897 | Evaluation
environment Office
programme

Terminal Evaluation of the
EC DG Environment-UNEP Strategic Cooperation Agreement
under the EU Thematic Programme for Environment and
Sustainable Management of Natural Resources
including Energy (ENRTP)

78
UN &
environment
programme

europa.eu

Evaluation Office of the UN Environment Progamme
April 2020



o

‘fﬁav .
U N W97 | Evaluation

environment Office
programme

Photo credits:
Cover page: Poursandis, D. (2012). A seagrass view. In Seagrass Meadows in Greece al-
bum.

This report has been prepared by independent consultant evaluators and is a product of
the Evaluation Office of UNEP. The findings and conclusions expressed herein do not nec-
essarily reflect the views of Member States or the UN Environment Programme Senior
Management.

For further information on this report, please contact:

Evaluation Office of UNEP

P. 0. Box 30552-00100 GPO

Nairobi Kenya

Tel: (254-20) 762 3389

Email: unenvironment-evaluation-director@un.org

Website: https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/evaluation

EC DG Environment — UNEP Strategic Cooperation Agreement under the EU Thematic Pro-
gramme for Environment and Sustainable Management of Natural Resources including
Energy (ENRTP)

Date April/2020

All rights reserved.

© (2020) UN Environment Programme


mailto:unenvironment-evaluation-director@un.org

Acknowledgements

This Terminal Evaluation was prepared for UNEP by Kris B. Prasada Rao, Sarah Humphrey
and Stephanie Robert Oksen as independent consultants.

The evaluators would like to express their gratitude to all persons met and who contributed
to this evaluation, as listed in Annex A. The evaluation team would like to thank the SCA
Programme Management Unit and in particular Mr Fabien Sordet, Policy Officer (EC DG ENV),
Ms Sandrine Marques, Coordinator of ENRTP-GPGC Programmatic Cooperation (UNEP) and
Ms Celine Fréchou, Programme Officer (UNEP) for their contribution and collaboration
throughout the evaluation process. Sincere appreciation is also expressed to the DG ENV
Task Managers, and ENTRP Focal Points at UNEP and the BRS, CBD and CITES secretariats,
who took time to provide comments to the draft report. The evaluator(s) would also like to
thank Ms Jeanne Demont, Administrative Assistant (EC DG ENV). Special acknowledgements
to Ms Tiina Piiroinen, Evaluation Officer (UNEP).

The evaluation consultants hope that the findings, conclusions and recommendations will
contribute to the successful management and implementation of the ongoing DG ENV-UNEP
GPGC PCA agreement and projects under this agreement, and the continuous improvement
of similar ongoing and future agreements and projects for the EC, UNEP and MEA secretariats
administered by UNEP.

BRIEF CONSULTANT BIOGRAPHY

Mr Kris B. Prasada Rao, Partner at PEMconsult, holds and M.Sc. in human geography and
has 20 years of professional experience in environment, climate change, and natural resource
management. He has carried out assignments in 39 countries in Africa, Asia, Latin America
and Eastern Europe for a broad range of international clients, including the EU and UNEP. Mr
Prasada Rao has since 2010 carried out approximately 30 evaluations and reviews, being
team leader on half of these. This includes complex strategic/policy evaluations, global and
regional multi-country programme evaluations, and in-country project evaluations. Most of
these evaluations were specifically related to environment or climate change. Moreover, Kris
has project management, implementation and supervision, experience from positions in the
Danish Committee for Aid to Afghan Refugees (DACAAR), the International Fund for Agricul-
tural Development (IFAD), and Oxfam America.

Ms Stephanie Robert Oksen, Partner at PEMconsult, holds a PhD in International Develop-
ment Studies and has more than 17 years’ experience in sustainable development, with a
focus on sustainable energy, impacts of infrastructure development (energy and mining) and
climate change mitigation. She is well experienced in project/programme formulation, evalu-
ation and review. This includes global thematic evaluation, and country programme evalua-
tion. She has carried out assignments for international organisations (UNDP, UNEP, EU, WB),
as well as development partners and private companies in Africa, Asia, Europe and the US.



Stephanie also worked on good management practices, social and environmental responsi-
bility in the extractives industries.

Ms Sarah Humphrey has over 25 years’ experience working on environmental research and
policy, project and programme development and institutional strengthening with a wide
range of nongovernmental, intergovernmental and research organisations in Africa, Asia and
Europe. Sarah has conducted over twenty evaluations and assessments of multi-country
projects and programmes in the areas of environment and climate adaptation, usually acting
as team leader. Earlier professional experience includes working at international level in the
areas of ecosystems, water resources and natural resources management with [IUCN, WWF
International and the European Commission. Sarah hold a PhD on evaluation of environmen-
tal management and an MBA with a specialisation in development management and has de-
livered work assignments in over 50 countries.

Evaluation team

Kris Prasada Rao — Principal Evaluator
Stephanie Robert Oksen — Evaluation Specialist
Sarah Humphrey — Evaluation Specialist

Evaluation Office of UNEP
Tiina Piiroinen — Evaluation Manager
Mercy Mwangi — Evaluation Programme Assistant



About the Evaluation

Joint Evaluation: Yes/No

Report Language(s): English.
Evaluation Type: Terminal Evaluation

Brief Description: This report is a Terminal Evaluation of the Strategic Cooperation Agree-
ment between EC and UNEP. The SCA was designed to rationalise, simplify and increase the
programmatic coherence of the cooperation between EC DG ENV, UNEP and MEA secretari-
ats. The SCA was implemented from 16 September 2011 to 31 December 2018 and financed
a total of 46 projects. The objective of the evaluation was to assess the relevance and overall
performance of the project portfolio implemented by UNEP and the MEAs for which UNEP
hosts the Secretariats up to the closure of the EC DG ENV Strategic Cooperation Agreement
(SCA). The purpose of the evaluation was to a) provide a basis for accountability on UNEP
and MEA secretariat performance, and b) draw lessons from experience for project improve-
ment and future EC-UNEP cooperation

Key words: European Commission, EC, Evaluation, Partnership, Strategic Cooperation
Agreement’

! This data is used to aid the internet search of this report on the Evaluation Office of UNEP Website



Acronyms

10 YFP
APR
ASEAN
ASGM
BIP
BRC
BR
C&W
CB
CITES

CMS
COP
DG DEVCO
DG ENV
EC
EcAP Med
ECL

EG

EM
ENRTP
ER

EU

EUR
FAO
FFP
FMO
GE

GEF
GPGC
GRP
ICCM
Logframe
MAP
MDG
M&E
MEA
MIP
MoU
MTE
MTS
NBSAP

10 Years Framework Programme

Annual Progress Report

Association of Southeast Asian Nations
Artisanal and Small-scale Gold Mining
Biodiversity Indicators Partnership
Biodiversity Related Conventions

Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions
Chemicals and Waste

Convention on Biological Diversity

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and

Flora

Convention on Migratory Species

Conference of the Parties

Directorate-General for Development Cooperation
Directorate-General for Environment

European Commission

Ecosystem Approach in the Mediterranean

Code for the trust fund for the DG ENV SCA
Environmental Governance

Ecosystem Management

Environment and Natural Resources Thematic Programme
Expected Result

European Union

Euro

Food and Agriculture Organisation

Full-fledged Proposal

Fund Management Officer

Green Economy

Global Environment Facility

Global Public Goods and Challenges Thematic Programme
Governance Rules and Procedures

International Conference on Chemical Management
Logical Framework

Mediterranean Action Plan

Millennium Development Goals

Monitoring and Evaluation

Multilateral Environmental Agreement
Multiannual Indicative Programme

Memorandum of Understanding

Mid-term Evaluation

Mid-term Strategy

National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans



PCA
PMU
POP
POPRCPOP
PoW
PSC
RE
RFB
RFMO
SAICM
SCA
SCP
SDGs
SO
SOP
SPOR
TLS
ToC
ToR
UN
UNEP

Programme Cooperation Agreement
Programme Management Unit

Persistent Organic Pollutant

Review Committee

Programme of Work

Programme Steering Committee
Resource Efficiency

Regional Fishery Body

Regional Fisheries Management Organisations
Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management
Strategic Cooperation Agreement
Sustainable Consumption and Production
Sustainable Development Goals

Strategic Objective

Standard Operating Procedures

Strategic Performance Overview Report
Traffic Lights System

Theory of Change

Terms of Reference

United Nations

United Nations Environment Programme

Project acronyms:

10 YFP Phase I: Global Platform for Action on Sustainable Consump-
tion and Production
Phase II: 10 Year Framework Programme on Sustainable Con-
sumption and Production

BIP Biodiversity Indicators Partnership

BRS Synergies | Implementation of synergy activities approved by the Confer-

CBD Outcomes |

CITES Aquatic Species

CMS Sharks

GETOP I

GETOP Il

ences of the Parties to the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm
Conventions

Support to the implementation and capacity building activities
relating to COP 11 outcomes

Strengthening capacity in developing countries for sustainable
wildlife management and enhanced implementation of CITES
wildlife trade regulations, with particular focus on commer-
cially exploited aquatic species and production systems
Development of sharks conservation measures in the context
of the CMS Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) on the Con-
servation of Migratory Sharks

Green Economy and Trade — Assessing Risks and Opportuni-
ties, Phase |

Green Economy and Trade — National Level Strategies for Har-
nessing Trade Opportunities, Phase Il

vi



MEA Focal points

Mercury

Stockholm COP 5

Support for implementation of the biodiversity and ecosys-
tems and the chemicals and waste clusters of multilateral en-
vironmental agreements

Mercury knowledge and information to assist negotiations +
Expert meeting on Mercury Finance pre INC4

Implementation of activities approved by the fifth meeting of
the Conference of the Parties to the Stockholm Convention

vii



Table of contents

F e (0] 01 0 0 1= SO O PR USRS PP PPPPT v
TaDIE OF CONTENTS ...ttt e et b et et ne et e e viii
1. EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY ....oiiiiiiicie ettt ettt ettt et et e e ete e te e e teeeaeeeteeeaeeeseesseeeaeesaeesseeeseeeseeeseesneesnnesneeanns 1
2. Evaluation purpose, scope and methodology ..o 6
3. CONLEXE OF ThE SCA ...ttt bttt et h e bt et et e st e be st e e e s e enesae e eneeneas 9
4, STrateQiC FEIEVANCE........oc.eieeeeeeeee ettt ettt e et e et e et e et e eaeeeaaeeaeeeaeeeneeeneeeneeenns 12
5. DESIGN AN SIIUCTUIE ...ttt ettt e et e et e et e e teeteeebeeebeeeteeabeenbeeseereens 13
6. EFfECTIVENESS ...ttt bttt st et et b e et et e st n et e aeeenea 18
7. Likelihood of impact and sustainability .............ccooiiiiiiieiice e 28
8. EffICIENCY ... ittt b et b e ae e te e aeene et e beeaeeaesbeereennenens 39
9. Factors affecting PerfOrMaNCE...........c.ooiiiiieccceee ettt st a e s be e neas 46
IR 00 Yo LN =] o] o T S 71
LI I S =TeTo] 1o 0 g 1= g Vo F= Lo 3 -SSR 73
ANNEX A: PEOPIE CONSUITEA ...ttt eseeseeeneeneeeas 78
ANNEX B: LiSt Of dOCUMENTS ......eiiiiieiiei ettt e e e e eneeseseeneeneenis 80
ANNEX C: POIfOlio @NAIYSIS ....ueiiiieieieie ettt e se st et e e eneeseseeneeneanas 84
ANNEX D: LiST Of SCA PrOJECTS ...viuieiieiieiiieeieeee ettt ettt a et seete e et eneeseste s e saeneeseseenaeneanas 93
ANNEX E: FINANCIAI OVEIVIEW ...ttt et e e e teese e e e saeneeeneeneeneas 98
Annex F: Alignment check — SCA and ENRTP .......c.oiiiiiiee e 110
Annex G: Alignment check — SCA and UNEP MTS ... 112
Annex H: Contribution of UNEP SCA projects to UNEP POW ..........ccoooiiieiiiieeeeeeee e 114
Annex I: Analysis of SCA results framework and reconstructed Theory of Change..............cccoco...... 115
Annex J: link between mid-term evaluation and final evaluation recommendations ..............cc.cc....... 121
Annex K: Assessment of assumptions and driVers ..............oooooui oo 125
ANNEeX L: EValUATioN MATIIX ....oouiiieiiieeee ettt e et se e e s e seeseeeenea 128
ANNEX M: SUIVEY QUESTIONNAINES ......c.oiiiiiiitieieie ettt ettt et e e et e e be e e e sesbeesaessessesseensenens 133
ANNEX N: Terms Of REFEIENCE ..... .. ettt 144

viii



. Executive Summary

. Evaluation purpose and methodology

The objective of the evaluation was to assess the relevance and overall perfor-
mance of the project portfolio implemented by UNEP and the MEAs for which
UNEP hosts the Secretariats up to the closure of the EC DG ENV Strategic Coop-
eration Agreement (SCA). The purpose of the evaluation was to a) provide a basis
for accountability on UNEP and MEA secretariat performance, and b) draw les-
sons from experience for project improvement and future EC-UNEP cooperation.
The evaluation was based on a combination of a desk review of available docu-
mentation, distance interviews, and brief online surveys. A representative sample
of 11 (out of 46) projects were analysed.

. The EC DG ENV-UNEP Strategic Cooperation Agreement

The SCA was designed to rationalise, simplify and increase the programmatic
coherence of the cooperation between EC DG ENV, UNEP and MEA secretariats. It
replaced the previous practice of having several small project grant agreements
with an overarching framework agreement. The SCA was implemented from 16
September 2011 to 31 December 2018 and financed a total of 46 projects. The
SCA had a Programme Steering Committee (PSC), co-chaired by the European
Commission and UNEP, providing oversight and guidance, and a Programme
Management Unit (PMU) responsible for coordination of the SCA.

. The overall objective of the SCA was to contribute to global environmental
sustainability and to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and be
instrumental to the implementation of the Rio 2012 outcomes by promoting a)
global environmental sustainability knowledge, tools and capacity-building, and
b) strong international environmental governance. The specific objectives of the
SCA were to:
1. Develop methodological and governance tools
2. Support the preparation and the follow-up of major international environ-
mental processes to which UNEP contributes
3. Support the coordination among MEAs and promote better implementation
of and compliance with MEAs

. The expected results of the SCA were:

1. Strengthened international environmental governance

2. Enhanced implementation of and compliance with MEAs

3. Strengthened capacities of developing countries for international environ-
mental negotiations and improved access to information



4. Enhanced global and regional environmental monitoring and assessment
for policymaking
5. Enhanced visibility and coherence of EC and UNEP cooperation

5. Conclusions
The initial ambition with the SCA was to simplify the administration of the
cooperation while promoting a broader and more strategic cooperation between
the EC and UNEP. In practice, there were a number of efficiency and management
gains, but the SCA did not lead to a significantly more strategic cooperation or
discussion, in part due to a disconnect between the SCA PSC programmatic
discussions and the policy discussions at the EU-UNEP high-level meetings.

6. Relevance: The SCA was strongly aligned with the EU priorities and UNEP’s
Medium-term Strategies, and thus supported the implementation of EU and
UNEP’s shared environmental priorities. Moreover, the SCA specifically aimed at
supporting MEA decisions and processes. The strategic outcomes and expected
results of the SCA were broadly framed; this had the advantage of allowing the
SCA torespond and align to emerging international priorities and agreements, but
it also meant that the SCA provided little strategic direction for the cooperation.
The responsiveness to an evolving international context was justified, as it was of
importance that the SCA was supportive of developments in the international
environmental governance landscape rather than imposing a fixed set of
priorities. The SCA provided some degree of predictability, not in terms of firm
financial commitments, but in terms of a commitment from the EC to cooperate
with UNEP and the MEA secretariats beyond the individual project and a broad
indication of the level of support that could be envisaged, which facilitated longer
term planning.

7. The project selection process was not fully formalised, and was to a large extent
geared towards building on earlier areas of cooperation between DG ENV, UNEP
and MEA secretariats. This had significant advantages in terms of building on
results achieved and lessons learned, and promoting continuity and supporting
policy processes over longer periods. But it also had the disadvantage of providing
limited entry points for other parts of UNEP to establish a working relationship
with the EC. The projects were in general demand-driven, for example spelled out
in MEA COP decisions, but also from specific requests for support from countries.
The projects in general engaged stakeholders in the implementation (although the
engagement of national stakeholders was a challenge at times), and partnerships
with a range of organisations at the international and regional level were essential
to the implementation of many projects, the delivery of project outputs, and the
mobilisation of key stakeholders.



8.

10.

11.

12.

Effectiveness and sustainability: The SCA projects provided a) improved access
to knowledge, information and data, tools and guidelines, and b) capacity
development vis-a-vis implementing and meeting the commitments made under
MEAs, and vis-a-vis strengthening international environmental governance
processes under MEAs and in relation to resource efficiency. The projects were
for the larger part successful in delivering their intended outputs.

The projects contributed towards achieving their intended outcomes as well as
the overall expected results of the SCA, but the extent to which the intended
outcomes were achieved and the projects contributed toward tangible
environmental and sustainable development impacts is very difficult to establish,
due to a) their policy- and process-oriented nature, b) the fact that they mainly
operated at the global level and did not entail a large and longer-term investment
at the country level, c) the broadly defined nature of the SCA expected results, and
d) due to weak monitoring of results beyond activities and outputs. Nonetheless,
the projects made contributions towards improving national policies, institutional
frameworks, and capacities. Overall, limited attention was paid to gender and
human rights, although it was considered in some SCA projects. The SCA projects
were embedded in larger UNEP programmes or in continuous processes within
the MEA architecture, which contributed to sustainability and results in the longer
term.

Efficiency: The SCA streamlined the administration of multiple grants, and
facilitated the approval of projects, extensions, budget reallocations, and
reprogramming of the savings from individual projects. Due to the latter, full
spending was achieved under the SCA. DG ENYV in particular benefitted from the
reduced administrative burden. However, the SCA led to additional managerial
and administrative demands on UNEP and the MEA secretariats. The available
budget for programme management is considered by UNEP and MEA secretariats
to have been insufficient for covering the true management costs.

Factors affecting performance: Project delivery was affected by several
challenges which caused delays; many of these were external factors outside the
control of the projects, but a number of these were also related to delayed
disbursements and administrative issues, including the significant difficulties
associated with the introduction of the Umoja financial management system
employed at UN Secretariat level.

The SCA management structures and procedures provided an appropriate and
transparent framework for the management and implementation of the SCA, and
the PMU was mostly able to provide sufficient guidance to the project managers.



13.

14.

15.

16.

Internal communication between DG ENV, UNEP and the MEA secretariats was in
general structured and well-functioning.

Communication was a central element of the SCA and also a key element of the
projects, which aimed at disseminating knowledge, information, and tools and
guidelines. All projects had provisions for ensuring EU visibility. The
implementation of EU visibility at project and PMU level improved over the
duration of the SCA.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Enhance the strategic and programmatic orientation of the

(project) grants provided under EC-UNEP framework agreements

1.1 Replace the project proposal approach with more programmatic grants around
UNEP sub-programmes and MEA programmes of work with flexibility for
reorientation and responding to emerging issues

1.2Provide a single 2-5 year grant for each UNEP sub-programme and MEA
secretariat (for the MEA secretariats aligned with their COP cycles), instead of
multiple project grants

1.3For each grant, carry out joint annual review meetings between DG ENV (incl.
the responsible task managers) and the implementing UNEP division/MEA
secretariat to discuss progress and results, needs for reorientation, and
agreement on the annual work plan and deliverables for the coming year

1.4Share grant concept note among UNEP divisions and MEA secretariats for
identifying potential options for synergy and cooperation

1.5For UNEP, let the grant development and annual reviews be guided by the
outcomes of the EU-UNEP high-level dialogue and EC inputs to the Programme
of Work through the Committee of Permanent Representatives, to ensure
coherence between the strategic discussions and the programmatic support

1.6For MEA secretariats, align the grant annual review process with their
respective COP cycles

Recommendation 2: Clarify and enhance the governance and management ar-

rangements for the EC-UNEP framework agreements

2.1 Revise the definition of the PSC to include a core committee representing the
EC, UNEP and MEA secretariats, and a wider membership of technical and
administrative staff/advisers who participate in relevant discussions
according to the needs of the PSC agenda

2.2 Establish a mechanism for periodic and/or needs-based consultations with
the PSC core committee outside its formal meetings

2.3Upgrade the PMU to serve as a central coordination, advisory and tracking
node for all EC funding for UNEP



17.

18.

19.

Recommendation 3: Establish results-based and learning-oriented monitoring

and evaluation

3.1 Carry out ex-post surveys and interviews with project beneficiaries to establish
the actual use of tools, data and skills, the results achieved, and the
constraints faced towards their use

3.2Set aside a budget in each grant for external evaluations, carried out at the
programme of work level, or at the level of specific elements/agreements
under the programme of work (not stand-alone project evaluations)

3.3 Set aside a budget at project/grant level for results monitoring for MEAs

3.4Establish an M&E support function with a budget allocated under the PCA to
provide guidance and technical support to MEA secretariats on the
development and implementation of monitoring tools and evaluations — for
example, one MEA secretariat could be designated to host this function (if this
is not feasible, then it could be considered to use UNEP as a host)

3.5Carry out 1-2 MEA evaluation pilots to test and identify appropriate processes,
e.g. with the help of the M&E support function (see 3.4)

Recommendation 4: Enhance the link to national-level interventions

4.1Link SCA grants/projects to development partners and longer-term
interventions that work at the country level (which can promote and pilot the
use of knowledge, tools and skills developed by SCA projects) — including DG
DEVCO and EU Delegations, UN agencies with country offices (e.g. UNDP), EU
Member State development assistance agencies

4.2Use UNEP regional offices to help with identifying and linking up to
development partners and initiatives that work at the country level

Recommendation 5: Enhance the attention given to cross-cutting issues, includ-

ing gender and human rights

Sub-recommendations:

5.1 Establish a cross-cutting issues support function at SCA level (or higher) to
provide guidance and technical support on the development of approaches
and tools for mainstreaming cross-cutting issues, including gender and human
rights — for example through systematic support from the Gender and
Safeguards Unit in UNEP’s Policy and Programme Division, or through a
dedicated helpdesk function financed under the new DG ENV-UNEP framework
agreement

5.2Set aside a budget in each grant for, a) analysis of gender and human rights,
and b) establishing and implementing approaches to address these



2. Evaluation purpose, scope and methodology

20. The objective of the evaluation of the DG ENV-UNEP Strategic Cooperation Agree-
ment (SCA) under the EU’'s ENRTP was to “assess the relevance and overall perfor-
mance of the project portfolio implemented by UNEP and the MEAs for which UNEP
hosts the secretariats up to the closure of the SCA, 31 December 2018".

21. The purpose of the evaluation was to:
a. provide a basis for accountability on UNEP and MEA secretariat performance
towards the EU Member States
b. draw lessons from experience for project improvement and future cooperation
between UNEP and the EC

22. The scope of the evaluation consisted of the following dimensions:

a. Time: The period from September 2011 to December 2018, corresponding
to the SCA implementation timeframe

b. Institutional coverage: 46 projects, of which 25 were implemented by UNEP
and 21 by MEA secretariats hosted by UNEP

c. Thematic scope: The SCA and its projects covered four themes, which also
correspond to UNEP sub-programmes: Ecosystem Management (EM), Re-
source Efficiency (RE), Chemicals and Waste (C&W), and Environmental
Governance (EG).

23. The theoretic framework which guided the evaluation process was an analysis of
the SCA objectives and intended results, upon which a Theory of Change (ToC)
was reconstructed to analyse the solidity of the results framework and to guide
the elaboration of evaluation questions and indicators (see annex | for the
analysis of the results framework and reconstructed ToC). 17 evaluation
questions, each supported by 1-5 indicators were defined (see annex L for the
evaluation matrix). The evaluation followed the internationally agreed definitions
of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development/Development
Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) evaluation criteria of relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability.

24. The evaluation was based on a combination of: a) desk review of available
documentation (at the strategic/institutional, SCA and project levels), b) distance
interviews over Skype/phone, and c) brief online surveys with project managers
and DG ENV task managers (see annex B for details on the documents and annex
A for the list of people interviewed). Interviewees were identified in dialogue with
the UNEP Project Management Unit (PMU), MEA secretariat ENRTP focal points,
and DG ENV. 52 people were interviewed, including SCA (PMU) technical staff, EC
DG ENV staff responsible for the oversight of the SCA and liaison with the PMU,



25.

UNEP senior managers including directors for the divisions involved in SCA
oversight and implementation, MEA secretariat ENRTP focal points, SCA
project/components managers for the sample projects, DG ENV task managers
for the sample projects, and finance/administrative staff from DG
ENV/UNEP/MEA secretariats involved in the SCA. Full confidentiality of the views
and information provided by the interviewees and survey respondents was
ensured, no reference is made to specific individuals and interview notes and
survey responses were not shared outside the evaluation team. The two online
surveys were multiple choice surveys with additional space for narrative
information (see annex M for survey questionnaires). The survey was open for
responses for 92 days?. Twenty-three project managers (spanning 22 individual
projects) and ten DG ENV task managers responded to the surveys®. A number of
UNEP SCA projects had been evaluated previously, but mainly as part of a larger
UNEP umbrella programme (e.g. the Global Mercury Partnership). These
evaluations only considered SCA project results within the larger results
framework of the umbrella programme and as such are not easily linked to the
delivery of the SCA’s expected results, but the evaluation reports were used to
triangulate evaluation findings on factors affecting performance and the
likelihood of impact.

To obtain more in-depth evidence and tangible examples, a representative sample
of 11 projects was selected (see table 2.1). The sample covered both UNEP and
MEA secretariat projects across the four thematic clusters of the SCA and with
contributions made to all five expected results of the SCA, and covering a mix of
larger and smaller projects. The sample projects were used to provide detailed
information and tangible evidence and examples for indicators across several
evaluation questions (see annex L for the evaluation matrix and use of sample)
and evaluation findings. The sample projects were assessed using a range of
sources, such as: a) distance interviews with MEA secretariat/UNEP division focal
points, project/component managers and DG ENV task managers; and b)
available documentation, including progress reports, completion reports, concept
notes, proposals, project documents, SCA SPOR reports, evaluations reports if
available (including SCA MTE and UNEP programme evaluations), and project
deliverables (written products and websites).

2 The deadline was extended twice in view of the low response rate over the summer holiday period.
3 One survey response was excluded as the respondent referred to a non-SCA project.



Table 2.1: SCA project sample

No.

