Batken regional administration, Kadamzhai
District administration, municipality of Khaidarkan, and the mercury mine. In reality
development of the proposed alternatives requires additional driving factors, such as
investments, subsidies, helping with marketing, training, education, giving tax incentives. Local
people mostly engage in agriculture or travel to work in other places of the country or abroad.
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95. The target for this output was to analyze 10 non-mining alternatives. The result may be
rated satisfactory as substantial number of viable economic activities were identified and
described in detail. This output was achieved.

Output 1.3. UNDP Report on progress in facilitating the diversification of Khaidarkan
economy, including the promotion of alternatives to mining developed.

96. The work on this output is ongoing and therefore no report was available at the time of
evaluation. The Executing Agency announced a small grants program and collected 13
proposals from small businesses. According to the Executing Agency this work should be
concluded by the end of March 2017. At the time of the evaluation report preparation milk
processing was considered as the most likely candidate for support. Another candidate was a
mercury recycling centre. This output is assessed as “to be achieved” with in the official
(extended) project timeframe!®.

Output 1.4. National development plans and national strategies for development include the
outcomes of the analysis and programmes on alternatives to mercury mining.

97. As a result of the project work the Khaidarkan mine switching to non-mercury
production was included in the “Government Plan on Implementation of the Program on
Transition of Kyrgyz Republic to Sustainable Development for 2013 — 2017 years” in Chapter 5,
Section 5.1, sub-task 10. This document was approved by the national parliament and signed
by the president. The Chapter 5 "Environmental protection for sustainable development” states:
Iltem 142 "Build a basis for the proper management of waste production and consumptions”
Subtask 10 "Assessment of primary mercury mining, prepare and conduct remediation works at
the pilot sites in Khaidarkan” Duration: 2013-2016

98. The ProDoc target for this output was 4 national development plans and strategies that
include mercury reduction. But it is unclear what documents exactly were discussed at the time
of project preparation. The “Government Plan ...” is not a specific national strategy on mercury
reduction, but it is an important achievement of the project that Khaidarkan mercury is
mentioned in such high level document. This output was partially achieved.

Component 1 outputs rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

Output 2.1. Training reports from 10 experts and 4 local laboratories and results from

intercalibration studies available.’

10 The project was extended after initiation of the terminal evaluation process
" Evaluator believes the core of this output is conducting the trainings.
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99. According to the Executing Agency information the trainings and intercalibration
studies were conducted. The following 4 national laboratories participated: Kadamzhai SSES,
Profmedicina (Bishkek), Environmental Monitoring in Bishkek, and Chui Environmental
Laboratory. At the workshop local specialists (2 from each laboratory and 4 from Kadamzhai
SSES) were trained in field sampling. Kadamzhai SSES and Profmedicina labs participated in
intercalibration studies. This information from the executing agency indicates that project met
the project targets. The evaluator met with specialists of Kadamzhai SSES and Profmedicina
and they indicated that they were satisfied with the trainings. The executing agency also
provided reports about the training of local specialists on how to use the mercury analyzer. The
output is achieved.

Output 2.2. Report containing qualitative and guantitative assessment of environmental
and health risks and impacts in the primary mercury mining area available.

100. The project prepared a good quality report “Monitoring and Assessment of Health
Effects of Mercury”. It was prepared by Dr Ainash Sharshenova from the subcontractor
research organization “Prophylactic Medicine”. The medical study was conducted in 2015-
2017. The preparatory activities took place in 2015, actual study in 2016, follow up and report
preparation in 2017. The work had other partners: Kadamzhai Centre of Disease Prophylactics
of State Sanitary and Epidemiologic Service (SSES) Sanitary Hygiene Laboratory (SSES),
Aidarken Centre of General Medical Practice, and Osh Interregional United Clinical Hospital. The
report contains full description of the conducted work, methods, health data analysis, and
results including data on exposure of people to mercury in Khaidarkan.

101. During the study 201 people were examined (target 5000) and samples of hair, blood
and urine were taken and analyzed for mercury and other heavy metals content. The medical
study was participated by: 78 people who worked at the mercury mine and processing facilities;
49 children age 5-7 from kindergarten; and 74 adults from Khaidarkan and nearby villages who
volunteered to take the test. It was found that 48% of people who work at the mercury factory
had elevated levels of mercury, which indicates increased exposure to mercury. Among adults
about 4% of tested local people had elevated levels of mercury, however the investigated cases
indicated exposure to mercury from old dental filling. No evidence of high exposure of children
to mercury was found. At the same time analysis of available health data showed that the
general morbidity in Khaidarkan area is 1.7 times higher than the national average, which
potentially may be attributed to local environmental factors.

102. The report, interviews with key stakeholders, and the presentation given by Dr
Sharshenova at the Steering Committee lead to the conclusion that the work was done at a
very high professional level and collected valuable and valid data collected in accordance with
national and international standards. In order to provide high quality the analyses of samples
were done a certified laboratory in Moscow, Russia (“Micronutrients” Centre) which had the
required analytical capabilities in comparison to those available in Kyrgyz Republic. In order to
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get a full picture of the situation the researchers analysed not only on mercury as the primary
investigated pollutant, but also on other 32 elements.

103. The main critique on this project output concerns the number of examined residents
that is much smaller than the original target — 201 against 5000. This was explained by the
inability to do as many tests within the allotted budget and also low participation from the local
residents. As a result although it was confirmed that significant portion of people working at
the mercury factory are exposed to mercury, but there was almost no evidence that the local
people have increased exposure. In opinion of the evaluator it is very likely that exposed people
did not participate in the study. It is very important that the medical team did not have data on
contamination of residencies of people they tested and therefore could not identify sources of
residential exposure. Such issue maybe resolved in future initiatives by a more detailed medical
monitoring that would involve much more people, e.g. the target number and testing primarily
people who live in most contaminated parts of Khaidarkan.
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Picture 2. Children in the kindergarten of Khaidarkan, the health study did not indicated any of them
being substantially exposed to mercury

104. Another key activity under Output 2.2 was the assessment of environmental risks. This
work was conducted by the Kadamzhai SSES Sanitary and Hygiene Laboratory. They produced
a detailed 112 page report named “Final Report on Complex Studies of the Impacts of Primary
Mercury Mining in Aidarken”. This report contains data on mercury contamination of water, soil,
food, and air.
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105. The conducted study followed national standards and regulations as it was performed
by a state laboratory. The overall quality of work was very good and some valuable data was
collected. However this cannot be considered a comprehensive study. The findings confirmed
that there were high concentrations of mercury in different environmental media, but did not
determine the extent of contamination of the area. In addition the study did not manage to
collect enough data for mapping areas of different levels of contamination. Such information is
necessary for planning remediation activities and reconstructing exposure pathways of people
in health risk assessment. For instance only 36 soil samples were collected in the area, which
is not enough for the above stated purposes. In the survey some data on air mercury pollution
was collected, but it was not done in the season of the highest temperatures (summer) and
therefore the highest concentrations of mercury vapours were not observed, which is admitted
in the report.

106. The main reasons for the drawbacks in the environmental study lie in planning of the
operation. The Kadamzhai Lab team successfully completed the task of finding and assessing
mercury pollution in different environmental media, while following the project logic they
should have made a detailed quantitative assessment of mercury pollution of the area suitable
for the needs of remediation planning and health risk assessment. The output is achieved.

Output 2.3. Low cost and easy-to-use monitoring system installed and capacity to collect
and disseminate environment and health risk information available.

107. For the purposes of creating a low cost and easy-to use monitoring system the project
team purchased mercury analyzer PA-915M by Lumex (from Russia). The equipment was
installed in a room specially constructed for it in the Kadamzhai SSES Lab. As indicated in a
report from Kadamzhai SSES Lab the specialists of the laboratory received special training on
23-25™ of April 2015 from a Lumex specialist from St-Petersburg, Russia how to operate the
analyzer and used it for conducting the environmental assessment (Output 2.2). This
monitoring system is indeed low cost and easy to use. For good operation it only needs
additional funding for collecting environmental and biological media samples. The Project
Manager of SAEPF indicated that the equipment will be used for environmental monitoring
after the end of the project. But presently there are no documents confirming such plans and
appropriate budget. It appears that the project team did not understand the term “monitoring”
because only a single study was sponsored in 2015. Proper environmental monitoring implies
regular collection of data, but no efforts were made to collect more data in 2016 and 2017. The
output is achieved.

Component 2 outputs rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)
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Picture 3. PA-915M by Lumex in SSES Kadamzhai Laboratory

Output 3.1 Report on remediation targets and priorities available at UN Environment's
website

Output 3.3 Strategy and quidelines for remediation of highly mercury contaminated areas
prepared and highlights reduction of mercury emissions into the local and global
environment and also reflected in decontamination report.

108. The subcontractors Ken-Too Research Centre and MARIT Ltd. prepared a
comprehensive 119 page report “Project of Remediating Khaidarkan Mining Area.” The project
team identified the piles of ignition residues as the primary remediation target area. The pile
contains about 14 million tonnes of wastes occupying area of 38 ha. The mean mercury
concentration is about 200 mg/kg which means the pile holds about 2800 tonnes of mercury.
The report describes the remediation strategy for this targeted area. Feasibility and financial
costs of such remediation project were analyzed and the project laid out in detail. In short it
was suggested to cover the area with clean filling soil and turn it into a nice artificial hill with a
view point on top. This would cost about 1 million USD.

109. In the report the authors rightfully identify the problem of mercury vapours and mercury
leaking from the pile of ignition residues among the biggest environmental problems. However
the suggested method of remediation does not address these issues. The layer of clean soil
would not prevent mercury vapours from going up, especially in hot summer conditions. The
permeable layer of soil would not prevent water from going through the pile and washing off
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mercury to continue contaminate the area downhill from the pile. Therefore the suggested plan
will only address how the area looks and will not deal with actual environmental problems. This
raises concern about the value and necessity of such work. The evaluators view is that it would
have been much more productive if the specialists of Ken-Too and MARIT worked on some
more environmentally meaningful solutions. For instance the experience of Almaden in Spain
and Temirtau, Kazakhstan could be used to design storage of highly contaminated materials
that prevent spreading of mercury. This would include encapsulating big volumes of wastes,
e.g. ignition residues with impermeable materials that prevent leaking and vaporization of
mercury. The project supported a visit of a specialist of Ken-Too to Almaden in 2016. However
Ken-Too in the report did not suggest to use in Khaidarkan the in-situ encapsulation methods
employed in Almaden.

110. One of the indicators for this output is the fenced area. The project designers intended
to fence some of the most contaminated areas to limit access of people and domestic animals.
This is a relatively cheap and effective action. The most contaminated area is near the pile of
ignition residues. Presently it is used by local people for cattle grazing. If this area were fenced,
it would have decreased exposure of people and animals and reduce health risks. It would have
been a step to the main project goal. But it was not done. The outputs 3.1 and 3.3 are partially
achieved.

Picture 4. Pile of ignition residues at the entrance of Khaidarkan
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Output 3.2 Workshops and training reports on training on mercury remediation available.'?

111.  On 12" of October 2013 a training workshop was held in Bishkek on mercury
environmental assessment and remediation. The workshop was led by invited experts from ZOI
and Almaty Technical University. According to the Executing Agency 10 people were trained at
the workshop including specialists from SAEPF, Ken-Too, Profmedicina, and Chui Laboratory.
112.  On 4-7" of May 2016 a delegation from Kyrgyz Republic including 11 people visited
Almaden (Spain) and Idrija (Slovenia) where they received some knowledge about mercury
remediation. The delegation included 2 representatives of SAEPF, 3 members of Kyrgyz
Republic parliament, 3 mining experts, a government representative in Batken region and the
vice-mayor of Khaidarkan. The executing agency provided a written 9 page report describing
the details of the mission and lessons learned. The mission was coordinated by UN
Environment. One of the experts participating in the mission was working on the report on
remediation in Khaidarkan. According to the verbal evidence from the 4 interviewed mission
participants the trip provided good information about mercury contaminated areas and
strategies of remediation.

113. In the fall 2017 another training was conducted in Idrija, Slovenia at Jozef Stefan'
Institute. The training was participated at different times by 13 people and topics included
environmental assessment and remedation of mercury. The list of participants includes
representatives of Aidarken Medical Centre, Osh hospital, Profmedicina, Kadamzhai SSES
Laboratory, SAEPF, Chui Environmental Laboratory, and Khaidarkan mine. This activity
contributed to both Output 2.1 and Output 3.2.

114. Based on the available information in evaluator’s opinion the output is achieved.

Component 3 outputs rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

Output 4.1 Media material produced and disseminated.

115. According to the project progress report of 2016 the project team produced and
disseminated 32 communication products through different websites, local newspapers, and
handed out information sheets. The list includes 4 instances of TV broadcasting on local
channels. The target value for this output is 25 materials, so the number appears sufficient.
The titles of materials indicate that most of them are about the project procedures and
aspects. The intended impact of this output was to raise awareness of the local residents
about mercury health issues and to help the local community form public opinion in favour of
switching from mercury production to alternative economic activities. There are 9
communication products that could be considered related to that. Evaluator was shown 15
communication products from the list. The output is achieved.

12 Evaluator believes the core of this output is conducting the trainings
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Output 4.2 Report on social impacts of alternatives to mercury mining available.

116. RichResearch Ltd. was the subcontractor that conducted social surveys in the area. The
study was participated by 1000 local residents (project target was 600). About half of
respondents were from Khaidarkan and others were from nearby villages. The methods of the
study included random sampling to select 1000 people to answer a set of questions and 20
more detailed interviews with people gathered using “snow-ball” technique. The researchers
recorded age, gender, education level and other parameters of the respondents. The results
show that most local people do not believe there are mercury related environmental problems
in the area and there is not particular need to switch from mercury production as the main
future economic activity. For instance 72% of respondents believed that the environmental
situation in Khaidarkan is good; 63% did not believe the mercury factory impacts the
environment; 59% said there is no need for the factory to switch from mercury production.

117. The results of the survey are confirmed by direct observations in town and at the
factory. People let their domestic animals (cows, goats, sheep, birds) graze in the most
contaminated areas. People do that because they are not aware of contamination and its
health risks. At the factory there is an open volume of mercury that is not believed to produce
hazardous vapours. This is actually a violation of safety rules at the factory possible because
of people’s ignorance.

118. RichResearch Ltd produced a fairly detailed good quality report providing description of
methods, main results, and analysis of the collected information. The evaluator considers that
the report was produced in a very professional manner and gathered good baseline information
about the social situation and public opinion in Khaidarkan. Ideally the results of this work
would have been used for designing the awareness campaign (output 4.1) and it was also
recommended in the report. Conducting another survey after such campaign would have
shown whether or not it was effective. But neither awareness campaign nor a second survey
were actually conducted in the project.

119. As indicated above the output 4.1 was meant to produce communications materials,
but only 9 out of 32 communication products focused on actual mercury awareness issues.
This happened because the results of the sociological survey were not used in preparing the
communication materials and the project team did not intend to measure the changes in public
awareness after they make efforts to educate people. The output is partially achieved.
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Picture 5. Open volume of mercury at the Khaidarkan factory.

Output 4.3 Reports of awareness raising workshops and events available.

120. On 14" of November 2013 the project team held a meeting with workers of the mercury
mine. At the meeting the workers were informed about the project and its objectives. The
meeting was also attended by the administration of Khaidarkan, representatives of the
government, mercury mine and regional media. The report on the meeting in Russian was
provided by the executing agency.

121.  Another meeting with workers of the mercury mine and administration was held on 2™
of July 2015 to inform about the upcoming project activities in the area: environmental
assessment and medical monitoring. The report on the meeting in Russian was provided by the
executing agency.

122. The number of conducted awareness raising workshops and events was limited. Also
the project team talked mainly to the workers of the factory and mine. According to the
executing agency and other project participants the work was complicated by the mine
administration. The administration of the mine and factory complex denies they were
obstructing the work, although they openly disapprove the way the project was implemented
and complain about lack of information and lack of coordination of the project activities with
them. The output was partially achieved.
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Output 4.4 Communication materials in local language available.

123. The project team produced 10 information materials including: brochures, posters and
information sheets. The materials were prepared in Russian and English. The contents included
information about health risks of mercury and information about the project conducted by
SAEPF and UN Environment. In addition the project team prepared 10 more information sheets
and reports on mercury environmental issues and Minamata Convention for decision-makers
and distributed among government agencies, members of the parliament and municipalities.

124. Preparation of some of those materials used 5 high quality popular language brochures
in Russian: “Primary Mercury Production in Kyrgyz Republic, Environmental Risks,
Alternatives;” “Environmental and Health Assessment;” “Analysis of Remediation Options;” and
“Khaidarkan Mercury Literature Review” prepared in 2013 by UN Environment and ZOI Network .

The output was achieved.

Component 4 outputs rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

Overall rating of the output delivery: Moderately Satisfactory (MS). The project has delivered 8 outputs fully
and 6 outputs partially. The last remaining output is planned to be finished by the end of the new project
extension. Based on an evaluation of available reports, coupled with key stakeholder consultation in Kyrgyz
Republic, the delivery of outputs has contributed to studying the issue of mercury contamination of the area
and mercury health risks.

5.4.2. Achievement of Direct Outcomes

125. The Evaluation has assessed to what extent the delivery of the outputs has produced
short to medium-term institutional changes and systemic effects (outcomes). The direct
outcomes listed below are drawn from the reconstructed Theory of Change developed based
on project documentation (see section 4).

Direct Outcome 1: Alternative diversified employment opportunities identified and

available to the communities

126. The project team did identify and analyze the employment opportunities alternative to
mercury mining. The analysis was substantially based on the work that was previously done in
the area by ZOI Network and Mining Association. It was rightfully pointed out that investments
and support are necessary in order to realize those alternative opportunities. It means that
such new employment opportunities are not yet available to people. From the observations in
the area and information collected in interviews it turned out that in the absence of
investments after the mine was flooded and mercury production actually stopped many people
of working age, especially young men started leaving the area and look for jobs elsewhere - in
other mining areas in Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan, or low-qualified work in Russia. As was
discussed in the output’s section (Output 1.3, paragraph 94) the project may have contributed
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or will contribute to creating a few new jobs in the area. But at the time evaluator does not have
knowledge if this has happened. The outcome is partially achieved.'3

Direct Outcome 2: Enhanced human health and environment monitoring

127. This outcome was partially achieved. The project team conducted on environmental and
one health assessment in the area. These studies may be considered the beginning of
“Enhanced human health and environment monitoring.” It is important to note that monitoring
means to observe and check the progress or quality of something over a period of time; keep
under systematic review. So the monitoring system is not actually in place yet and the activity
was limited to two single studies as opposed to monitoring and checking the status again. The
main achievement in this project component is training of specialists and purchasing proper
analyzing equipment. This is a great step forward. This allows doing the human health and
environment monitoring in the future, but it would require additional support. At present there is
no structure to pay for conducting regular monitoring activities.

Direct Outcome 3: National partners utilize the information on remediation

128. This outcome was partially achieved. The available information on contaminated areas
and priorities for remediation was delivered to project partners at the Steering Committee
meeting in August 2017. Later on, this information should be available from the UN
Environment website. The project team put a lot of efforts into Component 3, but in evaluator’s
opinion much more should be done, because the present remediation plan would not solve the
issue of spreading mercury contamination and would not decrease the mercury health risks to
people.

Direct Outcome 4: Stakeholder/community awareness and participation raised

129. This outcome was partially achieved. Some awareness work was conducted and
communication materials prepared. Nonetheless the social assessment conducted by the
project team revealed that most local residents would prefer to continue engage in mercury
production as compared to other economic activities. The administration of the mercury mine
also declared intentions to continue mining. It was announced in January 2018 by the governor
of Batken that Khaidarkan factory received investments from Severstal company and started
working to pump out the water and restore mine production. The main products would include
fluorites, antimony and mercury.

13 Evaluation office does not agree with the view that this direct outcome was ‘partially achieve’. Despite the
outcome statement has two parts (opportunities identified and available), following the generally accepted
definition of outcome the focus should in the use of the outputs.
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Achievement of Direct Outcomes Evaluation Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS). The direct outcomes
were achieved partially. The project work notably contributed to the assessment and publicizing the problem
of mercury contamination of the area and its impacts on human health.

5.4.3. Likelihood of impacts

130. As stated in the ToR (see Annex 1), a Decision Tree to guide the rating likelihood of
impact along a causal pathway was used to assess the likelihood of impact. This evaluation
hereby assesses to what extent the project has (to date) contributed, and is likely in the future
to further contribute, to intermediate states, and the likelihood that those changes in turn to
lead to positive changes to benefit the environment and human well-being.

Long Term Outcome 1: Community reliance on mercury mining reduced through
identification of alternative diversified employment opportunities

131. The associated Direct Outcome (Alternative diversified employment opportunities
identified and available to the local community) was partially achieved. Without continued
funding no new jobs will appear in the area. Therefore the likelihood of impact is Highly Unlikely
(HU). In reality the community reliance on mercury mining reduced drastically as the
production of mercury stopped for economic and external context reasons. Presently people
rely mostly on working in other areas of the country and abroad and those who live in villages
continue to work in agriculture. This year (2018) it is expected that the mine would resume
operation using the investments from Russia. As expressed by the mine administration there is
some indication that after re-starting the mine activities the main focus will be in fluorite
production. This direction is also supported by the Program on Transition of Kyrgyz Republic to
Sustainable Development for 2013 - 2017 years indicating transition to non-mercury
production in Khaidarkan. This is to be seen in the near future.

Intermediate State 2: Information utilized to make an assessment to support remediation
and cleaning work

Long Term Outcome 2: Impacts of mercury mining evaluated through enhanced human
health and environment monitoring

132. The associated Direct Outcome (Enhanced human health and environment monitoring)
was partially achieved. This Direct Outcome was designed to feed into a process that would
last beyond the life of the project. The assumption was that local specialists were eager to train
and work. This assumption holds true. The main identified driver was that the government was
willing to support monitoring efforts. In fact the government does provide core funding to the
Kadamzhai SSES Laboratory equipped to do the monitoring. However the government
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presently has not provided additional funding to sponsor regular monitoring of environment
and health — for the monitoring team to go to Khaidarkan and take samples. This is yet
something to discuss with Kyrgyz Republic authorities. Therefore the likelihood of impact is
Unlikely (V).

Intermediate State 3: Cleanup project implemented

Long Term Outcome 3: Reduced risk exposure from mercury contaminated sites
through remedial and risk prevention measures

133. The associated Direct Outcome (National partners utilize the information on
remediation) was partially achieved. However it is not designed to feed into a continuing
process after project funding. Therefore the likelihood of impact is Highly Unlikely (HU).