Title

| Acronym | Implementer

Resource Efficiency (RE)

Phase I: Global Platform for Action on Sustainable Consumption
7 and Production 10 YEP
Phase Il: 10 Year Framework Programme on Sustainable Consump-
tion and Production UNEP Econ-
Phase |: Green Economy and Trade — Assessing Risks and Oppor- omy
" GETOP |
8 tunities
9 | Phase Il: Green Economy and Trade — National Level Strategies for
. o GETOP I
Harnessing Trade Opportunities
Ecosystem Management (EM)
2 Biodiversity Indicators Partnership BIP UNEP Eco-
systems
Development of sharks conservation measures in the context of CMS
24 | the CMS Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) on the Conserva- CMS
. . Sharks
tion of Migratory Sharks
Strengthening capacity in developing countries for sustainable
o . . . CITES
wildlife management and enhanced implementation of CITES wild- )
26 . . . . . Aquatic CITES
life trade regulations, with particular focus on commercially-ex- .
. . . . Species
ploited aquatic species and production systems
Support to the implementation and capacity building activities re- | CBD Out-
30 lating to COP 11 outcomes comes | CBD
Chemicals and Waste (C&W)
Mercury knowledge and information to assist negotiations + Expert UNEP Econ-
13 : . Mercury
meeting on Mercury Finance pre INC4 omy
. o . . Stock-
39 Implementation of act|V|t|e§ approved by the fifth meetlng of the holm COP | Basel, Rotter-
Conference of the Parties to the Stockholm Convention
D dam, Stock-
a1 Implementation of synergy activities approved by the Conferences | BRS Syn- holm
of the Parties to the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions ergies |
Environmental Governance (EG)
Support for implementation of the biodiversity and ecosystems MEA Fo-
21 and the chemicals and waste clusters of multilateral environmen- cal points UNEP Law
tal agreements P

26. Limitations: The following limitations applied to the evaluation:
a. It was beyond the scope and resources of this evaluation to carry-out pro-
ject level evaluations, nor was it possible to conduct primary project data

collection

b. It was beyond the resources of this evaluation to directly interview project

beneficiaries

c. Face-to-face consultations were only possible with selected UNEP, MEA
secretariat and DG Environment (DG ENV) staff; consultations were in

most cases carried out as distance interviews

d. Due to staff turnover and the long period covered by the evaluation, it was




3.

27.

28.

in some cases difficult to access institutional memory and a historical
perspective of stakeholders

e. The response rates to the stakeholder surveys were at a medium level

Context of the SCA

UNEP and the EC entered into a formal partnership in 2004. Both parties signed a
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), to consolidate, develop and intensify
cooperation in the field of environmental policy. The partnership led to projects
and programmes in areas of common concern such as sustainable consumption
and production, climate change, water, sound chemicals and waste management;
environmental monitoring and assessment, strengthening environmental
governance at the global, regional and national levels, including also the support
to the implementation of MEAs. In 2007-2010, a large part of the funding under
the EC Thematic Programme for Environment and Sustainable Management of
Natural Resources (ENRTP 2007-2010) was channelled through UNEP and the
MEA secretariats, and focused on priority 4: "Strengthening international
governance on the environment and make EU actions a key part of the process”. It was
found during this period that projects lacked an overall strategic approach, there
had not been enough predictability in the level of support to the UNEP, and that
there had not been sufficient flexibility in adapting the projects to respond to new
challenges. Discussions were held annually to decide which actions within the
various UNEP services would be included in the Annual Action Programme of the
ENRTP, but this resulted in a fragmentation of actions, a lack of strategic focus,
and a relatively inefficient use of resources.

It was agreed in 2010 to develop a multiannual joint programme of work under the
revised ENRTP strategy (ENRTP 2011-2013) and Multiannual Indicative
Programme (MIP) 2011-2013, which largely coincided with the UNEP Medium-
Term Strategy (MTS) for 2010-2013. The ENRTP Strategy and MIP 2011-2013
anticipated piloting of a more strategic approach with UNEP in those areas where
it had comparative advantage. This led, in 2011, to the signature of two Strategic
Cooperation Agreements (SCA) with the EC's Directorate-General for Environment
(DG ENV) and the EC's Directorate-General for Development Cooperation (DG
DEVCO). The specific areas of support were defined as follows:

e The UNEP-DG ENV SCA supported international work related to environ-
mental governance within multilateral processes and agreements that
benefit developing countries

e The UNEP-DG DEVCO SCA supported developing countries in improving
environmental protection and combating climate change while contrib-
uting to poverty alleviation



29. The SCA with DG ENV was designed to rationalise, simplify and increase the
programmatic coherence of the cooperation between the EC, UNEP and MEA
secretariats towards ENRTP priority 3.1: “Addressing international environment and
climate governance”.

30. Three addenda to the original SCA were signed in December 2012, November 2013
and July 2018. The second addendum provided adjustments to the objectives and
results, which are presented in Section 7. The agreement covered priority areas
common to the ENRTP and the UNEP Medium-Term Strategy, i.e. environmental
governance; ecosystem management; harmful substances and hazardous waste;
resource efficiency, and sustainable consumption and production. The addenda
increased the total EC contribution from EUR 15,200,000 (UNEP-DG ENV SCA
2011) to EUR 33,700,000 (UNEP-DG ENV SCA 2013), further details are provided
in Section 4 and Annex E.

31. The SCA duration was planned for 9 years, including an implementation period
from 16 September 2011 to 31 December 2018, and one year for final reporting®.
During this period, a total of 46 projects were implemented. The SCA had a
Programme Steering Committee (PSC) and a Programme Management Unit
(PMU). The PSC, co-chaired by the European Commission and UNEP, was
responsible for guidance and management of the agreements and has met on
seven occasions. The joint EC-UNEP PMU served as the coordination unit for the
implementation of the SCA and Secretariat to the Programme Steering Committee
(PSC).

32. The overall objective of the SCA was to contribute to global environmental
sustainability and in particular to achieve the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) and be instrumental to the implementation of the Rio 2012 outcomes
including sustainable development by promoting:

1) Global environmental sustainability knowledge, tools and capacity-
building, including on halting the loss of biodiversity, fostering greener
growth, protecting human health and the environment from hazardous
substances as well as transparency and efficiency of natural resource
management

2) Strong international environmental governance, through a support to the
work of UNEP and the MEAs

4 The Co-chairs agreed at their April 2018 meeting to revise this timing. The decision is reflected in the 2018
SCA addendum that allowed for reprograming of financial savings to activities to be implemented in the second
half of 2018
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33. The specific objectives of the SCA were to:

1) Develop methodological and governance tools appropriate to developing
countries

2) Support the preparation and the follow-up of major international environ-
mental processes to which UNEP contributes

3) Support the coordination among MEAs and promote better implementation
of and compliance with MEAs for which UNEP administers the secretariat
(Addendum 2)

34. The expected results of the SCA were:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Expected result 1: Strengthened international environmental govern-
ance, including increased synergies and coherence in international de-
cision-making processes related to global environment processes
Expected result 2: Enhanced implementation of and compliance with
MEAs

Expected result 3: Strengthened capacities of developing countries for
international environmental negotiations and improved access to infor-
mation on progress in different international processes

Expected result 4: Enhanced global and regional environmental moni-
toring and assessment for policymaking

Expected result 5: Enhanced visibility and coherence of European Com-
mission and UNEP cooperation in the field of global environment pro-
tection

35. While no outputs and activities were specified in the SCA, the narrative of the SCA
identifies the following, which are aligned with the UNEP mandate and can be
viewed as expected main activities:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

Catalysing and promoting international cooperation and action
Providing early warning and policy advice based on sound science
Facilitating the development, implementation and evolution of norms
and standards

Supporting the development of international policy and law as well as
methodological tools for developing countries

Developing coherent interlinkages among international environmental
conventions

Delivering technology support and capacity-building services in line
with developing countries’ priorities

36. The SCA also envisaged support to the MEAs' agreed work programmes (by COP
decisions) funded under their voluntary budgets and strengthening the capacity
of developing countries to implement measures agreed under the MEAs.
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4. Strategic relevance

37. SCA objectives and outcomes were consistently aligned with the EC ENRTP’s

environmental governance sub-priority.

The SCA was formulated as a cooperation agreement specifically responding to
ENRTP sub-priority 3.1: “improving international environmental governance,
enhancing EU leadership and effective implementation of the EU’s external policy on
environment”.® The SCA was specifically intended to support international work
(e.g. tools, guidelines, trainings, workshops) related to environmental governance
within multilateral processes and agreements that benefit developing countries.
The SCA objectives and outcomes were consistently aligned with the ENRTP, with
four out of five SCA outcomes directly derived from the ENRTP (see annex F for a
detailed alignment check).

38. SCA objectives and outcomes were aligned with the objectives and expected

achievements in UNEP's Medium-Term Strategies for the period.

The SCA's thematic priorities were defined according to the already existing
collaboration between the EU and UNEP on ecosystem management, harmful
substances and hazardous wastes, resource efficiency and sustainable
consumption, and environmental governance. The SCA priorities were consistent
with UNEP’'s Medium-Term Strategies for 2010-2013 and 2014-2017, covering the
sub-programmes and objectives related to ecosystem management,
environmental governance, chemicals and waste, and resource efficiency (see
annex G for a detailed alignment check). Furthermore, the intended results of the
SCA were aligned with UNEP’s expected accomplishments for each of the sub-
programme objectives (see annex G). SCA Expected Result 5 was an outlier in that
it was not an environmental result per se or directly linked to the objectives of the
SCA, but focused on visibility and coherent cooperation between the EC and
UNEP. It did also not respond to specific UNEP's Medium-Term Strategy sub-
programme objectives.

39. SCA objective and outcomes specifically aimed at supporting MEA decisions

and processes.

The SCA general objective was formulated as “..support to the work of MEA
secretariats”, and the third specific objective was “support coordination among
MEAs and to promote better implementation of and compliance with MEAs for which
UNEP provides the Secretariat”. The expected results also corresponded to the
mandates and areas of work of the MEA secretariats; in particular: expected result
1 “strengthened international environmental governance, including increased
synergies and coherence in international decision-making processes related to global

5> SCA Agreement, 2011.
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40.

41.

environment processes”, and expected result 2 “Enhanced implementation of and
compliance with MEAs”. In short, the SCA deliberately aimed at supporting the MEA
processes and the implementation of the decisions made by MEA COPs, including
the implementation of the MEA secretariats’ programmes of work.

SCA objectives and outcomes targeted environment-related SDGs.

The SCA global objective was formulated as a “contribution to global environmental
sustainability and sustainable development”. While predating the adoption of the
SDGs, it aligned with all SDGs related to environment and sustainable
development: SDGs 9 (industry, innovation and infrastructure), 11 (sustainable
cities and communities), 12 (responsible consumption and production), 14 (life
below water), and 15 (life on land). It also contributed indirectly to SDG 13 (climate
action) through work related to resource efficiency and ecosystem management,
which contribute to reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

. Design and structure

The SCA was originally envisaged as a strategic partnership, but the SCA was in
practice mainly used as a tool for streamlining the administration of multiple
small grants rather than a strategic framework.

The ENRTP Strategy Paper for 2011-2013 noted that at a large number of separate
targeted actions were implemented with UNEP in 2007-2010. A number of
interviewees found that these were not always fully aligned with UNEP'’s
Programme of Work (PoW) and were dependent on existing working relationships
at the division level with a high prevalence of projects with the UNEP Units based
in Paris and thus with greater proximity to Brussels. The ENRTP Strategy Paper
noted that a more strategic approach would be piloted with UNEP. In response,
the SCA was introduced as a single overarching contract replacing a multitude of
DG ENV managed contracts for individual projects with UNEP and the MEA
secretariats® (see annex C for an overview of the projects implemented under the
SCA and annex E for a financial overview of the SCA). The arrangement was
unprecedented and required the establishment of management structures (PSC
and PMU) and mechanisms. In the early years, the PSC actively sought to
strengthen the strategic dimension of the programmatic cooperation, with
discussions on the scope of such cooperation, identifying the potential to bring
other EC services and programmes into the existing SCA framework and/or
develop similar agreements for other funding instruments. However, the DG ENV
SCA only replaced contracts managed by DG ENV, whereas DG DEVCO and other
DGs still had project agreements with UNEP. A sister SCA was entered for global

& Approximately fifty-nine actions under the ENRTP were individually contracted to UNEP or MEA secretariats
between 2008 and 2011.
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42.

43.

contracts managed by DG DEVCO, but DG DEVCO discontinued the use of
framework agreements after the SCA. DG ENV maintained the framework
agreement approach with the GPGC PCA. The project contracts are
managed/implemented by different UNEP divisions, and there is no single node
for contracts with the EC. The SCA initially was envisioned as a strategy for
strengthening UNEP and its partnership with the EC, including regular
programmatic dialogue and the formulation of “common priorities. The PSC
meeting in the early years engaged in broader EC-UNEP dialogue and policy
discussions, but had insufficient time to discuss administrative and management
issues in adequate detail. From 2014 and onwards, the PSC meetings focused on
contractual matters, with policy matters discussed at the High-level Meetings
under the renewed EU-UNEP MoU. However, there was little coordination between
the EC-UNEP High-level Meeting discussions and the PSC orientations and the
identification and selection of projects. Hence, the SCA primarily became a donor-
recipient contractual and managerial tool to support and finance individual
projects, rather than a strategic framework.

The SCA broadly aimed at supporting international environmental governance
processes. It was flexible and open-ended in nature, and thus did not provide
clear strategic guidance on the identification and selection of projects.

The strategic objectives and expected results were very broad in nature and
focused on supporting international environmental governance processes,
without specifying clear areas of work or targets. Moreover, the SCA results
framework did not include outputs and activities, noting that these would be
defined according to programme/projects selected. This left significant flexibility
which allowed the SCA projects to respond to decisions and emerging issues
emanating from MEA COPs and other international governance processes. As
such, all the projects fitted under the framework of the SCA objectives and
expected results, and thus also with the ENRTP sub-priority 3.1 (see chapter 4),
as also confirmed unanimously by the DG ENV task managers responding to the
evaluation survey.

However, the extent to which the project identification and development
deliberately aimed at aligning with the SCA objectives and expected results
appears limited, although the available data is not entirely consistent. On the one
hand, the majority of the DG ENV task managers (75 per cent) responding to the
survey indicated that the SCA were a very important factor in the identification,
development and approval of the projects. On the other hand, this is not supported
by the interviews conducted, which all indicated that the SCA objectives were not
really discussed, and that their broad nature did not impose any restrictions.
Moreover, the PSC discussions related to the selection of projects were more
concerned with the thematic alignment of projects than with the SCA results
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45.

framework. The templates for submission of project concepts and proposals were
based on a standard UNEP template and did not include any requirement to
demonstrate the alignment with the SCA results framework. None of the project
documents reviewed contained any indication of the alignment with the SCA
objectives and expected results, although a handful of, mostly MEA, proposals
refer in general terms to the ENRTP or to EU Policy.

The final designs of the funded projects responded well to the programmes of
work of UNEP and the MEA secretariats, and were also aligned with EU priorities.
The point of departure for the project identification and development was, for MEA
projects, their respective programmes of work decided by the COPs, and for UNEP
projects, the UNEP sub-programme priorities. As shown in annex C and chapter 6,
all projects contributed to the expected results and strategic outcomes of the
SCA; considering that the SCA was fully aligned with the ENRTP, UNEP’s Medium-
Term Strategies and MEA decisions and processes (see chapter 4); this implies
that the projects responded to the programmes of work and EU priorities; this is
not surprising, considering the close dialogue with DG ENV task managers on the
project design, that the UNEP SCA projects were embedded in larger UNEP
programmes, and MEA projects were derived from COP decisions. Both
interviewees and 91 per cent of the project managers responding to the survey
confirmed that the final projects were fully aligned with their organisations’ work
programme and priorities (with the remaining nine per cent finding there was a
partial alignment). Moreover, the projects were aligned with the EC's strategic
priorities; all DG ENV task managers responding to the survey found the projects
were fully aligned with these.

The SCA project selection process was partly institutionalised, but partly relying
on existing, often interpersonal relationships; this enabled a constructive
cooperation on the project development, but posed a limitation towards opening
up for new areas of cooperation.

The SCA ‘description of the action’ did not specify how projects would be
identified and selected. The roles of the various actors were identified, namely that
the EC would decide on an indicative balance of resources (implicitly amongst
themes), and UNEP sub-programme coordinators and MEA secretariats would be
responsible for the overall consistency of the programme. The draft terms of
reference for the PSC indicated that it should agree by consensus on a list of
projects screened by the PMU as the basis for allocating project funding. The PMU
was expected to screen ‘projects’ for alignment with strategic priorities identified
in the SCA or by MEA COPs and develop an initial list of projects with concept
notes. The 2013 SCA Governance Rules and Procedures indicated that sub-
programme coordinators and MEA focal points should identify priorities prior to
technical discussions, and prioritise the emerging concept notes. Technical
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46.

meetings would take place for project identification and detailed formulation. In
practice, the initial process of project identification started before the SCA was
signed and the PMU was formally established. Project ideas had been prioritised
and ranked by UNEP and MEA secretariats prior to submission to DG ENV for
technical review.

From the UNEP and EC perspectives, the process was expected to bring some
order to the prevailing fragmentation of resource mobilisation with similar and
competing proposals sometimes received from different parts of the
organisation’. At the same time, it was recognised that much of the UNEP and
MEA cooperation with DG ENV built on established relationships and partnerships
at the technical level. The EC favoured concepts that had been developed jointly
with EC services and required these to have been at least discussed with EC
services prior to submission in order to ensure that i) there was an internal
ownership for technical follow-up, ii) that project concepts from the outset would
be aligned with EC priorities, iii) that continuity could be ensured in the
cooperation, iv) that the cooperation could further build upon successful
initiatives, and v) that UNEP did not spend a lot of effort on developing project
proposals that would end up being unsuccessful. Hence, the SCA project selection
process to a large extent relied on existing, often interpersonal, relationships
rather than an institutional and formalised approach; this limited the extent to
which the SCA opened up for cooperation in new areas, although some
interviewees indicated a much larger segment of UNEP became engaged in the
dialogue with the EC compared to the situation prevailing before the SCA. On the
positive side, the process in general allowed for a close and constructive
cooperation at the technical level, a mutual understanding and shared priorities,
and thus helped ensure that both UNEP/MEA and DG ENYV priorities were taken on
board in the design. A total of 78 per cent of the project managers responding to
the survey indicated that the initial project idea only required very little
modification since their own organisation’s priorities were well-aligned with EC
priorities, and the remaining indicated that no change was required. Most of the
respondents indicated that the changes made to align with EC priorities had no
effect on the project design, whereas roughly a quarter found the changes had a
positive effect, and a minority found a negative effect (see figure 5.1).

7 The decentralised or ‘delegated’ approach to resource mobilisation in UNEP prevailing when the SCA was
signed in 2011 placed responsibility on individual project managers to raise funds for their projects.
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Figure 5.1: Effect of EC priorities

Did the changes made in response to European
Commission priorities affect the contribution to
your organisation’s priorities?

9.1%

M Positively

No effect

Negatively

68.2%

Source: Project manager survey

47. While continuity of individual projects was not guaranteed, the SCA provided a
structure and framework that facilitated continuity and longer-term planning.
The signature of the SCA marked a shift from an annual to multi-year perspective
on EU support to UNEP and the MEA secretariats. The SCA was expected to
enhance the financial predictability of the EC’s voluntary contributions to support
the work of UNEP sub-programmes and MEA secretariats. The enhanced financial
predictability can be considered as limited to the amount contracted under the
SCA. Indeed, some MEA secretariats found the predictability in a sense had
decreased a bit, as they received less clear indications of the allocation for the
specific MEA secretariat compared to the situation prior to the SCA. However, it
was clear at the outset of the process that the SCA was developed in the context
of the three-year funding cycle of the ENRTP?, with expected replenishments
subject to formal EC budgeting decisions. The programming of funds to individual
actions exceeded the contracted budget in 2011 and 2012 and was predicated on
approval of further instalments. The agreed 60/40 split of funding between UNEP
and the MEA Secretariats, and contributions to the larger MEA secretariats such
as CBD and BRS remained largely stable over the SCA and subsequent PCA period;
and in practice, the ratio between expenditure on UNEP and MEA project
(excluding CITES Aquatic Species®) was 62:38. The typical three-year project
duration allowed for longer term planning and greater flexibility than earlier annual
budgets. However, financial predictability did not change substantially at the level
of individual projects, though the PSC provided a venue to discuss anticipated

8 ENRTP revised Strategy and Multiannual Indicative Programme (MIP) 2011-2013
® The addendum to the SCA note that CITES Aquatic Species was not included in the budget split (see Annex E,
para 5)
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needs, and the SCA financial structure and written procedure facilitated the
provision of top-up funding to ongoing initiatives'®.

6. Effectiveness

6.1. Delivery of intended project outcomes and outputs

48. The sampled projects mostly delivered their intended outputs, which in turn
contributed to the intended outcomes, but for the most part, the extent to which
the outcomes were achieved, and the contribution of the projects to these, is
difficult to establish due to the process-oriented nature of the projects and limited
outcome monitoring.
The projects implemented by UNEP focused primarily on providing technical
resources (tools, guidelines, manuals, information/knowledge products, clearing
house, registries/databases, online portals) and capacity development, but they
also facilitated MEA processes, mainly through consultations. The projects
implemented by the MEA secretariats focused on process facilitation, capacity
development, and knowledge generation and management to support the
implementation of MEAs. Typical activities and outputs were tools, guidelines,
manuals, databases, websites, assessments, technical reports on best
environmental practices and best available technologies, information and
knowledge products, trainings, technical advisory, and financial (travel) support
for participation in international negotiations and processes. Some projects also
implemented small pilot interventions at national level, in particular in relation to
policies, strategies, plans, and data and information management. As such, the
projects contributed to larger and longer-term processes at the international and
national levels, processes that were also shaped by, and dependent on, several
other factors, especially at the national level (e.g. political and economic factors)
— hence, the outcomes achieved are by nature difficult to attribute specifically to
the projects, this challenge (further exacerbated by the fact that outcomes were
often vaguely defined in the project designs). Moreover, the monitoring and
reporting was mainly activity and output oriented, and the projects were for the
larger part not evaluated, so there is often little information available on the
achievement of the intended outcomes (see chapters 7 and 9). Box 6.1 provides
an overview of the outcomes and outputs delivered by the sample projects.

10 Six projects received top-up funding
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Box 6.1: Project outcome and output delivery

UNEP projects

BIP reports to have delivered upon all its targeted outputs. It contributed to its intended
objective (enhance national and regional capacity for the development and use of
biodiversity and related indicators, to support the current revision of National
Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs)) through: training of trainers,
regional indicator capacity building, establishing a community of practice hub, and
facilitating lesson sharing. However, the lack of outcome targets does not allow to
conclude on the achievement of the project outcome. Nonetheless, there is strong
indication that the delivered activities sensitised on the use of biodiversity related
indicators. Furthermore, an assessment of BIP Il found that the “Project results helped
enable the evaluation of the CBD Strategic Plan 2011-2020 achievements”.

10 YFP reports to have delivered all its intended outputs. The project contributed to its
intended outcome in relation to establishing a global platform for action and
mainstreaming sustainable consumption and production (SCP). Six thematic and
sectoral programmes were launched, gathering more than 450 partners from all sectors
of society, in addition to 129 national focal points officially nominated by their
governments. Six calls for proposals were made under the 10 YFP Trust Fund to
implement pilot projects targeted at SCP. The Final Report stated that: “the shift towards
SCP and the 10 YFP have gained visibility and support at the international level, in the context
of Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development and the Sustainable Development Goals".
However, the implementation and upscaling of SCP has not yet led to a global shift
towards SCP. Interviewees pointed out that the overall access to the platform and
discussion on indicators may have remained among experts, finding that the 10 YFP
initiative should continue after 2020 with continued support geared more towards
implementation. In 2017, the evaluation of the 10 YFP umbrella project concluded that:”
The 10 YFP is not yet able to adequately demonstrate results that show a tangible shift
towards SCP as a consequence of its action. It is called to show more thorough evidence to
governments, to the business community and to the general public that it is yielding tangible
outcomes”.

GE TOP reports to have delivered upon its intended outcome (develop and disseminate
to global and regional economic and trade forums and national policy makers in
developing and emerging an integrated policy assessment, including cost benefit
analyses and case studies on the economic, environmental and social gains of applying
policies for resource efficiency and SCP). The second phase (GE TOP Il) aimed at
providing “national-level policy analysis and strategy guidance on identifying and harnessing
trade related opportunities associated with a transition to a green economy, with a view to
supporting the design and implementation of sustainable policies and tools, leading to a shift
towards more sustainable trade patterns and reduced adverse impacts of international
trade”. The second phase reportedly delivered upon all its targeted outputs. GE TOP I
made an important contribution to UNEP’s outreach and training efforts on green
economy and trade, as a component of the larger Green Economy Initiative umbrella
project. More directly, the project activities contributed to supporting an enabling
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framework for sustainable trade in the five GE TOP partner countries (Ghana, Peruy,
Vietnam, Chile, South Africa).

Mercury reports to have achieved most of its outputs and contributed to the larger
outcome of the Global Mercury Partnership: “Reduce the risks from anthropogenic use
and release of mercury through the development of a legally-binding treaty and related
actions in partnership”. By 2016, the project had not delivered the planned national
inventories. Nonetheless, there is evidence that the other delivered project outputs
strongly contributed to the intended outcome. An international legally binding
agreement was adopted through the adoption of the Minamata Convention on Mercury
in 2013. The Evaluation Report of the Global Mercury Partnership concluded that:
“Participating countries use the developed inventory to monitor mercury use and release”,
“Stakeholders use BAT/BEP [best available technologies/best environmental practices]
guidelines to improve practices”, and Governments and other stakeholders are aware of the
challenges of environmentally sound storage and disposal of mercury and have the
knowledge to improve their practices”. Interviewees reported that the success of the
project was related to: i) “the scientific-based evidence facilitating the political buy-in and
increased the visibility of environmental issues related to mercury release”; ii) “It was not an
isolated project, but part of a larger initiative as well as in line with other supportive initiatives
(e.g. the Chemical and Waste Finance Project)”.

MEA Focal Points delivered most of its intended outputs. Several activities made a
strong contribution to MEA Parties, focal points and other key stakeholders gaining an
increased understanding of negotiated MEA issues and adopting best practices for
implementation, for example through demand-driven technical support to the
establishment of “regional strategies and action plans for the ASEAN and SPREP work on
NBSAPs and Aichi targets”. Moreover, the project strengthened national and regional
implementation of chemicals and biodiversity related MEAs. For example, “some 30
countries were supported by regional focal points in the ratification of the Nagoya Protocol
on ABS [Access and Benefit Sharing]". Similarly, regional MEA focal points helped to
advance ratification, accession and preparation of the implementation of the Cartagena
Protocol on Biosafety. The CBD Secretariat relied on MEA focal points to solicit
responses on missing country progress reporting on the implementation of CBD.
However, the overall contribution to the intended outcomes was questioned by the
evaluation, which pointed out that an insufficient needs assessment and planning of
workshops “undermined the achievement of the intended project outcomes”. Moreover, “the
project was not planned and implemented in an effective manner. Consequently, the
outcomes and several outputs fell short of the intentions”. No examples were found of the
project achieving “effective country level synergies”. Moreover, the extent to which the
meetings supported COPs is unclear, although they did lead to an improved
understanding of the issues that were negotiated.

MEA projects

CMS sharks reports to have delivered all its intended outputs. It contributed to its
intended outcome 1 (regular review of the species listed, and international collaborative
arrangements proactively pursued to obtain conservation gains) through the
establishment of a Sharks MoU website and updating a review of the conservation
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status of sharks. Outcome 2 (actions carried out to mitigate most serious threats to
migratory species), was contributed to, through supporting and facilitating the adoption
of a conservation plan for sharks, and facilitating the initiation of a regional pilot project
on sharks trafficking in the Middle East and North Africa Region.

CITES Aquatic Species delivered outputs which contributed to its outcome 1 (Parties
able to implement CITES provisions for trade in sharks and manta rays), but the extent
to which the targeted 35 Parties were enabled to implement the provisions cannot be
established with the data and information available. The same applies to outcome 2
(Parties able to improve their implementation of CITES provisions for trade captive-bred
and ranched animals), relevant outputs were produced, but the achievement of the
outcome remains unclear.

CBD Outcomes | delivered four of its five outputs/components, at least in terms of
implementing the planned activities, with a focus on making information available: 1)
publication of the Global Biodiversity Outlook 4, 2) biodiversity restoration and
mainstreaming (provision of technical and scientific information, strengthened
partnerships), 3) The Global Registry of Introduced and Invasive Alien Species (GRIIS)
information facility (establishment of website, database and toolkit), 4) Marine and
Coastal Biodiversity (provision of information). Output/component 5 (clearing house)
was dropped. However, while the outputs corresponded to the intended outcome
(strengthened implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity through provision
of scientific and technical information, assessments and monitoring, and cooperation
with partner organisations), the extent to which this contributed to a strengthened
implementation of the Strategic Plan cannot be established with the data and
information available.

Stockholm COP 5 likely made a contribution to its intended outcomes, as the activities
delivered were relevant for the outcomes. However, it is impossible, due to imitations
with the data and information available, to clearly establish the contribution towards
achieving most of the intended outcomes and outputs, especially since the uptake and
use of the products by Parties is unknown. Outcome 1 (enhanced knowledge and
decision-making capacity for implementation of the Convention) was contributed to by
training, which reached people from 65 countries vis-a-vis strategies and actions plans
for elimination of newly listed POPs. A contribution to outcome 2 (updated global
monitoring plan for POPs) was made with a data warehouse which enabled harmonised
data management which supported the production of monitoring reports. Outcome 3
(updated toolkit on inventories, action plans and reporting) was fully delivered. Outcome
4 (development of means to establish whether exemptions for endosulfan were still
needed and assistance to the development in implementation plans for its prohibition)
was supported through the provision of information. A contribution was made towards
outcome 5 (supporting Parties in implementing recommendations on eliminating
brominated diphenyl ethers from the waste recycling streams, and assessment of
alternatives to perfluoroocane sulfonic acid s), through the provision of knowledge
materials. Moreover, the project supported the participation of 327 participants from
125 countries in Stockholm Convention COP 6 (together with Basel COP 11 and
Rotterdam COP 6).
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49.

BRS Synergies | was conceived to compile a number of small synergy activities into a
single project to reduce the administrative burden for the BRS Secretariat as well as DG
ENV, rather than being designed as a coherent and comprehensive project. The SCA
MTE found the project design as lacking clarity and consistency (e.g. with outputs
formulated as simple products or activities), and noted that the components and
activities did not address all aspects identified as required to fully achieve the intended
outcome (Expected project outcome: Parties meet the synergy objectives under the
Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions), as it covered only three of the 17 related
activities in the Conventions’ work programmes (the available funding was insufficient
for covering all 17 activities), although it was acknowledged that the project would
contribute towards the outcome. The three outputs under component 1 (support to the
work of, and coordination among, the scientific bodies under the conventions) were
delivered, but the extent to which all the intended outputs for component 2 (capacity
building on the coordinated implementation at national level) and component 3
(updating general technical guidelines on the environmentally sound management of
POPs waste to include new POPs) is less clear''. Overall, the project contributed to
increased capacities and an enabling environment, although the extent which this has
contributed to tangible interventions by the Parties, thus to achieving the intended
project outcome, cannot be assessed due to lack of data and information.

The SCA projects were for the large part seen as successful in term of delivering
the expected results.

Most of the responsible project managers (interviews and survey) from UNEP and
the MEA secretariats found that their projects had fully delivered their expected
outcomes, and the remaining found that while the outcomes had not been fully
achieved, there had been a good degree of delivery. While most of the project
managers found that the projects had fully delivered the intended outputs, the
delivery of the planned outcomes was seen as somewhat lower (see figure 6.1).
The EC DG ENV task managers also had a good degree of (albeit somewhat lower)
satisfaction with the delivery, with a significant majority being either highly
satisfied or somewhat satisfied with the degree of outcome delivery as well as the
quality of the results achieved. The sample projects mostly delivered their
intended outputs (see figure 6.2). However, as described in the previous
paragraphs, chapter 7.1 and chapter 9.4, limited information is available at the
outcome and impact levels.

11 The SCA MTE found that only one of the two outputs for component 2 and one of the three outputs for com-
ponent 3 were delivered, but this is disputed by the BRS Secretariat which finds that all outputs were fully de-
livered. The progress towards the output indicators was not monitored and reported on.
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Figure 6.1: Delivery of project outputs and outcomes

To what extent was your project able to deliver the
planned project outputs (including any approved
amendments)?

m Fully achieved (over 90%)

m Substantially achieved (60-90%)

W Partially achieved (less than 60%)

To what extent was your project able to deliver the
planned project outcomes?

0,0%

M Fully achieved (over 90%)

W Substantially achieved (60-
90%)

m Partially achieved (less
than 60%)

Source: Project manager survey

Figure 6.2: Delivery and quality of project results

Satisfation with delivery of expected project
results

Satisfaction with quality of project results

m Highly satisfied
= Somewhat satisfied
= Somewhat dissatisfied

Highly dissatisfied

0%
0%
m Highly satisfied
= Somewhat satisfied
= Somewhat dissatisfied
Highly dissatisfied

Source: DG ENV task manager survey

6.2. Delivery of SCA objectives and expected results

50. Overall, the project portfolio was seen as having made a significant contribution
towards the delivery across all the SCA's strategic objectives and expected
results.
The individual projects did not contribute to all expected results (ERs) and
strategic objectives (SOs), but according to the project managers and confirmed
in an analysis of the SPORs, there was a good level of delivery for all ERs across
the portfolio albeit with variation (see figure 6.3 and table 6.1). All projects had a
visibility element (ER5) built in, but the extent to which they contributed to
enhanced visibility varied (see chapter 9).
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Figure 6.3: Project contribution to expected SCA results and outcomes

How did your project contribute to the SCA 'Expected Results' and 'Specific

Outcomes'identified in the ‘Description of the Action’?
25

20

15

10

ER1 ER2 ER3 ER4 ER5 SO1 S02

Source: Project manager survey

Major contribution
Moderate contribution
Minor contribution

H No contribution

SO3

Table 6.1: Contribution to SCA expected results

Percentage of SCA
projects
Expected result Primary | Second-
focus ary fo-
cus
ER1: Strengthened international environmental governance,
including increased synergies and coherence in international 4% 9%
decision-making processes related to global environment
processes.
ER2: Enhanced implementation of and compliance with MEAs 48% 7%
ER3: Strengthened capacities of developing countries for
international environmental negotiations and improved access to 26% 22%
information on progress in different international processes
ER4: Enhanced global and regional environmental monitoring and 28% 4%
assessment for policymaking

Source: Portfolio analysis — as reported in SPOR reports

51. The PMU reports that several contributions were made to the indicators for the
ERs and SOs in the logframe (see table 6.2), but since no targets had been
established for the indicators, the figures do not lend themselves to an objective

assessment of the delivery against expectations.
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Table 6.2: Contributions to the SCA logframe indicators for results and objectives

Indicators for expected results 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017*
No. of knowledge products? 86 52 58 8
No. of capacity building activities® 83 75 32 15
No. of countries participating in international negotia- 171 299 99 0
tions®

No. of countries implementing MEAs® 296 | 389 | 421 3

Indicators for specific objectives
No. of countries participating in and implementing
MEAs®
Outputs of international negotiations and processes’ 7 13 5 0
a Number of tangible outputs (e.g. publications, tools kits, modules)
b Number of training courses and workshops
¢ Sum of the number of countries funded per major international event
4 Sum of the number of countries undertaking official actions per project supported initiative
¢ Sum of indicator 4 and 5
fNumber substantive outputs in negotiations influenced by project studies, advisory, and tech-
nical advocacy
*Excluding UNEA-3
Source: SCA Final Report

464 | 690 | 443 3

52. The SCA projects contributed to the SCA’s expected results, but the extent of

this contribution cannot be established, due to the broad nature of the ERs
which is influenced by many factors outside the SCA.
It is difficult to establish the extent of the SCA projects’ contribution to achieving
the intended outcomes due to the broad definition of the expected results, to
which the SCA projects would only be one among several contributing factors,
including projects funded by other parts of the EC and other donors as well as
national decision processes and interests. Nonetheless, the SCA projects did
make contributions to several of the expected results:

53. ER1 (Strengthened international environmental governance, including increased
synergies and coherence in international decision-making processes related to global
environment processes) — the SCA projects contributed to this through the
promotion of regional cooperation, outreach events, science-based platforms,
information sharing and knowledge management, studies, policy
recommendations, capacity building, and through financing the participation of
delegates at COPs and other international meetings related to the Conventions.
For example, 10 YFP provided a global framework of action for mainstreaming
SCP globally, with over 115 countries engaged in 10 YFP. The SCA-funded
component of 10 YFP led to increased cooperation and provided science-based
knowledge and information to facilitate the mainstreaming of SCP in regional and
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54.

national strategies and plans, and ensure increased political, technical and
financial support for their implementation. GE TOP further promoted green
economy and trade on the global agenda through studies and outreach events.
BRS Synergies | focused on strengthening synergies between the three chemicals
and waste Conventions, by promoting closer cooperation between the POP
Review Committee (POPRC) and Chemical Review Committee; the development
of a common expert database; the creation of a common alumni website; and
structuring a common bibliography and presenting it on the BRS website.

ER2 (Enhanced implementation of and compliance with MEAs) — the SCA projects
contributed to this through capacity building (e.g. workshops, training on best
available techniques and best environmental practices), tools and guidelines,
support to drafting action plans and strategies, provision of access to data and
information (e.g. websites, databases, studies, technical reports, e-learning
courses), and establishment of community of practices. For example, BIP
organised regional and national training in the use of biodiversity indicators for
monitoring the implementation of NBSAPs and achievement of national targets,
thereby strengthening country capacities to comply with the CBD Strategic Plan
for Biodiversity 2011-2020. MEA Focal Points enabled UNEP to assist countries in
addressing the MEA implementation and coordination gap and supported the
implementation of and compliance with several MEAs (CBD, CITES, CMS, Ramsar,
BRS, Minamata). Mercury was a component of the larger Global Mercury
Programme, which aimed at establishing a legally binding treaty for the reduction
of risks from the use and release of mercury. The project supported the
Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee for the implementation of the
Minamata Convention. Mercury also conducted national studies and built national
technical capacities (within governments and the private sector) to demonstrate
best available techniques and best environmental practices adopted under the
Minamata Convention with a particular focus on addressing mercury emissions
from coal combustion. CMS Sharks provided support for the first Meeting of
Signatories (2012), that led to an agreement on the institutional and financial
arrangements of the Sharks MoU and the adoption of the Sharks Conservation
Plan. CITES Aquatic Species provided training and tools for Parties for the
implementation of CITES provisions for commercially valuable marine species
(with a focus on newly listed sharks) and for captive-bred and ranched animals;
notable examples are the support provided for the development of the iSharkFin
shark fin identification software for port inspectors, customs agents, fish traders
and others (developed jointly by FAO and the University of Vigo), and the online
CITES Sharks Portal with information and guidelines on sharks. CBD Outcomes |
published the CBD toolkit for Parties to achieve Aichi Biodiversity Target 9 on
invasive alien species and pathways. Stockholm COP 5 updated toolkit guidance
and training materials help Parties develop, update and revise their inventories,

26



55.

56.

review and action plans. BRS Synergies | supported the development of a draft
Central American strategy on the management of hazardous chemicals and
waste, and a draft National Strategy for El Salvador for environmentally sound
management of chemicals and hazardous wastes and other wastes.

ER3 (Strengthened capacities of developing countries for international environmental
negotiations and improved access to information on progress in different international
processes) — the SCA projects contributed to this through capacity building
(workshops, online courses), outreach events, science-based platforms, studies,
policy recommendations, provision of access to data and information (e.g.
websites and databases), and through financing the participation of delegates at
COPs and other international meetings related to the Conventions. For example,
10 YFP conducted trainings on key SCP topics as well as training to enhance the
science base knowledge on SCP/RE. As mentioned above, Stockholm COP 5
supported the participation of 327 participants from 125 countries in Stockholm
Convention COP 6.

ER4 (Enhanced global and regional environmental monitoring and assessment for
policymaking) — the SCA projects contributed to this through supporting the
development of monitoring guidelines and indicators, establishment of websites
and databases, and capacity development. For example, GE TOP Il carried out
national-level policy analysis and advisory services to identify trade opportunities
for a green transition in developing countries, and organised policy and technical
dialogues. BIP developed a Biodiversity Indicator Facilitator's Handbook and
provided training on identification, development and use of monitoring indicators.
Mercury carried out a Global Atmospheric Mercury Assessment and preparatory
work on national inventories. CBD Outcomes | updated the information on the
status and trends of biodiversity through the 2013 version of the Aichi Passport
(in cooperation with the Biodiversity Indicators Partnership), supported the Global
Invasive Alien Species Information Partnership (GIASIP) which increased
collaboration and information sharing, and supported the establishment of online
Global Registry of Introduced and Invasive Species (GRIIS); thereby CBD Parties
and others were provided with updated information, e.g. on marine biodiversity
and on invasive species. CITES Aquatic Species supported the Southeast Asian
Fisheries Development Center (SEAFDEC) and the International Commission for
the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) in shark stock data collection and
assessment in selected countries, and FAO in developing a database on
international and regional measures for the conservation and management of
sharks. Stockholm COP 5 established global system for monitoring of POP
concentrations. BRS Synergies | established an online database of scientific and
technical publications and an expert database to promote an understanding of
the inter-linkages among the three conventions.
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58.

7.

ER5 (Enhanced visibility and coherence of European Commission and UNEP
cooperation in the field of global environment protection) — All SCA projects had a
visibility element (E5) built in, but the extent to which they contributed to
enhanced visibility varied (see chapter 9.6).

The SCA portfolio of projects in particular contributed to increased knowledge
and access to information and tools in order to inform and strengthen
international governance processes.

According to the project managers, most projects made a significant contribution
to increasing the knowledge and information available to countries. This was, in
particular, done through providing opportunities for global and regional sharing of
experiences, as well as through better management of, and increased access to,
knowledge and data, e.g. through databases and websites. A number of projects
also improved availability of, and access to, state-of-the-art tools and
methodologies, both by supporting tools development or improvement and by
making available tools more easily accessible, e.g. on websites. Examples of
contributions made to increased knowledge and access to information and tools
are provided in chapter 6.

Likelihood of impact and sustainability

7.1. Impact

59.

The contribution to impacts cannot be clearly established due to the mainly
global and policy-oriented nature of the SCA projects and insufficient provisions
for results monitoring.

The expected impact (overall objective) of the SCA was to contribute to global
environmental sustainability and the achievement of the MDGs (and later the
SDGs). The SCA projects mainly worked at the global or regional level. Some
projects had pilot projects at national level, but these were mostly small and short-
term in nature. Most projects contributed to the expected impact by providing
increased access to knowledge, information, data, tools and methodologies, also
through experience-sharing. Many projects also contributed to enhancing the
engagement of developing countries in MEA processes and international
negotiations. The knowledge and capacity development support often aimed at
improving national strategies and policy frameworks for MEA implementation and
for increasing resource efficiency. Fewer projects engaged in strengthening
national institutional frameworks and capacities; this is unsurprising, considering
the mandates of the MEA secretariats and DG ENV, and since the SCA had a global
focus. Since the implementation of MEAs and SDGs as well as environmental
management and protection in general mainly happens at the national or sub-
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national levels, achieving impacts would primarily depend on several political,
economic and institutional factors at the national level — although international
agreements, improved access to knowledge and information and increased
implementation capacities undoubtedly contribute. Thus, the impacts of the SCA
projects would mainly have been indirect rather than direct. Another challenge to
ascertaining the impacts of the SCA projects were shortcomings at the project
level vis-a-vis indicators, targets, baselines and monitoring as described in
chapter 9.4.

Several SCA projects contributed to strengthened, and enhanced engagement in,
international MEA and governance processes.

According to the project managers, many projects contributed to better
participation of developing countries in international processes, e.g. through
funding the travel costs for delegates and thereby increasing the representation
at COPs and international meetings, and through capacity development and
access to information to enable a more informed and proactive engagement.
Furthermore, UNEP resource efficiency projects engaged in supporting and
influencing the definition, reporting, and monitoring of SDGs. The DG ENV task
managers were to a good degree satisfied with the international policy outcomes
of the SCA projects (see figure 7.1).

Figure 7.1: Satisfaction with policy outcome contribution

Satisfaction with contribution to expected
international policy outcomes

0%

m Highly satisfied
m Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied

Highly dissatisfied

Source: DG ENV task manager survey
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Box 7.1: Project contributions to international environmental governance

UNEP projects

10 YFP provided a global exchange platform engaging stakeholders from all sectors of
society to increase cooperation and further promote SCP. The platform provided
science-based knowledge and information on SCP and sustainable development to a
large community of 3,000 members to further raise awareness on SCP. 10 YFP also
organised high level events and dialogues on SCP and sustainable development, and
engaged its board members and other UN agencies to develop inputs to substantiate
the political debate and negotiations in including SCP in the SDGs, including the
development of SCP indicators. Through a large outreach and science-based policy
dialogue, 10 YFP contributed to the inclusion of a stand-alone SCP goal as well as other
SCP-related targets in SDGs.

GE TOP shared the findings of its Trade and Green Economy Handbook as well as the
results of its national support to mainstreaming green economy into national strategies
and plans at high level meetings, such as events at the WTO. Although a small
contribution to the further promotion of the green economy concept in the global arena,
the project was a component of a larger initiative which was assessed in 2017 as
UNEP’s most “visible contribution to the global environmental debate during the past
decade”.

Mercury provided knowledge that informed discussions, negotiations and ratification of
the Minamata Convention through the Global Mercury Assessment and information
from national inventories. It further brought to international attention the fact that
artisanal and small-scale gold mining is the largest source of mercury emissions. The
project also provided technical information on coal combustion, to inform the Best
Available Technologies/Best Environmental Practices Guidance Document adopted at
COP1. As such, the project contributed to establishing an enabling environment for
environmentally appropriate control and management of chemicals.

MEA Focal Points organised training and awareness raising campaigns, which
reportedly resulted in an increased number of countries signing and ratifying MEAs
and/or their amendments. 31 countries were supported in ratification and
implementation of the Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit-Sharing; 11 countries in
Africa were supported in ratification and early implementation of the Minamata
Convention on Mercury, 15 countries in Africa were supported in ratification and early
implementation of the Bamako Convention on Wastes. As such, the project contributed
to enhancing and scaling-up the level of engagement in the international processes for
biodiversity protection and chemical and waste management.

MEA projects

CMS Sharks supported the first Meeting of Signatories on the Sharks MoU, where
agreement was made on the institutional and financial arrangements of the newly
adopted Sharks MoU and the elaboration and adoption of the Sharks Conservation Plan
in September 2012. At the second Meeting of Signatories in 2016, 22 additional shark
and ray species were added, and the Conservation Working Group comprising shark
conservation experts was created. At the CMS COP 11 in 2014, 21 of the 31 approved
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proposals to add new species with a focus on sharks, sawfish and rays. The project
contributed to the conservation of sharks by bringing sharks range states together and
providing information that informed discussions and agreements on conservation
measures.

CITES Aquatic Species through its collaboration with FAO successfully engaged with
regional fisheries management organisations (RFMOs) and regional fishery bodies
(RFBs), which enabled an increased engagement of the fishery community, in what had
initially been seen as an “environment agency”. A tangible result was that an increased
number of CITES Parties involved fisheries experts in CITES processes and that more
fisheries organisations participated in CITES meetings. Moreover, the CITES Secretariat
was increasingly invited to contribute to fisheries related activities and events. The
CITES Secretariat reports that many RFMOs and RFBs now include sharks in bycatch
reporting. They have also become important partners for CITES in training, data
collection and analysis, and the development of regional and national shark
management plans. The project contributed to the adoption of seven decisions on trade
in sharks and rays, and the addition of new 13 shark and ray species at CITES COP17.

CBD Outcomes | compiled and analysed scientific and technical biodiversity
information, which informed the mid-term review of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity
2011-2020; this in turn led to the adoption of related decisions to enhance the
implementation of the plan. The data and information made available by the project
informed CBD COP 13 and the adoption of the Short-Term Action Plan on Ecosystem
Restoration, and decisions on biodiversity and human health, marine and coastal
biodiversity, and mainstreaming of biodiversity.

Stockholm COP 5 supported the establishment of a functional global system for
monitoring of POP concentrations (the Global Monitoring Plan), which informed both
COP delegates and national policy-makers through regional capacity building and
establishing partnerships with already existing monitoring programmes. Information
was prepared on new and candidate POPs for Stockholm COP 5, and facilitated
information exchange on the successful management of new POPs. Moreover, the
project supported a) the implementation of the Convention's work programme on
brominated diphenyl ethers and perfluorooctane sulfonic acid, its salts and
perfluorooctane sulfonyl fluoride, and b) the work programme to support the
development and deployment of alternatives to endosulfan. The project also supported
the participation of 10 delegates at COP-6, which enabled them to communicate
implementation challenges and participate in the decision-making on future steps at the
national level. Through funding travel costs, the project also enabled 10 delegates to
attend COP 6 and express their views and implementation challenges faces, and
participate in decision-making on future steps needed at the national level.

BRS Synergies | established an online database, which provided access to scientific and
technical documents for the three BRS Conventions. This as well as capacity
development promoted a better understanding of the interlinkages between the
Conventions, e.g. for the subsidiary bodies of the Conventions. The project thereby
contributed to establishing an enabling environment for environmentally appropriate
management of chemicals.
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62.

Many SCA projects have contributed to improving national policies, institutional
frameworks and capacities, vis-a-vis MEA implementation and vis-a-vis
resource efficiency, but the extent to which this has contributed to tangible
environmental improvements and sustainable development cannot be
established.

According to the project managers many projects contributed to improving the
national enabling environment in terms of policies, institutional frameworks, and
institutional and individual capacities. This was done through training, improved
access to knowledge and tools, supporting the mainstreaming of environment-
related issues into national development plans and strategies, and to a lesser
extent through the use of national and regional pilot projects. Some projects, in
particular those implemented by MEA Secretariats but also a number of UNEP
projects, focused on improving the implementation of MEAs. Moreover, a
substantial proportion of UNEP projects focused on creating an enabling
environment for improved resource efficiency/sustainable consumption and
production. Unsurprisingly, fewer projects contributed to resource efficiency than
MEA implementation, since resource efficiency is not guided by any specific
MEAs, so this theme was only addressed by UNEP.

Small global process-oriented projects, such as those funded under the SCA
cannot on their own ensure good environmental governance, let alone tangible
environmental improvements and sustainable development advancement, as this
requires a deeper and more comprehensive engagement at the national and even
sub-national levels. While acknowledging achievements at national level, several
project evaluations also pointed out that legislative, awareness, stakeholder
engagement, and financial barriers at the national level were obstacles to in-
country coordination and cooperation. UNEP projects, which where embedded in
larger umbrella initiatives, may have contributed bigger outcomes and impacts,
but it is not possible to establish the significance of the SCA project’s
contribution. Overall, the contribution to providing an enabling environment for
sustainable development could potentially have been stronger if the support to
building capacities and political, institutional or technical frameworks had been
accompanied more systematically with projects investing in the promotion of
piloting of viable models for sustainable development on the ground. Limited
evidence was found of the SCA and its projects being linked up to in-country
projects to ensure that all components of creating enabling environment were
addressed, although the EU is the world’s largest grants-based donor and has a
large bilateral and regional portfolio of interventions that could have been linked
to.
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Box 7.2: Project contributions to national policy and institutional frameworks

UNEP projects

BIP I and Il successfully developed a list of biodiversity indicators which can be used by
Parties to adapt their national priorities and assess their progress towards the Aichi
Biodiversity Targets. However, the extent to which these indicators were used, and
integrated into National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAP) and adopted
as a policy instrument is unclear.

GE TOP conducted training and supported the formulation of green economy and trade
related plans and strategies in five countries. The approach of linking the environment
and the economy in “win-win” scenarios contributed to illustrating national pathways
towards sustainable development.

Mercury trained government officials and power plant operators in Thailand, Vietnam
and Indonesia on best available technologies and best environmental practices for
controlling mercury emissions from coal-fired power stations. Furthermore, the Mercury
Inventory Toolkit and Best Available Technologies and Best Environmental Practices
Guidance were disseminated as a tool for implementing sound chemicals management
and the related Minamata convention. However, the extent to which there was concrete
implementation and reduction of Mercury emissions is unclear.

MEA Focal Points supported the integration of CMS, Ramsar Convention, and CITES
objectives into National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs) in 21 African
and 12 West Asian countries. More generally, the project contributed to mainstreaming
biodiversity- and chemicals and waste-related issues into national and regional
development plans, and increased awareness of stakeholders through training at
national level. However, the extent to which these plans are implemented and producing
environmental improvements is unknown.

MEA projects

CMS Sharks facilitated the initiation of a regional pilot project on sharks trafficking in
the Middle East and North Africa Region through three training workshops. The pilot
project was intended to improve the regulation of sharks and other marine species listed
under CMS and CITES with stricter domestic measures. However, the results achieved
by the pilot project are unclear.

CITES Aquatic Species provided capacity development and online access to
information, data, technical guidance, and tools. The extent to which, this led to
improved implementation of CITES at the national level is difficult to ascertain.
Nonetheless, data in the CITES trade database showed that Parties were enabled to
issue CITES documents for listed sharks and rays, and thus able to assess whether
catches were legal and determine non-detrimental levels of export. Moreover, the
iISHarkFin tool introduced assist port inspectors, customs agents, fish traders and
others in identifying shark species from fin shapes. The project also supported the non-
detrimental findings (NDF) process and a shark traceability study with special attention
to artisanal fisheries in Costa Rica. The study provided the foundation for a pilot project
funded by Germany.
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CBD Outcomes | provided information, data and tools for CBD Parties, including on the
role and potential of biodiversity and ecosystems vis-a-vis climate change mitigation
and adaptation, human health, and sustainable development, but its use at national level
is unclear. Similarly, the Invasive Alien Species Information Facility (GRIIS) provided
information and tools for national authorities, customs and border control agencies, but
its use is unclear. The information and data provided and cooperation with partner
organisations is likely to have contributed to a strengthened implementation of the
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020.

Stockholm COP 5 supported the review and updating of the toolkit on updating and
revising national inventories and action plans, identification and quantification of
unintentional POP emission factors, and evaluating the effectiveness of measures
implemented for eliminating POP pollution. Country representatives were trained on the
use of the toolkit for inventory development and revision and updating action plans for
the elimination of POP releases, which contributed to enabling Parties to better
implement their obligations under, and report to, the Convention. The project helped
increasing the availability of POP monitoring data at the global scale. The capacities of
65 developing countries and countries in transition were reportedly strengthened.
Moreover, pilot projects were implemented in Uganda and Mozambique on the sound
management of endosulfan, but the results are unclear.

BRS Synergies | established an online database and carried out capacity building
activities that reportedly created an increased understanding of the interlinkages
between three BRS Conventions, and enabled the integration of the Conventions into
national legislation in several developing countries. For example, African Parties’
understanding of the process for reviewing and listing chemicals under the Rotterdam
and Stockholm Conventions was increased. The project also funded three pilot projects,
in Central America, Eastern Europe and Sri Lanka, which carried out workshops,
trainings and meetings. Moreover, national assessments of BRS implementation were
carried out in Belarus and Sri Lanka. Strategies on the management of hazardous
chemicals and wastes were drafted for the Central America region and for El Salvador.
However, the extent to which the project led to concrete action at the national level and
reduced risks from chemical waste is unclear.