Intermediate State 4.1: Actions of policy makers
Intermediate State 4.2: Influence of community on policy/decision makers

Long Term Outcome 4: Enhanced governance through awareness raising and
stakeholders' participation on the transition to mercury mine alternatives

134. The associated Direct Outcome (Stakeholder/community awareness and participation
raised) was achieved partially. But people in the area still believe in continued work of the mine.
Therefore the likelihood of impact towards these longer term results is Highly Unlikely (HU).

Likelihood of impact Rating: Highly Unlikely (HU)

5.5. Financial Management

135. According to financial figures of the project documents, despite initial challenges the
project followed the approved budget. The summarized spending (see Annex V) shows that at
the time of preparing this evaluation report 17.3% of the GEF funds have not yet been spent for
implementation. Most of unspent funds were supposed to fund remaining activities of
Component 1 (small grants program) and Component 3 (remediation). From spreadsheets and
financial reports available to the evaluator, the project appears to have made use of funds
consistently within the project budget. Minor budget overruns or mistakes in financial reporting
were effectively communicated from the PSC to UN Environment and no evidence of any major
dissent to this was recorded during the TE consultations held.
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5.5.1. Completeness of project financial information

136. Regarding the realised co-financing expenditures, the provided table reflected in-kind
and financial contributions only from SAEPF in the amount of 100,000 USD. The co-financing
from UN Environment was declared as provided fully according to the Task Manager. The
amount of planned co-financing from UN Environment in Prodoc was 439,000 USD. However
this co-financing as well as contributions from other donors if they existed were not properly
accounted for in the project’s co-financing tables. Other than that the co-financing information
appears to be complete as reflected in financial reports of the Executing Agency and available
to the evaluation team. The project financial administration was audited by independent
organizations in 2013 and 2014 and reports indicating no deviations was made available to the
evaluation.

Completeness of project financial information rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

5.5.2. Communication between finance and project management staff

137. Interviews with FMO and project management staff along with provided communication
documents (e.g. UN Environment feedback to progress reports) indicate that the
communication was regular and to mutual satisfaction. The financial requests were performed
on time and arising questions resolved promptly.

Communication between finance and project management staff Sub-Evaluation Rating: Satisfactory (S)

Table 6. Evaluation of Financial Management Performance

GEF PROJECTS
Attention paid to compliance with procurement rules and regulations S
Contact/communication between the TM & FMO S
TM & FMO knowledge of the project financials MS
FMO responsiveness to financial requests S
TM & FMO responsiveness to addressing and resolving financial issues S

Were the following documents provided to the evaluator:

A An up to date co-financing table N

A summary report on the projects financial
management and expenditures during the life of the Y
project - to date

B.
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GEF PROJECTS

c A summary of financial revisions made to the project
' and their purpose Y
D. Copies of any completed audits Y

Availability of project financial reports and audits
Timeliness of project financial reports and audits

Quality of project financial reports and audits
FMO knowledge of partner financial requirements and procedures
Financial Management Overall rating

AR

Overall rating of financial management: Satisfactory (S)

5.6. Efficiency

138. The original project's duration was 36 months (2012-2016). The project
implementation was supposed to start in 2012, but officially started in May 2013 following the
signing of the agreement between UN Environment and SAEPF. The project was delayed by
almost a year since GEF approval in July 2012 due to Government restructuring, resistance
from the Management of Khaidarkan Mercury Joint Stock Company, and a review at the
Parliament’'s Committee. After a review and approval, the project has progressed with revised
timeline: the National Project Team was established and has been running since August 2013;
the National Coordinating Committee was established and met twice in 2013 to advise on the
project and recommend on country's position to the Minamata Convention; and a follow-up
meeting to the inception workshop was held in October 2013 to train the National Project
Team.

139. In February 2016 the duration of the project was extended through December 2016. But
the project implementation of some activities, particularly parts of Component 1 and
Component 3 were not finished by October 2017. All this indicates that timeliness and
following the schedule were not the strong side of the project. This appears to be the result of
the project not having full support of the government which manifested in open opposition of
the mine administration to the project implementation. This has delayed and generally slowed
the project.

140. A good example of project cost-effectiveness is the implementation of Output 2.3. The
project team selected to purchase an easy to maintain and operate analyzer with great
capabilities and a portable section that allows conducting quick and precise analyses of
environmental media. This made it possible to conduct the environmental assessment of the
area. This equipment was set up in Kadamzhai SSES Laboratory that utilized already existing
space and personnel. This was the most logical and efficient way to establish low cost and
easy-to use monitoring system.
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Picture 6. Herds of livestock pass by and graze right next to the pile of ignition residues — the most
contaminated area in Khaidarkan

Picture 7. The fenced area is used for making reserves of forage for feeding cattle in wintertime, it is
contaminated by mercury and such use should not be allowed.
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141. In conducting the health survey it was possible to test only 200 people instead of
planned 5000. This was partially due to financial limitations as not all anticipated co-financing
was realized. The evaluator's view is that in such situation it would have made sense to limit
the survey to test people that live in most contaminated parts of Khaidarkan. Such effort would
have required additional work to identify and work with those. And if successful it would have
been a better way to provide more accurate information whether or not residential (not
occupational) exposure to mercury is significant in the area. This way the result would have
been achieved without conducting extensive tests of thousands of people. But this was not
done and it remains unclear if there are people in Khaidarkan that are highly exposed to
mercury in residential areas.

142. In Component 3 the efficiency of the project would have increased if some of the most
contaminated areas were fenced to limit access of people and domestic animals.

143. Another problem is late accomplishment of project outputs and the related late
submission of documents in English. The health study, environmental assessment, remediation
plan, sociological study, economic analysis and other reports are big lengthy documents that
require time for translation. But without the translation the Implementing Agency was not able
to review the substance of the main delivered outputs before the TE. This is an issue of the
project implementation and efficiency.

Efficiency Evaluation Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS). The project showed examples of both fair and low
efficiency depending on the project component and activity
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5.7. Monitoring and Reporting

5.7.1. Monitoring design and budgeting

144. Prodoc contains Monitoring and Evaluation Plan that included updates to the
Steering Committee, project oversight of the Task Manager, periodic progress reports, mid-
term management review and terminal evaluation. The Project Results Framework
includes SMART indicators for each expected outcome as well as mid-term and end-of-
project targets. These indicators were intended to be the main tools for assessing project
implementation progress and whether project results are being achieved.

145. According to the project budget US$60,000 were set for conducting project
evaluations that include Mid-Term Review and Terminal Evaluation. As described under
previous sections, project indicators (see Annex VI) and the results framework have been
well-thought and proved conducive towards effective monitoring, managing, and
evaluating of the project, but no indicator level monitoring plan with data collection means
and budget was established as such.

Monitoring design and budgeting Sub-Evaluation Rating: Satisfactory (S)

5.7.2. Monitoring implementation

146. The project team generally followed the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan described
in Prodoc. The Task Manager supervised the project implementation and all regular
reports and updates were provided on time to UN Environment and Steering Committee.

147. The main problem identified in this section was the lack of Mid-Term Review. Such
exercise was planned for 2015, but it was skipped because of the delays in project
implementation and lack of achievements at that time. Evaluator’s view is that a Mid-Term
Review would have been an important step that would have helped the project
implementation. The national project team badly needed support and guidance from
experienced experts. In this case Mid-Term Review could provide a substantial input and
point out existing weak spots. At the time of this terminal evaluation the Executing Agency
was not expecting thorough accounting and verification of the project indicators and
outputs. It is important for people implementing the project to know that the list of outputs
is not something where you merely put the check marks saying the work was done. The
quality review may reveal that the work took the wrong direction and did not contribute to
achieving the intended outcomes.

Monitoring implementation Sub-Evaluation Rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU)
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5.7.3. Project reporting

148. The Executing Agency submitted regular reports on time throughout the project
implementation. The list includes Full Technical Progress Report 2013, Half Year Progress
Report 2013, Project Implementing Report (PIR) 2013-2014, Technical Progress Report
2014, Technical Progress Report 2015, Technical Progress Report Q1-Q3 2016, PIR 2015,
and PIR 2016. UN Environment and SAEPF had additional communication regarding the
contents of the reports and SAEPF provided additional explanations and information. The
Final Report is not yet available. The terminal evaluation finds that suitable monitoring
reporting took place, as planned, in a timely fashion and with adequate attention to detail
and content. At the same time no particular gender issues were highlighted in project
reports.

Project reporting Sub-Evaluation Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

5.8. Sustainability

149. The Sustainability of the project has been addressed in four main aspects as
follows: a) Socio-political sustainability, b) Financial sustainability, c) Institutional
sustainability.'

5.8.1. Socio-political sustainability

150. There is a substantial risk of lack of follow-up after the end of the project because
of a changing political agenda and commitment. The country just went through
presidential elections in October 2017 and a new government will be formed. So far it is
unclear how environmental issues will be managed in the period of transition but the first
impression is that the new administration will continue the agenda of the previous
president. It should mean positive attitude towards the results of the evaluated project.

151. More detailed examination of achieved direct outcomes and related socio-political
implications suggest that for Component 1 the alternative diversified employment
opportunities require substantial investments in order to reduce the area’s reliance on
mercury production. No doubt the regional and national government would desire to
improve the economic situation in the district particularly after the mercury production has
now stopped (see paragraph 88). The most important negative factor is that Khaidarkan is
only one of many former mining areas that experience poverty and suffer from
unemployment.

4 All these dimensions of sustainability are deemed critical. Therefore, the overall rating for
sustainability will be the lowest rating on the separate dimensions.
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152.  Under Component 2 the system of health and environmental monitoring has not
actually started operating yet and additional political efforts are necessary to make it
function. SAEPF and Kadamzhai SSES Laboratory definitely firmly own this system and
ready to operate it. So the forecast on sustainability here is most favourable. Remediation
activities planned in Component 3 are strongly backed by SAEPF.

Socio-political sustainability is rated as: Moderately Unlikely (MU).

5.8.2. Financial Resources

153. Financial sustainability is not particularly strong. For both economic development
of the area and potential remediation project the national government would look for
outside support. There are no funds in the area now and in the foreseeable future to work
on remediation. Developing alternative mining and non-mining economic activities also
presently has no funding. Some private funding may come in not so near future if some of
the mining alternatives become attractive for national or international businesses.

154. The most likely project component to be financially sustainable is the system of
health and environment monitoring. This requires relatively small amount of funding and
could be feasible for Kyrgyz Republic to cover. With available equipment (see output 2.2)
and specialists that received necessary training evaluator estimates that about US$10,000
would be enough to take plenty of environmental - particularly soil and air samples - to
characterize the area for instance next year. The equipment also allows analyzing
biological media. If collection of urine in Khaidarkan is organized locally using existing
hospital and its personnel, than it would be very cheap. The sum of US$5,000-15,000 would
allow testing hundreds if not thousands of people every year and collect actual data. The
question still is if those funds will be appropriated by the government or donated by some
donors. At present such allocations and plans unfortunately do not exist. Additional efforts
must be taken.

Financial resources criterion is rated as: Moderately Unlikely (MU).

5.8.3. Institutional sustainability

155. The Batken Region government as well as national government are interested in
sustainable economic development of the area and plan to work on this. SAEPF as a
government agency is also interested in sustainability of the project achievements. The
weak spot here is lack of driven-ness by any particular stakeholder to work specifically on
Khaidarkan. The most interested parties are local farmers and businesses. The mercury
factory is still the biggest industry in the area and its management so far do not do not
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consider options for economic development without mercury scenario. They announced
plans of restoring the work of the mine to produce fluorite and mercury. Production of
fluorite is one of marginally profitable options acceptable for the future with mercury for
the area and based on the project report (Output 1.1) one of the scenarios of switching
production of the factory. It is anticipated that mercury will also be produced as a by-
product.

156. The main conclusion is that the project’s institutional achievements (such as
governance structures and processes, policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and
accountability frameworks etc.) are modest and not robust enough to continue delivering
the benefits associated with the project outcomes after project closure.

Institutional Sustainability is rated as: Moderately Unlikely (MU).

5.9. Factors and Processes Affecting Project Performance

5.9.1. Preparation and Readiness

157. The project inception workshop was held on 12-15™ of December 2012. At the
inception meeting the administration of the mine dismissed the project as irrelevant and
was supported by the State Property Committee — the government structure that owns the
mercury mine and factory. The Steering Committee was formed and held two meetings in
2013 to adopt the project workplan and discuss the signing of Minamata Convention by
Kyrgyz Republic. The last meeting of the Steering Committee was held on 23" of August
2017 to discuss the results of the project.

158. The start of the project was rather difficult because of the existing opposition of
the administration of the mercury factory to the project activities. Since “phasing out
primary mercury production” was stated as the main goal of the project naturally the mine
administration believed it means closing the mine in the near future. So they decided to
fight against the project. This involved lobbying interests of the factory in the government,
initiating local public campaign in the media and other actions. The mercury factory is the
main industry in Khaidarkan therefore based on evaluator's observations in the field
people were scared to lose jobs and were willing to listen to the administration calling to
protect mercury production.

159. The project team took some measures to mitigate the negative effects of the
situation. ZOIl network was an NGO that contributed to the project development and
worked in Khaidarkan on development of communication materials (funded by Norway).
This activity was received very negatively by the mine and factory administration. So the
SAEPF distanced themselves from ZOl network and some other people involved in the
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project development and initial implementation.). Certainly this way some existing
expertise was lost for future work, but it was a way to demonstrate that “new” people will
be working in the project and they have nothing in common with past work. The national
project team also coordinated with UN Environment a more suitable translation of the
project goal. The new version instead of “phasing out” said “switching from” mercury
production. The focus of communication in the project’'s inception phase changed to
explaining local people that the project is not about leaving them without jobs. These
actions helped and the main project activities were started in 2015.

160. The Executive Agency SAEPF operated through Centre on Ecological Safety within
the Agency was a supporting executing partner of the project and in fact the Centre became
the main national project operator reporting its activities to heads of SAEPF and UN
Environment. The agency's decision-makers made a smart move inviting a Project
Manager who had the experience of working on Mailuu-Suu Uranuim Project. Given that
SAEPF had practically no experience in managing this type of project it was important that
the agency involved to implementation a person with most similar background.

161. All these actions did not happen fast. The inception phase stretched to at least two
years — 2013-2014 before the main project work has started. Considering the situation the
project team did a decent job.

Preparation and Readiness Evaluation Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

5.9.2. Quality of Project Management and Supervision

162. The Executing Agency SAEPF through its Centre on Ecological Safety managed the
project daily operations in Kyrgyz Republic. The project workplan and achievements were
presented to the Steering Committee which worked as a consulting entity without actual
supervision duties. This is consistent with Prodoc which stated that Steering Committee
will receive periodic reports on progress and will make recommendations to UN
Environment concerning the need to revise any aspects of the Results Framework or the
M&E plan.

163. The Executing Agency performed its duties and responsibilities in accordance to
the legal agreement that was set up between UN Environment and the SAEPF. UN
Environment’s implementing agency role was supportive which resulted in a positive
working relationship between UN Environment and the SAEPF. This is confirmed by
evaluator’s observation of the work in August 2017 and the “UN Environment feedback to
the 2013 H2 Progress Report” containing communication between SAEPF and UN
Environment.
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164. Main project activities were implemented by subcontractors and administrated by
Centre on Ecological Safety SAEPF according to the national legislation and standards and
regular reporting to UN Environment. MARITA, Ltd and Ken Too Research were hired to
work on Component 1 and 3, Kadamzhai SESS Laboratory and Centre of Prophylactic
Medicine were contracted to work on Component 2, Centre of Sociological Studies was
hired to work on Component 4. The Executing Agency did not “micro-manage” the
subcontractors mainly relying on their expertise. In evaluator’'s view the main reason for
this was lack of necessary expertise of Executing Agency. Additional trainings were
provided to specialists of the subcontracted organizations, including workshops and trips
to Spain and Slovenia (Output 2.1, paragraph 97 and Output 3.2, paragraph 109). The
Executing Agency maintained good working relationships with subcontractors and at the
end received reports of sufficient technical quality.

165. The Executing Agency could perform better if they identified specialists and
organizations to help with each project output. The evaluation concludes that in case
external expertise were available most likely all outputs would have been at least partially
achieved. Centre on Ecological Safety has limited staff and could not on its own perform
the remaining tasks of the project which in evaluator’'s opinion resulted in delays in 2016-
2017. Nonetheless with regards to management procedures and operation the project
generally performed fairly well.

Project Implementation and Management Evaluation Rating: Satisfactory

5.9.3. Stakeholder Participation and Cooperation

166. The interests and participation of stakeholders had a great influence on the project
development and implementation. While SAEPF was working with UN Environment to start
the project and launch its activities, other government agencies worked towards different
direction. State Property Management Fund (formerly Ministry for State Property) has 99.9
percent of governmental share holdings of Khaidarkan mercury factory. They could have
used their influence on the administration of the factory to convince them cooperate with
this government endorsed project. But in reality the evaluation did not find any indication
of support to help the project in this sense. This resulted in project delay at the Executing
Agency had to apply significant efforts to overcome local resistance to the project
implementation from the mercury factory administration.

167. In Component 1, the activity of “creating alternative job opportunities in
Khaidarkan” was supposed to be managed by UNDP. According to SAEPF there was
coordination with UNDP representative based in Batken. But at the end SAEPF assumed
leading role in this activity and worked on this without UNDP support. This activity was
administered by SAEPF directly and until November 2017 the achievements were modest.
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In August 2017 the Executing Agency reported that they finished collecting proposals from
local businesses for support from the project. Considering good experience and initial
interest of UNDP in this project component perhaps it would have been better to resolve
the issue of their participation and help to the project.

168. The project was participated by the laboratories of Kyrgyz Republic through
provided training and intercalibrating studies. The project received substantial political
support from the Batken regional administration. Some members of Khaidarkan
community put their efforts to overcome the local resistance and promote the project field
work. As to other stakeholders their part was limited to some meetings. The project
managers elected who they were willing to work with. Some NGOs, e.g. Environmental
Expertise complained there was little or no information exchange about the project
activities and achievements.

Stakeholder Participation and Cooperation Evaluation Rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU). Lack of
cooperation with UNDP is the main drawback in this section, other issues were more or less resolved, including
high resistance to the project from the mercury factory, which has to be considered.

5.9.4. Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equity

169. The equal and inalienable rights of all human beings provide the foundation for
freedom, justice and peace in the world, according to the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, adopted by the UN General Assembly in 1948. The project’s goal was “to protect
human health ...from the toxic exposure to mercury...” In evaluator’s view it means that the
project was essentially about realization of human rights to clean environment. The
actions of the project were aimed to provide people clean environment and enlighten them
about it, involve in the process.

170. The project implementation did demonstrate some elements of good practices
inline with human rights-based approach. One of those: “people are recognized as key actors
in their own development, rather than passive recipients of commodities and services.” For
instance in Component 1 the project team addressed the local people calling to submit
proposals on developing local businesses. The project team counted on people to come up
with initiatives and later develop those. Another example is “participation is both a means
and a goal." The project aimed to involve participation of local people in components 1, 2,
and 4. This is actually not only related to following some international standards but refers
substantially to the traditional Kyrgyz culture. The opinion and will of the people means a
lot here. This is why they had two revolutions in this century. Kyrgyz people respect and
are used to freedom.
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171. The project team never thought of separate issue of indigenous people, because
the population of Khaidarkan area is comprised mainly of Kyrgyz who are the indigenous
people of the area. Even though there are minorities like Tajik, Russian, and Uzbek the
observation and experience of the evaluator in the area indicate that cultural differences
minimal and social needs are very similar to the majority of Kyrgyz population.

172. Gender equality and women’'s empowerment is recognized as a cross-cutting
priority across all aspects of UN Environment’s work. UN Environment promotes men and
women'’s participation in all environmental protection and sustainable development
activities. In the evaluated project the project team definitely did not consider gender in
decisions whom to hire for the performing particular tasks. Nonetheless two of four main
contractors were led by women. The independence and active position of women in Kyrgyz
Republic take roots in both Soviet legacy and traditional culture.

173. The project design accounts for gender issues. ProDoc says “Consider gender
issues in decision-making and project implementation” in section “3.11 Environmental and
Social Safeguards”. Gender was also considered in the sociological survey in Output 1.1.
The researchers recorded gender of the respondents and indicated that 41% of those who
complained of chronic diseases in Khaidarkan area were women.

Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equity Evaluation Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS).

5.9.5. Country Ownership and Driven-ness

174. The main government agency involved in the project was obviously SAEPF. State
Sanitary and Epidemiologic Service of the Ministry of Health was also a project partner,
though limited mainly at the level of Kadamzhai Laboratory. State Property Management
Fund is a structure that owns the mercury factory and it should have been a project
partner, but it did not help the project. The evaluator is under impression that the State
Property Management Fund and the Ministry of Economy would prefer that such project
did not happen, because they considered it a threat to mining industry. As already
mentioned the Batken regional administration helped the project and hopefully will
continue provide political support. So there is a situation where some government
structures actively worked on the project and some did not cooperate. (For additional
details see Section 5.8.3)

Country Ownership and Driven-ness Evaluation Rating: Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU).
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5.9.6. Communication and Public Awareness

175. The communication of learning and experience sharing between project partners
and interested groups arising from the project happened mainly between laboratories that
participated in trainings and project activities. Particularly the Kadamzhai SSES
Laboratory was the beneficiary of the project experience and knowledge sharing. In
general SAEPF had good communication with UN Environment and the project
participants — subcontractors. In order to facilitate the project implementation the
Executing Agency conducted many meetings that involved various stakeholders and
particularly representatives of government structures.

176. The public awareness activity was mainly done through website of SAEPF,
publications in the local media, TV, and meetings with workers of the mercury mine. The
results of sociological survey conducted under Component 4 indicate that this campaign
was not particularly successful. People in Khaidarkan remained generally ignorant of
mercury health risks and supportive of future mercury production.

Communication and Public Awareness Evaluation Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS).
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CONCLUSIONS, LESSONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1. Conclusions

177. The project struggled throughout its duration to start the work and produce
meaningful results. Given the circumstances, the project achievements presented at the
Steering Committee meeting in August 2017 is the maximum of what Executing Agency
was capable of doing. The project did well in some parts but in most could not produce in
full the results anticipated by the project design.

178. Regarding Strategic Relevance, the project has contributed towards delivering key
global, regional and national environmental issues plus also to the fulfilment of UN
Environment’s mandate and policy and meaningfully contributing to the fulfilment of GEF
strategy and priorities. The project design has been strategically relevant towards
addressing national challenging issues and needs.