The information made available and tools developed by SCA projects are generally
of global relevance and thus have a good potential for replication and upscaling.
There was in general a demand from countries for the types of support provided
by SCA projects, but actual replication is to a large extent dependent on donor
funding.

The knowledge, information, data, tools and guidelines produced were generally
of global relevance for the implementation of MEAs, as they respond to COP
decisions and prepared to inform all MEA Parties (from developing countries and
countries in transition) and can thus contribute to wider implementation to meet
MEA commitments, insofar the products are put into use by Parties. They have
generally been made available online to allow easy access for countries and
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stakeholders. Similarly, the training courses and materials developed can mostly
also be replicated in other countries and regions. MEA Secretaries (e.g. the CITES
and BRS Secretariats) have often received requests from parties for capacity
building often triggered by the support provided by SCA projects, for example in
relation to CITES provisions for marine species. However, replication and
upscaling thus ultimately depend on access to sufficient resources to cover
additional countries; and will thus to a large extent depend on continued access
to funding from international donors. However, little data is available on the extent
to which replication has actually taken place.

7.2. Sustainability

64.

65.

Some SCA projects established mechanisms that continued to function after
project completion.

Several websites established by UNEP (e.g. BIP, 10 YFP) and MEA projects (e.g.
the Shark Portal) were still used by experts and Parties to share experiences and
access information and e-training after the SCA projects had ended. With
continued support through the PCA the 10 YFP website renamed ‘One Planet
network website’ has become a well-known platform for SDG 12. The CITES
Aquatic Species project's cooperation with FAO also continued after project
closure and information on CITES provision has been integrated in FAO activities
and RFMOs/RFBs were made knowledgeable about CITES provisions and can
thus advise their members; thereby a wider audience in the fisheries community
can be reached. Another example is the training provided under Stockholm COP 5
to Regional Centres of the Basel and Stockholm Conventions, which have been
capacitated to provide further trainings for countries. The knowledge from the
Global Mercury Assessment led to a number of GEF projects on artisanal and
small-scale gold mining, and it is expected that the 10 YFP programmes will lead
to further pilot projects to mainstreaming SCP.

Most SCA projects were embedded in larger UNEP programmes or a phase of
longer-term/continuous processes within the MEA architecture. This contributed
to sustainability, although this also depends on continued donor funding.

The SCA description of the action did not explicitly anticipate synergies amongst
or between UNEP and MEA Secretariat projects but did seek to achieve a more
coherent and less fragmented packages of work through a multi-annual approach
compared to the multiple single-project agreements prior to the SCA. The theme
of synergies has however been of interest to the PSC'?, and reporting on synergies
has been included in the annual project progress reports (under final remarks and

12 The GPGC PCA signed in December 2014 included an expected result on synergies. However, the result was
not included in the addends to the agreement.
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67.

later as a dedicated section on interlinkages between projects) and in the earlier
SPORs'3,

Projects were often part of more continuous support provided by EC DG ENV
through the SCA and PCA or even prior to the SCA, following or being followed by
earlier or subsequent projects, as shown in table 7.1 below for the sample
projects. Fifteen UNEP SCA projects were associated with follow-on work under
13 PCA projects. Similarly, work on many of the components of MEA projects as
well as two topic-based MEA projects (CITES Aquatic Species and EcAp Med)
continued with PCA support. Hence, the support under the SCA was also
conducive for continuity, which in turn contributed to processes being followed
through and thereby enhancing the likeliness of achieving sustainability.

Table 7.1: Project continuity — sample projects

Sample project jlia::r:ler pro- Subsequent project
10 YFP SCA: SCP PCA: 10 YFP II
Platform
GE TOP I+l - PCA related: TEST, GE Policy
BIP - PCA: BIP Il
Mercury SCA: Mercury | SCA: Minamata INC, Minamata Il
Pre-SCA:
MEA Focal MEA Focal | -
Points .
Points
The EC engagement in CMS related to sharks was
transferred from DG Env to DG Mare
CMS Sharks | - SCA: The Sharks MoU website fed into the CMS
Family website
CITES Aquatic | _ PCA: CITES COP 17 Outcomes
Species
SCA: CBD Outcomes Il, CBD Access and Benefit-
CBD Outcomes | SCA: CBD In- | Sharing PCA projects: CBD COP 12 Outcomes, CBD
tersessional | COP 13 Outcomes, Bio-COP Capacities, COP 17
Outcomes
gtockholm COP 1. SCA: Stockholm Global Monitoring Plan
BRS Synergies | | - SCA: BRS Synergies Il

All UNEP SCA projects contributed to the UNEP Programme of Work (PoW), and
sometimes more than one SCA project contributed to same UNEP PoW output
(see annex H). The UNEP SCA projects were managed under four UNEP sub-

13 The third SPOR report covering 2016 was structured around thematic areas in order to facilitate reporting on
synergies across the three agreements
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68.

programmes (RE, EG, EM, and C&W). Five of the six sampled UNEP projects were
part or a component of a larger UNEP initiative, namely, BIP, 10 YFP, GE TOP | + I
(the Green Economy Initiative), and Mercury (Global Mercury Partnership).

The MEA projects were supporting the implementation of the programme of work
decided by the COPs of the respective MEAs and thus in principle reflecting the
interests and commitments of the Convention Parties. As such, the projects were
not stand-alone projects, but part of larger and more long-term processes, to
which the other projects implemented by the MEA Secretariats also contributed,
and thus did not have a need for individual exit strategies. This integration in
continuous processes were conducive for sustainability. However, without future
donor funding it would be impossible to continue implementation at the current
scale and level of ambition, which could, for example, negatively affect the
continued updating of data and tools. Indeed, the current level of donor funding,
is insufficient to fully meet the support needs and demand.
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Figure 7.2: Project contribution to strategic outcomes

How did your project contribute to the following strategic outcomes?
25
20
15
™ Major contribution
" Moderate contribution
B Minor contribution
10 B No contribution
k]
0 + + u t + t + !

Improved capacities to
engage with MEA
negotiations

Improved Strengthened
strategies/plans/policies institutional fi

Enhanced capacities for Improved Strengthened Enhanced capacities for

for MEA implementation for MEA implementation

MEA implem i trategies/plans/policies institutional frameworks
for resource efficiency  for resource efficiency

resource efficiency

Improved sharing of
knowledge and
experiences

Improved access to state-
of-the-art tools and
methodologies

Improved access to
knowledge and data

Source: Project manager survey
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8. Efficiency

69. The SCA significantly facilitated the processes for approving projects for funding,
approving project extensions, and financial reallocation, by replacing multiple
project contracts with the EC with a single overall contract with inbuilt flexibility.
The SCA was characterised by the replacement of a set of individual project level
contracts with multiple partners by a single contract with UNEP, with a significant
reduction in the efforts associated with negotiation and review of individual
contracts. The umbrella contract also provided for streamlined administrative
processes related to project approval, revisions and extensions, and for flexibility
in financial allocations, including notably the ability to grant project top ups and
to re-programme savings. The multi-year approach allowed a greater number of
projects to start in the first two years of the agreement than would have been
possible within the confirmed budget, allowing a more rapid response to requests
for funding and extending the overall period for project delivery. It also made it
easier to extent project closing dates, which was done in several cases. This was
based on a high level of confidence that replenishments would be received but
this was at the same time risky for both UNEP, the MEA secretariats and DG ENV,
as programming proceeded in advance of related EC budget decisions.

70. The SCA significantly reduced the administrative burden for the EC, but

introduced new and partly unforeseen administrative and managerial demands
on UNEP.
The extent to which different stakeholders in the agreement benefitted from
savings as a result of a reduced administrative burden by replacing several
project agreements with a single SCA agreement varied considerably, with the
main beneficiary being EC services concerned with contracting and financial
reporting. DG ENV indicated that it is unlikely that it would have been able to
continue to support numerous small contracts with multiple MEA secretariats
due to internal capacity constraints. However, the overall gains for DG ENV came
at the expense of the need for UNEP to establish dedicated coordination and
oversight structures, mechanisms and procedures; considerable time was spent
on defining and adjusting these mechanisms and procedures (see chapters 8 and
9.2). Some MEA secretariats expressed that the passing through UNEP added an
extra administrative layer and thus in some aspects increased their workload.

71.In 2013-16, disbursements to projects were at times delayed by insufficient fund
availability in the UNEP SCA trust fund and administrative delays.
Until 2018, the SCA provided for only partial pre-financing of the EU contribution'.

¥ n line with the prevailing 2003 Financial and Administrative Framework Agreement between the European
Union and the United Nations)
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72.

UNEP in general does not have sufficient financial reserves to pre-finance
projects. Several projects were affected by this in 2013/2014 and 2016. Moreover,
ten SCA projects reported issues related to ‘delays in project approval and/or
transfer of funds''®. Four UNEP projects started activities in 2013/2014 using
funds from other sources'®. Two UNEP projects were affected in 2016 due to a
Division level response to the pre-financing situation. The third addendum (2018)
resolved the issue, allowing for EU pre-financing of the final payment. This issue
was intensified by the application of stricter requirements related to earmarking
of funds in Umoja. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the situation was
exacerbated by some FMOs withdrawing funds from the Trust Fund earlier than
envisaged, squeezing the amount of funds accessible to other projects. EU
payments on each instalment were conditional on expenditure thresholds at the
overall SCA level being met on earlier payments. The ability to reach these
thresholds was affected by uneven expenditure rates in view of implementation
challenges faced by individual projects. (see figure 8.1)

Cash transfers to UNEP and some MEA projects were managed internally within
UNEP. Transfers to the MEA Secretariats with independent trust funds were
processed as payments to external entities and passed through the United
Nations Office at Nairobi, normally processed within the expected three-week
limit. However, payments were sometimes held up because of the United Nations
Office at Nairobi's due diligence processes, for example, six projects implemented
by BRS were affected by the non-availability of funds in the BRS Trust Fund in
2012 or 2014. The situation improved with the strengthening of the PMU in 2017
through the establishment of a financial “arm” of the PMU in Nairobi, which
followed up on payments. Moreover, Stockholm COP5 and BRS Synergies
experienced significant delays due to a lengthy negotiation between the EC, UNEP
and the BRS Secretariat on the SCA disbursement arrangements and the
applicable exchange rate. Furthermore, there were incompatibilities between the
rules for the SCA (in the Governance Rules and Procedures (GRP)) and for the
MEA Trust Funds, which in some cases created disbursement delays. There were
significant delays in outward payments in the Umoja transition period. The SPOR
review of project challenges indicates that around one third of the DG ENV SCA
projects active in 2015 reported issues with ‘Umoja’. One project reported delays
owing to difficulties in setting up the project in Umoja in 2015, building on earlier
delays due to a backlog in PRC approval. One third of the project managers
responding to the survey, reported that disbursement delays negatively affected
project delivery. For some MEA Secretariats, the delays at times posed a
challenge vis-a-vis the timely implementation of the programmes work in view of
their COP cycles; a related challenge for some MEA Secretariats was the lack of
alignment between PSC and COP cycles.

15 SPOR background data - see annex C
% Including in two cases of funds being ‘borrowed’ from another project
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73.

74.

Figure 8.1: timeliness of disbursements
Were financial resources made available in a timely manner?

13.0%
m All of the time

® Most of the time and delays did not significantly
17.4% negatively affect planning and delivery

Most of the time but delays had negative effects
on planning and delivery

Delays in financial resources seriously affected
planning and delivery

Source: Project manager survey

The SCA achieved full spending, due to the ability to reprogramme remaining
balances.

The overall expenditure on the EU contribution to the SCA was EUR 33,637,228,
equivalent to 99.8 per cent of the total EU contribution. This unusually high level
of spending was possible since the remaining balance '’ could be reprogrammed
to new projects in 2017 and 2018, a total of EUR 2.96 million was reprogrammed.
The expenditure rate on the EU contribution to the 46 individual projects ranged
from 48 to 100 per cent, with an average rate of 91 per cent. The reasons for
under-spending at the project level varied significantly and included cost savings,
lower than expected participation levels in meetings, and some cancelled
activities'®.

The available budget for programme management, appears as having been
insufficient for covering the true costs associated with management of the SCA
for both UNEP and MEA secretariats.

The DG ENV and DG DEVCO SCAs both provided a budget for their joint
management and management and oversight. The responsibilities of the PMU
expanded in 2015 with the addition of the PCA, which only had a small
management-related budget'®. The DG ENV SCA operations allocations were
amended with each addendum reflecting the requirements of the PMU as well as
the need to balance contributions across the agreements. The total operations

17 Comprising a small unprogrammed balance on the original EU allocation, the sum of unspent balances on
closed projects, and income from interest generated on the ECL Trust Funds and by MEA secretariats.

18 The reasons for cancelled activities were project-specific and often related to those activities being obsolete
(no longer required) or unfeasible. Such changes were discussed with the relevant DG ENV Task Manager, and
formalised where required through project document amendments.

191t was initially expected at this stage that income from interest under the ENRTP SCA could be carried for-
ward and allocated to management costs.
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budget (including communication and visibility) was just under 2.5 per cent of the
total cost of the DG ENV SCA (EU contribution and co-financing). The following
points should be noted: i) the PMU coordinator's salary was partly covered by
UNEP; ii) the costs of the PMU rose sharply from 2017 with the recruitment of
additional staff; iii) the communications and visibility budget was reduced to
cover other management related costs; and iv) the funding of the final evaluation
was taken from the budget line for projects. There was no budget line for costs
of non-PMU UNEP and MEA secretariat staff supporting SCA operations??, though
these costs were partly offset by the reduced demands for support services due
to the streamlined administrative framework of the SCA. The SCA also included a
programme support cost of seven per cent?', split between UNEP (two thirds) and
MEA secretariats (one third). These funds were managed at organisational level
and did not directly support management of the SCA, although it could be argued
that they contributed to partly covering costs associated with non-PMU staff.

75. The overall co-financing raised at project level exceeded expectations.

The total anticipated co-financing from UNEP was 13 per cent. Co-financing was
expected to be mobilised by the individual UNEP and MEA projects, although
there was no explicit guidance on the expected contribution of each project. The
verified co-financing for UNEP and MEA projects was EUR 14.5 million higher than
the expected UNEP contribution of EUR 5,035,632, and brought the total costs to
just over EUR 53 million, 38 per cent higher than expected??. Thirty-two SCA
projects anticipated co-financing and 33 reported receiving co-financing. In
practice, there was only limited variance in mobilisation of the amounts
anticipated in the full-fledged proposals, with eight projects mobilising less co-
financing than expected, although this was at least in part due to non-reporting
on budgeted operations contributions.

76. SCA funding was overall well-managed, but the transition to Umoja was a major
obstacle and cause of delays.
The UNEP PMU took overall responsibility for financial management at the SCA
level under the oversight of the Corporate Services Division. Management was
guided by the SCA’s Governance Structure Rules and Procedures (2013). UNEP
Divisions and MEA secretariats appointed FMOs supporting project managers in
the financial management and reporting. The need for a more active approach to
fund management at the SCA became increasingly apparent in view of the effects
of uneven project expenditure rates and the need for timely data to re-programme
savings on completed projects. A ‘traffic light' monitoring system was thus
introduced by the PMU in 2014 to provide more timely information on the
performance of projects the expenditure and level of execution of ongoing

20 Including focal points and finance staff.

21 Below the UNEP standard 13 per cent, but in line with the prevailing rate in EU contracts.

22 Cofinancing was verified based on project expenditure and related funds did not pass through the DG ENV
SCA trust fund.
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77.

78.

79.

projects and in order to inform PSC management decisions, e.g. as a basis for
rescheduling of funds from delayed and finishing projects.

UNEP’s transition in 2015 to the UN Secretariat-wide enterprise resource planning
system (Umoja) caused widespread disruption to financial management and was
associated with corruption of data integrity. The TLS monitoring exercise was
suspended in 2015-2016 due to difficulties in extracting meaningful financial
information, and financial data was reintroduced only in 2018. In, 2017 a
dedicated FMO and full-time finance assistant were recruited, replacing the
earlier part-time assistant. The new staff undertook an in-depth clean-up of
records from mid-2017 and the data integrity was largely restored by the end of
2017. The approach to reporting was revised and from 2017 the PMU FMO
extracted draft reports from Umoja using a customised template, for review by
Divisions and MEA secretariats; this ensured a consistent approach. The SPOR
for 2015 had to be resubmitted in December 2017 in view of substantial changes
in expenditure data following the financial clean-up. Financial reporting from
2017 was delayed by several weeks or months due to a need for consistent
application of clean-up exercises across the portfolio. The financial data was
considered sufficiently robust in 2018 to allow for reprogramming of savings.

Staff requirements for the PMU were initially underestimated, and additional
staff was recruited. Delivery of the SCA also depended on a wider network of
supporting staff in UNEP and the MEA secretariats.

The SCA anticipated establishment of a joint Programme Management Unit
(PMU) that would serve as the coordination unit for the DG ENV and DG DEVCO
SCAs and secretariat for the PSC. The PMU has also supported the GPGC PCA
since 2015. In March 2012 UNEP appointed a coordinator to the PMU, who
remained in place throughout the SCA implementation, providing continuity.
Moreover, UNEP recruited additional staff to support the PMU: A programme
assistant/programme officer (Sep 2013), a part-time finance assistant (Sep 2013)
and replaced in November 2017 with a full-time assistant, a full-time fund
management officer (FMO) (early 2017). Moreover, a short-term consultant
helped with the preparation of the annual SPOR narrative reports. The PMU
received support from other UNEP staff: a Senior Resource Mobilisation Officer
in the early years, the Deputy Director for Strategic Donor Partnerships and Global
Funds, a programme and policy officer in 2017-2019, and a senior FMO following
the difficult transition to Umoja. DG ENV was represented in the joint PMU by an
Assistant Policy Officer, throughout the entire duration of the SCA. The policy
officer played a crucial role in day-to-day liaison with the UNEP PMU and DG ENV
staff as well as in monitoring and reporting.

The workload of the PMU included one-off tasks related to the establishment of
the SCA Agreements and Trust Funds, occasional tasks such as input into the
renewal of agreements; and regular tasks including monitoring and reporting. The
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PMU had to handle a backlog of clean-up tasks linked to financial management
of the agreement in view of insufficient consideration of needs in this area at the
start of the agreements and the interruption in normal operations in 2015-2016.
The PMU Coordinator was also called upon to review individual project contracts
signed with the EC outside the SCAs/PCA and provided guidance and training on
related contractual frameworks. The unprecedented nature of the agreement
meant the PMU faced a steep learning curve that at times threatened to be
overwhelming. The PMU can now be considered an invaluable source of
institutional knowledge and know-how.

80. The PMU was also supported by designated focal points in the MEA secretariats
and UNEP divisions, notably for organisation of project monitoring and reporting.
FMOs in UNEP divisions and MEA secretariats were heavily involved in the
financial clean-up exercise which placed significant demands on their time in the
later years of the agreement.

81. Projects had to a fairly good extent sufficient staff resources available, but

several projects were affected by challenges related to staffing.

Forty-eight per cent of the project managers responding to the questionnaire
considered staffing to be adequate for delivery of the project while the balance
suggested this was ‘somewhat adequate’. Twenty SCA projects reported issues
related to ‘internal administrative processes and staffing’ and these issues were
mentioned in 37 different annual reports?3. Six projects reported challenges
related to recruitment in 2013, four projects identified staff turnover as a
challenge. Ten projects found staffing challenges?*, due to UN regulations and
slow administrative processes, in a few cases with delays of more than a year.
Some projects appointed consultants rather than permanent staff to reduce
procedural delays, but still faced challenges. Eleven project managers responding
to the survey reported that their projects were affected by recruitment delays,
which in turn contributed to implementation delays (see figure 8.2).

23 Annex C
24 project annual reports
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Figure 8.2: Effect of recruitment delays

Was project delivery affected by delays in
recruitment (including after staff turnover)?

9.1% m No

13.6% Yes — at the start of the

project

Yes — as a result of staff
turnover

Not applicable — we did not
hire additional staff or
consultants for this project

31.8%

Source: Project manager survey

82. All projects depended to varying degrees on support from other staff, such as line

83.

managers, division or secretariat focal points and finance staff, whose time was
not generally included as a cost in project budgets, but was sometimes been
identified as co-financing (e.g. for CMS Sharks), and it could be argued that the
seven per cent support costs indirectly contributed to partly covering UNEP's core
budget costs. The demand on these staff increased when projects were
extended. Two MEA secretariats reported general issues of shortfalls in
secretariat capacity, with CITES identifying the need for a dedicated assistant for
the SCA. In 2015, the implementation of CITES Species was supported by a Junior
Professional Officer funded by the Government of Germany. Moreover, some
projects were affected by temporary understaffing and staff turnover among their
implementing partners, which contributed to delays. CITES Aquatic Species dealt
with understaffing with Indian Ocean Tuna Commission by FAO agreeing to
handle the administrative burden of the project on the Commission'’s behalf. All
UNEP project managers interviewed reported sufficient staffing for the
management and implementation of their projects, although there are indications
that some project activities were delayed due to recruitment processes of
external experts, and reliance on a small full-time team.

None of the reported challenges related to staffing were specifically linked to the
SCA structure or approach. Nevertheless, the SPOR for 2015 recommended to
include an inception period for projects facing potential delays at their outset,
including in view of recruitment needs; this was included in the guidance from the
PMU to project proponents.
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9. Factors affecting performance

9.1. Implementation timeliness
84. Several projects were affected by several challenges, which were often outside

the influence of the project, although many were related to issues within the SCA
partner organisations — as a result several SCA projects were delayed. Delays
also occurred as a result of adjustments to the context, and due to administrative
issues.

A large number of projects experienced a range of challenges, most of which were
partly or fully outside the control of the projects (see table 9.1). However, while
some challenges were external, a number of challenges were related to
administrative issues within the implementing organisations, see chapters 8, 9.2,
and 9.3. Many projects were delayed and required extensions as a result (see
annex C).

Table 9.1: Challenges affecting project implementation

No. of projects No. of times
Challenge affected issue was
reported
External challenges (e.g. political change, inse-
) 12 22
curity)
National level capacity and ownership 17 38
Consensus building and coordination with other
. . 26 40
processes (time and effort required)
Delays in project approval and/or transfer of
10 11
funds
Administrative issues with third parties/coun-
. . 7 8
tries (e.g. contracting, fund transfer)
Internal administrative processes and staffing
) . 20 37
(incl. recruitment)
Introduction of Umoja financial management 12 19
system
Fundraising and co-finance 9 15

Source: SCA Final Report

85. The SCA projects worked in complex global or regional contexts, with several

stakeholders and external factors at various levels, that could cause delays. It is
thus not surprising that several projects faced delays. However, it also appears
that project planning by UNEP and the MEA secretariat was sometimes
overambitious, with unrealistically short time frames. Delays were also caused by
internal procedures within UNEP and the EC (see figure 9.1 and chapters 8 and
9).
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Figure 9.1: Administrative and third party challenges affecting project

implementation

To what extent do you consider that project
delivery was negatively affected by the

following challenges:
12

10

8 - -

4 Highly affected
2 Somewhat affected
o :- B No negative effects

Timeliness of Timeliness of Financial Human Participation
UNEP/MEA Commission management resources of third parties
Secretariat administrative management  including
administrative processes (e.g. beneficiaries
processes (e.g. approval and
approval and  extensions)
extensions)

Source: DG ENV task manager survey

86. BIP and the GE TOP | were completed on time. These projects had clear and time
consistent design and did not rely on external partnerships, hence the risk of
delays due to external factors was limited. The other four UNEP projects in the
sample were delayed and extended, mainly due to external factors and in some
cases as they were adjusted to the delivery of the larger programmes they were
part of:

10 YFP: The project was extended from 40 to 43 months, due to late
nomination of the 10 YFP Board, a lengthy process to establish the Multi-
Stakeholder Advisory Committee, and the transition to Umoja, and an
overly ambitious design.

GE TOP II: The project was extended from 33 to 37 months. The project
was discussed with the EC for a rephasing of activities. Furthermore, the
process of engaging national authorities and partners took longer than
expected. Other financial management issues also contributed to the
delay, e.g. conditional funding of the second year activities, the transition
to Umoja (See chapter 8).

Mercury: The project was extended from 11 to 33 months, since activities
were rescheduled to align with the Global Mercury Partnership as well as
global processes (e.g. the project was required to deliver the fourth Global
Mercury Assessment, an activity that replaced the planned national
inventories since these received significant GEF support following the
adoption of the Minamata Convention). The process of engaging national
authorities also took longer than expected, and the project was also
affected by administrative challenges at the country level.
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MEA Focal Points: The project was extended from 36 to 48 months, to
ensure the transition to new projects supporting MEA implementation and
in response to requests from countries for further support.

87. The MEA projects were frequently delayed, mainly due to factors outside their
control. In fact, all five MEA projects in the sample experienced delays and had
their completion date extended by several months:

CMS Sharks: The project was extended from 12 to 27 months, since the
activities of outputs B and C could not be completed by the original
completion date but also to allow additional activities to utilise funds
remaining from cost savings. Delays were caused by external factors, such
as the need to move the 15t Meeting of Signatories to the Sharks MoU to
Bonn (which in turn also enabled savings on travel costs and
interpretation).

CITES Aquatic Species: The project was extended from 44 to 51 months,
due to delays of a few activities caused by e.g. a need to relocate a
workshop, the longer-than-expected time required to receive specific
guidance and decisions from two committees under the Convention,
changes in target beneficiaries caused by political and financial factors.
The project start had also been delayed due to delayed disbursement to
the CITES Secretariat, and blackout periods with the Umoja financial
systems caused major delays of some contracts as retroactive funding is
impossible. A challenge with Umoja is that funds cannot be committed
before they have been received. Contracting with partners (FAO) and staff
recruitment at the CITES Secretariat took longer than expected, and the
finalisation of some sub-contracts were delayed.

CBD Outcomes |: The project was extended from 9 to 33 months and later
further extended by 12 months due to the introduction of additional
activities. The project start had been delayed due to delayed disbursement
to the CBD Secretariat.

Stockholm COP 5: The project was extended from 27 to 39 months through
two extensions. The project start was delayed due to lengthy negotiations
between the EC, UNEP and the BRS Secretariat on the SCA financial
governance structure; this was the reason for the first extension. The
second extension was to allow project closure after the COP in 2015,
enabling the project to support the COP discussions.

BRS Synergies I: The project was extended from 24 to 35 months through
two extensions, due to late start-up caused by delayed disbursement of
funds as a result of the above-mentioned negotiations and negotiations on
the applicable exchange rate.
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9.2. Organisation, management and oversight

88.

89.

The SCA management structure, rules and procedures largely provided an
appropriate and transparent framework for the management and implementation
of the SCA, albeit with some shortcomings in the project selection process.

The SCA description of the action outlined internal coordination modalities and
identified the roles of internal stakeholders. The joint PMU developed a set of
Governance Rules and Procedures (GRP) together with annexes addressing SCA
and project-level reporting (approved in 2013), monitoring, and communications,
which further elaborated the provisions of the SCA. The GRP document was
updated in 2015 to take account of developments (including the signing of the
PCA), but this draft was not formally signed off, in part due to a DG DEVCO
concern that it had too much detail on the internal procedures of UNEP without
corresponding attention to those of the EC. A set of factsheets and standard
operating procedures (SOPs) were developed towards the end of the SCA and did
thus not significantly guide the SCA (although they summarised earlier guidance
provided by the PMU), but they reflected the experience and learning from the
SCA. The UNEP PMU had a primary reporting line through the Corporate Services
Division, and a secondary through the UNEP Regional Office for Europe. The
reporting lines of the PMU Coordinator and finance staff underwent several
changes in 2015-18 and the discontinuity was magnified by changes in senior
positions.