179. On the Quality of the Project Design, this evaluation finds that the project rationale
was well-founded and that activities address an important local environmental health
issue. However the project targets and indicator values may have been a bit ambitious
given the situation in the country the political risks to the project implementation were not
fully accounted for.

180. With regards to the Nature of the External Context, the government instability and
changes of people in key government structures had a negative impact which delayed the
project start and implementation. Another important factor was the economic situation at
the mercury international market and physical flooding of the mine which stopped the
mercury production in the area.

181. Regarding the Achievement of Outputs, the project has delivered 8 outputs fully
and 6 outputs partially out of 14 total planned outputs. Based on an evaluation of available
reports, coupled with key stakeholder consultation in Kyrgyz Republic, the delivery of
outputs has significantly contributed to studying the issue of mercury contamination of
the area and mercury health risks. However the solutions to solve these problems were
hardly started by the project actions.

182.  On the Achievement of Direct Outcomes, the project produced some results in all 4
components. The project work notably contributed to the assessment and publicizing the
problem of mercury contamination of the area and its impacts on human health, however
the project has not yet contributed to initiating the process of improving the situation.
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183. With regards to the Likelihood of Impact (linked to the 5 Intermediate States
identified within this evaluation), it appears that long term impacts of the project are highly
unlikely. One exception is Component 2 where for Intermediate State 2 (Information utilized
to make an assessment to support remediation and cleaning work) and Long-Term Outcome 2
(Impacts of mercury mining evaluated through enhanced human health and environment
monitoring) have some potential to contribute towards the impact. However, it is necessary
that a system of health and environmental monitoring functions. No funds for it are
presently allocated which makes an impact here also unlikely. But given that relatively
small additional resources are necessary it is possible that this system will function in the
future and produce results.

184. Regarding Project Efficiency, in different components the project implementation
demonstrated varying levels. The overall conclusion is that there is room for improvement
in this area. For instance in Component 3 the efficiency of the project would have
increased if some of the most contaminated areas were fenced to limit access of people
and domestic animals.

185. On the Monitoring and Reporting criteria, the terminal evaluation finds that suitable
monitoring reporting took place, as planned, in a timely fashion and with adequate
attention to detail and content. The project should perhaps have had Mid-Term
Evaluation/reviews as originally planned to benefit the project implementation.

186. Regarding Sustainability, this is a weak point, because both institutional and
financial sustainability are rated as moderately unlikely. The current situation in Kyrgyz
Republic and the level of achievement of project outcomes do not allow making positive
prediction.

187. With regards to the Factors and Processes Affecting Project Performance the
project had issues with stakeholder participation and cooperation. Human rights were
properly addressed in the project. Gender issues received no particular attention in project
implementation.

188. The ratings of the project are presented together in the table below (Table 6.1), with

a brief justification for each main headers rating (cross-referenced to findings within
report). The overall rating of the project is Moderately Satisfactory.'®

Overall Project Evaluation Rating: Moderately Satisfactory (MS).

15 Evaluation Office has rated the project as Moderately Unsatisfactory. See table 7, page 71 for details
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Table 7. Terminal Evaluation Ratings

Criterion

Summary Assessment

Evaluation Rating

Evaluation
office rating

Evaluation Office (EO)
comment

) S

A. Strategic Relevance
1. Alignment to The project is well aligned with MTS and POW. All S S Concurs
MTS and POW components of the project contribute to either MTS or

POW or relevant to both. (see Section 5.1.1)
2. Alignment to The project primarily contributes to the GEF-6 chemical | S S Concurs
UNEP/GEF/Donor and waste strategy’s long term goal “to prevent the
strategic priorities exposure of humans and the environment to harmful

chemicals and waste of global importance, including

..mercury, through a significant reduction in the

production, use, consumption and emissions/releases...."

The project work is consistent with UN Environment

priorities. (see Section 5.1.2)
3. Relevance to The evaluated project was meant to reduce primary S S Concurs
regional, sub-regional | mercury mining and supply to the global market and
and national issues curbing mercury emissions and releases to reduce direct
and needs local and global environmental impact. This brings

regional and national global environmental benefits. (see

Section 5.1.3)
4. Complementarity | There was direct complementarity with the project or MS MS Concurs
with existing hazard reduction at Maili-Suu former uranium mines in
interventions Kyrgyz Republic, which was implemented by the World

Bank and partly GEF-funded. It was anticipate that that

Component 1 would have been implemented jointly with

existing UNDP programme, but it did not work out as

planned. (see Section 5.1.4)
B. Quality of Project The Prodoc contains all necessary sections that contain | S S Concurs

Design

information on structure, risks, assumptions,
sustainability and stakeholders. The logical framework

contains indicators, baselines, targets for each outcome.
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(see Section 5.2)

using provided Decision Tree tool indicated that long
term impact of the project results as highly unlikely. In
addition, the mercury production is being restored in the
area, but according to the government plans the main
product of the factory would be fluorite. The mercury
would be the by product, but not the main focus of
production.

C. Nature of External | The project implementation was delayed because of the | MU MU Concurs
Context issues of government instability and changes of people
in key government structures. This had a negative impact
on the project which was mitigated by adjusting the
project duration and schedule. This did not prevent the
project from being implemented. Flooding of the mine
temporarily stopped mercury production and actualized
the project agenda in the area (see Section 5.3)
D. Effectiveness MU U
1. Achievement The project has delivered 8 outputs fully and 6 outputs | MS MU Based on the analysis in this
of outputs partially. The last remaining output is planned to be report The Evaluation Office
finished by the end of th oot extension. Based concludes that 8'¢ out of 14
inished by the end of the new project extension. Base outputs were fully delivered in
on an evaluation of available reports, coupled with key a satisfactory manner by the
stakeholder consultation in Kyrgyz Republic, the delivery end of the project (March
of outputs has significantly contributed to studying the 2018). This equals to ,
issue of mercury contamination of the area and mercury rr:tti);jerately unsatisfactory
health risks. (see Section 5.4.1) 9
2. Achievement of The direct outcomes were achieved partially. The project | MS MU Bas_edton tdhe pLIIFPQS_e %’ghe
direct outcomes work. n.o.tably contributed to the assessmen.t an.d ng{)er? tﬁg E\?:Iigtsigsnlgffilcse
publicizing the problem of mercury contamination of the concludes that Direct
area and its impacts on human health. (see Section Outcome 1 was not achieved.
5.4.2) This outcome would have
S been vital for contributing
towards the project
objective/intermediate states.
3. Likelihood of impact| The assessment of the likelihood of impact conducted | HU HU Concurs

16 Evaluation Office assessment is based on the analysis presented in this report: Output 1.3 will be achieved by the end of the project, Output 2.3 is considered as achieved as the

technical capacity was provided by the project
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E. Financial Management S S Concurs
1. Completeness of With the exception co-financing information the provided | MS MS Concurs
project financial financial information appears complete. (see Section
information 5.5.1)
2. Communication Communication was regular and arising questions S S Concurs
between finance and | resolved promptly. Both finance and project
project management | management staff indicated they had no issues in this
staff department. (see Section 5.5.2)
3. Compliance with UN| The project complied with UN Environment Standards | h/a n/a Following the revised
Environment and procedures. (see Section 5.5.3) Evaluation office guidelines
(end of 2017) compliance is
standards and no longer rated.
procedures
F. Efficiency The project showed examples of both fair and low Ms Ms Concurs with the rating
efficiency depending on the project component and considering the unfavourable
. . conditions and related delays
activity. (see Section 5.6) (see section 5.3) ‘Moderately
satisfactory’ rating is well
justified.
G. Monitoring and Reporting MS MS
1. Project reporting Terminal evaluation finds that suitable monitoring MS MS Concurs
reporting took place, as planned, in a timely fashion and
with adequate attention to detail and content, though
without attention to gender issues. (see Section 5.7.3)
2. Monitoring design | The project monitoring design and budgeting were S S Concurs
and budgeting adequate. (see Section 5.7.1)
3. Monitoring MTE was not conducted, which deprived the project of | MU MU Concurs
implementation valuable inputs and timely check. (see Section 5.7.2)
H. Sustainability MU MU
1. Socio-political The most favourable forecast with regards to socio- MU MU Concurs
political sustainability is the follow-up functioning of the
system of health and environmental monitoring that has
chances to operate after the project. (see Section 5.8.1)
2. Financial Financial sustainability is in question. No confirmed MU MU Concurs
sources of financial support identified to sustain project
achievements. (see Section 5.8.2)
3. Institutional The project’s institutional achievements (such as MU MU Concurs

governance structures and processes, policies, sub-
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regional agreements, legal and accountability
frameworks etc.) are modest and not robust enough to
continue delivering the benefits associated with the
project outcomes after project closure. (see Section
5.8.3)

I. Factors affecting proj

ect performance

1. Preparation and The inception phase stretched to at least two years — MS MS Concurs
readiness 2013-2014 before the main project work has started.

Considering the situation with political risks and

instability the project team did a decent job at preparing

and starting the project. (see Section 5.9.1)
2. Quality of With regards to management procedures and operation | S S Concurs
project the project generally performed fairly well. (see Section
management and 5.9.2)
supervision
3. Stakeholder Stakeholder Participation and Cooperation Evaluation MU MU Concurs
participation and Rating: Lack of cooperation with UNDP is the main
cooperation drawback in this section, other issues were more or less

resolved, including high resistance to the project from

the mercury factory, which has to be considered

Moderately Unsatisfactory. (see Section 5.9.3)
4. Responsiveness to | The project design accounted for gender issues; it is MS MS Concurs
human rights and stated in ProDoc “consider gender issues in decision-
gender equity making and project implementation”. The project

generally appears to be in line with the human rights-

based approach. (see Table 5.1 and Section 5.9.4)
5. Country There is little evidence of Kyrgyz Republic’'s ownership | MU MU Concurs
ownership and and driven-ness demonstrated by executive bodies other
driven-ness than those like SAEPF directly involved in the project

implementation. (see Section 5.9.5)
6. Communication and| There were some awareness activities implemented MS MS Concurs

public awareness

though the results of sociological survey conducted
under Component 4 indicate that this campaign was not
particularly successful. Most people in Khaidarkan
remained generally ignorant of mercury health risks and
supportive of future mercury production. (see Section
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5.9.6)

Overall Project evaluation rating

Moderately
Satisfactory

Moderately
Unsatisfactory

Evaluation Office
acknowledges the project
delivery in some areas, and
contribution to the increased
capacity. However,
considering the limited
achievements under
Component 1 in comparison
to the intended objective
Moderately Unsatisfactory
overall rating is justified.
Unexpected unfavourable
events mainly influenced the
efficiency of the project.
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6.2. Lessons Learned

189. In general project terms, the most important lessons learned are listed below, as all of
them have already been captured and discussed in detail in respective sections and sub-
sections of the report and are cross referred accordingly).

Lesson 1: Carefully assess the local capacity and its potential to grow in order to set more
realistic taraets for nroiect dealina with environmental monitorina and remediation.

190. The project underachieved in some indicators and this could be attributed to several
factors. One of those is over ambitious indicator targets that did not match local capacity. For
instance in Component 2 the number of people monitored on health and environmental
impacts was set at 5000 while the project team was able to monitor only 200. It is possible
that more people could have been monitored, but still the value of 5000 did not match the
capacity for such work in Kyrgyz Republic. In Component 3 one of the indicators was 47
hectares of fenced or remediated area. It proved too difficult to implement.

Lesson 2: Do not underestimate existing risks to the project implementation.

191. The project implementation was delayed because of the issues of government
instability and changes of people in key government structures. The country went through a
revolution in 2010 (second revolution within a decade) and it took a few years for the
government structures to get through changes and reorganisations. This had a direct effect on
the project. In present case the actual start of the project was postponed and the project
schedule was adjusted with an extension which were adequate mitigation measures

Lesson 3: Ensure correct capacity assessment and sufficient support with external expertise.

192. This was the first such project in the country to conduct a detailed health and
environmental assessment and also work on economic issues and start remediation actions.
There was not enough experience in the country how to conduct such work. As a result some
deliverables did not match what was anticipated by the project design. For instance the
environmental assessment conducted as part of Component 2 activities provided good reports
and interesting data. The main purpose of conducting the assessment was to gather data for
planning and even starting remediation. However these data do not allow delineation of
contaminated areas and indicating levels of contamination with enough detail. The study was
conducted as a qualitative rather than quantitative assessment. Therefore the data are
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insufficient for development of remediation plans. This could have been corrected if an expert
in such assessments were invited to assist with planning and conducting the study.

193. Another example is the report on remediation strategy prepared in Component 3. It is a
very good quality report with detailed analysis of one identified remediation strategy. But this
strategy does not lead to the reduction of mercury emissions from contaminated area or
decrease of exposure of people to mercury. In this case a specialist on risk assessment and an
engineer with experience of mercury contamination remediation could have helped to identify
suitable effective strategies that should have been developed in detail by national specialists.

Lesson 4: Ensure working relationship with the industry.

194. This is often a sensitive issue in such projects because an active mining industry tends
to work against strict environmental regulations or efforts to identify actual health effects of
contamination from mining and ore processing. Even though the Khaidarkan mining enterprise
belongs to the government there was little cooperation or even conflicts observed between
members of the project team and the mine administration. This indicates there were
disagreements in the national government about supporting the project which contributed to
the project delays and problems in field work. Such issues should be cleared before the
project.
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6.3. Recommendations

195. Taking into account the scope of the evaluation and based on the main findings,
conclusions and lessons learned, the recommendations that follow are principally addressed
to UN Environment (as Implementing Agency) to help development of any future follow up or
similar projects in Kyrgyz Republic or other countries in the region.

Recommendation 1.  Prepare a Continuation Strategic Plan to structure the follow up project to
achieve the decrease of health risks of people in Khaidarkan.

196. Creation and implementation of such plan considering all lessons learned in this
project could provide results that would be sustainable in the long run. Upon reviewing this
evaluation review one may rightfully conclude that this project’s implementation was difficult
and in many instances the outputs were not fully achieved and the long term impact is
unlikely. But this report also shows the main value of the project: national environmental
agency gained first very valuable experience of initiating and managing such projects. Now a
proper follow up is due in order not to lose what was done and build upon existing
achievements and learn from mistakes made. If this is not done the actual impact of the
project will easily remain very small, which is not acceptable for the scale of the problem in
Khaidarkan.

Recommendation 2.  Include in the next project other areas in south of Kyrgyz Republic with
similar contamination issues: Chauvai, Kadamzhai, Ulu-Too, Terek-Sai and other places where high
mercury, antimony and arsenic contamination is known or suspected. The properly structured
environmental and health assessment work would allow prioritizing remediation and health risk
mitigation work in order to be more efficient and ensure success

197. Khaidarkan area is only one place in the list of very similar sites in Southern Kyrgyz
Republic. In Chauvai, Kadamzhai, Ulu-Too mercury production has stopped earlier, but the
problems of environmental contamination and health risks remain. With properly structured
work a list of such sites can be populated and actions planned in priority areas. Given that the
problems are very similar and using the experience from Khaidarkan project it would actually
be feasible to do several sites for a price not much bigger than one site. In evaluator’s opinion
the capacity built in Khaidarkan project would help immensely in saving resources and
becoming much more efficient.
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Recommendation 3.  As part of the follow up project design an effective and realistic remediation
strategy that could be implemented in the future to solve the problem of mercury contamination of
Khaidarkan and other similar sites.

198. The evaluated project was supposed to create a basis for a future bigger remediation
initiative in order to reduce health and environmental risks from mercury contamination. In
order to demonstrate the immediate effectiveness some most contaminated sites should have
been identified and either cleaned up or fenced in order to decrease human health risks. Since
none of this was done it should be the part of the future project. Considering the experience of
the evaluated project the development of remediation strategy and conducting pilot
remediation should be a two-stage process. First the experts need to use collected
environmental data to suggest several remediation strategies. Then a decision must be made
consulted with other qualified international experts on which remediation strategy should be
worked on further and which solutions are optimal for pilot projects given the levels of
contamination and available resources. Considering that Kyrgyz Republic has limited
experience in remediation which was demonstrated in the evaluated project the decisions on
this should not be left solely to national specialists.

Recommendation 4.  Kyrgyz Republic legislation and its application should be analyzed for any
obstacles to conducting remediation. If such exist a set of recommendations must be developed
based on best known international practices on how to improve the legislative framework or its use.

199. Given that Kyrgyz Republic does not have experience of regulating remediation
projects except for the Maili-Suu initiative the future project containing a remediation
component may run into risks of being delayed or substantially increased in cost by
bureaucracy. Any official coming across an unfamiliar issue would prefer not to sign it in order
to avoid responsibility. This refers to all levels of the government because conducting some
operations by law or even through arbitrary understanding of law might require authorizations
from unexpected agencies. Not only this risk should be accounted for but an effort should be
made to ensure that all remediation projects go through transparent and quick procedure of
approval by authorities. The need for this is confirmed in the evaluated project because the
position of some government structures led to delays of the project implementation and at the
end none of the planned remediation actions took place.
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Recommendation 5.  Provide ample support with expertise to national specialists and use results
based management framework to ensure the project outputs lead to intended outcomes and lasting
impacts.

200. In evaluator's view the national project team should have had more support and
guidance from experts experienced in such projects. At the time of this terminal evaluation the
Executing Agency was not expecting thorough accounting and verification of the project
indicators and outputs. It is important for people implementing the project to know that the list
of outputs is not something where you merely put the check marks saying the work was done.
The quality review may reveal that the work took the wrong direction and did not contribute to
achieving the intended outcomes and did not result in significant positive impacts. The
management of the project should be result-based with enough feedback from the project
participants and consultants to verify if the project work contributes to achieving the project
outcomes and goal.

Recommendation 6. Support better cooperation of government structures relevant to the project
and participation of stakeholders.

201. Asindicated in the evaluation findings the project faced significant resistance from the
mercury factory administration. The State Property Management Fund that formally holds
most of the factory shares and the Ministry of Economy also did not support the project
activities (See section 5.9.3). This led to delays and problems in project implementation. There
were issues with participation of NGOs and collaboration with UNDP (See section 5.9.3).
Therefore, in similar future projects (i.e. in Kyrgyz Republic) UN Environment should together
with the executing partners ensure that there is an agreement among key government
structures and stakeholders regarding the project goals and implementation process.

Recommendation 7. Improve publicity and transparency of the project implementation.

202. There were some good efforts to maintain communication with project stakeholders
(See section 5.9.6). However, issues remained regarding the sharing the project information
and data and conducting wider public outreach (See sections 5.9.3, 5.9.6). In evaluator's view
the project could have benefitted from being more transparent and allowing public access to
documents that constitute the project achievements. It is recommended that UN environment,
together with its partner, will ensure that key deliverables of this project (such as studies) are
made available to the public (to extend possible).
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Annex |. TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION

OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION
Key Evaluation principles

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

2. The “Why?" Question. As this is a terminal evaluation and a follow-up project is likely [or similar
interventions are envisaged for the future], particular attention should be given to learning from the
experience. Therefore, the “Why?" question should be at the front of the consultants’ minds all through
the evaluation exercise and is supported by the use of a theory of change approach. This means that
the consultants need to go beyond the assessment of “what” the project performance was, and make a
serious effort to provide a deeper understanding of “why” the performance was as it was. This should
provide the basis for the lessons that can be drawn from the project.

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

4, Communicating evaluation results. A key aim of the evaluation is to encourage reflection and
learning by UN Environment staff and key project stakeholders. The consultant should consider how
reflection and learning can be promoted, both through the evaluation process and in the communication
of evaluation findings and key lessons. Clear and concise writing is required on all evaluation
deliverables. Draft and final versions of the main evaluation report will be shared with key stakeholders
by the Evaluation Office. There may, however, be several intended audiences, each with different
interests and needs regarding the report. The Evaluation Manager will plan with the consultant(s) which
audiences to target and the easiest and clearest way to communicate the key evaluation findings and
lessons to them. A presentation in Russian language will be also prepared to reach the national level
stakeholders.

Objective of the Evaluation

5. In line with the UN Environment Evaluation Policy'” and the UN Environment Programme
Manual'®, the Terminal Evaluation (TE) is undertaken at completion of the project to assess project

7 https://wedocs.unep.org/rest/bitstreams/9801 /retrieve
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performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts
(actual and potential) stemming from the project, including their sustainability. The evaluation has two
primary purposes: (i) to provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to
promote operational improvement, learning and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned
among UN Environment and main project partners. Therefore, the evaluation will identify lessons of
operational relevance for the formulation and implementation of the up-coming mercury related project
in Kyrgyz Republic.

Key Strategic Questions

6. In addition to the evaluation criteria outlined in section 10 below, the evaluation will address the
strategic questions/issues listed below. These are questions of interest to UN Environment and to
which the project is believed to be able to make a substantive contribution:

(@) Considering the socio-economic significance of the mining industry in Batken, this
evaluation should especially pay attention to the sustainability of the project outcomes. To
what extent the project contributed to the lessening reliance on mercury mining and how
sustainable the achieved results actually are.

(b)  This evaluation should draw lessons learned that could support implementation of the
future UN Environment projects in countries with similar socio-economic and political
conditions as in the project country; especially in the post-soviet region.

(c) This project also deals with issues related to economic development, livelihoods and
alternative income sources that are not directly in the core of UN Environment’s expertise.
The evaluation should pay attention to UN Environment’s role/value in addressing these
issues within the project context.

Evaluation Criteria

7. All evaluation criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. Sections A-l below, outline the scope of the
criteria and a link to a table for recording the ratings is provided in Annex 1). A weightings table will be
provided in excel format (link provided in Annex 1) to support the determination of an overall project
rating. The set of evaluation criteria are grouped in nine categories: (A) Strategic Relevance; (B) Quality
of Project Design; (C) Nature of External Context; (D) Effectiveness, which comprises assessments of
the achievement of outputs, achievement of outcomes and likelihood of impact; (E) Financial
Management; (F) Efficiency; (G) Monitoring and Reporting; (H) Sustainability; and (I) Factors Affecting
Project Performance. The evaluation consultants can propose other evaluation criteria as deemed
appropriate.

A. Strategic Relevance
8. The evaluation will assess, in line with the OECD/DAC definition of relevance, ‘the extent to which

the activity is suited to the priorities and policies of the target group, recipient and donor'. The evaluation will
include an assessment of the project’s relevance in relation to UN Environment's mandate and its
alignment with UN Environment’s policies and strategies at the time of project approval. Under strategic

18 http://www.unep.org/QAS/Documents/UNEP_Programme_Manual_May_2013.pdf . This manual is
under revision.
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relevance an assessment of the complementarity of the project with other interventions addressing the
needs of the same target groups will be made. This criterion comprises four elements:

i.  Alignment to the UN Environment Medium Term Strategy'® (MTS) and Programme of Work (POW)
9. The evaluation should assess the project’s alignment with the MTS and POW under which the
project was approved and include reflections on the scale and scope of any contributions made to the
planned results reflected in the relevant MTS and POW.

ii.  Alignment to UN Environment /GEF/Donor Strategic Priorities

10. Donor, including GEF, strategic priorities will vary across interventions. UN Environment strategic
priorities include the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity Building?® (BSP) and
South-South Cooperation (S-SC). The BSP relates to the capacity of governments to: comply with
international agreements and obligations at the national level; promote, facilitate and finance
environmentally sound technologies and to strengthen frameworks for developing coherent
international environmental policies. S-SC is regarded as the exchange of resources, technology and
knowledge between developing countries. GEF priorities are specified in published programming
priorities and focal area strategies. The evaluation will also briefly consider the project’s alignment with
the priorities of the Swiss Federal Office for Environment, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Norway and US
Environment Protections Agency which all have been funding the project.

iii.  Relevance to Regional, Sub-regional and National Environmental Priorities
11.  The evaluation will assess the extent to which the intervention is suited, or responding to, the
stated environmental concerns and needs of the countries, sub-regions or regions where it is being
implemented. These include national or sub-national development plans and commitments listed in the
Prodoc, as well as regional agreements. The evaluation needs to consider any revisions to the national
priorities during the project implementation. (contradiction in development goals and livelihoods
aspects?)

iv.  Complementarity with Existing Interventions

12.  An assessment will be made of how well the project, either at design stage or during the project
mobilization, took account of ongoing and planned initiatives (under the same sub-programme, other UN
Environment sub-programmes, or being implemented by other agencies, such as UNDP in this case) that
address similar needs of the same target groups . The evaluation will consider if the project team, in
collaboration with Regional Offices and Sub-Programme Coordinators, made efforts to ensure their own
intervention was complementary to other interventions, optimized any synergies and avoided
duplication of effort. Examples may include UNDAFs or One UN programming. Linkages with other
interventions should be described and instances where UN Environment’'s comparative advantage has
been particularly well applied should be highlighted.

13.  Factors affecting this criterion may include: stakeholders’ participation and cooperation;
responsiveness to human rights and gender equity and country ownership and driven-ness.

19UN Environment’'s Medium Term Strategy (MTS) is a document that guides UN Environment’s
programme planning over a four-year period. It identifies UN Environment’s thematic priorities, known as
Sub-programmes (SP), and sets out the desired outcomes, known as Expected Accomplishments (EAs),
of the Sub-programmes.

20 http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-add-1.pdf
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B. Quality of Project Design

14. The quality of project design is assessed using an agreed template during the evaluation
inception phase, ratings are attributed to identified criteria and an overall Project Design Quality rating is
established. This overall Project Design Quality rating is entered in the final evaluation ratings table as
item B. In the Main Evaluation Report a summary of the project’s strengths and weaknesses at design
stage is included.

15.  Factors affecting this criterion may include (at the design stage): stakeholders participation and
cooperation and responsiveness to human rights and gender equity.

C. Nature of External Context

16. At evaluation inception stage a rating is established for the project’s external operating context
(considering the prevalence of conflict, natural disasters and political upheaval). This rating is entered in
the final evaluation ratings table as item C. Where a project has been rated as facing either an
Unfavourable or Highly Unfavourable and unexpected external operating context, the overall rating for
Effectiveness may be increased at the discretion of the Evaluation Consultant and Evaluation Manager
together. A justification for such an increase must be given.

D. Effectiveness

17. The evaluation will assess effectiveness across three dimensions: achievement of outputs,
achievement of direct outcomes and likelihood of impact.

i.  Achievement of Outputs

18.  The evaluation will assess the project’s success in producing the programmed outputs (products
and services delivered by the project itself) and achieving milestones as per the project design
document (ProDoc). Any formal modifications/revisions made during project implementation will be
considered part of the project design. Where the project outputs are inappropriately or inaccurately
stated in the ProDoc, a table should be provided showing the original formulation and the amended
version for transparency. The achievement of outputs will be assessed in terms of both quantity and
quality, and the assessment will consider their usefulness and the timeliness of their delivery. The
evaluation will briefly explain the reasons behind the success or shortcomings of the project in
delivering its programmed outputs and meeting expected quality standards.

19.  Factors affecting this criterion may include: preparation and readiness and quality of project
management and supervision?'.

ii.  Achievement of Direct Outcomes
20. The achievement of direct outcomes is assessed as performance against the direct outcomes as
defined in the reconstructed?? Theory of Change. These are the first-level outcomes expected to be

2! In some cases ‘project management and supervision’ will refer to the supervision and guidance
provided by UN Environment to implementing partners and national governments while in others,
specifically for GEF funded projects, it will refer to the project management performance of the
executing agency and the technical backstopping provided by UN Environment.

22 UN Environment staff are currently required to submit a Theory of Change with all submitted project
designs. The level of ‘reconstruction’ needed during an evaluation will depend on the quality of this
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achieved as an immediate result of project outputs. As in 1, above, a table should be used where
substantive amendments to the formulation of direct outcomes is necessary. The evaluation should
report evidence of attribution between UN Environment'’s intervention and the direct outcomes. In cases
of normative work or where several actors are collaborating to achieve common outcomes, evidence of
the nature and magnitude of UN Environment’s contribution should be included.

21. Factors affecting this criterion may include: quality of project management and supervision;
stakeholders’ participation and cooperation; responsiveness to human rights and gender equity and
communication and public awareness.

iii.  Likelihood of Impact

22. Based on the articulation of longer term effects in the reconstructed TOC (i.e. from direct
outcomes, via intermediate states, to impact), the evaluation will assess the likelihood of the intended,
positive impacts becoming a reality. The Evaluation Office’s approach to the use of TOC in project
evaluations is outlined in a guidance note available on the EOU website, web.unep.org/evaluation and
in annex, and is supported by an excel-based flow chart called, Likelihood of Impact Assessment (see
Annex 1). Essentially the approach follows a ‘likelihood tree’ from direct outcomes to impacts, taking
account of whether the assumptions and drivers identified in the reconstructed TOC held. Any
unintended positive effects should also be identified and their causal linkages to the intended impact
described.

23.  The evaluation will also consider the likelihood that the intervention may lead, or contribute to,
unintended negative effects. Some of these potential negative effects may have been identified in the
project design as risks or as part of the analysis of Environmental, Social and Economic Safeguards.??

24. The evaluation will consider the extent to which the project has played a catalytic role or has
promoted scaling up and/or replication?* as part of its Theory of Change and as factors that are likely to
contribute to longer term impact.

25.  Ultimately UN Environment and all its partners aim to bring about benefits to the environment and
human well-being. Few projects are likely to have impact statements that reflect such long-term or
broad-based changes. However, the evaluation will assess the likelihood of the project to make a
substantive contribution to the high level changes represented by UN Environment's Expected
Accomplishments, the Sustainable Development Goals?® and/or the high level results prioritised by the
funding partner.

initial TOC, the time that has lapsed between project design and implementation (which may be related
to securing and disbursing funds) and the level of any changes made to the project design. In the case
of projects pre-dating 2013 the intervention logic is often represented in a logical framework and a TOC
will need to be constructed in the inception stage of the evaluation.

2 Further information on Environmental, Social and Economic Safeguards (ESES) can be found at
http://www.unep.org/about/eses/

24 Scaling up refers to approaches being adopted on a much larger scale, but in a very similar context.
Scaling up is often the longer term objective of pilot initiatives. Replication refers to approaches being
repeated or lessons being explicitly applied in new/different contexts e.g. other geographic areas,
different target group etc. Effective replication typically requires some form of revision or adaptation to
the new context. It is possible to replicate at either the same or a different scale.

25 A list of relevant SDGs is available on the EO website web.unep.org/evaluation
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26. Factors affecting this criterion may include: stakeholders participation and cooperation;
responsiveness to human rights and gender equity; country ownership and driven-ness and
communication and public awareness.

E. Financial Management

27. Financial management will be assessed under three broad themes: completeness of financial
information, communication between financial and project management staff and compliance with
relevant UN financial management standards and procedures. The evaluation will establish the actual
spend across the life of the project of funds secured from all donors. This expenditure will be reported,
where possible, at output level and will be compared with the approved budget. The evaluation will
assess the level of communication between the Task Manager and the Fund Management Officer as it
relates to the effective delivery of the planned project and the needs of a responsive, adaptive
management approach. To extent possible, the evaluation will verify the application of proper financial
management standards and adherence to UN Environment's financial management policies. Any
financial management issues that have affected the timely delivery of the project or the quality of its
performance will be highlighted.

28.  Factors affecting this criterion may include: preparation and readiness and quality of project
management and supervision.

F. Efficiency

29. In keeping with the OECD/DAC definition of efficiency, the evaluation will assess the cost-
effectiveness and timeliness of project execution. Focussing on the translation of inputs into outputs,
cost-effectiveness is the extent to which an intervention has achieved, or is expected to achieve, its
results at the lowest possible cost. Timeliness refers to whether planned activities were delivered
according to expected timeframes as well as whether events were sequenced efficiently. The evaluation
will also assess to what extent any project extension could have been avoided through stronger project
management and identify any negative impacts caused by project delays or extensions. The evaluation
will describe any cost or time-saving measures put in place to maximise results within the secured
budget and agreed project timeframe and consider whether the project was implemented in the most
efficient way compared to alternative interventions or approaches.

30. The evaluation will give special attention to efforts by the project teams to make use of/build
upon pre-existing institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies and
complementarities with other initiatives, programmes and projects etc. to increase project efficiency.
The evaluation will also consider the extent to which the management of the project minimised UN
Environment’s environmental footprint.

31.  Factors affecting this criterion may include: preparation and readiness; quality of project
management and supervision and stakeholders participation and cooperation.

G. Monitoring and Reporting

32. The evaluation will assess monitoring and reporting across three sub-categories: monitoring
design and budgeting, monitoring implementation and project reporting.
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I. Monitoring Design and Budgeting
33. Each project should be supported by a sound monitoring plan that is designed to track progress
against SMART? indicators towards the achievement of the projects outputs and direct outcomes. The
evaluation will assess the quality of the design of the monitoring plan as well as the funds allocated for
its implementation. The adequacy of resources for mid-term and terminal evaluation/review should be
discussed if applicable.

ii. ~ Monitoring Implementation
34. The evaluation will assess whether the monitoring system was operational and facilitated the
timely tracking of results and progress towards projects objectives throughout the project
implementation period. It will also consider how information generated by the monitoring system during
project implementation was used to adapt and improve project execution, achievement of outcomes
and ensure sustainability. The evaluation should confirm that funds allocated for monitoring were used
to support this activity.

iii.  Project Reporting
35. UN Environment has a centralised Project Information Management System (PIMS) in which
project managers upload six-monthly status reports against agreed project milestones. This information
will be provided to the Evaluation Consultant(s) by the Evaluation Manager. Some projects have
additional requirements to report regularly to funding partners, which will be supplied by the project
team. The evaluation will assess the extent to which both UN Environment and donor reporting
commitments have been fulfilled.

36. Factors affecting this criterion may include: quality of project management and supervision and
responsiveness to human rights and gender equity.

H. Sustainability

37. Sustainability is understood as the probability of direct outcomes being maintained and
developed after the close of the intervention. The evaluation will identify and assess the key conditions
or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the persistence of achieved direct outcomes.
Some factors of sustainability may be embedded in the project design and implementation approaches
while others may be contextual circumstances or conditions that evolve over the life of the intervention.
Where applicable an assessment of bio-physical factors that may affect the sustainability of direct
outcomes may also be included.

i.  Socio-political Sustainability
38. The evaluation will assess the extent to which social or political factors support the continuation
and further development of project direct outcomes. It will consider the level of ownership, interest and
commitment among government and other stakeholders to take the project achievements forwards. In
particular the evaluation will consider whether individual capacity development efforts are likely to be
sustained.

ii.  Financial Sustainability
39. Some direct outcomes, once achieved, do not require further financial inputs, e.g. the adoption of
a revised policy. However, in order to derive a benefit from this outcome further management action
may still be needed e.g. to undertake actions to enforce the policy. Other direct outcomes may be

26 SMART refers to indicators that are specific, measurable, assignable, realistic and time-specific.

%94



dependent on a continuous flow of action that needs to be resourced for them to be maintained, e.g.
continuation of a new resource management approach. The evaluation will assess the extent to which
project outcomes are dependent on future funding for the benefits they bring to be sustained. Secured
future funding is only relevant to financial sustainability where the direct outcomes of a project have
been extended into a future project phase. The question still remains as to whether the future project
outcomes will be financially sustainable.

iii. — Institutional Sustainability
40. The evaluation will assess the extent to which the sustainability of project outcomes is
dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and governance. It will consider whether
institutional achievements such as governance structures and processes, policies, sub-regional
agreements, legal and accountability frameworks etc. are robust enough to continue delivering the
benefits associated with the project outcomes after project closure.

41.  Factors affecting this criterion may include: stakeholders participation and cooperation;
responsiveness to human rights and gender equity; communication and public awareness and country
ownership and driven-ness.

I Factors and Processes Affecting Project Performance
(These factors are rated in the ratings table, but are discussed as cross-cutting themes as appropriate under

the other evaluation criteria, above).

i.  Preparation and Readiness
42. This criterion focuses on the inception or mobilisation stage of the project. The evaluation will
assess whether appropriate measures were taken to either address weaknesses in the project design or
respond to changes that took place between project approval, the securing of funds and project
mobilisation. In particular the evaluation will consider the nature and quality of engagement with
stakeholder groups by the project team, the confirmation of partner capacity and development of
partnership agreements as well as initial staffing and financing arrangements.

fi. Quality of Project Management and Supervision
43. In some cases ‘project management and supervision’ will refer to the supervision and guidance
provided by UN Environment to implementing partners and national governments while in others,
specifically for GEF funded projects, it will refer to the project management performance of the
executing agency and the technical backstopping and supervision provided by UN Environment.

44. The evaluation will assess the effectiveness of project management with regard to: providing
leadership towards achieving the planned outcomes; managing team structures; maintaining productive
partner relationships (including Steering Groups etc.); communication and collaboration with UN
Environment colleagues; risk management; use of problem-solving; project adaptation and overall
project execution.

fi. Stakeholder Participation and Cooperation
45. Here the term ‘stakeholder’ should be considered in a broad sense, encompassing all project
partners, duty bearers with a role in delivering project outputs and target users of project outputs and
any other collaborating agents external to UN Environment. The assessment will consider the quality
and effectiveness of all forms of communication and consultation with stakeholders throughout the
project life and the support given to maximise collaboration and coherence between various
stakeholders, including sharing plans, pooling resources and exchanging learning and expertise.
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iv. Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equity
46. The evaluation will ascertain to what extent the project has applied the UN Common
Understanding on the human rights based approach (HRBA) and the UN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous People. Within this human rights context the evaluation will assess to what extent the
intervention adheres to UN Environment’s Policy and Strategy for Gender Equality and the Environment.

47. In particular the evaluation will consider to what extent project design, implementation and
monitoring have taken into consideration: (i) possible gender inequalities in access to and the control
over natural resources; (ii) specific vulnerabilities of women and children to environmental degradation
or disasters; and (iii) the role of women in mitigating or adapting to environmental changes and
engaging in environmental protection and rehabilitation.

v. Country Ownership and Driven-ness
48. The evaluation will assess the quality and degree of engagement of government / public sector
agencies in the project. The evaluation will consider the involvement not only of those directly involved
in project execution and those participating in technical or leadership groups, but also those official
representatives whose cooperation is needed for change to be embedded in their respective institutions
and offices. This factor is concerned with the level of ownership generated by the project over outputs
and outcomes and that is necessary for long term impact to be realised.

vi. Communication and Public Awareness

49. The evaluation will assess the effectiveness of: a) communication of learning and experience
sharing between project partners and interested groups arising from the project during its life and b)
public awareness activities that were undertaken during the implementation of the project to influence
attitudes or shape behaviour among wider communities and civil society at large. The evaluation should
consider whether existing communication channels and networks were used effectively and whether
any feedback channels were established. Where knowledge sharing platforms have been established
under a project the evaluation will comment on the sustainability of the communication channel under
either socio-political, institutional or financial sustainability, as appropriate.

EVALUATION APPROACH, METHODS AND DELIVERABLES

50. The TE of the Project will be conducted by an independent consultants under the overall
responsibility and management of the Evaluation Office of UN Environment (EOU), represented by an
Evaluation Manager, in consultation with the UN Environment Task Manager and the Sub-programme
Coordinators (as deemed necessary).

51. It will be an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders are kept
informed and consulted throughout the evaluation process. Both quantitative and qualitative evaluation
methods will be used as appropriate to determine project achievements against the expected outputs,
outcomes and impacts. It is highly recommended that the consultant(s) maintains close
communication with the project team and promotes information exchange throughout the evaluation
implementation phase in order to increase their (and other stakeholder) ownership of the evaluation
findings.
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52. The findings of the evaluation will be based on the following:

(a)

(©)
(d)
(e)

A desk review of:
Relevant background documentation, inter alia publications concerning mercury mining in
Kyrgyz Republic (UN Environment and others);
Project design documents (including minutes of the project design review meeting at
approval); Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to the project (Project
Document Supplement), the logical framework and its budget;
Project reports such as six-monthly progress and financial reports, progress reports from
collaborating partners, meeting minutes, relevant correspondence etc.;
Project outputs such as reports / studies /publications / communications materials;
Mid-Term Review or Mid-Term Evaluation of the project;
Evaluations/reviews of similar projects.

Interviews (individual or in group) with:
UN Environment Task Manager (TM);
Project management team;
UN Environment Fund Management Officer (FMO);
Project partners, including Swiss Federal Office for the Environment (FOEN), Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Norway, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, UNDP, State Agency for
Environmental Protection and Forestry, Kyrgyz Mining Association, Osh Aarhus
Environmental Information Centre, Zoi Environment Network, Almaty University of Power
Engineering and Telecommunications (AUPET), University of Castilla La-Mancha (Spain),
UNITAR
Community representatives in Khaidarkan (will be specified in the inception phase)
Relevant resource persons.

Surveys (if deemed necessary)

Field visit to Khaidarkan and Bishkek (Osh if considered useful)

Other data collection tools specified in the inception phases

Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures

53. The evaluation team will prepare:

¢ Inception Report: (see Annex 1 for links to all templates, tables and guidance notes) containing
an assessment of project design quality, a draft reconstructed Theory of Change of the project,
project stakeholder analysis, evaluation framework and a revised evaluation schedule.

e Preliminary Findings Note: typically in the form of a powerpoint presentation, the sharing of
preliminary findings is intended to support the participation of the project team, act as a means
to ensure all information sources have been accessed and provide an opportunity to verify
emerging findings.

o Draft and Final Evaluation Report: (see links in Annex 1) containing an executive summary that
can act as a stand alone document; detailed analysis of the evaluation findings organised by
evaluation criteria and supported with evidence; lessons learned and recommendations and an
annotated ratings table.
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e Evaluation Bulletin: a 2-page summary of key evaluation findings for wider dissemination in
Russian (for national partners and possibly other audiences as deemed useful).

54. Review of the draft evaluation report. The evaluation team will submit a draft report to the
Evaluation Manager and revise the draft in response to their comments and suggestions. Once a draft
of adequate quality has been peer-reviewed and accepted, the Evaluation Manager will share the cleared
draft report with the Task Manager, who will alert the Evaluation Manager in case the report contains
any blatant factual errors. The Evaluation Manager will then forward revised draft report (corrected by
the evaluation team where necessary) to other project stakeholders, for their review and comments.
Stakeholders may provide feedback on any errors of fact and may highlight the significance of such
errors in any conclusions as well as providing feedback on the proposed recommendations and lessons.
Any comments or responses to draft reports will be sent to the Evaluation Manager for consolidation.
The Evaluation Manager will provide all comments to the evaluation team for consideration in preparing
the final report, along with guidance on areas of contradiction or issues requiring an institutional
response.

55. Based on a careful review of the evidence collated by the evaluation consultants and the internal
consistency of the report, the Evaluation Manager will provide an assessment of the ratings in the final
evaluation report. Where there are differences of opinion between the evaluator and the Evaluation
Manager on project ratings, both viewpoints will be clearly presented in the final report. The Evaluation
Office ratings will be considered the final ratings for the project.

56. The Evaluation Manager will prepare a quality assessment of the first and final drafts of the main
evaluation report, which acts as a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation consultants.
The quality of the report will be assessed and rated against the criteria specified in template listed in
Annex 1.

57. At the end of the evaluation process, the Evaluation Office will prepare a Recommendations
Implementation Plan in the format of a table, to be completed and updated at regular intervals by the
Task Manager. The Evaluation Office will track compliance against this plan on a six monthly basis.

1.1 The Consultants’ Team

58. For this evaluation, the evaluation team will consist of one international evaluation consultant
who will work under the overall responsibility of the Evaluation Office represented by an evaluation
manager Saila Toikka, in consultation with the UN Environment Task Manager Ludovic Bernaudat, Fund
Management Officer Anuradha Shenoy and the Sub-programme Coordinators of the relevant UN
Environment Sub-programme(s). The consultants will liaise with the Evaluation Manager on any
procedural and methodological matters related to the evaluation. It is, however, the consultants’
individual responsibility to arrange for their travel, visa, obtain documentary evidence, plan meetings
with stakeholders, organize online surveys, and any other logistical matters related to the assignment.
The UN Environment Task Manager and project team will, where possible, provide logistical support
(introductions, meetings etc.) allowing the consultants to conduct the evaluation as efficiently and
independently as possible.

59. The consultant will be hired over the period 15 April to 14 October, 2017 and should have: an
advanced university degree in environmental sciences, international development or other relevant
political or social sciences area; a minimum of 12 years of technical / evaluation experience, including
demonstrated ability to conduct evaluations at national/regional; a broad understanding of
environmental and health risks of heavy metals; proficiency in Russian along with excellent writing
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skills in English; preferably knowledge of the UN system, specifically of the work of UN Environment.
The consultant will conduct the evaluation missions to Kyrgyz Republic.