As described in chapter 5, the identification of most projects predated the
signature of the SCA, thus largely predating the GRP guidance, albeit with some
follow-on projects and top-ups based on satisfactory results. The project
selection process was only partly institutionalised and to an extent building
ongoing areas of cooperation and individual relationships, although there was an
internal invitation to propose projects within UNEP and MEA secretariats. This,
and the participatory nature of the PSC meetings, resulted in a fairly transparent
and relatively coherent approach to project selection compared to the earlier
approach of ‘shopping around’. Most of the initial UNEP projects were based on
ideas discussed at the first PSC meeting and already existing cooperation
between UNEP and DG ENV. The use of the less transparent ‘written procedure’
was largely restricted to projects that built on, or were closely related to, existing
initiatives. Some interviewees emphasised that the project selection had
remained unclear, and did not extensively provide space for "newcomers” and
new projects. Some MEA secretariats reported that they received only limited
information of follow-on opportunities related to replenishment. The process for
reprogramming of savings in 2018 was also not entirely transparent, perhaps
reflecting the need to identify activities that could be implemented within a short
timeframe. The process for project identification and selection was adapted to
the prioritisation of a large number of project proposals, but not so well adapted
to respond to emerging issues and the availability of incremental funding and
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90.

91.

92.

reallocation of savings. Moreover, the process for approval of UNEP concepts
prior to seeking approval from DG ENV was not well articulated within UNEP’s
internal project approval process. A number of interviewees found that the UNEP
project document template was easier to use than the EC's, even though MEA
Secretariats found that initially the standard UNEP template was not fully suitable
for MEA Secretariats, but subsequent versions were improved.

The guidance from the PSC and PMU was mostly relevant and responsive, and
in most cases sufficient.

The PSC met roughly on an annual basis, but did not meet in 2018 (although the
co-chairs met twice in 2018). It was co-chaired by DG ENV, DG DEVCO, and UNEP
line managers responsible for EC-UNEP contract delivery. The wider PSC
composition was more open-ended and defined by the participation in its
meetings, and included: i) senior managers and focal points from MEA
secretariats; ii) staff from DG ENV, DG DEVCO and DG CLIMA; iii) UNEP
subprogramme coordinators; iv) project managers; and v) technical staff from
implementing agencies and partners. PSC members participated in discussions
according to the relevance of the theme or project under discussion. Only the co-
chairs were consulted outside the PSC meetings. The co-chairs also met outside
the PSC meetings in 2018 and addressed identified management issues and
developed and endorsed solutions related to the challenges of pre-financing and
reprogramming of savings. The discussions at earlier PSC meetings were
expansive in scope with discussions on the nature of the partnership and
potential for wider collaboration, while later meetings mainly focused on
management issues. The PMU tracked the status and delivery of more
substantive PSC decisions, and its records indicated that most of the agreed
actions were either ‘completed’ or ‘ongoing’, showing a good degree of
implementation of the PSC decisions.

The PMU provided regular written guidance (incl. proposal submission, reporting
and monitoring templates) to focal points and project on all aspects of the project
cycle as well as occasional guidance on different aspects of SCA implementation,
such as communications. The PMU worked with different UNEP functional units
and to a lesser extent the MEA secretariats, to develop the GRP and templates.
The PMU also took part in discussions related to project extensions and top-ups
from the perspective of overall implementation of the agreement (timing and
budget allocation). Moreover, the PMU responded to a wide range of emerging
issues, e.g. in relation to the compatibility of UNEP and MEA structures and
systems with the requirements of the SCA.

The PMU guidance was in general found responsive and helpful by survey
respondents and interviewees (see figure 9.2), albeit with certain shortcomings
such as: the limited notice period for preparation annual report, lack of
information regarding the release of funding, in some cases the timeliness of
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93.

94.

responses to queries (but in other cases quick response), and the desire for more
systematic information on the project proposal process. Project identification
largely occurred through contacts between project and task managers in UNEP
and DG ENV, with little guidance from the PMU. The PMU guidance was mainly at
the functional level, that is to say navigating the rules of the EC.

Figure 9.2: Adequacy of PMU support

How was guidance related to concept How was guidance related to reporting?
submission and proposal development? 25

20

Satisfactory Satisfactory

Somewhat satisfactory Somewhat satisfactory

W Not very satisfactory m Not very satisfactory

Appropriateness Timeliness Clarity Timeliness Clarity

How was guidance related to project How responsive were the PMU and focal points
amendments and extensions? to your queries and requests for information?
25
20
Not applicable 15
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Somewhat satisfactory 10 Somewhat satisfactory
= Not very satisfactory u Not very satisfactory
5
L ] . —

Timeliness Clarity Timeliness Clarity
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Memoranda addressing key issues and developments, with related instructions,
were issued by UNEP senior management at the start of the process, following
the transition to Umoja, and related to the closure of the SCA. There were some
concerns that the PMU struggled to receive adequate attention from senior
management to tackle issues raised by the EC, until concerns around financial
reporting in the post-Umoja period reached a critical level.

The UNEP PMU had a close and constructive working relationship with the DG
ENV counterpart, who served both as an integral part of the PMU (e.g. in the
monitoring process), as well as assuring coordination with, and guidance for, DG
ENV task managers and providing a first point of contact for UNEP on
accountability and compliance issues. The UNEP PMU also liaised directly with
the DG ENV Unit for Management of Financial Resources; relations were
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characterised as constructive, solutions-orientated and cordial, and built on an
established level of trust founded in UNEP’s participation in the pillar assessment
process?®.

9.3. Cooperation and partnerships

95. The overall management set-up and specific projects facilitated coordination and
collaboration between UNEP and MEA secretariats, but project-to-project
synergies were most readily achieved between projects implemented by the same
entity.
The SCA description of the action did not explicitly anticipate synergies amongst
or between UNEP and MEA Secretariat projects but did seek to achieve a more
coherent and less fragmented packages of work through a multi-annual
approach. The theme of synergies was of interest to the PSC?%. The expectations
regarding programmatic coherence and synergies in the SCA portfolio increased
over time echoing more concerns to seek coherence and synergy in the global
environment arena.?’” A number of projects specifically aimed at generating
synergies amongst the MEAs (e.g. BRS Synergies, MEA Focal Points, Bio-MEAs
Synergies) and to provide common tools or platforms to facilitate implementation
synergies (e.g. InforMEA), and their implementation entailed in-depth
collaboration amongst UNEP and MEA secretariats, including at regional level.
Bio-MEAs Synergies, which supported synergies amongst biodiversity related
MEAs was initially less well received, but adapted its activities to support the MEA
secretariats’ own initiatives; however, since the biodiversity MEAs already had
some mechanisms in place for coordination and synergy (e.g. CITES-CMS joint
work programme) the added value of UNEP in this regard appears somewhat
unclear.

96. The PSC meetings provided an opportunity for interaction between MEA
secretariats and UNEP technical divisions, increasing knowledge of each other’s
activities and opportunities to comment on other agencies' initiatives while these
were still at the design stage, such as MEA secretariat inputs into the design of
UNEP's MEA support projects. MEA secretariats took up new ideas and
approaches based on other Secretariats’ experiences. Ultimately, the interaction
led to collaboration in the design of some PCA projects. However, a number of
MEA secretariats already had interaction and communication (e.g. CITES-CMS
joint work programme), and the contribution of the SCA in this regard appears
modest.

25 The EC undertook a desktop review in 2008 related to UNEP’s applied standards in the four pillars of finan-
cial management: accounting, auditing, internal control and procurement.

26 The PCA signed in December 2014 included an expected result on synergies. However, the result was not
included in the addends to the agreement.

27 The GPGC PCA addresses this as activity under the environmental governance theme, namely: United Na-
tions system and MEA bodies, respecting the mandate of each entity, demonstrate increasing coherence and
synergy of actions on environmental issues.
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97. Often, the SCA projects were part of longer processes, and within each
implementing agency, there was a good degree of synergy between projects,
where one project would build on the processes and results of earlier projects
(see chapter 7.2). However, there is less evidence of cooperation and
collaboration between SCA projects implemented by different agencies. The
initial development and submission of MEA and UNEP project documents
proceeded in an independent manner, with no specific efforts to seek
collaboration where this did not already exist. Nevertheless, some projects and a
number of survey respondents did report complementarities and linkages at the
technical level, such as sharing knowledge products or participation in
workshops and meetings. For example, CMS and CITES had a number of such
involvements in each other’s’ projects and CMS Sharks addressed both CMS and
CITES aspects in capacity building workshops. MEA Focal Points implemented
by UNEP supported countries’ preparation for several MEA COPs through sub-
regional workshops and consultations. At a practical level, the collaboration
between SCA projects generated cost-saving and efficiency measures within the
SCA portfolio, for example through organising back-to-back meetings.

Figure 9.3: SCA contribution to project collaboration and synergies

Did the model of agreement contribute to better collaboration or
synergies amongst projects and the SCA Partners (MEA Secretariats and
UNEP)? If so, how?
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Through Through contacts Through advice of the Through deliverables of  Collaborationand ~ We did not collaborate
synchronisation of the  made/ knowledge PSC other projects (e.g synergies occurred with other projects
application process shared at PSC meetings knowledge products) outside the SCA supported by the SCA
framework

Source: Project manager survey
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98.

99.

Figure 9.4: SCA contribution to project collaboration and synergies

Did the SCA modalities, procedures and processes
facilitate collaboration and synergies amongst
projects?
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7
6
> No
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? N Yes
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1
0
Through coordinated Through the trust fund  Through the meetings of
project identification and mechanism (flexible and the PSC
funding allocation responsive funding)

Source: DG ENV task manager survey

Stakeholder involvement at design stage took several forms, but overall, projects
arose from demand-driven processes. Most projects engaged partners in the
project implementation, although at times, stakeholder engagement at national
level was a challenge.

UNEP projects were part of the UNEP Programme of Work (see below), which is
approved by UNEP member states, and some projects arose directly from
government requests (e.g. Mercury, MEA Focal Points). Some projects derived
from a demand-driven process (e.g. BIP answered to CBD needs, 10 YFP followed
the Marrakech process, GE TOP and country demand for advisory services). The
MEA projects responded to the programmes of work decided at the COPs, and as
such implemented activities and priorities identified by the Parties to the
Conventions. Stakeholders were consulted (e.g. through consultative workshops)
and provided inputs to the development of activities by articulating their capacity
needs; and some activities were tailored to the needs of specific Parties. As such,
there was often a good degree of involvement of stakeholders in design, although
the detailed project design remained primarily an informal discussion between
UNEP and MEA secretariat project managers and their DG ENV counterparts.

All UNEP sample projects, by nature, engaged a range of stakeholders
(government representatives, experts, civil society, research and academic
organisations, and in few cases private sector) in the implementation. However,
national stakeholder engagement was often a challenge and the projects had to
develop strategies to that effect, through i) initial introductory national
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workshops/meetings (e.g. GE TOP, 10 YFP), ii) identification and support to "local
champions”/National Focal Points (e.g. GE TOP, 10 YFP, Mercury), iii) formulation
of strategies for targeted stakeholder engagement (e.g. 10 YFP strategy for
private sector engagement), and iv) support of the UNEP regional offices and
MEA secretariats, capitalising on their convening power and experience (e.g. BIP).

100. Stakeholders were engaged by MEA project implementation through their
participation in i) workshops and events; ii) capacity development; iii) data
collection, inputs to scientific and technical products, and iv) experience and
information sharing activities, e.g. at workshops, seminars and through websites.
In this way, a number of projects (e.g. CITES Aquatic Species, CBD Outcomes 1),
achieved a high level of stakeholder participation.

101. Partnerships were essential to the success of many projects. UNEP were

among the partners mobilised for some MEA secretariat projects.

The implementation approach set out in the SCA action fiche envisaged that
UNEP would engage in partnerships and mobilise a broad range of stakeholders,
such as government institutions, UN agencies, bilateral donors, academia, the
private sector, and civil society. In practice, projects engaged a wide range of
partners during implementation. These partnerships leveraged additional
expertise in support of the projects, both during the project implementation
period, for example through extensive engagement of technical experts in support
of the project (e.g. BIP), or through the utilisation of project-supported outputs,
such as platforms (e.g. 10 YFP). Project-supported processes also influenced
actions of third parties, leveraging further financial resources, including notably
related to GEF funding in the chemicals sector, after the GEF revised its strategy
on chemicals and waste in response to an invitation from UNEP’s Governing
Council?®. The CMS Secretariat mobilised significant funding from Parties for the
implementation of activities supporting the Sharks MoU29. CITES Aquatic
Species mobilised in-kind contributions from Parties for (sub)regional
workshops30, and the traceability systems study in Coast Rica served as the
basis for a pilot project funded by Germany. Partnerships were facilitated
between the MEA Secretariats and other UN agencies, which contributed to
mainstreaming of biodiversity and other environmental issues and generated
longer term collaboration (e.g. CITES Aquatic Species with FAO).

102. None of the SCA projects entered into partnerships that needed formal
approval and there were no major grants to third parties, although some of the
MEA secretariats shared funds intended for jointly hosted secretariats, such as
that for the Rotterdam Convention, with their partners. However, engagement

2 Building on the work of the CW Finance Project.
2 Funding was mobilised from USA, UK, Germany, South Africa, Monaco, Australia.
30 Incl. contributions from China, USA, India, Colombia.
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with third parties was frequently associated with external and procedural
challenges at the project level, such as contracting and fund transfer issues?'
(see annex C), exacerbated in some cases by overambitious planning. Some of
these issues could have been averted with greater engagement of stakeholders
at the planning stage. For example, after consultations at national level failed a
number of projects had to work with different pilot countries than those originally
identified (e.g. Mercury).

103. The SCA action fiche also envisaged a range of activities to enhance inter-
agency cooperation and coordination in line with UNEP’s chairmanship of the
(UN) Environment Management Group and engagement with the UN
Development Group. In practice, coordination at this level has continued but
without specific reference to EU funding or the SCA. Similarly, the potential to
seek complementarities and synergies with other EU funded programmes has not
been actively pursued at the PMU or SCA level.

104. Larger UNEP projects, relied on national partners to implement activities at
country level, and engaged more generally in partnerships to leverage expertise,
and implement capacity building activities:

e 10 YFP partnered with UN agencies, global research and academic
institutions, to support some of the research and strategic thinking
activities (i.e. Idea42, University College of London, Technical University of
Denmark, World Resources Forum, Hedmark University College, Institute
of Global Environmental Strategies), to implement capacity-building and
learning activities (BioRegional, WRAP, United Nations Institute for
Training and Research (UNITAR), Stockholm Environment Institute (SEI),
and to support stakeholder engagement and communication (GRID
Arendal). Partnership agreements were also entered for the management
of the 10 YFP Trust Fund activities®? (including assessment of project
proposals and project oversight).

e GE TOP relied on national parties to coordinate and administer national
activities (i.e. the Ghana Energy Centre, the Peruvian Trust Fund for
National Parks and Protected Areas, the Ministry of Industry and Trade in
Vietnam, the Trade Law Centre in South Africa, and Fundacién Chile) and
engaged the expertise of several international organisations (e.g. the
International Trade Centre, and the International Centre for Trade and
Sustainable Development) in providing detailed national assessments of
green trade opportunities and related challenges; and consulted other

31 Twelve projects were affected by external challenges at the national level, 17 were affected by issues re-
lated to national level capacity and ownership, and seven by administrative issues with third parties.

3210 YFP developed six thematic programmes for the development, identification and implementation of na-
tional projects related to i) sustainable public procurement, ii) consumer information, iii) sustainable buildings
and construction, iv) food systems, v) sustainable tourism, and vi) lifestyles and education.
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multilateral partners, e.g. UNCTAD and the World Trade Organisation
(WTO).

e Mercury relied on national parties in Indonesia, Thailand and Vietnam to
coordinate and administer national activities (including training). The
project also engaged into collaborative research for the Global Mercury
Assessment and national inventories, partnering with the Arctic
Monitoring and Assessment Programme, the United Nations Institute for
Training and Research (UNITAR), and the International Energy Agency's
Clean Coal Centre.

105. Being small entities, the MEA secretariats to a large extent relied on
partnerships to implement the projects. For example:

e The International Fund for Animal Welfare carried out trainings under the
CMS Sharks pilot project in Egypt, the United Arab Emirates and Yemen.

e CITES Aquatic Species worked closely with FAO on capacity development
and the development of the iSharkFin tool. Due to the partnership with
FAO, the project was able to engage with regional fisheries management
organisations (RFMO) and regional fisheries bodies (RFB). The RFMOs and
RFBs play a central role in the research, data collection and analysis,
capacity building, and the development of management plans for marine
species, and in the involvement of national fisheries agencies. The
partnership with FAO, RFMOs and RFBs has continued beyond project.
FAO has incorporated CITES-related elements into its work on sharks.

e CBD Outcomes | partnered with the EC, the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the United Nations
Convention on Combatting Desertification (UNCCD) Secretariats, the
World Health Organisation (WHO) and other partners on the
mainstreaming of biodiversity®, e.g. in relation to health and climate
change, and thereby strengthened the CBD Secretariat’s partnerships with
these. The Global Biodiversity Outlook 4 report was prepared in
cooperation with a range of partners, including UNEP3*,

e Stockholm COP 5 relied on support from Parties, donors and technical
agencies for the POPs toolkit revision and updating, such as inputs from
nominated national experts, in-kind contribution from expert institutions,
and funding; the project also cooperated with UNEP on the updating
activities. The Global Monitoring Plan on POPs that is drawn upon for the
Effectiveness Evaluation of the Stockholm Convention was implemented
in close cooperation with WHO and UNEP (e.g. with UNEP/GEF funding

33 partners: World Health Organisation, Global Partnership for Forest Landscape Restoration, UNFCCC Secre-
tariat, EC, UNCCD Secretariat., International Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO), FAO, CMS Sec., Joint Liaison
Group of the Rio Conventions and WMO.

34 partners: Biodiversity Indicators Partnership, UNEP, DIVERSITAS, Netherlands Environmental Assessment
Agency, Forest Peoples Programme, Global Youth Biodiversity Network.
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participation costs).

e China, Japan, UNEP and FAO each took the lead in the drafting or updating
of specific technical guidelines on waste management under BRS
Synergies.

106. UNEP Regional Offices were engaged in the implementation of SCA projects,
when relevant.
UNEP regional offices were engaged in the country selection process for some
projects (e.g. BIP), supporting training activities and facilitating
workshops/meetings, promoting regional cooperation by establishing
partnerships at the sub-regional and regional levels or serving as a point of
contact (e.g. MEA Focal Points, GE TOP, Mercury), as well as supporting
stakeholder engagement processes (e.g. BIP). More importantly, the UNEP
regional offices were directly liaising with MEA secretariats, through hosting the
MEA Focal Points. As such, they were engaged in several activities:

e The Regional Office for Africa commissioned an information note on
launching the report on State of Biodiversity in Africa at the 15th session
of the African Ministerial Conference on the Environment in 2015,

e The Regional Office for Europe provided support to the preparatory
meeting for the 2015 COPs of the BRS Conventions for Central and Eastern
Europe and Central Asia and facilitated discussions and exchange of views
among the participants.

e The Regional Office for Europe engaged proactively in negotiating the SCA
agreement, including consulting other UNEP divisions.

e The Regional Office for Europe convened the sub-regional workshop for
Central and Eastern European and Central Asian countries in support for
the ratification and early implementation of the Minamata Convention on
Mercury.

e The Regional Office for West Asia facilitated the second national workshop
for the revision of Bahrain’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
(NBSAP) and the preparation of its Fifth National Report to CBD.

e The Regional Office for West Asia offered programmes to strengthen
institutional capacity of 12 member states to respond to the conservation
and sustainable use of marine ecosystems and their biodiversity and
services, the management of emerging regional issues related to
ecosystem degradation (terrestrial, aquatic and coastal), and
strengthening the implementation of biodiversity and marine-related MEAs
and their coherence in the North-West Indian Ocean and adjacent Gulf
areas.

107. UNEP regional offices also contributed to the Global Biodiversity Outlook 4
report prepared under CBD Outcomes.
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9.4. Monitoring and reporting

108. Systems were put in place for tracking and reporting on overall delivery of

the portfolio that enabled management to get an overview of, and respond to,
implementation progress.
The PMU tracked and recorded the status of the SCA portfolio and included
references to management decisions (for example on top-ups and expenditure).
The databases were used on a day-to-day basis by the PMU and provides
information for the annual reports. The quarterly traffic lights system (TLS)
allowed a periodic review of the performance of projects, and provided up-to-date
information related to the expenditure and level of execution of ongoing projects.
The PMU monitoring system was administered in collaboration with MEA
secretariat and divisional focal points, who in turn liaised with project managers.
The system functioned as an alert system for project teams to raise issues,
including those that could affect project timing or expenditure, and as an
opportunity for discussion with the PMU on possible solutions and risk
mitigation. It enabled the joint PMU to follow up, and make suggestions, on issues
related to implementation progress, from the perspective of meeting overall
contractual requirements at SCA. The monitoring also highlighted issues of
concern for the PMU, notably by putting the spotlight on communications
implementation and visibility from 2017. Moreover, the TLS process triggered a
dialogue between financial and technical managers at the project level. The TLS
process was considered useful at both the project and portfolio levels. After initial
concerns about demands on time and the possible implications of sharing
expenditure data, the system became well accepted and considered useful by a
majority of stakeholders. However, some MEA secretariats found that the
reporting required under the SCA was somewhat excessive.

109. The annual Strategic Performance Overview Reports (SPOR) addressed
developments of the portfolio, project challenges, and SCA operations and related
challenges, and financial management. The challenges sections of the SPORs
were used to draft recommendations to the PSC and senior management,
including some recommendations related to systemic issues associated with the
interface with SCA and implementing partner processes (e.g. project approval)
and common issues experienced during project implementation (e.g. delays as a
result of consultative processes). The PMU tracked and recorded the status of
the recommendations.

110. The SCA projects reported on an annual basis using a template provided by
the PMU. The template was regularly updated based on experience from the
previous reporting period, developments in the UNEP internal reporting, and areas
of interest to the PSC. A requirement for senior management sign-off was
introduced to ensure more timely and accurate reporting at the project level. MEA
secretariat reporting was coordinated through MEA focal points. Initially, the
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PMU had direct contact with individual UNEP project managers but shifted to
work with focal points in the UNEP divisions in order to facilitate management
sign-off of reports. The DG ENV manager survey and interviewed showed a fair
degree of satisfaction with the project reporting, although some found the reports
"lengthy” and that there were delays in reporting. In regard to the usefulness of
reports in steering project and decision-making the survey answers seem more
positive. From the review of documents and interviews, there is indication that
project steering was more a process of direct and regular communication than a
result of project reporting.

Figure 9.5: Quality of project monitoring and reporting
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Source: DG ENV task manager survey

111. Monitoring was mostly activity and output focused, with insufficient attention
paid to the outcomes and contributions towards impact of the projects. As a
result, it is impossible to clearly establish the outcomes and impacts achieved.
The SCA results framework included four indicators for the expected results and
two indicators for the strategic objectives; these indicators were not specific to
one expected result or strategic objective, but common to these (see chapter 6).
However, most of these indicators were activity- or output-oriented and those that
were outcome oriented were impossible to attribute to the SCA. Moreover, no
baselines or targets were identified. It should, however, be kept in mind that it
would have been very difficult to establish a set of outcome-oriented indicators
with clear baselines and targets for the SCA, considering that: i) the SCA was
designed to be responsive to international environmental governance processes,
which are evolving processes, b) that the SCA covered several projects
implemented by different entities and governing different themes, and c) the
process-oriented nature of the SCA and the projects.
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112. Project level outcomes were not explicitly addressed in the SPORs. At the
same time, the SPORs provided only a limited and rather fragmented perspective
on SCA outcomes reflecting both the nature of the SCA results framework and
the shortcomings with the indicators and that the focus was on delivery in the
reporting year in question. There was no requirement in the project annual reports
to report on the contribution to the SCA results framework. The summary of
contributions to expected results in the annual SPORs was thus based on largely
qualitative data extracted from the annual reports; compiled based on reported
project outputs, and occasionally outcomes, in the calendar year. The final SCA
report produced in 2019 provided a more holistic perspective on project results,
and their contribution to the SCA's expected results and outcomes, but again, this
could only be based on the project annual reports, and the quality of reporting on
SCA outcomes was thus determined by the extent to which the SCA outcomes
were captured in the individual project annual reports.

113. Several projects did not have clearly formulated outcomes and inconsistent
results frameworks, and most of the sample projects did not have well-defined
outcome indicators, baselines, and targets (e.g. BIP, Mercury, 10 YFP, MEA Focal
Points, GE TOP, Stockholm COP 5, BRS Synergies I). A notable exception was
CITES Aquatic Species, which had a coherent results framework with appropriate
indicators, baselines and targets. As found by the SCA mid-term evaluation: “At
portfolio level, only in 50% of the cases could the quality of the project’s logical
framework be considered as adequate and providing a useful tool for planning,
monitoring and evaluation purposes. The most commonly observed deficiencies
include the poor quality of the indicators, lack of clarity in the formulation of the
outputs, and lack of coherence between the project outputs and the higher level
of project outcome(s). The latter is clearly linked with the UNEP requirement to
select an Expected Accomplishment from UNEP’s PoW as project outcome”.
Some improvements were made later; in 2015, the PMU introduced a new
template for the project final report to provide a perspective on delivery and
results over the lifetime of the projects. However, outcome- and impact
monitoring remained a challenge. Generally, and due to the nature of projects,
indicators were process-oriented (e.g. number of people trained), and very few
indicators were formulated to assess the actual use and influence of the products
delivered.

114. UNEP project evaluation reports (MEA Focal Points, 10 YFP, GE TOP 1)
highlighted that the monitoring frameworks were reworked, both at project and
umbrella programme levels, allowing for a better measurement of outcomes and
the likelihood of impacts. For example, the attempt to link more consistently the
outcome indicators of 10 YFP with related SDGs indicators may in the future
provide a clearer picture of 10 YFP's contribution to sustainable development.
However, these monitoring frameworks have not yet been put into use. All UNEP
sampled projects had financial provisions for monitoring.
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115. The SCA mid-term evaluation found that for the MEA projects, the indicators
and reporting were mainly activity- and output-oriented and did not capture
outcomes and contributions to impact, but it also acknowledged that “outcomes
and especially impacts are difficult to monitor due to the nature and mandate of
MEAs and their global reach”; these findings remained valid at the end of the SCA.
None of the MEA projects in the sample had budget allocations for monitoring.

116. Most SCA projects were not evaluated individually; some were covered under

larger programme evaluations, whereas others in particular MEA projects, were
not evaluated at all.
Only one third of the SCA projects were evaluated. All UNEP projects had financial
provisions for monitoring and evaluation, whereas the MEA projects did not.
Moreover, being small entities, the MEA secretariats have limited capacity to
commission and manage evaluations, whereas UNEP has a dedicated Evaluation
Office and procedures.