60. The consultant will be responsible, in close consultation with the Evaluation Office of UN
Environment, for overall management of the evaluation and timely delivery of its outputs, described in
Section 11 Evaluation Deliverables, above. The consultant will ensure together that all evaluation criteria
and questions are adequately covered.

61. The consultants will be responsible, in close consultation with the Evaluation Office of UN
Environment, for overall management of the evaluation and timely delivery of its outputs, described
above in Section 11 Evaluation Deliverables, above. The consultant will ensure that all evaluation criteria
and questions are adequately covered.

Schedule of the evaluation

62. Table 3 below presents the tentative schedule for the evaluation.

Table 3. Tentative schedule for the evaluation

Milestone Deadline
Contractual process April 20
Inception Meeting (Skype) April 20
Inception Report (draft submission) May 30
Inception Report (final submission) June 9
Mission preparations June 16

Evaluation Mission to Kyrgyz Republic (3 — 5 days) | June 30

Telephone interviews, surveys etc. August 11

Powerpoint/presentation on preliminary findings August 11
and recommendations

Draft report to Evaluation Manager (and Peer August 25
Reviewer)
Draft Report shared with UN Environment Task September 8

Manager and project team

Draft Report shared with wider group of September 22
stakeholders

Final Report October 13
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ANNEX II. EVALUATION ITINERARY AND STAKEHOLDERS INTERVIEWED

Description Date and Time
Meetings for in person interviews: 21.08.2017
1) Kubanychbek Noruzbaev (Environmental Agency I]\/Ioogg?q 00
Committee on Chemical Safety) oy
11:00-12:00
2) Ainash Sharshenova (Profmedicina) 12:00-13:30
3) Talgat Tashibekov (Richresearch Consulting)
14:30-15:30
4) Svetlana Moldogazieva (Richresearch Consulting)
15:30-16:30
5) Bakytbek Kozhogulov (Ken-Too Research Center)
6) Muratbek Kalykov (Environmental Agency
Committee on Chemical Safety) 18:30-19:30
7) Baigabyl Tolongutov (Environmental Agency
Committee on Chemical Safety)
8) Pechenuk NGO Independent Expertise
Meetings for in person interviews: 22.08
9) Indira Zhakipova (NGO EKOIS) Tuesday
10:00-11:00
18:00-19:00
10) Kenneth Davis (UN Environment)
Khaidarkan Steering Committee Meeting 23.08
Wed
09:00-17:00
Meetings for in person interviews:
11) Valentin Bogdetsky (Mining Association) 12:00-12:30
16:00-16:20
12) Chynara Tadzhibaeva (Batken Oblast Administration)
17:00-18:30
13) Ludovic Bernaudat (UN Environment)
Meetings for in person interviews: 24.08
Thursday
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14) Baglan Salykmambetova (Environmental Agency 10:00-11:00
Dept of International Relations) 11:00-12:00
15) Chynychbek Abdykaparov (Khaidarkan community) 12:00-13:00
. ] ] 14:30-15:30
16) Zakir Sharapov (Khaidarkan community)
17) Abdykalyk Rustamov (Environmental Agency)
Visit to Kadamzhai/Khaidarkan 25.08
Meetings for in person interviews: Friday
18) Mahmud Israilov (Kadamzhai Labooratory fo 13:30-14:30
Sanitary and Epidemiologic Service)
19) Nurlan Mamataliev (Kadamzhai Labooratory fo
Sanitary and Epidemiologic Service) 16:00-20:00
20) Tolubai Saliev (Khaidarkan Mercury Mine)
21) Nurkamal Ormanova (Khaidarkan Mercury Mine)
Meetings for in person interviews: 26.08
22) Milena Khorvat (Josef Stefan Institute) Saturday
09:00-10:00
23) David Kuchman (Josef Stefan Institute) 10:00-11:00
24) Asel Ablesova (Osh Hospital)
Skype or phone interviews:
25) Kenneth Davis (UN Environment) (also there was in 21.07.2017
person meeting)
28.07.2017
26) Gunnar Futsaeter (UN Environment) 30.08.2017
20.09.2017
27) Viktor Novikov (ZOI Environment) 26.10.2017
28) Brenda Koekkoek (UN Environment) 26.10.2017

29) Timur Dosmambetov (Environmental Agency
Committee on Chemical Safety)

30) Anuradha Shenoy (UN Environment)
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Annex llIl. PETR SHAROV CURRICULUM VITAE

Contact info:

e-mail: <petr@blacksmithinstitute.org>

phone/fax: +7-42337-35229 cell-phone: +7-924-2325-784
address: Lenina Square 5/1-8, Artem, Primorskyi krai, 692760, Russia
web-site: http://blacksmithinstitute.org/

Education:

Candidate of Biologic Sciences (Ph.D.), Far Eastern State University, Institute of
Graduate Programs, Department of Ecology, Vladivostok, Russia, defended in June
2006

* Emphasis in Environmental Health Risk Assessment

Master of Science (M. S.), Environmental Science, University of Idaho, Moscow, ID,
graduated in August 2002
* Emphasis in Environmental Risk and Remediation

Specialist of Ecology (M.S.), Far Eastern State University, Academy of Marine
Biology, Ecology, and Biotechnology, Vladivostok, Russia, graduated in June 2000
* Emphasis in Biological Sciences, Ecosystems, and Environmental Law

Bachelor of Science (B. S.), Environmental Science, Washington State University,
Pullman, WA, graduated in May 1999
« Emphasis in Natural Resources Management, Environmental Policy

Qualifications

= Geographic Information System ArcGIS, able to create maps, conduct spatial
analysis

= Experienced in chemical laboratory work

= Expert field group leader for environmental contamination assessments

= Able to communicate fluently and write in English and Russian, understand and
speak some Japanese.

Work Experience
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Blacksmith Institute: New York, USA, February 2014 - now
Position: Regional Director of Eastern Europe and Central Asia Program
* management of projects in Russia, Central Asia, and Eastern Europe

Blacksmith Institute: Artem, Primorye, Russia, March 2010 — February 2014
Position: Regional Coordinator of FSU Projects
« coordination of projects in Russia, Central Asia, and Eastern Europe

Far Eastern Environmental Health Fund: Artem, Primorye, Russia, December 2002 -
March 2010

Position: Director of Programs

* leading organization, coordinating programs

Regional environmental newspaper “Fresh Wind”. Artem, Primorye, April 2007 — October
2012

Position: Chief Editor

* leading production, managing staff, editing and writing articles

World Wide Fund for Nature Russia: Vladivostok, Primorye, April 2003 — December
2006

Position: Salmon Conservation Projects Coordinator

« coordinating conservation programs activities, fundraising, reporting

Far Eastern State University, Dept of Ecology: Vladivostok, January 2003 — January
2005, September 2007 — December 2010

Position: Lecturer

+ teaching GIS, Environmental Mapping, Environmental Economics, and Use of
Modeling in Ecology

Wild Salmon Center: Portland, Oregon, May-September 2002
Position: Russia Programs Assistant
+ working with spatial data, mapping, translating, writing and editing reports

TerraGraphics Environmental Engineering: Moscow, Idaho, April-May 1999, May-
December 2001

Position: Assistant Environmental Engineer

+ databases compiling, mapping, reports preparing

Committee of Natural Resources of Primorskiy Krai Regional Administration: Vladivostok,

Primorskyi Krai August-October 1999
Position: Practicing Specialist
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- office work, correspondence, documents

University of Idaho Environmental Science Program Field Research: Dalnegorsk,
Primorskiy krai, June-July 1997

Position: Field Sampler and Translator

« assistance in soil sampling and site characterization in Russian Far East.

Participation in International Programs

Kinship Conservation Fellows, Use of Market Tools in Conservation Projects: Bellingham,
Washington, USA, June-July 2008

Fellowship Program for Young Russian Policy and Opinion Makers: Warsaw, Poland, July
2006

Tahoe-Baikal Institute Environmental Science and Policy Summer Program: Lake Tahoe
Area, California and Nevada, USA; Lake Baikal Area, Irkutsk and Buryatia Regions,
Russia, June-August 2001

Russian-American Environmental Exchange Program at Western Washington University:
Bellingham, Washington, USA, January-March 1998

Young Leaders of Democracy International Camp: Rabka, Poland, January-February 1995

Global Youth Forum of the United Nations Environmental Programme: Matsue, Shimane,
Japan, August 1994

Main publications
(48 total in Russian, English, and Japanese)

Sharov P. 0. 2005. “Lead Contamination of Environment in Rudnaya Pristan and
Associated Health Risks.” Vladivostok. Dalnauka. 132 p.

Novomodny G.V., Sharov P.0., Zolotukhin S.F. 2004. “Amur Fish: Wealth and Crisis.”
Vladivostok. Apelsin Publishers. 64 p.

Sharov P. 0. 2000. “Optimization of Management for Solving Environmental Problems
of the Amur Bay, Gulf of Peter the Great, Sea of Japan.” Report for Committee of
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Natural Resources of Primorsky krai Administration. Vladivostok. Far Eastern State
University. 60 p.

Projects Designed and Managed

“Salyan Obsolete Pesticides CLeanup,” Salyan, Azerbaijan; 2016-2017; 50,000 USD;
funded by UNIDO/ EU.

“Reducing Lead Health Risk of Children in Sovetskoe,” Batken Oblast, Kyrgyz Republic;
2016-2017; 45,000 USD; funded by UNIDO/ EU

“Building the Capacity of Mongolian Non-State Actors to Promote Sustainable
Livelihoods and Poverty Reduction in Rural Artisanal Gold Mining Areas,” Mongolia;
2013-2016; 580,000 USD; funded by EU and Blacksmith Institute

“North Tajikistan Uranium Contamination Assessment,” Khudjand, Tajikistan; 2014-
2015; 55,000 USD; funded by Green Cross Switzerland.

“Sumagait Pilot Persistent Organic Pollutants Cleanup of Public Area,” Sumgait,
Azerbaijan; 2014-2015; 120,000 USD; funded by UNIDO, EU, Azerkymia.

“Clean Sea in Vladivostok,” Vladivostok, Russia; 2008, 11,000 USD; funded by USAID

“Rudnaya River Valley Lead Health Risk Reduction Program,” Primorsky krai, Russia;
2005- 2010; 500,000 USD; funded by Blacksmith Institute and Green Cross Switzerland

“Kamchatka Salmon Conservation,” Kamchatka, Russia; 2005-2006, 2.4 million USD;
funded by Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation, USA

Projects Managed

“Toxic Sites Identification Program,” Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, Ukraine,
Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyz Republic, Mongolia; 2013-now; 1.5+ million USD;
funded by UNIDO, EU, Green Cross Switzerland, USAID (Mongolia)

“Improving capacities to eliminate and prevent recurrence of obsolete pesticides as a
model for tackling unused hazardous chemicals in the former Soviet Union,” Armenia,
Georgia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyz Republic; 2013-
2015; 414,000 USD; funded by FAO/ EU

105



“Solutions for the Palestinian E-waste Industry: Preserving Health, Livelihood, and
Environment Through Community-based Reform and Contaminant Removal,”
Israel/Palestine; 2015-2016; 370,000 USD; funded by SIDA

“Environmental Health Assessment and Intervention in Mailuu-Suu,”Kyrgyz Republic;
2011-2013; 46,000 USD; funded by Green Cross Switzerland
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Annex IV. List of Documents Consulted

List of Project documents and reports

Economic non-viable alternatives to the development of Aidarken. 2015. Design and
Research Center "Ken-Too". p. 35.

Final report on comprehensive studies of the impact of primary mercury mining on the
environment in the Aidarken region. Kadamzhai. 2015 r. SGL KRTSPZIGSEN M. Israilov.
p112

GEF REQUEST FOR CEO ENDORSEMENT

GEF SECRETARIAT REVIEW FOR FULL/MEDIUM-SIZED PROJECTS* THE
GEF/LDCF/SCCF TRUST FUNDS

Potential alternatives to the redevelopment of the Khaidarkan mercury plant. 2015. P.
141

Report on "Monitoring and evaluation of mercury health effects. Bishkek. 2017.
Sharshenova, A.A.

The project of reclamation of disturbed lands of Khaidarkan GOK. LLC "MARIT", Design
and Research Center "Ken-Too". p119.

United Nations Development Programme Corporate Services Section (CSS)/ MSP
Mercury Mining Kyrgyz

United Nations Development Programme Project Document, Reducing global and local
environmental risks from primary mercury mining in Khaidarkan, the Kyrgyz Republic
United Nations Environmental Programme Routing Slip

Workplan for the Kyrgyz Republic Project Appendix 5

Workplan for the Kyrgyz Republic Project Appendix 5, Component 1

Workplan for the Kyrgyz Republic Project Appendix 5, Component 2

Workplan for the Kyrgyz Republic Project Appendix 5, Component 3

Workplan for the Kyrgyz Republic Project Appendix 5, Component 4

List of Additional documents

Agrochemistry Number 9, 2007/ llyin V.B., The question of working with allowable
concentrations of heavy metals in soil. The Journal of Agrochemistry Number 10, 1985
Alternative standard procedures for determining general levels of mercury in hair, blood
and urine. Project Document ERB VOZ

Atlas of the Kyrgyz Republic

Basel convention about the control and transportation of dangerous wastes and their
disposal (1996)

Bogdetsky V.N., Ibraev K.E., Novikov V, and others. Analytical report version 1 on the
alternative solutions of the settlement Adarken near the Khaidarkan mine processing
center. Bishkek 2010.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Concept of risk assessment for the environment and health by the production of
mercury in Khaidarkan, Southern Kyrgyz Republic. Prepared by GEF/UNEP

Davletov K, Kamarova O.M., Report on the result of the geological exploration at the
Aktash-Arpalyks licensed plateau in 2004-2010. Bishkek 2011.

Guidance for identifying population at risk from mercury exposure. Geneva: United
Nations Environment Programme and World Health Organization; 2008
(http://www.who.int/foodsafety/publications/risk-mercury-exposure/en/)

Hygienic standard on “the concentration of allowable toxic material in the air in the
workplace.” Adopted on 11 April 2016, Number 201.

llyin V.B. Heavy metals in the system of soil and plants/ “Nauka” Novosibirsk, 1991.
Page 151.

Kabata-Pendias A., Pendias H. Microelements in soils and plants/ M. Mir 1989.

Land codes of the Kyrgyz Republic Number 45 from 02.06.1999.

Law of the KR “general technical guide for ensuring the ecological safety of the
Republic of Kyrgyz Republic” 2009. (updated 2012)

Law of the KR about protecting the environment Number 53 from 16.06.1999 (updated
2014)

Law of the Kyrgyz Republic from 13 November 2001, Number 89, about waste from
factories and plants.

Law of the Kyrgyz Republic from 24 July 2009, Number 248 on the “Protection of Public
Health."With amendment of 29 December 2014.”

Law of the Kyrgyz Republic from 9 January 2015, Number 6 on “The protection of the
health of citizens of the Kyrgyz Republic.” With amendments of 6 July 2017.

Law of the Kyrgyz Republic Number 34 from 30 May 2011 about the safety of drinking
water.

M 03-06-2004. The methodology of measuring massive concentrations of mercury
vapors in open air, inside dwellings, and manufacturing plants using the “atomic
absorption” method with the Zeeman correction with non selective absorption of the
mercury analysis. PA915+ methodology attributed to FGU “VNIIM D.l.Mendeleev”
Media Article—Strategies for re-profiling and reducing mercury related health risk, can
Khaidarkan live and develop without mercury?

Media Article—Why is Mercury of Khaidarkan, utilized for decades, now considered
illegal?

UN Environment. Gender Equality and the Environment Policy and Strategy

UNEP-ZOI Information on the production of primary mercury in Kyrgyz Republic,
environmental risks and prospects for alternative development of Khaidarkan (in
Russian 2015)

UNEP-ZOI Mercury in Khaidarkan— Environmental and health assessment Concept and
scope of work for conducting mercury monitoring, assessment and control measures
for environmental and health risks (in Russian 2015)

UNEP-ZOI Mercury in Khaidarkan—Assessment of the environment and health.
Overview in Maps and Charts (in Russian 2015)
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26.

27.

UNEP-ZOIl Mercury in Khaidarkan—Brief information on the production of primary
mercury in Kyrgyz Republic, environmental risks and prospects for alternative
development (Russian in 2015)

UNEP-ZOI Mercury production in Khaidarkan, Analysis of opportunities and options for
remediation Preliminary recommendations (in Russian 2015)
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Annex V. PROJECT FINANCIAL SUMMARY

Project number: GFL-2310-2760-4C70

Reducing Global and Local Environmental Risks from Primary

Project title: Mercury Mining in Khaidarkan, Kyrgyz Republic

The Government of Kyrgyz Republic, State Agency on Environment
Executing agency: Protection and Forestry

APPROVED BUDGET AND RECORDED EXPENDITURES

As at 16.11.2017
Approved Recorded Balance
budget expenditure
Executing agency expenditures 884 000 730 647 153 353
UNEP/DGEF direct expenditures and mid-term and Terminal evaluation 60 000 60 000
Total: 944 000 730 647 213 353
Expenditures by project components?’
Comp1 Comp 2 Comp 3 Comp 4 PM M&E

GEF Budget 250,000.00 155,000.00 | 258,000.00 | 120,000.00 | 80,000.00 | 81,000.00
Revised Budget| 220,000.00 176,789.00 | 297,475.00 83,000.00 | 85,736.00 | 81,000.00
Actual Exp 130,000.00 176,789.00 | 243,219.44 73,913.99 | 82,548.16 | 18,493.40

Project co-financing table?®

Realized
Cost of project uss$ funds

Cost to the GEF Trust Fund 944 000 Realized

Co-financing

Cash:

Swiss Federal Office for the Environment (FOEN)* 645000 -29

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Norway 800 000 Realized

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 175000 -

UN Environment 200 000 Realized
27 June 30t 2017

28 According to the information from the Financial Management Officer and Task Manager
2% |tems marked with “-“ were reported as funds and in-kind contributions not provided to the project
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UNDP 30000 -

Sub-total (cash) 1405 000

In-kind and other inputs:

State Agency on Environmental Protection and Forestry 100000 Realized
Kyrgyz Mining Association 50000 -

Osh Aarhus Environmental Information Centre 30000 -

Zoi Environment Network 120000 -

Almaty University of Power Engineering and

Telecommunications (AUPET) 50000

University of Castilla La-Mancha (Spain) 100 000 -
UNITAR 40000 -
UN Environment 439 000 Realized
UNDP 228 000 -
Sub-total (in kind) 862 000

Total 3951 000
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Annex VI. Project Results Framework: Plans vs. Achievements

Indicator

Units

Baseline

End of Project Target

Achievements

Outcome 1: Community rel

opportunities

iance on mercury mining reduced through identif

ication of alternative diversified employment

1.1 Number of alternatives
undergoing requiring socio
economic analysis, environ-
mental impact assessment
and roadmap developed for
the implementation of
identi-fied mining
alternatives.

# of mining alternatives

Preliminary socio-
economic analysis of
primary mercury
production at
Khaidarkan

Preliminary report on
Environmental issues
related to primary mining
in Khaidarkan

10 mining alternatives
analysed

6 mining alternatives
analysed

1.2 Number of priority alter-
native non-mining economic
activities identified; socio-

eco-nomic analysis, environ-

# of non-mining
alternatives identified

Preliminary socio-
economic analysis of
primary mercury
production at

10 non-mining alternatives
identified and analysed

8 non-mining alternatives
identified and analysed

mental impact assessment Khaidarkan.
undertaken
1.3 Number of alternative # of trainings; 0 trainings At least 6 trainings and 219 potential employment

job opportunities (small
business projects) created
in Khaidarkan under the
UNDP programme

Did not contact UNDP

# of small business
projects

# of employment
opportunities

0 small business
projects

0 employment
opportunities identified
in the project

roundtables,

At least 10 small business
development projects

At least 800 employment
opportunities for miners,
poor farmers and
unemployed (women not
less than 30%) identified in
the project

opportunities identified in
collected proposals for
small grants program

1.4 Number of national
plans and strategies

Outcome 2: Impacts of me

# of national plans and
strategies for
development and
chemicals
management

e Action plan for
mercury management
developed but needs
update.

e Country
Development Plan for
2009-2011

4 national development
plans and strategies include
mercury reduction

The Khaidarkan factory
switching to non-mercury
production was included in
the “Government Plan on
Implementation of the
Program on Transition of
Kyrgyz Republic to
Sustainable Development
for 2013 - 2017 years”

rcury mining evaluated through enhanced human health and environment monitoring

2.1 Number of laboratories
able to perform mercury
analysis in humans and
environment in Kyrgyz
Republic

# of national
laboratories

# of local specialists
trained

# of laboratories
participating in an inter-
calibration study

Limited national
capacities capable of
performing mercury
monitoring in humans
and/or the environment
0 local specialist trained
0 intercalibration studies

4 national laboratories

10 local specialists trained
to field sampling

4 laboratories participating
in an intercalibration
studies

4 national laboratories

10 local specialists trained
to field sampling

2 laboratories participated
in intercalibration studies.