117. UNEP projects had financial provisions for evaluation. Thirteen of the 26
UNEP projects were evaluated, but often as part of a larger UNEP umbrella
programme (e.g. Global Mercury Partnership) and these evaluations only
considered SCA project results within the larger results framework of the
umbrella programme. Two of sampled UNEP projects were evaluated within the
framework of the SCA, i.e. GE TOP and 10 YFP. One UNEP project was addressed
as a case study under both the SCA mid-term and the Ecosystem Management
Subprogramme evaluations. Four UNEP and five MEA projects were addressed
as case studies in the mid-term evaluation of the SCAs, with the case studies
focused on management arrangements.

118. No project-specific reviews or evaluations were carried out for the sampled
MEA projects, and none of them had budget provisions for evaluation. MAP was
the only MEA Secretariat that initiated evaluations, but these were not SCA-
specific. An independent evaluation was carried out in 2012 of the BRS
“Synergies Decisions”, but this was at a time when the synergies process was still
immature. Projects implemented by the other MEAs were only evaluated on
UNEP’s initiative and only as part of larger evaluations (e.g. the SCA MTE). In
general, MEAs do not have a culture of using external evaluations, but mainly rely
on COPs for feedback on the results and performance of their projects and work.

9.5. Human rights and gender

119. Overall, limited attention was paid to gender and human rights, although it
was considered in some SCA projects.
The EC action fiches for successive SCA instalments identified gender (2011,
2012, and 2013) and human rights (2011 and 2013) as cross-cutting issues. The
2011 and 2013 SCA descriptions of the action similarly addressed gender as a
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cross-cutting issue under the implementation method but did not refer explicitly
to human rights. No gender or human rights analysis were carried out at the SCA
level, and this would probably have been overly difficult considering the nature of
the SCA with its broad objectives as a funding mechanism for several projects at
the global and regional levels. Neither gender nor human rights were addressed
systematically in the SPORs or the draft SCA Final Report.

120. The UNEP and SCA GRP guidance and templates for project design had
sections related to gender, and the GRP also referred to indigenous peoples’
rights. However, none of the project reporting templates required reporting on
human rights, but the annual and final report templates from 2015 an onwards
contained sections or questions related to gender and was thus applied to the 13
UNEP and 17 MEA projects that reported in 2015-2018%. Socio-economic
aspects were broadly referenced in project reporting on activities and results,
reflecting individual project strategies and monitoring.

121. Only a few of the DG ENV SCA projects had field-level/pilot project
components with potential direct effects on the environment and livelihoods.
Activities on the ground included studies and assessments, and many such
activities were highly focused and involved only a small number of stakeholders.

122. Some UNEP projects reported gender initiatives, such as:

e Selecting “sectors which have the highest potential for poverty alleviation,
which goes hand in hand with gender inclusiveness” (GE TOP)

e Ensuring gender equality in the project structures. For example, the "BIP
steering committee has gender balance”. The 10 YFP reported that "The
contact points representing the organizations in the MAC [Sustainable Public
Procurement Multi-stakeholder Advisory Committee] count: 52% of women.
Overall, of the 123 organizations which make up the MACs of the six 10 YFP
programmes, the principle representative from 56 of the organizations, or 43%,
are women"

e Ensuring that gender and poverty issues were taken into consideration by
MEAs and other international conventions — for example, the Minamata
Convention takes note of the “health concerns resulting from exposure to
mercury of vulnerable populations, especially women, children, and through
them, future generations”

e Producing reports on gender equality opportunities — for example, 10 YFP
produced a report on Gender and SCP

123. Generally speaking, gender mainstreaming and human rights-based
approaches do not appear to have retained the attention. Of the six sampled
UNEP projects, only one (BIP) collected gender disaggregated data.

35 There was no requirement for the UNEA projects approved in 2017 and 2018 to report.
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124. The MEA projects in the sample did not engage significantly in gender and
human rights issues. The gender engagement was mostly limited to aiming at
ensuring participation of women in training workshops and meetings. However,
both gender and human rights are often addressed in the Conventions (e.g. the
CBD Gender Plan of Action (2018) and components on indigenous peoples, BRS
Gender Action Plan), but given specific focus of the MEA SCA projects, the gender
and human rights link was not always very obvious, let alone easily measured.
Other donors also support the MEA Secretariats, e.g. in relation to CBD, Sweden
is engaged in gender, and Sweden and France are engaged in indigenous peoples’
issues, so the EC is not focusing their funding support on these issues.

9.6. Communication and visibility

125. Internal communication between SCA stakeholders was overall well-

functioning, structured and systematic.

Early communications efforts by the PMU focused on building awareness in
UNEP and the MEA secretariats of the SCA and its implications for working with
the EC, including through articles in internal newsletters and briefings at relevant
meetings. Guidance on working in the SCA framework was introduced in the
UNEP Programme Manual (2013). The approach was supported by a series of
memos to division heads and other key stakeholders. Liaison with internal and
EC stakeholders was strengthened with the appointment of focal points in the
MEA secretariats and relevant UNEP divisions. The PMU moved from addressing
queries on an ad hoc basis to the development guidance material (see chapter
9.2). Liaison with financial and administrative officers was strengthened with the
appointment of dedicated staff at PMU level, and the PMU convened and
attended meetings and workshops to develop and roll out a consistent approach
to different aspects of financial management. UNEP and MEA Secretariat
stakeholders were generally satisfied with PMU communications (see chapter
9.2). Similarly, DG ENV task managers were very satisfied with the
communication and guidance from the DG ENV Focal Point. Moreover,
interviewees found there was good and regular communication between DG ENV
task managers and UNEP/MEA secretariat focal points and projects managers,
e.g. in relation to the identification and development of new projects. Many
interviewees referred to the communication as being built on trust and taking
advantage of the expertise of each other to solve issues and redirect projects
when facing challenges.

126. Considerable communications efforts were made at SCA level, but it proved
difficult to generate public interest in an arrangement that in practice was mainly
administrative.

The SCA ‘implementation approach’ indicated that EU visibility would be provided
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as per the provisions of the EU Financial and Administrative Framework
Agreement and in line with the ‘Joint Visibility guidelines for EC-UN Actions in the
Field. More significantly, the SCA expected result 5 specifically concerned
communications and visibility. The SCA had a budget line for communications
and visibility, managed as part of the joint operations budget with the DG DEVCO
SCA. UNEP supported external communications related to the SCA at two levels:
i) direct delivery of communications activities at the SCA portfolio level and ii)
support to project level communications.

127. The SCA mid-term evaluation captured the inherent difficulty of public
communication about the agreements in view of limited external interest in what
is essentially an administrative arrangement, and recommended that
communication and outreach effort be focused at technical level (where possible,
in the broader context of programmes and processes) and on visibility of EU-
funding. A new communications and visibility workplan (spanning both SCAs and
the PCA) was introduced in 2017, structured around interventions at high profile
policy events on selected themes. A costed workplan for 2018-19 supported
further work around key events, including production of films, as well as
commissioning of a series of project and thematic factsheets on SCA outcomes.
These products were largely completed by mid-2019 but had a limited public
profile, with the exception being a set of stories featured on the IISD SDGs
Knowledge Hub.

128. Project communications efforts tended to focus on products, and to a lesser
extent on media and audience. Communication of results at the overall SCA level
was confounded by the breadth and diversity of projects and activities under the
SCA portfolios and the incremental nature of policy results.

The PMU launched a communication and visibility guideline for projects in 2014
and project teams were asked to develop communications and visibility plans
alongside their full-fledged proposals. Just over 50 per cent of respondents to the
survey indicated that their projects developed such plans (e.g. 10 YFP). The EC
expressed concerns that communications products were not systematically
shared with them, so a section and rating on ‘communications implementation’
was introduced in the TLS in 2015.

129. Communication and outreach were a central part of several, or most, SCA
projects. The main focus of project outreach and communication was to reach
specific types of audiences (e.g. COP delegates, national focal points,
policymakers, technical experts) and provide them with access to knowledge,
information, and tools generated or packaged by the projects. According to the
survey, the means for dissemination were mainly outputs delivered by the project,
among which the most quoted in the survey are (see figure 9.6):
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e Websites and webinars, e.g. making publications and other written
products, tools and data available online (e.g. all projects in the sample).
In several of cases specialised webpages, online tools and online
communities, were launched, updated or strengthened as part of the
project. Some projects, such as BIP, coordinated with other projects for a
larger outreach of their websites: “The website, e-learning module and
guidance materials of the BIP have been made available on the website of the
NBSAP Forum (nbsapforum.net), which is for all NBSAP development and
implementation practitioners.”

e Technical reports, notes, and guidance in electronic and printed versions
(e.g. all projects in the sample).

e Presentations at events, conferences and workshop arranged by the
projects or by others — including using global events, such as side events
at COPs, as platforms to launch and discuss products (e.g. all projects in
the sample).

e Exhibition booths at events, including COPs (e.g. CITES Aquatic Species).

e Visibility materials, such as posters, factsheets, leaflets, booklets,
videoclips, press releases (e.g. 10 YFP, CITES Aquatic Species, CBD
Outcomes |, BRS Synergies ).

130. Many policy results are developed over an extended period through an
iterative process of review by designated committees that are of limited interest
to non-technical audiences. Moreover, the SCA projects often engaged in longer
policy processes, where outcomes would only materialise some years after
project completion, and where the projects’ contribution can be difficult to pin-
point and communicate.
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Figure 9.6: Dissemination approaches used

What measures did you take to disseminate information, concepts, approaches and tools generated
by the SCA projects?

100.0%
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papers, decision presentations presentations mass online web site website for the engagement of events International
guidance notes makersor and side events and side events open courses supported appointed events
and other at major at other initiative groups (e.g.
assessments  information environmental international (including committees,
notes conferences events clearing houses expert groups,

mechanisms nominated
and portals)  focal points)

Source: Project manager survey
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131. Generally, EC task managers responding to the survey expressed
satisfaction with SCA projects’ dissemination of information, concepts,
approaches and tools generated (see figure 9.7).

Figure 9.7: Sufficiency of dissemination

How satisfied were you with project efforts to
disseminate information, concepts, approaches
and tools generated by the SCA projects?

0.0%

10.0%

B Highly satisfied
m Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied

Highly dissatisfied

Source: DG ENV task manager survey

132. All projects reportedly ensured EU visibility — often, but not always, to the
full satisfaction of DG ENV.
The SCA ‘implementation approach’ indicated that EU visibility would be provided
as per the provisions of the EU Financial and Administrative Framework
Agreement and in line with the 2008 ‘Joint Visibility guidelines for EC-UN Actions
in the Field'.

133. According to project managers responding to the survey, EU visibility was
mainly ensured through acknowledgement of the EU support and use of EU logo
at events, websites and printed materials (see figure 9.10). Direct involvement of
EC staff and joint events with the EC were used to a lesser extent (CBD Outcomes
| organised a side event at the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) COP 19, in cooperation with DGDEVCO).

134. The survey findings show that most EC tasks managers were satisfied by
SCA project efforts to ensure EU visibility (see figure 9.9). Still, around 40 per cent
of them were not fully satisfied, which is also consistent with the SCA
assessment and PSC minutes of meeting pointing out some weaknesses. For
example, the SCA Assessment pointed out that the EC has long been concerned
that projects were not systematically acknowledging EC support in project
outputs and presentations. Furthermore, not all UNEP projects reported on their
visibility initiatives, e.g. the progress reports of GE TOP, BIP and MEA Focal Points
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did not mention the actions taken to ensure EU visibility. The PMU re-emphasised
the need for systematic references to the support of the EC and annual progress
reports now generally refer to their efforts in this area. The PMU also added a
section and rating on ‘communications implementation’ to the Traffic Light
System in 2015.

Figure 9.9: Sufficiency of project visibility efforts

How satisfied were you with project efforts to
ensure EU visibility as a donor and as a partner?

MW Highly satisfied
m Somewhat satisfied
™ Somewhat dissatisfied

Hiighly dissatisfied

Source: DG ENV task manager survey
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Figure 9.10: Project visibility measures

What measures did you take to ensure EU visibilityas a donor and as a partner?

100.0%
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Source: Project manager survey
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10. Conclusions

135. The UNEP-DG ENV SCA marked a shift in the way the cooperation between
the EC and UNEP on international environmental governance was executed with
a shift from multiple project agreements to a single framework agreement. The
initial ambition with the SCA was to simplify the administration of the cooperation
while promoting a broader and more strategic cooperation between the EC and
UNEP. In practice, there were a number of efficiency and management gains, but
the SCA did not lead to a significantly more strategic cooperation or discussion,
in part due to a disconnect between the SCA PSC programmatic discussions and
the policy discussions at the EU-UNEP high-level meetings.

136. The SCA was strongly aligned with the EU priorities, in particular in the
ENRTP sub-priority on strengthened environmental governance and UNEP’s
Medium-term Strategies, and thus supported the implementation of EU and
UNEP’s shared environmental priorities. Moreover, the SCA specifically aimed at
supporting MEA decisions and processes. The strategic outcomes and expected
results of the SCA were broadly framed to fully accommodate this; this broad
nature had the advantage of allowing the SCA to respond and align to emerging
international priorities and agreements. However, it also meant that the SCA
provided little strategic direction for the cooperation. Nonetheless, it is the view
of the evaluation team that the responsiveness to an evolving international
context was justified and more appropriate than a more prescriptive strategic
approach would have been. In other words, it was of importance that the SCA was
supportive of developments in the international environmental governance
landscape rather than imposing a fixed set of priorities. Another added value was
that the SCA provided some degree of predictability, not in terms of firm financial
commitments, but in terms of a commitment from the EC to cooperate with UNEP
and the MEA secretariats beyond the individual project and a broad indication of
the level of support that could be envisaged. This facilitated longer term planning.

137. However, the project selection process was not fully formalised, and was to
a large extent geared towards building on earlier areas of cooperation between DG
ENV and UNEP and DG ENV and MEA secretariats. This had significant
advantages in terms of building on results achieved and lessons learned, and
promoting continuity and supporting policy processes that often run over longer
periods than the lifespan of a single project. But it also had the disadvantage of
providing limited entry points for other parts of UNEP to establish a working
relationship with the EC. The projects were in general demand-driven, for example
spelled out in MEA COP decisions, but also from specific requests for support
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from countries. The SCA projects in general engaged stakeholders in the
implementation (although the engagement of national stakeholders was a
challenge at times), and partnerships with a range of organisations at the
international and regional level were essential to the implementation of many
projects, the delivery of project outputs, and the mobilisation of key stakeholders.

138. The SCA projects in general engaged through the provision of improved
access to knowledge, information and data, tools and guidelines, and capacity
development vis-a-vis implementing and meeting the commitments made by
countries under MEAs, and vis-a-vis strengthening international environmental
governance processes under MEAs and in relation to resource efficiency. The
projects were for the larger part successful in delivering their intended outputs.

139. The projects contributed towards achieving their intended outcomes as well
as the overall expected results of the SCA. However, the extent to which the
intended outcomes were achieved and the projects contributed toward tangible
environmental and sustainable development impacts is very difficult to establish,
partly due to a) their policy- and process-oriented nature, b) the fact that they
mainly operated at the global level and did not entail a large and longer-term
investment at the country level and c) the broadly defined SCA expected results,
but also due to very limited monitoring of results beyond activities and outputs
(and the MEA secretariats generally did not evaluate their projects). Nonetheless,
the projects did make contributions towards improving national policies,
institutional frameworks, and capacities. Overall, limited attention was paid to
gender and human rights, although it was considered in some SCA projects. The
SCA projects were embedded in larger UNEP programmes or a phase of longer-
term/continuous processes within the MEA architecture, which contributed to
sustainability and results in the longer term.

140. Overall, the SCA provided some important efficiency gains, in terms of
streamlining the administration of multiple grants, and in terms of facilitating the
approval of projects, extensions, budget reallocations, and reprogramming of the
savings from individual projects. Due to the latter, full spending was achieved
under the SCA. DG ENV in particular benefitted from the reduced administrative
burden. However, the SCA led to additional managerial and administrative
demands on UNEP, which due to the novelty of the mode of cooperation had to
develop new tools and processes for the SCA. For the MEA Secretariats, the SCA
meant an additional administrative layer as the funding and reporting had to go
through UNEP rather than directly to the EC. The available budget for programme
management is considered by UNEP and MEA Secretariats to have been
insufficient for covering the true management costs for both UNEP and MEA
Secretariats.
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141. Project delivery was affected by several challenges which caused delays for
several projects, many of these were external factors outside the control of the
projects, but a number of these were also related to issues within the SCA partner
organisations, such as delayed disbursements due to insufficient fund availability
and administrative issues. One particular issue was the significant difficulties
associated with the introduction of the Umoja financial management system
employed at UN Secretariat level.

142. Overall, the SCA management structures and procedures provided an
appropriate and transparent framework for the management and implementation
of the SCA, and the PMU was mostly able to provide sufficient guidance to the
project managers. Internal communication between DG ENV, UNEP and the MEA
secretariats was in general structured and well-functioning.

143. Communication was a central element of the SCA and also a key element of
the projects, which aimed at disseminating knowledge, information, and tools and
guidelines, for example through websites and online tools. Visibility was explicitly
included in expected result 5, and all projects had provisions for ensuring EU
visibility. The implementation of EU visibility at project and PMU level improved
over the duration of the SCA, but not always to the full satisfaction of DG ENV.

11. Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Enhance the strategic and programmatic orientation of the
(project) grants provided under EC-UNEP framework agreements

Rationale:

Recommendation 1 addresses the following:

e The SCA did not deliver the envisaged strategic cooperation between the EC
and UNEP

e The proposal process was not entirely formalised

e Projects often faced delays and required extensions

e Projects did not always spend their entire budget

e There were sometimes implementation gaps moving from one project to the
next, this for example affected the time available for the delivery of MEA pro-
grammes of work

e Alonger project duration would further facilitate long-term planning

e Synergies between SCA projects implemented by different UNEP Divisions and
MEA secretariats were not sought for in a systematic manner

e The costs for UNEP and some MEAs vis-a-vis SCA and project administration
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and management were quite high

e Coordination between the EC-UNEP high-level meetings (policy dialogue) and

the PSC/SCA (programming) was insufficient

Sub-recommendations:

1.1 Replace the project proposal approach with more
programmatic grants around UNEP sub-programmes and MEA
programmes of work with flexibility for reorientation and
responding to emerging issues

1.2 Provide a single 2-5 year grant for each UNEP sub-
programme and MEA secretariat (for the MEA secretariats
aligned with their COP cycles), instead of multiple project
grants

1.3 For each grant, carry out joint annual review meetings
between DG ENV (incl. the responsible task managers) and the
implementing UNEP division/MEA secretariat to discuss
progress and results, needs for reorientation, and agreement on
the annual work plan and deliverables for the coming year

1.4 Share grant concept note among UNEP divisions and MEA
secretariats for identifying potential options for synergy and
cooperation

1.5 For UNEP, let the grant development and annual reviews be
guided by the outcomes of the EU-UNEP high-level dialogue and
EC inputs to the Programme of Work through the Committee of
Permanent Representatives, to ensure coherence between the
strategic discussions and the programmatic support

1.6 For MEA secretariats, align the grant annual review process
with their respective COP cycles

Responsibility:
1.1 DG ENV
1.2DG ENV
1.3DG ENV,
UNEP, MEA
secretariats
1.4UNEP, MEA
secretariats
1.5DG ENV,
UNEP
1.6DG ENV,
MEA secre-
tariats

Recommendation 2: Clarify and enhance the governance and management

arrangements for the EC-UNEP framework agreements

Rationale:
Recommendation 2 addresses the following:

e The PSC played an important role in ensuring representative and transparent

oversight of the SCA

e The PSC composition comprised designated EC and UNEP cochairs, whereas
the remaining membership was more open-ended and comprised those who

participated in individual PSC meetings
e PSC meetings have become increasingly infrequent

e EC support to UNEP is provided through multiple channels and to different
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parts of UNEP, and there is not an easy entry point to get a full overview of the

cooperation

Sub-recommendations:

2.1 Revise the definition of the PSC to include a core
committee representing the EC, UNEP and MEA secretariats,
and a wider membership of technical and administrative
staff/advisers who participate in relevant discussions
according to the needs of the PSC agenda

2.2 Establish a mechanism for periodic and/or needs based
consultations with the PSC core committee outside its formal
meetings

2.3 Upgrade the PMU to serve as a central coordination,
advisory and tracking node for all EC funding for UNEP

Responsibility:
2.1DG ENV,
UNEP
2.2DG ENV,
UNEP
2.3UNEP

Recommendation 3: Establish results-based and learning-oriented monitoring

and evaluation

Rationale:
Recommendation 3 addresses the following:

e The monitoring did not sufficiently capture outcomes and the contribution to

impact

e MEA secretariats did not commission external evaluations of their SCA pro-

jects

Sub-recommendations:

3.1 Carry out ex-post surveys and interviews with project
beneficiaries to establish the actual use of tools, data and
skills, the results achieved, and the constraints faced towards
their use

3.2 Set aside a budget in each grant for external evaluations,
carried out at the programme of work level, or at the level of
specific elements/agreements under the programme of work
(not stand-alone project evaluations)

3.3 Set aside a budget at project/grant level for results
monitoring for MEAs

3.4 Establish an M&E support function with a budget allocated
under the PCA to provide guidance and technical support to
MEA secretariats on the development and implementation of
monitoring tools and evaluations — for example, one MEA
secretariat could be designated to host this function (if this is
not feasible, then it could be considered to use UNEP as a
host)

Responsibility:
3.1UNEP, MEA
secretariats
3.2UNEP, MEA
secretariats
3.3MEA secre-
tariats
3.4DG ENV, MEA
secretariats
3.5MEA secre-
tariats
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3.5 Carry out 1-2 MEA evaluation pilots to test and identify
appropriate processes, e.g. with the help of the M&E support
function (see 3.4)

Recommendation 4: Enhance the link to national-level interventions

Rationale:
Recommendation 4 addresses the following:

e SCA projects appropriately worked mainly at the global and regional levels, but
at the same time the implementation of MEA commitments and environmental

governance is mainly shaped by national contexts and processes
e Impact is mainly achieved at the national and sub-national levels
e The SCA partners do not have an in-country presence

e Liaison with national stakeholders was often a challenge and a source of de-
lays (in some cases due to inadequate consultations with target countries at

the design stage)

Sub-recommendations: Responsibility:

4.1 Link SCA grants/projects to development partners and 4.1
longer-term interventions that work at the country level (which

UNEP, MEA
secretariats

can promote and pilot the use of knowledge, tools and skills 4.2UNEP, MEA

developed by SCA projects) — including DG DEVCO and EU
Delegations, UN agencies with country offices (e.g. UNDP), EU
Member State development assistance agencies

4.2 Use UNEP regional offices to help with identifying and
linking up to development partners and initiatives that work at
the country level

secretariats

Recommendation 5: Enhance the attention given to cross-cutting issues,

including gender and human rights

Rationale:
Recommendation 5 addresses the following:

e Overall, limited attention was given to gender and especially human rights in
the SCA projects (other than generic statements in project designs and

sometimes in progress reports)

e The gender and human rights angle and opportunities were not always easily

identified, but could nonetheless be relevant to explore

Sub-recommendations: Responsibility:

5.1 Establish a cross-cutting issues support function at SCA 5.1
level (or higher) to provide guidance and technical support on

UNEP, MEA
secretariats

the development of approaches and tools for mainstreaming 5.2UNEP, MEA
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cross-cutting issues, including gender and human rights — for
example through systematic support from the Gender and
Safeguards Unit in UNEP's Policy and Programme Division, or
through a dedicated helpdesk function financed under the new
DG ENV-UNEP framework agreement

5.2 Set aside a budget in each grant for, a) analysis of gender
and human rights, and b) establishing and implementing
approaches to address these

secretariats
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2018/2019

Draft ENC SCA Project Fiches developed under contract to [ISD in 2018

https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/funding-and-partner-
ships/funding-partners/european-commission last visited November 2019

Evaluations - UNEP

UNEP, 2016. Mid-Term Evaluation of the EC-UNEP Strategic Cooperation Agreements
under the EU Thematic Programme for Environment and Sustainable Management
of Natural Resources including Energy (ENRTP). Including eight DG ENV SCA Case
Studies

Terminal Evaluation of the UN Environment project: “Resource Efficiency and Eco-
Innovation in Developing and Transition Economies” (Referred to as the “Eco-Inno-
vation Project”), November 2017 (REEDTE)
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https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/funding-and-partnerships/funding-partners/european-commission
https://www.unenvironment.org/about-un-environment/funding-and-partnerships/funding-partners/european-commission

Terminal Evaluation of the UN Environment Project: Global Platform for Action on
Sustainable Consumption and Production (SCP): Supporting the Implementation
of the 10 Year Framework of Programmes on SCP (10 YFP) — 2017 (10 YFP)

Terminal Evaluation: "Policy, macro-economic assessments and instruments to em-
power governments and business to advance resource efficiency and move to-
wards a Green Economy” (61-P3)” completed in January 2017 (GE TOP 1&ll, GE In-
dicators)

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP Project: “Science policy interface in support of Re-
source Efficiency” (PIMS 00684). November 2016. (IRP)

Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) of the UNEP-ILO-UNDP-UNIDO- UNITAR Project "Partner-
ship for Action on Green Economy (PAGE)” completed in April 2017. (PAGE)

"Terminal Evaluation of the Project "UNEP Global Mercury Partnership and Mercury
Programme” completed in October 2016 (Mercury, possibly Minamata)

Portfolio evaluation of selected MEA projects. Completed in October 2016 (UNEP
MEA support projects: InforMEA, MEA Focal Points, Bio-MEAs synergies)

Evaluation of the UNEP project Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Man-
agement Secretariat SAICM. Completed in December 2018 (SAICM, ICCM3)

Project documentation — sample projects

Concept Notes where available

Fully Fledged Proposals and budgets where available

Revised project proposals submitted to the Commission where available
Project Annual Progress Reports to the Commission from 2013 to 2018
Project Final Reports to the Commission from 2016-20183°

Examples of project deliverables (technical reports, meetings reports, etc)
Examples of Communications products

3 Only APRs were produced for projects completed before 2016
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Annex C: Portfolio analysis

1.

This annex provides an overview of the portfolio of 46 individual projects sup-
ported through the DG ENV SCA and implemented by UNEP Divisions and MEA
Secretariats. The annex does not include the part of reprogrammed savings from
closed projects that was used to cover i) salary costs of nine UNEP projects ap-
proved under the GPGC PCA and ii) a small contribution to the top up for the IRP
Il project under the PCA.

In total, 46 projects were selected, approved and delivered under the SCA between
2011 and 2018. Forty-three projects were selected and approved between 2011
and 2014, with a total financial allocation of EUR 32,924,703 (EU contribution
only). Three further projects were approved in 2017 and 2018 using savings from
projects that had closed. This brought the total financial allocation for the 46 pro-
jects to EUR 34,102,580%".

One project, REED-TE, was jointly funded by under the DG DEVCO and DG ENV
SCA, with a combined budget of over EUR 4 million. It produced a single annual
technical report spanning contributions from both agreements. One project,
IPBES, was terminated early and its budget was reduced?8.

Project allocation by implementing body: The SCA portfolio of 46 projects com-
prised 25 projects implemented by UNEP and 21 projects implemented by MEA
secretariats. Table C-1 provides an overview of the number of projects assigned
and related financial allocations to the UNEP Divisions and MEA secretariats re-
sponsible for implementing the SCA portfolio of projects.

The 21 MEA projects were allocated to seven MEA secretariats®® and together ac-
counted for 42.7% of the financial allocation to projects approved under the SCA,
in line with the indicative allocation of 40% of the budget to MEA secretariats re-
ferred to in the 2011 Description of the Action. Biodiversity-related MEAs (CBD,
CITES, CMS) received 45.1% of this amount, chemicals-related MEAs (BRS, Mina-
mata Convention) 43.1%, and MAP 11.8%.