2.2 Number of people and
villages monitored on health
and environmental impacts
of mercury mining in
Khaidarkan area

# of people monitored
# of villages monitored

Preliminary report on
environmental issues
related to primary mining
in Khaidarkan available

At least 5,000 people
monitored

At least 3 villages monitored

200 people monitored
8 villages monitored
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Indicator

Units

Baseline

End of Project Target

Achievements

2.3 Status of development
of guidelines and
establishment of a
monitoring system for air
emissions and emergency
response

NA

No mercury monitoring
in air and emergency
response systems in
place in Kyrgyz Republic

Data on air monitoring and
accident response made
available through the use of
the equipment purchased

Data on air monitoring
obtained

Outcome 3: Reduced risk exposure from mercury contaminated sites through remedial and risk preventi

on measures

3.1 Number of sites
identified for remediation
targets and to establish
priorities

# number of
remediation sites
identified

No prioritization of
remediation is available

At least 3 sites identified for
remediation

1 site identified for future
remediation - big pile of
ignition residues

3.2 Number of technicians
and experts trained on
mercury remediation

#of trainees

No previous training on
remediation

20

In 2013 a local training
was done, then a
delegation from Kyrgyz
Republic went to Slovenia
and Spain for additional
training, No reports
provided

3.3 Number and spatial
extent of facilities fenced
and subject to remediation
measures., number of
structures reinforced

# of hectares and
structures

Oha / 0 structures / 0 m3

47ha / 5 structures / 200m3

None yet

Outcome 4: Enhanced governance through awareness raising and stakeholders’ participation on the transition to mercury mine

alternatives

4.1 Number of media
articles/

reports/videos/radio
emissions produced

# media materials

No media coverage
known to date

25 media material produced
and disseminated

32 various materials
posted and/or
disseminated

4.2 Number of local inhabi-
tants participating in the
study on social impacts of
transition to non-mercury
alternatives identified

# of local inhabitants
participating in the
social impacts study

No report of social
impacts of transition to
non-mercury alternatives

600 inhabitants
participating (through
surveys, workshops, etc) on
the social impacts study on
non-mercury alternatives

1000 people participated
in sociological study

4.3 Number of events/
activities to raise awareness
and disseminate
information to key
stakeholders: a)
government; (decision
making officers)b) research
institu-tions; c) private
sector; d) local residents; €)
journalists

# of events

No awareness raising
participatory activities
known

At least 12 events
(workshops, seminars,
training sessions, etc) , 3
per stakeholder group

No reports of the events
supplied

6.4 Number of awareness
raising materials (mercury
information kits) in local
language developed

# of awareness raising
materials developed
# of awareness raising
materials distributed

3 awareness raising
materials developed by
intergovernmental
organizations

20 awareness raising
materials developed

500 awareness raising
materials distributed

No awareness raising
materials developed yet
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Annex VII. Preliminary Findings
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Contents

c. Key Strategic Questions

e Sustainability of the project outcomes; to what extent
the project contributed to the lessening reliance on
mercury mining and how sustainable the achieved
results actually are

* Lessons learned that could support implementation
of the future UN Environment projects in countries
with similar socio-economic and political conditions

¢ UN Environment’s role/value in addressing economic
development, livelihoods and alternative income
sources

o Strategic Relevance

The Project is in line with UNEP goal of reducing global emissions of mercury

The Project is in line with national declared priorities of environmental
and health protection. However some parts of the government did not
support the project: Ministry of Economy

¢ Quality of Project Design

The overall rating for the project is “Satisfactory”. The project document
contains all necessary sections that contain information on structure, risks,
assumptions, sustainability and stakeholders. The logical framework contains
indicators, baseline, targets for each outcome.
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C. Nature of External Context

The issue of political instability and change of the government
was clearly underestimated. This led to delays in project
implementation.

Another issue of external context was important in the project area. The mine
equipment failed which led to flooding of the mine and stopped mercury
production

D. Effectiveness

— Achievement of Outputs
— Achievement of Direct Outcomes
— Likelihood of Impact

1. Component 1: Identification and implementation of local economic
opportunities, not reliant on mercury mining

2. Component 2: Assessment and monitoring of environment and health
impacts from primary mercury mining and pollution

3. Component 3: Explore and prepare remedial and risk prevention measures
for mercury-contaminated sites

4.  Component 4: Awareness rising at national and community level and
public transparency
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Component 1: Identification and implementation of local
economic opportunities, not reliant on mercury mining

Outcome 1: Community reliance on mercury mining reduced through identification
of alternative diversified employment opportunities

Output 1.1. Report on socio-economic analysis, environmental impact
assessment and roadmap for the implementation of mining alternatives to
mercury mining elaborated and endorsed.

There is a good quality detailed report on socio-economic analysis and mining
alternatives. Gold processing is suggested as one of the main alternatives to
mercury production. No impact assessment yet.

Output 1.2. Report on identified priority alternatives for non mining economic
activities.

There is a good quality detailed report on non mining alternatives.
Agriculture and food processing are identified as economic activities with the
biggest potential.

Component 1: Identification and implementation of local economic
opportunities, not reliant on mercury mining

Output 1.3. UNDP Report on progress in facilitating the diversification of
Khaidarkan economy, including the promotion of alternatives to mining
developed.

No report obtained. Milk processing is currently considered by the executing
agency to support.

Output 1.4. National development plans and national strategies for
development includes the outcomes of the analysis and programmes on
alternatives to mercury mining

National Strategy on Sustainable Development has a line about the Khaidarkan
mine switching to non-mercury production.
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Component 1: Identification and implementation of local
economic opportunities, not reliant on mercury
mining

Outcome 1: Community reliance on mercury mining reduced through identification of alternative
diversified employment opportunities

1.1 Number of alternatives undergoing requiring
socio economic analysis, environ-mental impact | Achieved: 6 mining alternatives analysed
assessment and roadmap developed for the

implementation of identified mining alternatives.

1.2 Number of priority alter-native non-mining
economic activities identified; socio-economic
analysis, environmental impact assessment Achieved: 8 non-mining alternatives identified
undertaken and analysed

1.3 Number of alternative job opportunities
(small business projects) created in Khaidarkan
under the UNDP programme

Identified possible 219
job opportunities, not feasible to support all
Did not work with UNDP

1.4 Number of national plans and strategies 4 national development plans and strategies
include mercury reduction Russian version
differs National Sustainable Development
Strategy adopted

Component 2: Assessment and monitoring of environment and
health impacts from primary mercury mining and pollution

Outcome 2: Impacts of mercury mining evaluated through enhanced human health
and environment monitoring

Output 2.1. Training reports from 10 experts and 4 local laboratories and results
from intercalibration studies available.

- No reports obtained - Gap

Output 2.2. Report containing including qualitative and quantitative

assessment of environmental and health risks and impacts in the primary

mercury mining area available.

-There is a report on conducted health study. It contains limited data on
exposure of people to mercury. 200 people were examined (target 5000).

-A separate report exists on environmental mercury contamination of soil,

food, and air. The data is very limited — only 36 soil samples.* Air pollution

was assessed once in the fall, so the highest concentrations of mercury

vapors were not observed.

Environmental risks were not analysed in the report.

Output 2.3. Low cost and easy-to use monitoring system installed and capacity

to collect and disseminate environment and health risk information available.

-No system in place yet. But good analysing equipment was purchased which
makes it possible to create such system in the future. Local specialists need more
training and funding in order to use this equipment properly.
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Component 2: Assessment and monitoring of environment and
health impacts from primary mercury mining and pollution

- Ity L i i e
o16opa mpod 1 savepon =

(48] o ; ;
Map from the environmental assessment repart:shows locatiorisidf.samples.
The local specialist was not able to record coordinates properly. —
cofinancing aspect — norway funds to supptr more training

Component 2: Assessment and monitoring of environment and
health impacts from primary mercury mining and pollution

Outcome 2: Impacts of mercury mining evaluated through enhanced human health and
environment monitoring

2.1 Number of laboratories

able to perform mercury iAchieved: 4 labs, 2 specialists from each lab were trained
analysis in humans and

environment in Kyrgyz 4 specialists from Kadamzhai lab we trained

Republic

IAchieved: 2 laboratories participated in intercalibration studies

2.2 Number of people and
villages monitored on health IAchieved: About 200
and environmental impacts of
mercury mining in Khaidarkan |Achieved: 8 villages
area

2.3 Status of development of
guidelines and establishment
of a monitoring system for air  |A study of mercury environmental pollution was conducted
emissions and emergency
response
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Component 3: Explore and prepare remedial and risk
prevention measures for mercury-contaminated sites

Outcome 3: Reduced risk exposure from mercury contaminated sites through
remedial and risk prevention measures

Output 3.1 Report on remediation targets and priorities available at UNEP’s
website There is a report in Russian on planned remediation of the mountain
of ignition residues.

Output 3.2 Workshops and training reports on training on mercury
remediation available.

In May 2016 a group of people from Kyrgyz Republic visited Almaden (Spain)
and Idrija (Slovenia) where they received some knowledge about mercury
remediation.

Output 3.3 Strategy and guidelines for remediation of highly mercury
contaminated areas prepared and highlights reduction of mercury emissions
into the local and global environment and also reflected in decontamination
report.

The same report contains remediation strategy. However the proposed
plan if implemented will not lead to the reduction of mercury emissions

or decrease of exposure of people to mercury.

Component 3: Explore and prepare remedial and risk
prevention measures for mercury-contaminated sites

Outcome 3: Reduced risk exposure from mercury contaminated sites through remedial and
risk prevention measures

3.1 Number of sites identified for remediation
targets and to establish priorities

Achieved: 1 site identified —pile of
ignition residues

3.2 Number of technicians and experts trained
on mercury remediation Achieved: In 2013 local training was
done, then people went to Slovenia and
Spain

3.3 Number and spatial extent of facilities
fenced and subject to remediation measures., | Achieved: Not yet
number of structures reinforced
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Component 4: Awareness rising at national and community
level and public transparency

Outcome 4: Enhanced governance through awareness raising and
stakeholders’ participation on the transition to mercury mine
alternatives

Output 4.1 Media material produced and disseminated
There were some publications in local media.

Output 4.2 Report on social impacts of alternatives to mercury mining available
There is a report on social assessment conducted in the area.

Output 4.3 Reports of awareness raising workshops and events available
No reports provided. The work was allegedly complicated by the mine
administration.

Output 4.4 Communication materials in local language available
No communication materials were developed.

Component 4: Awareness rising at national and community
level and public transparency

Outcome 4: Enhanced governance through awareness raising and stakeholders’ participation on
the transition to mercury mine alternatives

4.1 Number of media articles/
reports/videos/radio emissions produced
IAchieved: Not yet counted

4.2 Number of local inhabitants participating
in the study on social impacts of transition to
non-mercury alternatives identified

IAchieved: 1000 people participated

4.3 Number of events/ activities to raise
awareness and disseminate information to key
stakeholders: a) government; (decision making Achieved: Not yet counted
officers) b) research institutions; c) private
sector; d) local residents; e) journalists

6.4 Number of awareness raising materials
(mercury information kits) in local language
developed /Achieved: None yet

/Achieved: None yet
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E. Financial Management

The implementing national agency did not report any problems with
receiving project funds.

G. Monitoring and Reporting

The project reporting was done on the regular basis. There is a delay in
producing project documents and reports in English, particularly at the end of
the project. This is not critical for the project implementation and evaluation.

F. Efficiency

The project had sufficient funding yet provided limited results. The project
team did not implement the most cost-effective actions.

Example 1. In Component 3 one of the indicators is the fenced area. The
project designers intended to fence some of the most contaminated areas
to limit access of people and domestic animals. This is a relatively cheap
and effective action.

The most contaminated area is near the pile of ignition residues. Presently it
is used by local people for catlle grazing. If this-area werg fenced, it wot :
have decreased exposure of p_gap'le and animals and re(}uce heafttf\ V it

would have been a step to the’main project goal.
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F. Efficiency

Example 2. In Component 2 the project team measured mercury in urine, hair
and blood. 200 people were examined. The study did not find that people in
town were exposed to elevated concentrations of mercury, other than those
who directly worked with the ore. Given the sample size it is highly likely that
researchers did not study people with actual residential exposure. Let’s assume
the funds were not sufficient to test more people (why?). Then the most cost
effective approach would have been to go door-to-door and invite people who
live in most contaminated areas to participate in the study. It was not done.

Example 3. In Component 4 production and dissemination of awareness
materials was planned. It is one of the cheapest actions in such projects. But
it was not done, even though there was enough time and ample funding.

H. Sustainability

Sustainability of the project outcomes; to what extent the project contributed
to the lessening reliance on mercury mining and how sustainable the
achieved results actually are

Component 1 — identified alternatives are feasible but require investments. For
mining alternatives cooperation with mine administration is necessary. The
project results will not be sustainable unless with external support. But
presently the reliance of the local community on mercury mining is greatly
reduced since the mining has stopped after the flood. The mine
administration plans to pump out the water within a year and restart
mining.

Component 2 — The project provided good, though limited data on mercury
pollution in the area and exposure of people. This experience and new
equipment make it much easier to continue such work in the future. But it
would also require government will and external support.
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H. Sustainability

Sustainability of the project outcomes; to what extent the project
contributed to the lessening reliance on mercury mining and how
sustainable the achieved results actually are

Component 3 — Obviously the country lacks expertise in this area and this work
has to be done again involving experts with knowledge of such projects.

Component 4 — project participants and outsiders indicated that there was no
“targeted mercury awareness raising campaign” in place. Some efforts
were applied, sociological study completed and some limited media
coverage. The sustainability of these results is questionable.

Lessons learned

Lessons learned that could support implementation of the future UN
Environment projects in countries with similar socio-economic and
political conditions

The intent of the project was to stop further contamination (through helping
the local community switch from mercury mining) and prepare for future
remediation project. This required a detailed health assessment to establish
a baseline and a detailed environmental assessment to map contaminated
areas and plan cleanup activities.

125




Factors and Processes Affecting Project Performance
Lessons learned

The project did not achieve most of what was planned. “Why?” The main reasons:
2. Ambitious targets

3. Underestimation of risks

4. No experience of such projects of the implementing national agency

5. Lack of cooperation with the mine administration

The main lessons are:

6. More realistic planning

7. Operation through experienced organizations or providing enough
guidance and experts’ support

8. Establish cooperation with the polluting industry

9. recommendations

UN Environment’s role/value in addressing economic development,
livelihoods and alternative income sources

The issue of economic development should have been addressed in
cooperation with UNDP, but this has not happened in the project. This is
probably why the implementation of this component was so delayed.
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Annex VIII. ToC, pathways (separate PDF document)

127



Annex IX. Reference to key UN Environment mandates and strategic relevant policies

Project Components UN Environment | UN UN Environment | UN UN Human Rights UN
Medium Term Environment | Programme of Environment | Environmen Based Approach Environment
Strategy (2010- | Medium Term | Work (2012- Programme | t Gender Safeguards®®
2013) Strategy 2013) of Work Policy and
(2014-2017) (2014-2015) | Strategy
Outcomes Outputs
Outcome 1: Output1.1: No direct link No direct link The activities of The work of the | ProDoc No direct evidence of the | Section “3.11
Community Report on socio- Component 1 relateto | nroject relates | mentions project purposely Environmental and
liance on economic Subprogramme 5 to the chemical | “Consider applying the UN Social
re L analysis, Harmful substances . . pplying . )
mercury mining environmental and hazardous waste | and waste gender issues in | Common Understanding | Safeguards
reduced through | impact strategy (a): section item (b) | decision-making | on HRBA. of the ProDoc

identification of
alternative
diversified
employment
opportunities.

assessment and
roadmap for the
implementation
of mining
alternatives to
mercury mining
elaborated and
endorsed.

Output 1.2:
Report on
identified priority
alternatives for

non mining

economic

activities.

Output 1.3: UNDP| Relevant to the
Report on implementing
progress in procedure (C)

facilitating the
diversification of
Khaidarkan
economy,
including the
promotion of
alternatives to
mining

Capacity-building and
technology support,
64 (e) “Enhancing the
partnership of UNEP
with the United
Nations Development
Programme (UNDP)
and ensuring closer

“In collaboration with
UNDP and other United
Nations entities
through relevant inter-
agency

processes, the
subprogramme will
promote the
mainstreaming of
chemical safety in
development agendas
and the active
involvement of all
relevant sectors to
achieve coherent and
effective regulatory,
voluntary

and market-based
policies at the national
level”

Also relates to
Subprogramme 4
Environmental

“Keeping under
review trends in
the production,
use and release
of chemicals
and

waste,
promoting and
catalysing their
sound
management,
including
through multi-
stakeholder
partnerships.”
Particularly in
Output 1.4 the
evaluated
project result is
the government
plan of

and project
implementation”
in section “3.11
Environmental
and Social
Safeguards”

Gender was
considered in
the sociological
survey in Output
1.1.

Sociological
survey was led
by a female
specialist

Despite this, there is no
evidence to conclude
that the project
intentionally set out not
to be in line with the UN
Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous
People, and has
subsequently pursued
the concept of free, prior
and informed consent.

30 UN Environment Environmental Safeguards guidance was established and became mandatory only in 2016 but this section looks at the
coverage of safeguards in general terms
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states that
environmental and
social safeguards
are followed.
During the project
the local
specialists were
trained to conduct
field work in safe
manner to reduce
possible risks to
themselves and
local residents.
The social risks to
the local society
after closing the
mine were
considered in the
project. Alternative
economic
activities were




Project Components UN Environment | UN UN Environment | UN UN Human Rights UN
Medium Term Environment | Programme of Environment | Environmen Based Approach Environment
Strategy (2010- | Medium Term | Work (2012- Programme | t Gender Safeguards®®
2013) Strategy 2013) of Work Policy and
(2014-2017) (2014-2015) | Strategy
developed. cooperation between governance, section (d)| reprofiling the suggested and
the UNEP regional of the strategy: itchi
offices, UNDP mercury svylt_chlng;o other
resource centres and “To promote and processing mining and non-
UNDP country offices” support the enterprise in mining activities
Output 1.4: No direct link environmental basis the future proposed.
National for sustainable
development dev.elopment at the
national level, the
plar.1$ and subprogramme will
national support Governments
strategies for in mainstreaming the
development environment in their
includes the development planning
fth processes, including
outcomes of the through the UNEP-
analysis and UNDP Poverty and
programmes on Environment
alternatives to Initiative.”
mercury mining
Outcome 2: Output 2.1: The outputs of Relevant Building the country’s | The work in The work on
Impacts of Training reports | Component 2 are Expected capacity in mercury Component 2 health
from 10 experts | relevant to Accomplishmen contamination | lates t t
mercury and 4 local Thematic priority t2 (EA): monitoring is part of also relates to assessmen
mining laboratories and | Harmful “Enabling the Subprogramme 5 | the chemical was lead by a
evaluated results from substances and environment: Harmful substances and waste female
through intercalibration hazardous waste Countries and hazardous section item (b). | specialist.
enhanced studies available. | Expected increasingly waste strategy (a):
human Output 2.2: accomplishment: have the u : The activities
Report States and other necessary To help countries to
health and b stakeholders have institutional increase their focused on
environment containing increased capacity and capacities for sound gathering actual
monitoring. including capacities and policy management of information
qualitative and financing to instruments to chemicals and about
quantitative assess, manage hazardous waste

assessment of
environmental
and health
risks and
impacts in the
primary
mercury mining

manage and reduce
risks to human
health and the
environment posed
by chemicals and
hazardous

waste”

chemicals and
waste soundly
including the
implementation
of related
provisions of
the multilateral
environmental

within a life cycle
approach.
Subprogramme
support will cover
data collection, the
assessment and
management of
chemicals, the
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environmental
contamination
and exposure of
people to
mercury.




Project Components UN Environment | UN UN Environment | UN UN Human Rights UN
Medium Term Environment | Programme of Environment | Environmen Based Approach Environment
Strategy (2010- | Medium Term | Work (2012- Programme | t Gender Safeguards3’
2013) Strategy 2013) of Work Policy and
(2014-2017) (2014-2015) | Strategy
area available. agreements;” implementation of
scientifically
All outputs of designed hazardous
the project’s waste
Component 2 management
Output 2.3: contributed to systems and the
Low cost increasing the strengthening of
d 4 national chemical and
and easy-to capacity to hazardous waste
use control and legislation and
monitoring monitor mercury regulatory
system and other toxic frameworks.”
installed chemicals.
and
capacity to
collect and
disseminat
e
environmen
t and health
risk
information
available.
Outcome 3: Output 3.1: Relevant to the MTS | Relevant to the The work in Coponent | The outputs and | No specific
Reduced risk Report on to Thematic priority MTS Chemicals 3 directly relates to the| 4 tcome of gender related
diati Harmful substances | and Waste Subprogramme 5 c t3 inf i
éxposure remediation and hazardous waste | Subprogramme Harmful substances omponen intormation
from targets and objective “to minimize| Objective: and hazardous waste | also relateto
mercury priorities the impact of harmful | “to promote a objective: the chemical
contaminate available at substances and transition among L and waste
d sites UNEP's hazardous waste countries to the “To minimize the section item (b)
th h bsit on the environment sound impact of harmful '
roug! website. and human beings” | management of | substances and -
remedial and Output 3.2: chemicals and hazardous waste on The activities
risk Workshops The purpose of all waste, with a view | the environment and focused on
prevention and training outputs and outcome | to minimizing human beings” preparing future
measures. reports on of Component 3 impacts on the remediation of
. minimize the health environment and h
training on and environmental human the area.
mercury impacts of such health.”
remediation harmful substance as
available. mercury. Also relevant to
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Project Components UN Environment | UN UN Environment | UN UN Human Rights UN
Medium Term Environment | Programme of Environment | Environmen Based Approach Environment
Strategy (2010- | Medium Term | Work (2012- Programme | t Gender Safeguards3’
2013) Strategy 2013) of Work Policy and
(2014-2017) (2014-2015) | Strategy
Output 3.3: the above
Strategy mentioned EA2
ans:l ) The purpose of all
guidelines outputs and
for outcome of
remediation Component 3 is to
of highly ﬁesdklg:e health
mercury
contaminat
ed areas
prepared
and
highlights
reduction of
mercury
emissions
into the
local and
global
environmen
tand also
reflected in
decontamin
ation report.
Outcome 4: Output 4.1: Relevant to the Relevant to the The activities of The work on No specific
Enhanced Media implementing MTS Chemicals Component 4 relate to | jwareness gender related
. procedure (B) and Waste Subprogramme 5 L h .
governance material Awareness-raising, Subprogramme Harmful substances raising in information.
through produced outreach and Objective: and hazardous waste | Component 4 of
awareness and communications: “to promote a strategy (a): he project
raising and disseminat “Civil society, transition among ) supplements
stakeholders ed including children and| countries to the “..will also 3 the work of
, Output 4.2° youth, and the private | sound promote and facilitate other
L sector will be management of public access to
participation Report on reached through chemicals and information and components
on the social tailor-made outreach | waste, with a view | knowledge on and is
transition to impacts of products and . to minimizing chemicals and consistent with
mercury alternatives campaigns that will impacts on the hazardous waste, PoW.
. be developed with environment and | including impacts on
mine to mercury
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Project Components UN Environment | UN UN Environment | UN UN Human Rights UN
Medium Term Environment | Programme of Environment | Environmen Based Approach Environment
Strategy (2010- | Medium Term | Work (2012- Programme | t Gender Safeguards3’
2013) Strategy 2013) of Work Policy and
(2014-2017) (2014-2015) | Strategy
alternatives. mining UNEP human human health and the
available divisions and regional | health.” environment.”
' offices. Civil society
will also be engaged | The activities of
to assist with UNEP Component 4 were
Output 4.3: outreach efforts.” intended to
Reports of directly promote
awareness through
L awareness to
raising minimize the
workshops impacts on
and events environment and
available. human health,
Output 4.4: even though the
. achievements in
Communica this part of the
tion evaluated project
materials in were below
local expectations.
language
available
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Annex X. Evaluation Bulletin in Russian

KpaTkoe 0606LeHue oLeHKHN NpoeKkTa “CHuMKeHue rnobanbHbiX U MeCTHbIX
3KOJIOrMYECKUX PUCKOB, BO3HUKAIOLLUX B CBA3U C A0ObIYEN NepBMYHON PTYTU B
nocénke AupaapkeH, Kolproiackou Pecny6nuku”

BBepeHue

HacToswee 0606w eHMe KpaTKO NpeAcTaBnsieT OCHOBHble AaHHble U BbIBOAbl UTOrOBOM
oueHKM npoekTa nobanbHoro akonormyeckoro ¢goHaa (F3d) u Mporpammbl OOH no
okpyxatoLuen cpege (FOHEM) «CHMXeHMe rnobanbHbIX U MECTHbLIX 3KONOrMYECKUX PUCKOB,
BO3HUKAKLWMX B CBA3U C A06bIYEN NepBUYHON PTYTU B NOCENKe AngapkeH, Kblprbi3ckomn
Pecny6nunku» 3’

B cooTBeTcTBME C cornaweHuem, noanucaHHbiM 3®, u nonmtukon KOHEM no oueHke
NPOEKTOB, MTOrOBas OLEeHKA NPOBOAUTCA Ha 3aK/HOYNTENIbHOM CTaaun WM NO 3aBepLUEHUMU
NMpoeKkTa C Lenbio OueHKU ero 3¢h(deKTUBHOCTM (C TOYKM 3PEeHUst aKTyasbHOCTU W
NPOAYKTUBHOCTM), @ TaKXe AJisi onpefesieHns pe3ysibTaToB U nocneacTeuii (hakTUYeCKux u
BO3MOXXHbIX), BbITEKAOLIUX U3 NPOEKTA, BKJIOYAs UX YCTONYMUBOCTb.