37 This amount exceeds the total EU contribution to the SCA since savings from completed projects were reallocated.
38 |n 2013; financial presentations and analyses consistently refer to the lower budget.
39 Including the interim Minamata Secretariat
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6. The MEA share of the overall projects allocations is 39.1%, excluding the CITES
aquatic species project (as indicated in the budgets annexed to the SCA adden-

dum 1, 2 and 3)(annex F)4°,

Table C-1: Allocations and expenditure (as of 31 Dec 2017) by implementing body

T s Num_ber of | Allocation | % of to_tal Expenditure
projects EUR allocation EUR

Economy Division 14|13 755001 40| 12587017
Law Division 5| 4000000 12 3 697 455
Ecosystems Division 4| 2121138 6 1958 946
CBD Secretariat 5 3030117 9 2705474
CMS Secretariat 3 851 676 2 808 987
CITES Secretariat 2| 2680000 8 2171 562
BRS Secretariat 8| 5070771 15 4654212
MAP Secretariat 11 1716000 5 1564133
Ozone Secretariat 1 200 000 1 191 947
Secretariat of the Governing Bodies 2 677877 2 676 627
Total 46|34 102 580 100| 31016359

7. The 25 UNEP Projects were managed by four Divisions. The Economy Division
managed the largest share projects, with the 78.8% share of UNEP project alloca-
tions reflecting its leadership of UNEP’s chemicals and waste and resource effi-
ciency sub-programmes. The Economy Division also managed the Minamata
(MEA) project.

8. Thematic alignment: The entire DG ENV SCA portfolio contributed to the environ-
mental governance objective (objective 3.1) of the ENRTP, and all 46 projects can
be broadly characterised as “environmental governance”. The projects have also
been categorised according to their alignment with the thematic priorities identi-
fied in the SCA. Table C-2 provides an overview of the distribution of projects and
related funding allocations across the portfolio of 46 projects based on themes of
four of the five SCA priorities identified in the 2011 description of the action. The
themes correspond with four of UNEP’s sub-programmes identified in its Medium-
Term Strategies (MTS) for the periods 2009-2013 and 2014-2017.

40 The SCA budget (from Addendum 1, Annex llI) indicates that the EUR 1.9 million allocation for the CITES capacity building work (CITES
Aquatic Species) is not considered in the indicative share of funding.
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Table C-2:

Allocations to UNEP and MEA projects by SCA priority theme (EUR)

UNEP MEA secretariats Total
RS # | Allocation SIS # | Allocation SIS # | Allocation Expendi-
ture ture ture
Resource 10 455 10 455
ctficiency 8 oog | 9574249 | 0 0 0 000 | 9574249
Ecosystem
manage- 412121138 | 1958946 | 10| 7727793 | 6719661 | 14 | 9848931 | 8678 607
ment
Crsmsels 5| 2300001 | 2054716 | 9| 5270771 | 4846159 | 14 | 7570772 | 6900875
and waste
Environ-
mental 8| 4677877 | 4374082 | 2| 1550000 | 1488546 | 10| 6227877 | 5862628
governance
19554 | 17961 14548 | 13054 34102 | 31016
Total 2e 016 993 | 2! 564 366 | ° 580 359

9. The were no MEA projects categorised as resource efficiency, reflecting that there
is no dedicated MEA on this theme. The UNEP resource efficiency projects were
linked to international policy in that they fed into and responded to outcome doc-
ument of the Rio+20 meetings.

10.The ten projects classified under the environmental governance theme ‘environ-
mental governance’ projects include i) two MEA projects concerned respectively
with governance support to parties (CMS Family) and support to the intergovern-
mental negotiating committee of the Minamata Convention and ii) a set of pro-
jects implemented by the UNEP Law Division including two cross cutting support
projects to MEA Secretariats (reflecting the Division role as lead interlocuter with
the MEA Secretariats), and six projects that respond to decisions and require-
ments directed at UNEP by its own*' and other international governance bodies
(biodiversity synergies, chemicals and waste finance, convening of UNEA Il & IV
and support to the UN Governing Council ‘Global Pact’ process).

11.Contribution to SCA expected results: The SCA projects were not required to iden-
tify their contribution to SCA expected results in their project documents and have
not reported on these contributions. All 46 projects were expected to contribute
to ER5 (Enhanced visibility and coherence of European Commission and UNEP coop-
eration). Many of the project can be broadly mapped onto the set of four SCA re-
sults based on their main themes.

41 UNEP Governing Council, and later, UNEA

86



12.The SPOR reported contributions to the expected results of the SCA based on ma-
jor outputs and deliverables described in the project annual report for the report-
ing period. Contributions varied across thematic clusters, see Table C-3. The
SPOR reporting was not exhaustive since the SPOR captures only delivery high-
lights in the reporting year and projects may also have made contributions to
other expected results:

Resource efficiency projects did not contribute to expected result 2 (en-
hanced implementation of and compliance with MEAs), as there is no MEA for
this area.

Ecosystem management projects made a particularly large contribution to
expected result 2 and also to expected result 3 (strengthened negotiation
capacities and information access) and 4 (enhanced monitoring and assess-
ment), but only a limited contribution to expected result 1 (strengthened in-

ternational environmental governance).

Chemicals and waste projects contributed to all four expected results, in

particular expected result 2.
Environmental governance projects contributed to expected result 1 and 2
and to a lesser extent expected result 3, but not to expected result 4.

13.The reported contribution to the expected results of the SCA also differed between
UNEP and the MEA secretariats:

UNEP contributed relatively evenly to all four expected results.

The MEA secretariats in particular contributed to expected result 2 (en-
hanced implementation of and compliance with MEAs), and also to a good de-
gree to expected result 3, but only to a lesser extent to expected results 1

and 4.

Table C-3: Contribution to SCA expected results by thematic cluster and imple-

menter
Contributor to expected results*
(number of projects) Total
Prel projects
o 1 2 3 2
Cluster |I11n:!I|)1ItZr - - . _
P o > - = > - >
s ¥ | & 8| 8 % S kS
= S S S = S £ g
= O = O = S = S
Resource | NEp 3 ; . | ; 7 X
efficiency
Ecosystem | UNEP 1 _ _ ] 2 3 .
manage- MEA secre- ) . , , ) ) -
ment tariats
UNEP - - 2 1 1 1 3 :
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Contributor to expected results*
(number of projects) Total
proj projects
- 2 3
Cluster rlnn:elrallteer - - - -
> = > = > = > =
& 3 & 3 & 3 & 3
= S = S £ S £ S
= O = (&Y = Q — [$}
o % o % o % o %
Chemicals MEA secre- 3 7 5 ; 3 ; 1 9
and waste tariats
Environmen- | UNEP 4 5 1 9
tal govern- MEA secre- 1 1 1
ance tariats
UNEP 8 1 7 2 6 6 9 1 26
Total MEA secre- | 3 |15 1 5 6 4 2 20
tariats
Total 11 4 22 3 11 12 13 3 46

*as reported in strategic performance overview reports (SPOR)

14.Timing and extensions: The original SCA portfolio of 43 projects was formally se-
lected and approved between December 2011 and August 2014. The 22 projects
selected in December 2011 included two projects identified as ‘fast start’ projects
with start dates backdated to September 2011, which was the official start date
for the agreement implementation period. The projects had planned durations of
9 to 36 months with the latest completion date of the initial 43 projects, at ap-
proval, expected to be in March 2017.

15. Extensions to individual projects were approved at the technical level in liaison
with the PMU. Twelve UNEP projects were extended, with five receiving two or
more extensions, and total extension periods ranging from six to 49 months. Fif-
teen MEA secretariat projects were extended, with five receiving two or more ex-
tensions, and total extension periods ranging from six to 38 months.

16.The PSC agreed at its seventh meeting that that no further extensions would be
granted on ongoing projects and the latest running project was scheduled to close
to on 31 December 2017. Three further projects were approved in 2017 and 2018
using identified savings on completed projects. The SCA implementation period
concluded on 31 December 2018 with the closure of the two projects selected and
approved in 2018.

17.0verlapping and sequential projects: Many of the projects resulted from long-
standing cooperation between UNEP and the Commission including collaboration
in the previous four-year phase of the ENRTP. Neither UNEP nor DG Environment
was able to provide systematic records on this earlier collaboration.

88



18.With regard to UNEP projects:

e Five of the 25 UNEP projects had a follow-on phase under the SCA.

e Thirteen of the UNEP projects have follow-on work under the PCA (includ-
ing five where more immediate follow-on work was under the SCA).

e Notable sequences/clusters of projects (PCA in brackets) include:
a. CW Finance | > CW Finance Il (> Special Programme of Chemicals &

Waste)

b. GETOP | + GE Indicators > GE TOP Il (> GE Policy)

SAICM/ ICCM related projects (>SAICM 1)

d. Mercury and Minamata (MEA) projects (> Minamata INC & Minamata Il)

o

19.Sixteen of the 21 MEA projects comprised a set of activities designed to deliver

multiple tasks and actions by Convention Secretariats in support of COP and
Meeting of Parties decisions (or the intergovernmental mandate in the lead up to
the Minamata Convention). All the Secretariats have received follow-on funding
under the PCA, except the Ozone Secretariat (MBTOC & TEAP), which receives
funding from DG CLIMA. There is considerable continuity of funding across differ-
ent themes (or project components) in sequential and sometimes overlapping
MEA projects, notably in the CBD and BRS projects.

20.The remaining five MEA projects had a more typical theme-based project format

21

(perhaps addressing a single decision or cluster of decisions). Three of the five
were CMS projects that together represented the first voluntary contribution by
the Commission to global activities under this Convention#?. The CITES Aquatic
Species has been followed up upon as one component of broader work-pro-
gramme support project under the PCA, while the fifth (EcCAP Med) has two follow-
on projects reflecting its two main themes#3.

.Project evaluations: Thirteen of the UNEP projects were evaluated as part of eight

larger UNEP project evaluations, with the focus in most cases being on a larger
UNEP Programme of Work project. One further project was addressed as a case
study only (under both the SCA mid-term and Ecosystem Management Sub-pro-
gramme evaluations).

22.The MEA Secretariat projects were not evaluated. Of the MEA Secretariats, only

MAP is known to undertake regular evaluations (but the ECAP project has not been

42 The Commission had previously supported the African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbird Agreement (AEWA) un-
der the Convention. CMS now receives funding for Decisions-based or work programme projects in a similar
manner to other MEAs under the PCA.

43 The project was primarily concerned with ecosystem management but took on a second theme, marine lit-
ter, with top-up funding.
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evaluated). Five MEA projects were addressed as case studies in the mid-term
evaluation of the SCAs.

23.0verview of project challenges: Project challenges were reported in each of the
SPORs according to a standard set of categories (expanded in 2015 to reflect the
number of projects reporting specific issues with the introduction of Umoja). Data
for these summaries was taken from project annual narrative reports, which in-
clude a section on challenges. The annual data summaries were seen during prep-
aration of this evaluation.

24.Box C-1 provides a description of the categories of challenges (from the SPOR
covering 2017) while Table C-4 summarises the challenges reported by year
(SPOR for 2017, plus background data for earlier SPORs*#). No challenges were
reported for the two projects active in 2018. Table C-5 from the draft final report
for the SCA provides a summary of the number of projects effected by each chal-
lenge (category) and of the number of incidences that each challenge was cited
over the life of the agreement

Box C-1. Description of SPOR categorisation of project challenges (SPOR 2017)

External challenges beyond the control of project managers, such as insecurity
which in some cases were mitigated by working with national partners.

Implementation challenges including: i) issues related to national level capacity
and ownership which were tackled through specific procedures to select coun-
tries, dedicated awareness and capacity activities at country or network level and
i) the time and effort required to engage and build consensus amongst a wide
range of stakeholders and/or to ensure coordination with related technical or po-
litical processes.

Operational challenges including: i) delays in project approval and/or transfer of
funds; ii) internal administrative processes and staff capacity, sometimes linked
to recruitment of project staff; iii) issues related to fundraising and cofinance in-
cluding efforts required to realise pledges for associated trust funds or generate
additional operational funds where projects cover staff costs, iv) administrative
issues with third parties including finalisation of contracts and transfer of fund-
ing. The introduction of UNEP’s new enterprise resource planning system, Umoja,
was added as a specific category in 2015 in view of associated operational de-
lays.

4 The compiled background data includes brief description of the issue included in the count from 2013.
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Table C-4. Challenges reported by DG ENV SCA Projects in 2014-2017

Total number of projects reporting issue
Challenge Year 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017
# of project re- 34 37 29 14 5
ports
External Challenges 6 5 5 4 2 0
National level capacity and ownership 4 10 9 8 6 1
Consensus building 5 14 9 7 4 1
Delays in project approval and/or transfer of 7 ] ] 0 2 0
funds
Afjministrative issues with third parties / coun- ) ) 5 2 ] 0
tries
Internal administrative processes and staffing 3 11 8 8 7 0
Introduction of Umoja - - - 10 7 2
Fundraising and cofinance - 4 3 5 3 0

Source: SPOR background data

Table C-5. Summary of Challenges reported by DG ENV SCA Projects

Number of projects | Number of times
Issue affected by the Is- | the issue was re-
sue ported
External Challenges 12 22
National level capacity and ownership 17 38
Consensus building 26 40
Delays in project approval and/or transfer of
10 11
funds
Administrative issues with third parties / 7 3
countries
Internal administrative processes and staffing 20 37
Introduction of Umoja 12 19
Fundraising and cofinance 9 15

Source: Project Annual Reports 2012-2018, as compiled in the draft SCA Final Report

25. Descriptive data for these counts was compiled from 2013 and allows a finer
breakdown of data - for example related to administrative issues and staffing

(Table C-6).

Table C-6. Summary of staffing related issues in the project annual reports

lssue Number of projects concerned
2013 | 2014 | 2015| 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | Allyears
Recruitment 6 2 6 6 0 0 10
Staff turnover 1 3 1 0 0 0 4
General capacity short- 0 2 2 3 0 0 3
falls

Source: SPOR background data
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26.The data extracted from annual reports projects a general overview of the nature
and incidence of challenges. However, it should be noted that i) due to the format
of the final report it is not always possible to distinguish challenges experienced
in the reporting year or over the life of the project and this may lead to some rep-
etition, and ii) there was some tendency to reuse text in consecutive reports, and
it is not always clear whether repercussions were still being experienced in the
reporting year. The categorisation of challenges in the SPORs was a best approx-
imation. In some cases, reference to more general issues, such as ‘administrative
processes’, may mask more specific challenges such as delay in transfer of funds.

27.The SPORs also refer to challenges mentioned in the quarterly and later four

monthly monitoring reports that were associated with yellow or red ratings. These
were not always mentioned in the subsequent annual report.
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Annex D: List of SCA projects

Resource efficiency (sustainable consumption and production)

Project | || et | et
# Project title abbrevi- .
ation menter location 1121314
(EUR)
Scientific assessments and reports on re-
source flows: The International Resource
. : , 2 000
5 | Panel and the global dimensions of EU’s IRP 000 X X | x
Thematic Strategy on the Sustainable
Use of Natural Resources
Besource EfflClency and.I:Tco-Innovatl.on REEDTE 2795
6 | in Developing and Transition Economies “Env 000 | X X
(DG Env part)
Phase I: Global Platform for Action on
Sustainable Consumption and Production 2200
7 | Phase Il: 10 Year Framework Programme 10 YFP 000 X X
on Sustainable Consumption and Produc-
tion
Phase I: Green Economy and Trade — As- | GETOP | UNEP
. . . 250 000 X
sessing Risks and Opportunities I Econ-
8 | Phase II: Green Economy and Trade — Na- GE TOP omy
9 | tional Level Strategies for Harnessing I 500 000 X
11 | Trade Opportunities
Indicators fgr Measuring the Green Econ- | GE Indi- 750 000 X
omy Transition cators
Integrating resource efficiency in interna-
tional supply chains - enabling companies 1530
10 | and consumers to benefit from infor- RE-ISC 000 X | X
mation on life-cycle environmental perfor-
mance of products
Support to Partnership for Action on
12 Green Economy (PAGE) ot S x| X
X = primary
* Reported in SPORs x = second-
ary
Ecosystem management
Expected re-
I Imple- [ﬁsz::c(:)tv:ﬂ pSll|t*
# Project title abbrevi- .
ation menter location 102034
(EUR)
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Plat-
1 | form for Biodiversity and Ecosystem Ser- IPBES 600 000 | X X
vices
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. Approved | Expected re-
Project Imple- | project al- sult*
# Project title abbrevi- .
ation menter location 112034
(EUR)
2 | Biodiversity Indicators Partnership BIP LlEE 1.021 X | x| X
Eco- 138
Building capacities of member states for sys-
3 the World Oceans Assessment 101 tems AT 2
Strengthening MEA synergies, reporting PE Syn-
4 | and indicators in NBSAPs for the pan-Eu- | ergies & 300 000 X
ropean region NBSAPs
Development of sharks conservation
measures in the context of the CMS CMS
24 Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) Sharks 224000 X
on the Conservation of Migratory Sharks CMS
25 | Saker Falcon Global Action Plan CMS Sa- 77676 X
kerGAP
Strengthening capacity in developing
countries for sustainable wildlife man-
agement and enhanced implementation CITES 1980
26 | of CITES wildlife trade regulations, with Aquatic 000 | X X | X
particular focus on commercially-ex- Species
ploited aquatic species and production
systems CITES
Implementation of Decisions adopted by
the 16th meeting of the Conference of the
Parties to CITES (CoP16) through the CITES
21 work of the CITES Secretariat and sup- CoP 700000 XX
port to the CITES Sponsored Delegates
Project
Implementation of the Ecosystem Ap-
proa(?h in thg Mgdlterranean by the Con- EcAp 1716
28 | tracting parties in the context of the Bar- MAP X X
. . Med 000
celona Convention and its Protocols +
Marine litter
Supporting intersessional activities prior CBD In-
29 terses- 788 000 X X
to COP11 .
sional
Support to the implementation and ca- CBD 1000
pacity building activities relating to COP Out- 001 | X X|x|X
30 | 11 outcomes comes | CBD
31 CBD
Further Support to CBD Cop 11 Out- 453 261 X | x| x
comes Il
Activities in support of Access and Bene- CBD
32 fit-sharing / Nagoya Protocol 2012-2015 ABS 700000 XX
“Risk Assessment and Risk Manage- Carta- Carta-
33 | ment” and “Information sharing” under 88 855 X | X
the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety gena gena
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. Approved | Expected re-
Project Imple- roject al- sult*
# Project title abbrevi- P projec
ation menter location 112034
(EUR)
Proto-
col
X = primary
* Reported in SPORs X = second-
ary

Chemicals and waste (harmful substances and hazardous waste)
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. Approved | Expected re-
Project Imple- | project al- sult*
# Project title abbrevi- .
ation menter location 105 s (s
(EUR)
Mercury knowledge and information to
13 | assist negotiations + Expert meeting on Mercury 950 000 X|x|X
Mercury Finance pre INC4
Worldwide interlaboratory comparison
14 study on Persistent Organic Pollutants POPs 300001 X X
Supporting the strategic approach to in-
. . UNEP
ternational chemicals management - SAICM Econ- 500 000 X
Third Session of the International Confer- | ICCM3
15 . omy
16 ence on Chemicals Management
Support to SAICM Regional Meetings SAICM
2013-2014 RMs 250 000 X
International Cooperative Project on En-
17 docrine Disrupting Chemicgls to build EDCs 300 000 X
awareness and understanding and pro-
mote actions
Implementation of activities approved by Basel
35 | the tenth meeting of the Conference of COP 10 997 775 X | X
the Parties to the Basel Convention
Basel Convention - Work programme of
the Implementation and Compliance
Committee and coordination and provi- Basel
36 | sion of support to parties in follow up to COP 11 Basel, 170174 | x | X
the country-led initiative on environmen- Rotter-
tally sound management and further le- dam,
gal clarity Stock-
Implementation of activities approved by Rotter- holm 1226
37 | the fifth meeting of the Conference of the dam 290 X | X
Parties to the Rotterdam Convention COP 5
Orientation workshop for members of the Rg;tne]r-
38 | Chemical Review Committee and work- CRC & 249 845 X
shops to develop key elements of Na- NAPs




. Approved | Expected re-
Project Imple- | project al- sult*
# Project title abbrevi- .
ation menter location 102034
(EUR)
tional Action Plans (NAP) on the imple-
mentation of the Rotterdam Convention
and follow up
Implementation of activities approved by Stock- 1453
39 | the fifth meeting of the Conference of the holm 863 X | X
Parties to the Stockholm Convention COP 5
Implementation of Activities related to
the POPs Global Monitoring Plan ap- Stock-
40 | proved by the sixth meeting of the Con- holm 221 000 X
ference of parties to the Stockholm Con- GMP
vention in 2013
Implementation of synergy activities ap-
proved by the Conferences of the Parties BRS
41 to the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Syner— 292913 | X | x | X
Conventions gres |
Implementation of activities approved by
the meetings of the Conferences of the BRS
42 Parties to the Basel, Rotterdam and Syner— 458 981 | X
Stockholm Conventions in 2013 ges Il
Support to the Montreal Protocol Tech- Ozone
43 nology and Economic Assessment Panel | TEAP & Secre- 200 000 | X
(TEAP) and Methyl Bromide Technical MBTOC S
Options Committee (MBTOC) Co-chairs
X = primary
* Reported in SPORs x = second-
ary
Environmental governance
Expected re-
LS Imple- .ﬁz?;;v:ﬂ zult****
# Project title abbrevi- .
ation menter location “lalala
(EUR)
Improving the effectiveness of and coop- Bio-
18 | eration among biodiversity-related con- MEAs
N . . o 900 000 X
ventions and exploring opportunities for Syner-
further synergies gies UNEP
19 Qonsultatlve Process on Financing Op- CW Fi- Law 100 000 X
0 tions for Chemicals and Wastes nance |
+ | Follow-up to Consultative process on fi- CW Fi-
. . . 200 000 X
nancing options for chemicals and waste | nance Il
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. Approved | Expected re-
Project Imple- | project al- sultr***
# Project title abbrevi- .
ation menter location 102 l3ala
(EUR)
Support for implementation of the biodi- MEA Fo-
21 | versity and ecosystems and the chemi- | 1500 X
*** | cals and waste clusters of multilateral en- ca 000
vironmental agreements points
InforMEA and the MEA Information and
Knowledge Management Initiative -a com- In-
22 | prehensive approach to information and forMEA 800 000 X | X
knowledge Management across MEAs,
UNEP and key NGOs
46 | Global Pact for the Environment GPE 500 000 | X
Support for organisation of the third UNEP
44 | United Nations Environment Assembly UNEA-3 Gov- SIS | X
) ern-
Support t<.) prepar'atory mgetlngs for the UNEA-4 | ance
45 | fourth United Nations Environment As- ‘ 250000 | X
Prep Affairs
] Office
34 Secretariat suppprt to the !ntergovern- ' Mina- UNEP 1000
«x | Mmental Negotlatl.ng Committee for the Mi- mata Econ- 000 X
namata Convention on Mercury omy
23 Effective implementation of CMS and its CMS
. | instruments (CMS Family) across the Afri- =yl CMS 550 000 X | X
can region through capacity building
* Projects with a thematic focus on ecosystem management
** Projects with a thematic focus on chemicals and waste X = primary
*** Project with a thematic focus on ecosystem management and chemicals and x = second-
waste ary

**** Reported in SPORs
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Annex E: Financial overview

This summary includes reference to data included in the financial report annexed to the September2019
draft of the SCA Final Report that was submitted to the Commission for approval on 6 September 2019.
The data is prefinal and subject to further adjustment including notable on operations, where some budget
items (including the final report and final evaluation) were still open. Expenditure reports span 2019 in
view of adjustments made during closure of individual projects and operations related budget lines.

1. Background — The Agreement

1.1  Overall Budget and Expected Contributions

1. The original agreement signed in December 2011 provided for an EU contribution
of EUR 15,200,200 and a UNEP contribution of EUR 2,060,485 equivalent to
13.5% of the EU contribution or 11.9% of the estimated cost of the action.

2. The 2012 and 2013 addenda provided for an increased in the overall budget,
bringing the total ‘estimated cost of the action’ to EUR 38,735,632, of which the
EU contribution was EUR 33,700,000 (Table F-1). The UNEP contribution to the
total cost of the action after the 2013 replenishment, referred to as cofinancing,
was 13%. There was no change to the contributions or estimated cost of the ac-
tion in the 2018 addendum.

Table F-1. Summary of EU and UNEP contributions to the SCA

EU Ctti):;ribu- UNEP Contribution Total Cost
(EUR (EUR) (EUR)
2011 contracted amount (SCA) 15200 000 2 060 485 17 260 485
12;) 12 Replenishment (Addendum 11 000 000 1587267 | 12587267
;;)13 Replenishment (Addendum 7500 000 1387 880 8 887 880
TOTAL 33700 000 5035 632 38 735 632

Sources: Signed SCA (Article 3), SCA Addendum 2 (Article 3)

1.2. The SCA Budget

3. The 2011 SCA includes a straightforward and brief budget showing indicative to-
tal costs (sum of EU and UNEP contributions)*®. The budget has three main
budget items — 1) programme costs (budget lines 1.1 individual actions and 1.2
visibility & communications); 2) programme management (2.2 programme man-
agement unit costs for 3 years, 2.2 Programme Steering Committee for 3 years)
and 3) evaluation. It includes an additional sum to cover programme management

4 page 57 of the PDF
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costs of 7% on budget item 1. The budget includes footnotes indicating: i) that an
indicative share of 60% to support UNEP’s work and 40% to support MEAs work is
to be applied to budget line 1.1 and ii) that figures under Programme Management
and Evaluation represent cost sharing between the two SCAs signed with DG ENV
and DG DEVCO.

. While the budget includes both EU and UNEP contributions, the distribution of EU
and UNEP contributions amongst the budget lines was not explicit. The PMU has
understood cofinancing as applying pro-rata to each budget line, including the
programme support cost.

. Addenda 1 (2012) and 2 (2013) include an increase in the UNEP and EU contribu-
tions to the agreement with the combined increment presented for each budget
line in column 2 and the new total cost for each line in column 3. The EU total
contribution is provided at the end of each budget column. The footnote on budget
sharing between UNEP and the MEAs notes that a specific action for CITES ca-
pacity building does not enter into consideration in the budget split. The 2012
budget notes that the budget comprises 87% EU contribution and 13% other
sources of funding. The 2013 budget indicates that budget item 2 (programme
management) now covers 4 years.

. The Addendum 3 (2018) budget includes a shift from budget line 1.1 (individual
actions) to evaluation costs and a shift in allocations from budget line 1.2 (com-
munications) and 2.2 (PSC) to budget line 2.1 (PMU costs). The stated duration
of the programme management allocation — as 4 years — was retained. (See also
Section 3. Allocations and Expenditure).