[IBYMsi OCHOBHbIMM LieNsiIMU OLLeHKM NpoekTa siBnstoTca: (1) npefocTaBneHne pesynbTaToB
npoekTa Ans yAOBNeTBOPEHUSI TPe6OBaHWUIN OTYETHOCTU, U (2) copencTBME OnepaTUBHOMY
ynyuleHuto paboTbl, 06y4YeHU0 U 06MeHy 3HaHusMu Mexay HOHEM u ee napTHepamwu
NnocpeACcTBOM MOJIYYEHHbIX Pe3yNbTaTOB M U3BJIEYEHHbIX YPOKOB. TakuM 06pasom, B xoze
HacTofILEen OLEeHKU onpepensanacb MpakTuyeckas LLEeHHOCTb W3BJIEYEHHbIX YPOKOB AnNA
pa3paboTku M peanusauuy Mnocnefyrowmux MPOeKTOB, CBA3aHHbIX C A06bl4en pPTYyTUM B
Kbiprbisckon Pecnybnuke.

OueHka npoBoAMSIaCb HE3aBUCUMbIM 3KCMEPTOM, CMeuuanncTtoM B 0651aCTU CHWXKEHUS
PUCKOB AJ1I 3[0pPOBbsl HacesleHUsi OT 3arpsisHeHUsI OKPYXXaloLen cpefbl TsHKeNbIMU
MeTannamu. C60p AaHHbIX BKIKOYan 0630p AOKYMEHTaLUMUM MO NPOEKTY, IMYHble BCTPEYU U
nHTepBblo Mo Skype c pagom pecnoHgeHToB (Bcero 30 yenoBek), BUSUT B KbIprbi3cTaH,
yyacTue B 3acefjaHnm PykoBoasiLLero KOMUTETA, FAe OCHOBHbIE JOCTMXEHUA NPOeKTa Obinn
LLONOXEHbI LUIMPOKOMY KPYTy YYaCTHUKOB M 3aUHTEPECOBaHHbIX CTOPOH.

KpaTkKoe onucaHue npoekTa

MpoekT 6bin paspaboTaH B 2011-2012 rr gns pewweHus Npo6aeMbl PTYTHOrO 3arpsi3HEHUA U
BO34eNCTBUSA PTYTU Ha YesnoBeKka B rnoc. AngapkeH. MpoeKTHbIN AOKYMEHT uMeeT TUMUYHYIO
CTPYKTYPY M BKJOYaeT B ceba crnefylolwime 3afauyun: a) COKpalleHVWe WM ycTpaHeHue
TEKYLNX BbIGPOCOB 3arpA3HSAOWMX BelecTs; 6) NpoBeAeHWe OLEeHKU COCTOSIHUA
OKpY)XatlolLen cpefbl U 340pOBbS NHOAEN; B) MOBbILEHWE OCBEAOMIEHHOCTU JOAEN; T)
paspaboTka MacliTabHOro njaHa Mo peaéunuTauuu; [) OCYLLECTBJIEHNE HEKOTOpPbIX

31130 ID npoekra: 4985
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Hanbosiee BO3MOXHbIX Mep Mo o4YnucTKke. B AornonHeHue K aTum OenCTBUSM B NPOeKTe TakKXe
o6anJ,aeTcs| BHMMaHMe Ha J3KOHOMUYecCKoe pas3BuUTue paVIOHa C UeJIbl0 YMEHbLUEeHUA
3aBUCUMOCTU MECTHOI0 HaceneHua ot I'OpHOJJ,O6bIBaI'OLIJ,eFO npon3seBoacTBa.

9TV 3ajaun 6blIM CrpynnUpPoBaHbl B 4 KOMMOHEHTA C OTAENbHbIMU MEPONpPUATUSIMY,
npoayktamuM u pesynbtaTamu. KOMNOHEHT 1 BKIOYas MepOnpUSATUA MO  OKasaHuK
COfEeNCTBMA MECTHOMY COOOLLecTBY MO nepexody OT MPOU3BOACTBA PTYTU K APYrUMm
anbTepHaTUBHbIM NPOM3BOACTBAM, CBA3aHHbIM WM HET C ropHoAo6blyeir. KOMMOHEHT 2
BK/IOYan paboTy MO OUEHKe OKpyXatolen cpeabl M 300pOBbS YesioBeKa C  Lesibio
OoXapaKTepusoBaTb 3arpsi3HEHWE OKPYXKatoLen cpelbl U PUCKU AS1st 300POBbsS HacesleHus.
KoMnoHeHT 3 BK/OYan AerncTBUS MO MIAHUPOBAHUIO U peanusauum paboT Mo 0YUCTKe U
peKkynbTMBaLUN 3arpsisBHEHHOW TeppuTopun. KOMMOHEHT 4 6bll NOCBALEH MOBbILEHUIO
YPOBHSI 06pa3oBaHHOCTM U OCBEAOMJIEHHOCTU. Bce 3T MeponpusaTus 6banM HanpaeseHbl
Ha OOCTMXXEHME TNaBHOM LiesIn — «OXpaHa 3[40POBbS YenoBeKa W 3alluTa OKPYXKaloLLen
cpefibl OT TOKCMYECKOro BO3feicTBUA pTyTU NyTEM nepenpoduiMpoBaHus KOMGUHaATa Mo
NpPOM3BOACTBY NEPBUYHOM PTYTH U COOOLLECTBA.

Pe3yanaTb| OLleHKU U BblBOA4 bl

MpoeKT 6bin Xopowo 060CHOBaH, U BCA AEATENbHOCTb Oblila HanpaBfieHa Ha CHUXeHue
pUCKOB pAJi1 3[0pOBbA W Ha COKpallieHMe 3aBUCUMOCTM OT PTYTHOroO NPOU3BOACTBA.
CTpyKTypa npoeKkTa MMeeT CTpaTermyeckoe 3HayeHWe fAna peweHus rnobdanbHblX,
pernoHanbHbIX M HaLMOHAMbHbIX 3KOSIOMMYECKUX MpPo6SeM M COOTBETCTBYeT MaHpaTy
IOHEMN, ee cTpaTerMaMm u npuoputeTaM. [eATeNbHOCTb MO MNPOEKTY crnoco6cTBoBana
OOCTWMXXEHUIO TOro, YTO «rocyfapcTBa M Apyrue sauMHTepecoBaHHble CTOPOHbI YBesMyuIn
noteHuman n GUHaHCUpPOBaHWNE AJ1A OLLEHKM, YIIPaABJIEHUS U CHUXKEHUS PUCKOB A1 34,0POBbS
yenoBeKa M OKpYyXaroLen cpefbl, CO34aBaeMbIX XMMUYECKUMU BeLLeCTBAMMU U OMacHbIMU
oTxogamu».

MpoeKT 6b11 peanvMsoBaH C 3af,EePXXKON B Havyane n ¢ nocneayroLlmm nNpoaieHneM CpoKoB:
n3HavanbHo pa6oTa nnaHupoBanacb ¢ 01.10.2012 no 06.05.2016, a dakTMyeckn NpoekT
peanusoBbiBancs ¢ 05.05.2013 no 31.03.2018. 310 6b1710 CBSAI3aHO C OpraHM3aLMOHHbIMU
npo6neMaMm U  CNOXHOCTAMM BO B3aMMOOTHOLLEHMAX MEXAY Y4YaCTHUKaMu U
3avHTepecoBaHHbIMU CTOPOHaMM.

B pesynbTate pa6oTbl npoekTa M3 14 3anfaHUMpPOBaHHbIX MNPOAYKTOB MONIHOCTbIO
peanusoBaHbl 8 M 6 yvacTuuyHo. Bbin npoBefeH 6Gonbluo 06beM paboTbl M NPOEKT
CNoco6CTBOBAN PacLUMPEHUI0 BO3MOXHOCTEN B Kbiprbi3cTaHe Nno NPoBeAEHNI0 aHann3o0B Ha
copepXaHue pTYyTU B pasiuuHbIX cpepax. bbin cobpaH 3HauMTENbHbI 06BHEM HOBbIX
JaHHbIX MO 3arpsisHEHNIO B NOC. AWJAPKEH M ero OKPeCTHOCTSX U MO MNOCTYM/IEHUIO PTYTU B
opraHusm ntoaen. Bmecte ¢ AOCTUXKEHMS MpoekTa OblIM AOCTATOYHO CKPOMHbIMMU MO
M3MEHEHUIO CYLLLeCTBYHOLLLEN cUTyaummn B noc. AapkeH. B yacTHOCTM Hesb3si ckasaTtb, YTO
CTano MeHbLUe 3arpsA3HeHUs] PTYTbO UM YMEHbLUMAOCH BO3AENCTBUE PTYTH Ha NIOAEN.
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Mpsmon  pesynbtaT (1)  «anbTepHaTUBHblE  MHOrooTpacneBble  BO3MOXHOCTM
TPYAOYCTPOMUCTBA BbISIBAIEHbl U AOCTYMHbI ANs coobuwecTtBa» 6bi1 YaCTUYHO AOCTUMHYT.
HonrocpoyHblit pesynbTaTt (1) «3aBUCMMOCTb COO6LLECTBA OT A06bIYM PTYTU YMEHbLUeHa
NyTeM BbISIB/IEHUS aflbTEPHATUBHbBIX BapUaHTOB 3aHATOCTU» OLEHEH KaK HeAOCTUrHYTbIN.
opHOEe NPoM3BOACTBO NPEKPATUOCh M3-3a BHELLIHMX (haKTOPOB, HO Kak oXuaaeTcs, byaeT
BO306HOBJIEHO.

Haunbonbluee BNusSiHWE Ha CUMTyauuto B CTpPaHe NMPOEKT OKasas B KOMMOHeHTe 2. MeCTHbIN
noTeHUmMan no MpPOBEAEHUIO WCCNefoBaHUM 3arpsi3HEHUs OKpyXXarowien cpepbl Obi
3HAaUNTENbHO  YBeNMYEeH 6narogapsA  OOyYeHMIO, MNPUOOPETEHUO  COBPEMEHHOrO
060pyaoBaHMS U NpoOBeAEeHUIO MONEBbIX UccneaoBaHMn. 3Ty paboTy cnegyeT NpPoaoKaTh,
ONUpasicb Ha CyL,ecTBYylOLME AOCTUXEHMSA. [TPOEKT cNOCO6CTBOBAN AOCTUXEHMIO NPAMOro
peaynbTaTa (2) «ynydweHne MOHUTOPMHIa 340POBbS YesloBeKa U OKpYXKatoLen cpeabl» U
JlONrocpoyYHoro pesynbTaTa (2) «Bo3faencTBME A06bIYM PTYTU OLEHMBAETCS C MOMOLLbHO
yrny6neHHOro MOHUTOPMHIra 340pPOBbA YenoBeKa U OKpyXatowen cpegbl». [JOCTUrHYTble
pesynbTaTbl HUXE LeNieBblX 3HAYEHUN MokasaTenen, HO 3TO 6bII0 CBA3aHO C MO3AHUM U
HErMosHbIM MoslyYyeHneM cOoUHAHCUPOBAHUS MPOEKTA, KOTOPOE AOJ/MKHO OblI0 MONTU Ha
noAAep>XkKy paboTbl HA HaYaNlbHOM aTarne.

MNpsAMble pe3ynbTaTbl N0 KOMMOHEHTaM 3 U 4 No NNaHUPOBaHMIO paboT Mo pemMeauaLmmn u
MOBbILIEHUIO OCBEeAOMEHHOCTU OblINN AOCTUrHYTbl YAaCTUYHO U UMEIOT HauMEHbLUYHO
BEPOSAATHOCTb BO3AevcTBUA. B paboTe npoekTa O6bLM  COXHOCTU CBSI3aHHble C
NpoTMBOAENCTBUEM afMUHUCTPaLMN XangapKaHCKOro pTyTHOr0O KOM6UHaTa, 0CO6eHHO Ha
HayasibHOM 3Tare.

YCTOMUMBOCTb pe3ynbTaTOB MNPOEKTa 3a HEKOTOPbIMU WUCKJIIOYEHUSIMU OLIEHWBAeTCA B
LenoM KakK Hu3Kasi 6e3 BHellHel nopnep>ku. PesaynbTaT 1 no noppepXke MecTHOro
6u3Heca, KOTOpblN 6bl CO3Jan HECKONIbKO paboyux MecT, - 3TO pesynbTaT, KOTOopbI,
BepoATHO, 6yaeT pa6oTaTb Janblue. [pyrMM YCTOWUYMBBLIM [OCTMXKEHUEM SIBSIETCA
yBeNMYeHne nabopaTopHOro NoTeHLMana no UCCNefoBaHUsAM pPTYTK B cTpaHe. YTo KacaeTcs
APYruMx 4yacTel NpPoeKTa, TO MOXHO ONMPaTbCA Ha CYLLECTBYHLLME AOCTUXKEHUS, UYTO6bI
pewnTb nNpo6nemMy BO3AEWCTBUA PTYTU Ha 3[40poBbe B AnfapkeHe. Ho pgns aToro
noTpebyeTcs noaaep)kka MexayHapoaHbIX UHCTUTYTOB.

OueHka nokasarna, YTo MPOeKT B LE/IOM COOTBETCTBOBAsN TPEOGOBAHUSAM MO MOHUTOPUHIY U
OTYETHOCTW, BCE OTYETbl NPEAOCTaBMA/INCL CBOEBPEMEHHO M C afeKBATHbIM BHUMAHUEM K
AetansM u cogepxaHuto. OTYeTbl CyonoapsAAYMKOB MO KaXAOMY BUAY AEATENbHOCTU Aanu
yeTKOe OMnucaHune npoBefAeHHON paboTbl. KomaHAa npoekTa perynspHo npepocTaensna
Joknaabl 0 xofe pabot PykoBoasuieMy komuTteTy npoekta u IOHEI. Bo3amMoXxHo, cnepoBaino
NPoOn3BeCTU CPeAHECPOYHYHO OLIEHKY Yepes 12 MecsueB Mocsfie Havana peanusauun npoekTa.
9T0 nomorno 6bl fyywe OTC/eXuBaTb MNPOrpecc MpoekTa M BHECTM CBOEBPEMEHHbIE
NU3MEHEeHUA B peanunsauumio.

MoTeHuMan nNo BOCMPOM3BOACTBY MNPOEKTa OLEHMBAETCS KaK XOPOLWWWA. AHanormyHbie
paboTbl, B YACTHOCTU KOMMOHEHTbI 2-4, MOXHO 6bINI0 6bl peanusoBaTb B APYrUX NMOJ0OHbIX
MecTax B lOXHOM KbIprbi3acTaHe C COKpalLeHHbIM WAM HefaBHO MpeKpaLleHHbIM
NpousBOACTBOM pTyTu: YayBan unm Yny-Too. MpoekT Kacancsi He TOJSIbKO MPOU3BOACTBA
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PTYTWU, HO U OLEHKN KOHLEHTPALUA TOKCUMYHOIO MbllbsiKa U CypbMbl. ITOT OMbIT MOXHO
6b110 6bl MCMONb30BaTb B Oyaywen paboTe B MNOceskax CO CXOA4HbIM XapaKTepom
3arpsisHeHus: Kapamxae, Tepek-Cae u ppyrnx mMmectax B KbiprbidcTtaHe. [lpu pelueHun
npobnemM no OxpaHe OKpyXatowen cpeabl B AH300e, TafXMKUCTAH TaKXe MOXHO
NCMonb30BaTh NOJIyYEHHbIW OMNbIT HACTOSILLLENO NPOEKTA.

B uenom, npoekT oLeHnBaeTCA Kak YMEePeHHO yAOBHeTBopVITeIIbeIﬁ.

MU3BneyeHHble YPOKHU

N3BneyeHHble YPOKU NO NPOEKTY NpeacTaB/i€Hbl HUXKE:

Ypok 1: TwiaTesnbHO OLEHUTE MECTHbIM MOTeHUMasn, YTobbl CTaBUTb Haubonee
peanucTuyHble LeSIM NPOEKTa, CBA3aHHbIE C MOHUTOPUHIOM W PeKynbTuBauunen. B
XoAe paboTbl nNpoekTa psf Mokasatened He Obil JOCTUTHYT, U 3TO MOXHO
O0ODBACHUTb BJIMSIHWEM HECKONbKUX akTopoB. OAWH M3 HUX — 3TO aMOBULMO3Hble
LeneBble MHAUMKATOPbI NPOeKTa, KOTOpble He BMOJSIHE COOTBETCTBOBASIM MECTHbIM
ycnoBuaM. Hanpumep, B KOMMOHEHTe 2 KOMMYEeCTBO NtoAen B Mocenkax, rae
KOHTPO/IMPOBAnoCb BO3AENCTBME Ha 340poBbe, 6biNO 3asBfeHo y4dacTue 5000
YesioBeK, B TO BpeMs Kak 6b1s10 hakTnyeckm npoTecTMpoBaHo Tonbko 200 yenosek,
YTO COOTBETCTBOBAJIO MMEBLUMMCSA BO3MOXHOCTAM. [lpyron npumep: B KOMMOHEHTE
3 0AHUM K3 nokKasaTesnien 6b1N10 47 ra OropoXXeHHon TeppuTopmn. Ho aTo okasanocb
C/IMLUKOM CJIOXKHO OCYLLLeCTBUTb M3-3a HejocTaTKa onbiTa U U3-3a OTCYTCTBUSA
COTPYAHMYECTBa C afMUHUCTpaLMen KoOMbUHaTa.

Ypok 2: He CTOUT HeJoOLeHMBATb CYLLECTBYIOLLINE PUCKU ANA peannsaumm npoekTa.
Peanusauma npoekTta 6bina OTIOXKEHA U3-3a NPO6SEM, CBA3AHHbIX C CUTyauuen B
CTpaHe M rocygapcCTBeHHbIX CTpykTypax. CTpaHa nepexwuna pesosnouuio B 2010
rogy (BTOpas peBosiloLMSA 3a AECATUNETME), U MOTPe6OBANIOCb HECKOJIbKO JIeT,
YyTOObl NPaBUTENIbCTBEHHbIE OpraHbl MPOLIM Yepe3 U3MEHEHUSI U PEOPraHU3aumio.
9T0 HaNpsIMYIO NOBAMANO Ha NPOEKT. B gaHHOM cny4yae dakTuyeckoe Hayano 6biso
3aZlep>XaHo B CBA3W C YeM CPOK paboT 6bIsT 3aKOHOMEPHO MPOAJIEH.

Ypok 3: CnenyeTr Hanbosee KOPPEKTHO OLEHMBATb MMeEHUIMECH BO3MOXHOCTU U
OKa3blBaTb [A0CTATOYHYH SKCMEPTHYH NoaaepXKy. ITOT NPOEeKT 6bia NepBbiM
KOMMNJIEKCHbIM MPOEeKTOM Takoro poga B KblprbisctaHe. B xofe npoekTta
npoBoAauMnacb fAeTanbHasA OLEHKa COCTOSIHUA OKpYyXakwen cpeabl U 300pOBbSA
yenoBeKa, U Benacb paboTa MO 3KOHOMMYECKMM BOMPOCaM U MepPONpUSATUSIMU MO
pekynbTuBauum cpepbl. B cTpaHe noka HepoCTaTOYHO OMbiTa MO MPOBEAEHUID
nofo6bHbix paboT. B uTOre HekoTopble pe3ynbTaTbl HE COOTBETCTBOBAsM
M3Ha4vasibHbIM NflaHaM U NoKasaTensam npoekTta. Hanpumep, akonornyeckas oLeHKa,
npoBefeHHass B paMKax MeponpuaTui KomnoHeHTa 2, obecneuwmna XOpPOLLMI
pe3ynbTaT W WHTepecHble fAaHHble. lpeanonaranocb, YTO cobpaHHble AaHHble
Nno3BONIAAIT NnaHMpoBaTb paboTbl MO pekynbTuBauun. OAHaKO NOJyYeHHasn
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UHbOpMaunUs He MO3BONSET KapTUMPOBaTb MJIOWAAN M KOHTYPbl 3arpsi3HEHHbIX
y4acTKOB, U YPOBHU UX 3arpsAsHeHus. WccnegoBaHue NpousBOAWIIOCH CKOpee Kak
KayeCTBEHHaSs, a He KaK KOJIMYeCTBeHHas OLeHKa. 9TO MOXHO 6b110 6bl UCNPABUT,
ecnm 6 OblN1 NpUrnalleH 3KCrnepT ANIA OKasaHus MOMOLLUM B MIAaHUPOBAHUM M
npoBefeHUN UCCNef0BaHMA.

BTopbIM NpuMepoMm fiBRSieTCA OTUYET O CTpaTerny pekysibTuBaLMmn, NOArOTOBEHHbIN
npu pa6ote no KomnoHeHTy 3. 3TO OTYET XOPOLIEro KayectBa C MOAPOOGHbIM
aHanM3oM OofAHOM uAeHTUdMUMPOBaAHHOM cTpaTermM no peabunuTtaumn. Ho aTa
cTpaTeruss He NPMBOAUT K COKpALLEHWUIO BbIGPOCOB PTYTU Ha TEPPUTOPUU UM K
YMEHbLUEHUIO BO3AENCTBUA PTYTU Ha Ntofen. B aToM cnyyae, cneumanmcT no oueHke
PUCKOB, U WHXEHEP, MMEKLNA OMbiT BOCCTAHOBJIEHME 3arpsi3HEHHbIX PTYTbIO
TeppuTopui, Mornu 6bl NOMOYb BbIIBUTb Haubonee noaxogsiwme 3ddeKTUBHbIE
cTpaTeruu, KoTopble MOrM 6bl 6bITb MNOAPOGHO pa3paboTaHbl MECTHbIMU
crneunannucTamu.

e Ypok 4. Cnepyer obecneuyvnTb paboyme OTHOWEHUS C MpeacTaBUTENsSMU
NPOMBILIIIEHHOrO MNPOM3BOACTBA. 3TO 4acTO SfABASETCA [OBOJIbHO [JefIMKaTHOM
npo6neMorM B TaKWX MNpoeKkTax, MOCKONbKY aKTUBHasA ropHoAo6bIBatoLLas
MPOMBILLNIEHHOCTb UMEEeT TEeHAEHUUIO NMPOTUBOAENCTBUSA CTPOrMM 3KONOMMYECKUM
HOpMaM U YCUIMUAIM, HanpaBfieHHbIM Ha BbisiBfieHWe (aKTUYecKux nocneacTBun
3arpsAi3HeHNs1 OKpyXKatoLLen cpelbl fobbiver M nepepaboTkon pyabl. HecmoTps Ha
TO, YTO XanpapKaHCKU PTYTHbIM KOMOMHAT NpuUHagNeXuT rocyfapcTsy, Mexay
YyrleHaMu NPOEKTHOW rpynMbl U aAMUHUCTpaLMen KOM6UHaTa COTPYAHNUYECTBO ObIso
MWHUMasbHbLIM, U Jaxe Chyyanucb OTKpbITble pasHoriacusa. 3To ykasblBaeT Ha
HecornacoBaHHOCTb B MpaBUTENIbCTBE OTHOCUTENIbHO MOAAEPXKKM MPOEKTa, YTO
0Tpasuniocb Ha noneBon pabote. MNofo6HbIe NPobneMbl AOMKHbI YCTPAHATLCA [0
Havarna npoeKToB.

PekomeHpauumn

OcHOBaHHble Ha BbIBOJAX, pe3ynbTaTax W W3BNEYEHHbIX YpOKax mnocneayoLne
pekoMmeHZauun appecoBaHbl Mporpamme OOH no 3awuTte okpyxawuen cpeabl (Kak
areHTCTBY-UCMOSIHUTENIO), YTOObl MOMOYb B pa3paboTKe nH6bIX 6yAywmnx NoA0GHbIX
npoekToB B Kbiprbidckon Pecny6nuvke nnu pyrux ctpaHax permoHa.

PekomeHgauma 1. CnegyeT NoAroToBUTb CTpaTerMyeckuin nnaH, YTobbl CTPYKTYPUPOBATh
nocrneayowmnn NPOeKT Mo CHUXEHUIO PUCKOB ANA 340poBbA B AjapkeHe. Co3gaHue U
peanusauus TakKoro MjaHa C Y4YeTOM BCEX W3BJIEYEHHbIX YPOKOB, MOXET 06ecrneynTb
yCTOWYMBbIE B AONITOCPOYHON NepcrneKTMBe pesynbTaThl.

PekomeHaaums 2. Heo6xoaMMO BKIKOUYUTL B CReAyrHOLWMn NPOEKT ApYrue nocesiku Ha tore
Kbiprbiackon Pecny6nuku co cxogHbIMU npobnemamu 3arpasHeHus: Yaysaun, Kagamxkan,
Yny-Too, Tepek-Can u gp., rage M3BeCTHO UM NOA03peBaeTCA BbICOKOE COoAepXaHue pTyTH,
CYpbMbl MM MbiwbsKa. MNpaBUIbHO CTPYKTypUpOBaHHass paboTa MO OLEHKE COCTOSIHUSA
OKpyXatowen cpefbl U 340pOBbA MO3BOAUT onpefenvuTb MPUOPUTETHOCTL Mep Mo
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BOCCTAHOBJIEHUIO MU MUHUMU3ALMKU NOCNEeACTBUN AN 340POBbS, YTOObI OHM 6bINIM 60nee
3¢hdEKTUBHBIMU U YCMELLHBIMW.

PekomeHpaumsa 3. B pamkax paspaboTku cnepylrowiero npoekta cnepyeT YyAenuUTb
BHUMaHue 3(OPEKTUBHON U peanbHOW CTpaTerMm OYUCTKKW, KOoTopas Morna 6bl 6biTb
peanusoBaHa B 6yaylieM ANs peleHnsa nNpobnemMbl PTYTHOro 3arpsasHeHUss B AngapkeHe.
OTaenbHble cTpaTeruun crnegyet paspabaTbiBaTb ANS KaXAOro 3arpA3HEHHOro yyacTka B
IO>XHOM KbIprbl3cTaHe. Paspa6oTtka Takux cTparterum ] ocyliecTBieHue
9KCMNepuUMeHTanbHbIX MPOEKTOB MO3BOMMAM Obl flyylle MOHATb BO3MOXXHbIE peLleHUs U
Heo6X0AMMble PECYPCbI A1 CHUXKEHUA MW YCTPaAHEHMSA PUCKOB ANs 340POBbS.

PekomeHpaums 4. 3akoHogaTeslbHasA 6a3a KblprbiacTaHa U ee NpUMeHeHne A,0MKHbI 6biTb
npoaHanu3upoBaHbl Ha npeaMeT JbbiX NPenATCTBUA ANs nNpoBeAeHuss paboT no
peabunutaumn. Heobxoaumo paspaboTtaTb psaa pPeKoOMeHAauun Ha OCHoBe Haubonee
N3BECTHbIX MeXAYyHapOoaHbIX NpPaKTUK, Kacarowmxcs COBEpLUEHCTBOBAHMS
3aKoHoAaTeNbHOW 6a3bl UM ee UCMOJSIb30BaHUA LA 06neryeHust peannsaymm npoeKkToB
peKynbTUBaLMM U OYUCTKU OKPYXKaIOLLLEN cpeabl.

PekomeHpaumsa 5. 0O6ecneuynTb [OCTATOYHYHO  SKCMEPTHYHO MOAAEPXKKY  MECTHbIX
creunannucToB, U WUCNONb30BaTb CUCTEMY YMNpaBifieHUs, OCHOBAHHYIO Ha pesysbTaTax,
yTOOblI peannsauns NpoekTa NPUMBOAMNA K MiaHUPYeEMbIM pesysibTaTaM C AOJITOCPOYHbIM
BO3[eNCTBUEM.

Pekomengauma 6. YJ'IyLlLIJVITb MEeXBeAOMCTBEHHOE B3auUMOJENCTBUE rocygapCTtBeHHbIX
CTPYKTYpP U yd4acTne 3anHTeEpeCOBaHHbIX CTOPOH B NPOEKTE.

PekomeHpauma 7. [loBbicUTb MNpO3payHOCTb M  MHGMOPMALMOHHOE COMPOBOXAEHMWE
BbINOJIHEHUSA NPOeKTa.
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Annex XI. Assessment of the evaluation report quality

Evaluation Title:

Terminal Evaluation of the Project: Terminal Evaluation of the UN Environment —Global Environment Facility
Project “Reducing global and local environmental risks from primary mercury mining in Khaidarkan, the Kyrgyz
Republic”

All UN Environment evaluations are subject to a quality assessment by the Evaluation Office. This is an assessment
of the quality of the evaluation product (i.e. evaluation report) and is dependent on more than just the
consultant’s efforts and skills. Nevertheless, the quality assessment is used as a tool for providing structured
feedback to the evaluation consultants, especially at draft report stage. This guidance is provided to support
consistency in assessment across different Evaluation Managers and to make the assessment process as
transparent as possible.

UN Environment Final
Evaluation Office Report
Comments Rating

Substantive Report Quality Criteria

Quality of the Executive Summary: Draft report:

The Summary should be able to stand alone as an accurate summary
of the main evaluation product. It should include a concise overview
of the evaluation object; clear summary of the evaluation objectives
and scope; overall evaluation rating of the project and key features of
performance (strengths and weaknesses) against exceptional criteria | Final report: 6
(plus reference to where the evaluation ratings table can be found
within the report); summary of the main findings of the exercise,
including a synthesis of main conclusions (which include a summary
response to key strategic evaluation questions), lessons learned and
recommendations.

I. Introduction Draft report:

A brief introduction should be given identifying, where possible and
relevant, the following: institutional context of the project (sub-
programme, Division, regions/countries where implemented) and
coverage of the evaluation; date of PRC approval and project 6
document signature); results frameworks to which it contributes (e.g.
Expected Accomplishment in POW); project duration and start/end Final report:
dates; number of project phases (where appropriate); implementing

partners; total secured budget and whether the project has been

evaluated in the past (e.g. mid-term, part of a synthesis evaluation,
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evaluated by another agency etc.)

Consider the extent to which the introduction includes a concise
statement of the purpose of the evaluation and the key intended
audience for the findings?

Il. Evaluation Methods Draft report:

This section should include a description of how the TOC at
Evaluation®* was designed (who was involved etc.) and applied to the
context of the project?

A data collection section should include: a description of evaluation
methods and information sources used, including the number and
type of respondents; justification for methods used (e.g. Final report:
qualitative/quantitative; electronic/face-to-face); any selection
criteria used to identify respondents, case studies or sites/countries
visited; strategies used to increase stakeholder engagement and
consultation; details of how data were verified (e.g. triangulation,

review by stakeholders etc.). 6

The methods used to analyse data (e.g. scoring; coding; thematic
analysis etc.) should be described.

It should also address evaluation limitations such as: low or
imbalanced response rates across different groups; extent to which
findings can be either generalised to wider evaluation questions or
constraints on aggregation/disaggregation; any potential or apparent
biases; language barriers and ways they were overcome.

Ethics and human rights issues should be highlighted including: how
anonymity and confidentiality were protected and strategies used to
include the views of marginalised or potentially disadvantaged groups
and/or divergent views.

Ill. The Project Draft report:
This section should include:

e  Context: Overview of the main issue that the project is trying
to address, its root causes and consequences on the
environment and human well-being (i.e. synopsis of the
problem and situational analyses).

e  Objectives and components: Summary of the project’s results

hierarchy as stated in the ProDoc (or as officially revised) Final report:

e  Stakeholders: Description of groups of targeted stakeholders

32 During the Inception Phase of the evaluation process a TOC at Design is created based on the information contained in the approved project
documents (these may include either logical framework or a TOC or narrative descriptions). During the evaluation process this TOC is revised
based on changes made during project intervention and becomes the TOC at Evaluation.
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organised according to relevant common characteristics

®  Project implementation structure and partners: A description
of the implementation structure with diagram and a list of
key project partners

® Changes in design during implementation: Any key events
that affected the project’s scope or parameters should be
described in brief in chronological order

e  Project financing: Completed tables of: (a) budget at design
and expenditure by components (b) planned and actual
sources of funding/co-financing

IV. Theory of Change

A summary of the project’s results hierarchy should be presented for:
a) the results as stated in the approved/revised Prodoc logframe/TOC
and b) as formulated in the TOC at Evaluation. The two results
hierarchies should be presented as a two column table to show clearly
that, although wording and placement may have changed, the results
‘goal posts’ have not been ‘moved’. The TOC at Evaluation should be
presented clearly in both diagrammatic and narrative forms. Clear
articulation of each major causal pathway is expected, (starting from
outputs to long term impact), including explanations of all drivers and
assumptions as well as the expected roles of key actors.

Draft report:

Final report:

V. Key Findings

A. Strategic relevance:

This section should include an assessment of the project’s relevance
in relation to UN Environment’s mandate and its alignment with UN
Environment’s policies and strategies at the time of project approval.
An assessment of the complementarity of the project with other
interventions addressing the needs of the same target groups should
be included. Consider the extent to which all four elements have been
addressed:

V. Alignment to the UN Environment Medium Term Strategy
(MTS) and Programme of Work (POW)
Vi. Alignment to UN Environment/GEF/Donor Strategic Priorities
vii. Relevance to Regional, Sub-regional and National
Environmental Priorities
viii. Complementarity with Existing Interventions

Draft report:

Final report:
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B. Quality of Project Design Draft report:
To what extent are the strength and weaknesses of the project design 6
effectively summarized?
Final report:
C. Nature of the External Context Draft report:
For projects where this is appropriate, key external features of the
project’s implementing context that may have been reasonably
expected to limit the project’s performance (e.g. conflict, natural
disaster, political upheaval) should be described. .
Final report:
5
Mine flooding is an
interesting event but
is not necessary an
event that hindered
project
implementation.
D. Effectiveness Draft report:
(i) Outputs and Direct Outcomes: How well does the report present
a well-reasoned, complete and evidence-based assessment of the 6
achievement of a) outputs, and b) direct outcomes? How convincing
is the discussion of attribution and contribution, as well as the
limitations to attributing effects to the intervention. Final report:
Draft report:
Final report:
(i) Likelihood of Impact: How well does the report present an Very brief section,
integrated analysis, guided by the causal pathways represented by the | Put at the same time
it is relatively well 4

TOC, of all evidence relating to likelihood of impact?

How well are change processes explained and the roles of key actors,
as well as drivers and assumptions, explicitly discussed?

stated that there was
virtually no expected
progress towards the
intended impact (or
impact pathways).
However, as the
reconstructed TOC
identified multiple
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drivers and
assumptions these
could have been
further elaborated
here.
E. Financial Management Draft report:
This section should contain an integrated analysis of all dimensions
evaluated under financial management. And include a completed
‘financial management’ table.
Consider how well the report addresses the following: Final report:
5
e completeness of financial information, including the actual
project costs (total and per activity) and actual co-financing
used
e communication between financial and project management
staff and
e compliance with relevant UN financial management
standards and procedures.
F. Efficiency Draft report:
To what extent, and how well, does the report present a well-
reasoned, complete and evidence-based assessment of efficiency
under the primary categories of cost-effectiveness and timeliness
including:
e Implications of delays and no cost extensions Final report: 5
e Time-saving measures put in place to maximise results within
the secured budget and agreed project timeframe
e Discussion of making use of/building on pre-existing
institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources,
synergies and complementarities with other initiatives,
programmes and projects etc.
e The extent to which the management of the project
minimised UN Environment’s environmental footprint.
G. Monitoring and Reporting Draft report:
How well does the report assess:
5

e  Monitoring design and budgeting (including SMART
indicators, resources for MTE/R etc.)

e  Monitoring implementation (including use of monitoring data
for adaptive management)

Final report:
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e Project reporting (e.g. PIMS and donor report)
H. Sustainability Draft report:
How well does the evaluation identify and assess the key conditions
or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the -
persistence of achieved direct outcomes including:
Final report:

e Socio-political Sustainability
e Financial Sustainability
e Institutional Sustainability (including issues of partnerships)

I. Factors Affecting Performance Draft report:

These factors are not discussed in stand-alone sections but are
integrated in criteria A-H as appropriate. To what extent, and how

well, does the evaluation report cover the following cross-cutting Final report:
themes:
5
e Preparation and readiness
. . 33 Sections discussed
e Quality of project management and supervision ]
o ) separately, but this
e Stakeholder participation and co-operation
seems to be
e Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity supporting the
e  Country ownership and driven-ness previous sections
e Communication and public awareness
VI. Conclusions and Recommendations Draft report:
i. Quality of the conclusions: The key strategic questions | Final report: 5
should be clearly and succinctly addressed within the conclusions
section?

It is expected that the conclusions will highlight the main strengths
and weaknesses of the project, and connect them in a compelling
story line. Conclusions, as well as lessons and recommendations,

33 In some cases ‘project management and supervision’ will refer to the supervision and guidance provided by UN Environment to implementing
partners and national governments while in others, specifically for GEF funded projects, it will refer to the project management performance of
the executing agency and the technical backstopping provided by UN Environment.
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should be consistent with the evidence presented in the main body
of the report.

ii) Quality and utility of the lessons: Both positive and negative Draft report:
lessons are expected and duplication with recommendations should
be avoided. Based on explicit evaluation findings lessons should be
rooted in real project experiences or derived from problems .
] ) ; Final report: 6
encountered and mistakes made that should be avoided in the
future. Lessons must have the potential for wider application and
use and should briefly describe the context from which they are

derived and those contexts in which they may be useful.

iii) Quality and utility of the recommendations: Draft report:

To what extent are the recommendations proposals for specific
actions to be taken by identified people/position-holders to resolve
concrete problems affecting the project or the sustainability of its
results. They should be feasible to implement within the timeframe . 6
Final report:
and resources available (including local capacities) and specific in
terms of who would do what and when. Recommendations should
represent a measurable performance target in order that the
Evaluation Office can monitor and assess compliance with the

recommendations.

VII. Report Structure and Presentation Quality

i) Structure and completeness of the report: To what extent | Draft report:
does the report follow the Evaluation Office guidelines? Are all
requested Annexes included and complete? 6

Final report:

i) Quality of writing and formatting: Draft report:

Consider whether the report is well written (clear English language
and grammar) with language that is adequate in quality and tone for
an official document? Do visual aids, such as maps and graphs convey )
key information? Does the report follow Evaluation Office formatting Final report:

guidelines?

A number rating 1-6 is used for each criterion: Highly Satisfactory = 6, Satisfactory = 5, Moderately Satisfactory = 4,
Moderately Unsatisfactory = 3, Unsatisfactory = 2, Highly Unsatisfactory = 1. The overall quality of the evaluation
report is calculated by taking the mean score of all rated quality criteria.
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Evaluation Process Quality Criteria Compliance
Yes No
Independence:
1. Were the Terms of Reference drafted and finalised by the Evaluation Office?
2. Were possible conflicts of interest of proposed Evaluation Consultant(s) appraised X
and addressed in the final selection?
3. Was the final selection of the Evaluation Consultant(s) made by the Evaluation X
Office?
4. Was the evaluator contracted directly by the Evaluation Office? X
5. Was the Evaluation Consultant given direct access to identified external X
stakeholders in order to adequately present and discuss the findings, as
appropriate?
6. Did the Evaluation Consultant raise any concerns about being unable to work freely X
and without interference or undue pressure from project staff or the Evaluation
Office?
7. If Yes to Q6: Were these concerns resolved to the mutual satisfaction of both the
Evaluation Consultant and the Evaluation Manager?
Financial Management:
8. Was the evaluation budget approved at project design available for the X
evaluation?
. Was the final evaluation budget agreed and approved by the Evaluation Office? X
10. Were the agreed evaluation funds readily available to support the payment of the X
evaluation contract throughout the payment process?
Timeliness:
11. If a Terminal Evaluation: Was the evaluation initiated within the period of six X
months before or after project operational completion? Or, if a Mid Term
Evaluation: Was the evaluation initiated within a six-month period prior to the
project’s mid-point?
12. Were all deadlines set in the Terms of Reference respected, as far as unforeseen X
circumstances allowed?
13. Was the inception report delivered and reviewed/approved prior to commencing X
any travel?
Project’'s engagement and support:
14. Did the project team, Sub-Programme Coordinator and identified project X
stakeholders provide comments on the evaluation Terms of Reference?
15. Did the project make available all required/requested documents? X
16. Did the project make all financial information (and audit reports if applicable) X
available in a timely manner and to an acceptable level of completeness?
17. Was adequate support provided by the project to the evaluator(s) in planning and X
conducting evaluation missions?
18. Was close communication between the Evaluation Consultant, Evaluation Office X
and project team maintained throughout the evaluation?
19. Were evaluation findings, lessons and recommendations adequately discussed X
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with the project team for ownership to be established?

20. Did the project team, Sub-Programme Coordinator and any identified project X
stakeholders provide comments on the draft evaluation report?

Quality assurance:

21. Were the evaluation Terms of Reference, including the key evaluation questions, X
peer-reviewed?

22. Was the TOC in the inception report peer-reviewed? X

23. Was the quality of the draft/cleared report checked by the Evaluation Manager X
and Peer Reviewer prior to dissemination to stakeholders for comments?

24. Did the Evaluation Office complete an assessment of the quality of both the draft X
and final reports?

Transparency:

25. Was the draft evaluation report sent directly by the Evaluation Consultant to the X
Evaluation Office?

26. Did the Evaluation Manager disseminate (or authorize dissemination) of the X
cleared draft report to the project team, Sub-Programme Coordinator and other
key internal personnel (including the Reference Group where appropriate) to
solicit formal comments?

27. Did the Evaluation Manager disseminate (or authorize dissemination) appropriate X
drafts of the report to identified external stakeholders, including key partners and
funders, to solicit formal comments?

28. Were all stakeholder comments to the draft evaluation report sent directly to the X
Evaluation Office

29. Did the Evaluation Consultant(s) respond to all factual corrections and
comments?

X

30. Did the Evaluation Office share all comments and Evaluation Consultant X

responses with all those who were invited to comment?

Provide comments / explanations / mitigating circumstances below for any non-compliant process issues.

Process Evaluation Office Comments

Criterion

Number

11 The project was extended after initiating the terminal evaluation process (due to unexpected
realization of some co-funding). The terminal evaluation was initiated approx 10 months before the
actual operational closure. However, the evaluation consultant was able to consider the on-going
activities in his assessment work.

24 Quality assessment table was filled in the end of the evaluation process. However the quality
assessment template was utilized during multiple report reviews in the evaluation office.

30 Evaluation Office/consultant responded directly to those who commented, responses were not
shared with everyone.
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ANNEX XIll. SHORT BIOGRAPHY OF THE CONSULTANT

The Terminal Evaluation was undertaken by Petr Sharov, a consultant working for Pure Earth
Blacksmith Institute (www.pureearth.org). His main area of expertise is Human Health Risk
Assessment from exposure to heavy metals. For 20 years he has worked on health risk
mitigation and cleanup projects in the USA, Russia, Kyrgyz Republic, Kazakhstan, Armenia,
Tajikistan, and Azerbaijan. He specializes on conducting environmental heavy metal
contamination assessments, health risk assessments, designing and implementing
remediation projects. A brief CV is presented in Annex .
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