Income and Contributions

. There have been two sources of income to the ‘ECL’ Trust Fund established for

the SCA, namely i) payments of the EU contribution and ii) income from interest.
The UNEP contribution to the agreement, represented by 13% funds raised from
other (non-EU) sources, has been calculated based on direct expenditure and
funds did not pass through the ECL Trust Fund

. Payment of EU contribution: Table F-2 summarises payments from the EU to the
trust fund to the end of 2018. An initial 95% pre-financing was negotiated and
agreed with DG Environment for their first instalment. Pre-financing was 78% on
the second instalment and 80% on the third instalment. UNEP was able to request
balance of payments on earlier instalments once the expenditure threshold of 70%
on the first payment was reached.
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9. The final payment (‘Further instalment of interim payment #3’) was made in Sep-
tember 2018 per the revised payment schedule on the 2018 SCA addendum. The
front-loading of the final payment was approved by the co-chairs and formalised
by the SCA addendum. The payment averted a potential cash flow issue associ-
ated with UNEP’s inability to advance funding from other sources to the SCA pro-
jects and allowed new activities funded through reprogramming of project sav-
ings to commence in a timely manner.

Table F-2. Income to the ECL Trust Fund showing applicable exchange rates (SCA

only)
SCA pledges Cas:h re- Date of re- Ex-
Payments & schedule of ceived ceipt change
payments (EUR) (EUR) P rate
Initial agreement 15200 000
o = .
l/ instalment pre-financing 95 14440 000 | 14 440 000 2;30??0 0.75
Balance on 1%t instalment 760 000 760 000 | 21 Apr 2015 0.923
Addendum 1 increment 11 000 000
2" instalment pre-financing 23 Jan
28% 8 800 000 8 607 000 2013 0.754
2178095 | 3 May 2016 0.882
Bal 2" instal t 2 200 000
alance on 2" instalmen 214 905 26 May 0.740
2016
Addendum 2 increment 7500 000
a " :
3% instalment pre-financing 80 6 000 000 6 000 000 16 Dec 0.725
% 2013
Balance on 3 instalment 1 500 000 1500 000 | 5 Sept 2018 0.858
TOTAL 33700000 | 33700000

Source: Operations Services Centre/PMU ‘Detail of EC funding as of 31.12.2018' as reported in SCA

Final Report

10.Income from interest: The annual SPORs report that management of interest pay-
ments has been conducted according to the description in Section 3.6 of the 2015
Governance Structure Rules and Procedures. Calculations on the interest income
earned on the overall contributions received under the ENRTP SCA are submitted
to the UNEP PMU by UNEP for monies held in the ECL trust fund, and by the MEA
secretariats for monies held in the MEA's trust funds. Reported income from in-
terest to 31 December 2018 is presented in Table F-3.
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Table F-3. Interests accrued on the UNEP ECL Trust Funds (SCA only)

Year UNEP (EUR) MEA Secretariats Total (EUR)
(EUR)

2012 104 141 6874 111015
2013 90812 403 91 215
2014 44 410 169 44 580
2015 26 363 4524 30 888
2016 73 885 23150 97 034
2017 60 625 30 190 90 815
2018 87 898 39 508 127 406
Total 488 134 104 818 592 953

Source: PMU/SCA Final Report

11.The September 2019 draft of the SCA Final Report indicates that all UNEP inter-
ests accrued on the EU contributions under the SCA have been credited to the ECL
trust fund.

12.UNEP requested the MEA secretariats to reimburse interest accrued on funds that
they held. The draft SCA Final Report indicates that as of September 2019 MEA
secretariat interests have been similarly credited except for those generated on
the BRS, CITES and CBD voluntary trust funds, which, following a review of the
legal situation, were expected to be credited at a later date. The legal review was
required since the rules related to use of interest on the respective trust funds
were incompatible.

13.Cofinance: The main source of cofinance was expected to be funds contributed
at the individual project level, and the SCA description of the action indications
that full financing of individual actions would be an exception, to be explicitly jus-
tified and approved. There was no specific guidance on the level of cofinance to
be raised by each project. Thirty two of the 46 projects anticipated cofinance in
their full-fledged proposals and 33 reported receiving cofinancing. Table F-4 pro-
vides a summary of UNEP cofinance mobilised at the individual project (or, ‘indi-
vidual action’) level as reported in the SCA final report. The verified cofinance on
UNEP and MEA projects was EUR 14.5 million higher than the expected UNEP
contribution of EUR 5,035,632, bringing the indicative total cost of the action to
EUR 53 million, 38% higher than the expected cost of the action.
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Table F-4. Summary of project reported cofinance (December 2017)46

l:\mount SR icipates Verified Cofinancing
in full-fledged pro- (EUR)
posals (EUR)
UNEP Projects 10 267 611 11916 151
MEA Projects 5522144 7684763
Total cofinance 15 789 755 19 600 914

Source: PMU cofinancing analysis 13032019 as reported in SCA Final Report

14.The project by project approach to mobilising cofinance meant that it was unlikely
that the total would exactly meet the requirement at SCA level. The issue of over
mobilisation of cofinancing generated some uncertainty. The 2018 Assessment
of the Model of Cooperation reflects that the understanding of expected cofinance
at portfolio level required clarification: “UNEP initially understood that additional co-
finance was viewed as a welcome indication of UNEP and MEA secretariats’ commit-
ment to the partnership. However, prevailing guidance is that the total cost of the ac-
tions should equal the contracted amount since if UNEP were to raise additional fund-
ing for activities described in the contract, then the EU contribution would not be fully
required. This presents a conundrum in a context where i) individual project budgets
were approved with cofinance and ii) the bottom up approach to mobilising cofinance
is not guaranteed to generate a total that equals the amount expected at portfolio
level.”

15.The draft final report indicates that the reported UNEP and MEA Secretariat con-
tribution is close to the total amount anticipated in the fully-fledged proposals,
and the related funds are thus commensurate with delivery of the activities de-
scribed in those proposals. However, there was some variance at the individual
project level in the extent to which cofinance targets were reached or exceeded,
and eight projects mobilised less cofinance than expected.

16.The financial report annexed to the September draft of the SCA Final Report does
not include cofinance raised against any of the budget lines related to operations
items*’, but the report includes a note that the total expenditure and cofinancing
recorded under Programme Management (PMU) budget is not final, as UNEP still
has unpaid commitments for the ongoing final evaluation and the final report of
the DG ENV SCA.

3. Financial Allocations and Expenditure
17.This section covers allocations and expenditure i) on individual actions (Budget

46 Neither of the projects active in 2018 generated cofinance.
47 Cofinance on operations was included in financial reports annexed to the SPORs with the reservation (in the
SPOR covering 2017) that cofinance data was subject to an ongoing verification.
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Line 1.1 and related PSC) including reprogrammed amounts, ii) on operations
(Budget line 1.2 and related PSC, plus budget items 2 & 3), and iii) of income from
interest.

18. Individual actions (budget Line 1.1 and related PSC): In total, 46 projects were se-
lected, approved and delivered under the SCA between 2011 and 2018. An im-
portant development in 2017 and 2018 was the reprogramming of savings, build-
ing on the PMU analyses of savings presented in the SPORs covering 2016 and
2017.

e Forty-three projects were selected between 2011 and 2014, with a total finan-
cial allocation of EUR 32,924,7034.

e Three new projects were approved in 2017 and 2018 bringing the total financial
allocation for the 46 projects to EUR 34,102,580.

19.The average budget of the projects was EUR 0.742 million. The ratio of SCA pro-
ject allocations between UNEP and MEAs based on approved project budgets for
45 projects (after removal of the CITES Aquatic Species project as per addendum
2) was 61:39, close to the indicate ratio of 60:40.

20.The co-chairs approved two further allocations against budget line 1.1 (individual
actions) in 2018 as part of the reprogramming discussion:

e A shift in expenditure on salaries of EUR 1,763,394 from seven UNEP and two
MEA projects under the GPGC PCA. The projects concerned are expected to
generate corresponding savings that will be reprogrammed under the PCA.
These funds are currently accounted for as part of the PCA portfolio49

e Asmall contribution (EUR 34,530) to the top-up funding granted to the PCA IRP
project that was accounted for as part of the 2018 PCA IRP project report

21.This brought the total sum reprogrammed to EUR 2,975,801 and the gross alloca-
tion against budget line 1.1 (Individual actions) to EUR 35,900,504. The ratio be-
tween allocations to UNEP and MEA individual actions (excluding the CITES
Aquatic Species project) at the close of the agreement was 62:38.

22.Total project expenditures to 31 December 20185 for the 46 projects was EUR
31,106,360. The average project expenditure rate for the individual projects
against their approved allocations was 91%, with very similar rates for UNEP and
MEAs. Expenditure rates for individual projects varied from 48 to 100%. Twenty-

48 EU contribution, inclusive of programme support costs.

4 The projects concerned are expected to submit revised the full-fledged proposals reflecting the reduced PCA
allocation, that will in turn release funds for reprogramming under the PCA.

%0 Including consideration of adjustments made in 2019.
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nine projects had an expenditure rate of 90% or over and 42 projects had an ex-
penditure rate of 80% or over. Expenditure on the salary shift was almost 100%,
while expenditure on the IRP top up was just 60%. The ratio between expenditure
on UNEP and MEA individual actions (excluding the CITES Aquatic Species pro-
ject) was 62:38.

23.0perations (All other budget lines, including PSC on budget line 1.1): Direct man-

agement related or ‘operations’ costs have been taken by the PMU to include
budget line 1.2 on visibility and communication, budget item 2, and budget item
3. The budget for operations was amended in each of the SCA addenda as shown
in Tables F-5 and F-6. The breakdown of the budget prepared by the UNEP PMU
assumed that the EU contribution to each budget line, at 88% on the SCA and ad-
denda 1 and at 87% on addenda 2 & 3, is proportional to the overall EU contribution
for the agreement Management costs were budgeted and managed across the
two SCAs, and later the PCA, in line with the anticipated cost sharing arrangement.

Table F-5. DG ENV SCA operations budget (EUR)

et SCA Adde1ndum Adde;dum Adde;ldum
Programme Management Unit 196 000 121 999 412 691 677 525
Programme Steering Committee 40 000 26 252 85980 15424
Evaluation 61 815 34 349 127 395 227 395
Visibility & communication 95 000 66 450 209 526 34 500
7% PSC cost on visibility & comm. 6 650 4 652 14 667 2415
Total 399 465 253 702 850 259 957 259

Source: SCA and addenda; PMU for calculation of PSC

Table F-6. EU Contribution to the DG ENV SCA operations budget (EUR)

DT SCA :-\ddendum ;\ddendum .3'-\ddendum
EU contribution 88% 88% 87% 87%
Programme Management Unit 172 480 107 359 359 041 589 447
Programme Steering Committee 35200 23102 74 803 13419
Evaluation 54 397 30 227 110 834 197 834
Visibility & communication 83 600 58 476 182 288 30015
7% PSC cost on Visibility & comm. 5852 4093 12 760 2101
Total 351 529 223 257 739725 832815

Source: PMU

24.Table F-7 summarises annual expenditure on operations attributed to the DG

ENV SCA as presented in the financial report appended to the draft DG ENV SCA
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Final Report51. The total was pre final in view of ongoing activities (final report
preparation and final evaluation) and the reported overspend was expected to be
eliminated.

Table F-7. DG ENV SCA expenditure on programme operations (6 September 2019)

Year Amount (EUR)

2012 39720
2013 50 251
2014 137 404
2015 44 664
2016 172 035
2017 276 210
2018 33813
2019 82 968
Total 837 064

25. Expenditure was low in the early years of the agreement, in large part because the
PMU Coordinator’s salary was not charged to the agreement. Expenditure has in-
creased in recent years in view of the increasing size of the PMU. The detailed
presentation in Part 1 of the financial report indicates that expenditure on com-
munications between 2012 and 2017 was minimal. The original evaluation budget
was used for production of the SPORs.

26. A revised budget for management costs spanning the three agreements was pre-
pared in 2018 for consideration by the PSC co-chairs®2. The budget reflected
strengthening of the PMU, included an increase in the evaluation budget based on
savings to accommodate the final evaluation of the DG ENV agreement, and reaf-
firmed the cost-sharing arrangements in place to the end of 2020.

27.The reprogramming undertaken in 2017 and 2018 resulted in an increase in overall
expenditure on the agreement (individual actions and operations) from 91% to
99.8% of the EU contribution.

51 ENRTP Programme Management / Visibility /Evaluation as summarised in Part 2 of the financial report of 6
September 2019. “Overview of DG ENV-UNEP ENRTP Strategic Cooperation Agreement projects financial re-
ports (Reporting period 2012 — 2018".

52 The cost sharing arrangement between the SCAs has been questioned by DG DEVCO in view of the substan-
tial difference in the number of projects and the expansion in responsibilities of the programme management
bodies to cover the PCA in 2015. The DEVCO SCA budget over nine years was higher than the DG ENV SCA
budget. Nevertheless, the cochairs confirmed the arrangement at their April 2018 meetings, as follows: “...until
the end of implementation of the DG DEVCO Strategic Cooperation Agreement in December 2020, the sharing
of the costs related to the Programme Management (including evaluation/monitoring, and communication
would be incurred between the DG DEVCO Strategic Cooperation Agreement (contributing to a max of 50%),
and to the DG ENV Strategic Cooperation Agreement + DG ENV Programme Cooperation Agreement (contrib-
uting to the rest)”.
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28.Income from interest: UNEP is not expected to return income from interest to the

Commission and it does not have an expiry date, but the Commission (formalised
through the PSC) has commented on its use. The PSC advised at its fifth meeting
that income from interest as well as unallocated amounts under the SCA would
be used to contribute to management costs under the SCA and PCA, with an ex-
pectation that the amount budgeted for management costs under the PCA would
be adjusted accordingly.

29.Income from interest was subsequently presented as part of the calculation of

5.

savings under the SCA and was made available but not used for reprogramming
in 2018. The draft final report indicates income from interest will be fully carried
forward to the PCA to complement the PCA projects and activities.

Financial Management

30.The DG ENV SCA was developed under the terms of the Financial and Administra-

31

tive Framework Agreement signed between the European Union and the United
Nations, which entered into force on 29 April 2003%3. The SCA followed the format
of the standard contribution agreement establishing the conditions for the joint
management mode and, composed of two parts: 1) Special conditions and 2) Gen-
eral conditions. (Source: Draft Final Report)

.UNEP established two dedicated trust funds in 2011 to manage the ENRTP fund-

ing received from the European Commission in line with the UN financial rules.
The DG ENV trust fund (ECL) is maintained in US dollars. A sub-account was es-
tablished in the ECL Trust Fund for the 2014 PCA.

32.Roles and staffing: The UNEP PMU took overall responsibility for financial man-

agement at the SCA level, in compliance with the Special and General provisions
of the agreements, as well as with section 3.9 of the Governance Structure Rules
and Procedures approved for both SCAs. Management and oversight functions
and related staffing responsibilities have spanned all three agreements under im-
plementation between 2011 and 2019 but the DG ENV SCA received particular at-
tention in 2018 and 2019 in view of its impending closure (one year in advance of
the DG DEVCO SCA).

33.The work of the PMU was initially overseen by the Operations Services Centre in

UNEP’s Office for Europe, based Geneva, that formed part of the then Office for

53 https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/funding/procedures-beneficiary-countries-and-partners/fafa-united-

nations en
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Operations (now Corporate Services Division). The Operations Services Centre re-
cruited a part-time financial assistant to support operations in 2013, who was con-
sidered part of the PMU (with shared reporting lines to the Head of the Operations
Services Centre). Reporting lines changed in 2016 with restructuring of the OfO.
The PMU Coordinator moved to Brussels and had a direct reporting line to the
renamed Corporate Services Division on Nairobi. Additional support was provided
by a fund management officer (FMO) from the Office for Operations during 2016
following the transition to Umoja (see below). The financial management function
was significantly strengthened in 2017 with recruitment of a dedicated FMO and
a full-time finance assistant based in Nairobi from November 2017.

34.Financial management at the project level was the responsibility of the Divisional
and MEA FMOs in line with requirements for individual EU contracts. Requests for
revisions were handled bilaterally between FMOs and their Commission counter-
parts, with the joint PMU in copy.

35.Reporting: Annual financial reports covering each calendar year were prepared re-
spectively by UNEP Divisions and MEA Secretariats at the project level (using a
PMU template) and by the PMU finance team at SCA level. The PMU financial
team prepared reports centrally from 2017 based on a newly developed template
for data extraction from Umoja, for review by relevant FMOs.

36.The financial report at SCA level was annexed to the SPOR and to the draft final
report. The report is in two parts:

e Part 1 provides an overview of allocations and annual expenditure to the
end of the reporting year according to the budget lines in the budget an-
nexed to the SCA. The presentation is based on the budget in the 2013
Addendum and includes EU and UNEP contributions.

e Part 2 provides an overview of expenditure per year and per project based
on the EU contribution only. Management related (operations) costs are
reported as a single line (“ENRTP Programme Management / Visibility
/Evaluation”).

37.The financial report was due by the end of May of each year. Project reports were
typically prepared after the closure of annual accounts in Umoja, which is typically
around March, but prior to the annual audit. The transition to Umoja (see below)
affected the quality and timeliness of reporting.

38.Project financial reports were reviewed at operational level in the Commission

while the SCA financial report was reviewed by the DG Environment’s Unit respon-
sible for Management of Financial Resources.
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39.Cofinance: The projects initially reported on cofinance in their annual narrative

reports, though the approach has varied®, in part as the understanding of expec-
tations has evolved®®. The total reported cofinancing was presented in the narra-
tive section of each of the annual SPORs based on information in the annual re-
ports and follow up correspondence. The PMU launched a systematic review of
cofinance data in 2018 with a view to verifying the reported amounts against orig-
inal budgets and with respect to eligibility.

40.Monitoring: The Programme Steering Committee noted that the availability of fi-

41

nancial reports in the middle of each year, and the presentation of the previous
year's data at their meeting towards the end of each year meant they did not have
an up to date picture of overall financial implementation of the agreement.

.The PMU instigated quarterly monitoring in 2014 (the ‘traffic light system’). The

transition to Umoja and inability to generate reliable financial data on demand
during in this period led to the suspension of the monitoring system from 2015 to
mid-2016. Reports from mid-2016 included a qualitative update on financial im-
plementation and expenditure data was reintroduced in 2018. The PMU depended
on the collaboration of Division and MEA staff for contextual information on ac-
tual and projected expenditure and obligations.

42.Financial Management Challenges: Financial management challenges across the

three agreements were reviewed at length in the 2018 “Assessment of the Euro-
pean Commission — UNEP Model of Cooperation under the ENRTP Strategic Co-
operation Agreements and GPGC Programme Cooperation Agreement” commis-
sion by the PMU. The assessment identified i) issues inherent to the structure
(including contract conditions, magnitude and extended timeframe) of the agree-
ments, including notably cash availability associated with the payment structure
and the need to manage multiple exchange rates over the life of the agreement;
i) issues where the agreements left scope for different interpretations and under-
standings of requirements, notably with regard to cofinance, and iii) issues that
were external in origin, notably UNEP’s transition in 2015 to the UN Secretariat-
wide enterprise resource planning system, known as Umoja. Issues associated
with the structure of the agreement were felt more keenly for the DG DEVCO SCA
which had a smaller number of longer running projects.

54 For example, some projects reported on actual expenditure, some reported budget expenditure and some
reported funds mobilised.

55 For example, it was initially assumed that salaries for staff working on project would not be eligible. The
Commission later confirmed that staff salaries could be counted.
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43.Umoja: The introduction of the system is 2015 generated a backlog in day to day
administrative procedures (including funding transfers and contracting) as a re-
sult of closure periods for financial transactions and a peak in the workloads of
FMOs. Teething issues carried over into 2016 with issues reported across the or-
ganisation including lack of system mastery, corruption of data integrity, and in-
clusion of workflows that disconnected responsibility and authority. UNEP re-
ported to the PSC in 2017 that mastery of the system had improved dramatically,
the integrity of data had been restored, and workflows have gradually been cor-
rected. The transition to Umoja was particularly disruptive to project level opera-
tions, affecting contracting and outward payments.

44.Financial clean up and closure: The new PMU financial staff undertook an in-depth
clean-up of records from mid-2017. (For example, verifying the PSC had been
charged appropriately and at the correct rate). The PMU FMO also undertook to
draft project financial reports for verification by project FMOs.

45.The PMU staff initiated a verification of cofinance and clearance of outstanding
obligations towards closure of the agreements in collaboration with project FMOs
and the United Nations Office at Nairobi; both exercises taking longer than antic-
ipated and leading to a delay in preparation of the final financial report.
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Annex F: Alignment check — SCA and ENRTP

SCA3S

ENRTP sub-priority 3.157

Objectives

Contribute to global environmental
sustainability and in particular to
achieve the MDGs by promoting
global environmental sustainability
knowledge, tools and capacity-build-
ing, including on halting the loss of bi-
odiversity, fostering greener growth,
protecting human health and the envi-
ronment from hazardous substances
as well transparency and efficiency of
natural resource management: strong
international environmental govern-
ance, through a support to the work of
UNEP and MEAs.

Better international environment and climate governance
shaped by the external dimensions of the EU’s environ-
ment and climate change policies and the provision of
methodological and governance tools appropriate to de-
veloping countries, and to improve mainstreaming of en-
vironment as well as promote governance and transpar-
ency of natural resources management.

Outcomes/eligibility for ENRTP support

ER 1: Strengthened international envi-
ronmental governance including in-
creased synergies and coherence in
international decision-making pro-
cesses related to global environment
processes.

Strengthen international environmental governance by
encouraging synergies both between UNEP and the MEA
it hosts and between related MEAs with a special focus
on the chemicals/waste and biodiversity cluster; promot-
ing the preparation of the UN Rio + 20 Conference and its
follow-up at the policy and institutional level; supporting
where appropriate negotiating processes for new instru-
ments;

ER 2 Enhanced implementation of and
compliance with MEAs

Encourage implementation of and compliance with MEAs
by: funding developing country participation in meetings
of MEAs; supporting their agreed work programmes that
fall outside core operations and therefore rely on donor
funding. In some cases, it may be more appropriate to
work through UNEP or development agencies to achieve
goals agreed by Conferences of the Parties; strengthen-
ing capacity of developing countries for implementation
of measures agreed within MEAS; supporting interna-
tional debate on the linkage between MEA financial
mechanisms and compliance regimes.

ER 3: Strengthened capacities of de-
veloping countries for international
environmental negotiations and im-
proved access to information on pro-

Strengthening capacity of developing countries for inter-
national environmental negotiations and improve their
access to information on progress in different processes.

6 1d.
57 ENRTP 2011-2014
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SCAS® ENRTP sub-priority 3.157
gress in different international pro-
cesses
ER 4: Enhanced global and regional Enhance global and regional environmental monitoring
environmental monitoring and assess- | and assessment and countries’ capacity to participate in
ment for policymaking the work and to use the results in policymaking;
ER 5: Enhanced visibility and coher- Support other international environmental organisations
ence of European Commission and and processes as well as international and regional civil
UNEP cooperation in the field of society advocacy groups and environmental think tanks
global environment protection who share the EU’s desire to find multilateral solutions to

environmental problems.
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Annex G: Alignment check — SCA and UNEP MTS

SCA alignment with UNEP Medium-term Strategies
SCA | Sub-programme objectives | Expected achievements
ERs MTS 2010-2013
1. Countries and regions increasingly integrate an ecosystem
management approach into development and planning pro-
cesses.

ER1 | Countries utilise the eco- 2. Countries and regions have capacity to utilise ecosystem

ER 2 | system approach to en- management tools.

ER 3 | hance human well-being 3. Countries and regions begin to realign their environmental
programmes and financing to address degradation of se-
lected priority ecosystem services
1. The United Nations system demonstrates increasing coher-
ence in international decision-making processes related to
the environment, including those under multilateral environ-
mental agreements.

Environmental governance | 2. States increasingly implement their environmental obliga-

ER1 | at country, regional and tions and achieve their environmental priority goals, targets

ER 2 | global levels is strength- and objectives through strengthened laws and institutions.

ER 3 | ened to address agreed en- | 3. National development processes and United Nations com-

vironmental priorities mon country programming processes increasingly main-
stream environmental sustainability in their implementation.
4. National and international stakeholders have access to
sound science and policy advice for decision-making.
1. 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 hazard-
ous waste.

To minimize the impact of | 2. Coherent international policy and technical advice is pro-

ER 2 | harmful substances and vided to States and other stakeholders for managing harmful

ER 3 | hazardous waste on the chemicals and hazardous waste in a more environmentally

ER 4 | environment and human sound manner, including through better technology and best

beings practices.
3. Appropriate policy and control systems for harmful sub-
stances of global concern are developed and in place in line
with States’ international obligations
1. Resource efficiency is increased, and pollution is reduced
over product life cycles and along supply chains.
2. Investment in efficient, clean and safe industrial production
Natural resources are pro- . . -~ .

ER 1 methods is increased through public policies and private sec-

ER 3 duced, processed anFI con- | .+ action.

ER 4 sumed in a more environ- 3. Consumer choice favours more resource efficient and envi-

mentally sustainable way .
ronmentally friendly products.
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MTS 2014-2017

To promote a transition to
integrating the manage-
ment of land, water and liv-

1. Increased use is made of the ecosystem approach in coun-
tries, with a view to maintaining ecosystem services and the
sustainable productivity of terrestrial and aquatic systems.

2. Increased use is made of the ecosystem approach to sus-

E§ ; ing resources, with a vieYV tain ecgsystem serviges from coastal and marine systgms.
ER 3 to malntglr?mg biodiversity | 3. Serwcgs and benefits derlveq from ecosystems are |r.1te—
and providing ecosystem grated with development planning and accounting, particu-
services sustainably and larly in relation to wider landscapes and seascapes and the
equitably among countries. | implementation of biodiversity related MEAs.
1. The United Nations system and the multilateral environ-
mental agreements, respecting the mandate of each entity,
To strengthen synergies demonstrate increasing coherence and synergy of actions on
and coherence in environ- environmental issues.
ER 1 mental governance, witha | 2.The capa.city.of f:ountries tq dev.elop anq enforce laws anc!
ERo | View to faC|I|tat|ng.the tran- | strengthen |n§t|tgt|ons to achieve mternahonqlly agreed envi-
ER 3 sition towards environmen- | ronmental objectives and goals and comply with related obli-
tal sustainability in the gations is enhanced.
context of sustainable de- | 3. Mainstreaming environmental sustainability: Countries in-
velopment. creasingly mainstream environmental sustainability in na-
tional and regional development policies and plans.
1. Countries increasingly have the necessary institutional ca-
pacity and policy instruments to manage chemicals and
waste soundly including the implementation of related provi-
To promote a transition sions of the multilateral environmental agreements.
among countries to the 2. Countries, including major groups and stakeholders, make
ER 2 | sound management of increasing use of the scientific and technical knowledge and
ER 3 | chemicals and waste, with | tools needed to implement sound chemicals management
ER 4 | aview to minimizing im- and the related multilateral environmental agreements.
pacts on the environment 3. Countries, including major groups and stakeholders, make
and human health. increasing use of the scientific and technical knowledge and
tools needed to implement sound waste management and
the related multilateral environmental agreements.
1. Cross-sectoral scientific assessments, research and tools
To promote a transition in for sustainable consumption and production and green econ-
which goods and services | omy are developed, shared and applied by policymakers, in-
are increasingly produced, | cluding in urban practices in the context of sustainable devel-
ER 1 processeq and consumed opment and pover'.cy eradication. . .
ER 3 in a sustainable way that 2. Uptake of sus.tamable consumption and producthn anq
ER 4 decouples economic green economy instruments and management practices in

growth from resource use
and environmental impact,
while improving human
well-being.

sectoral policies and in business and financial operations
across global supply chains is increased, in the context of
sustainable development and poverty eradication.

3. Enabling conditions for promoting more sustainable con-
sumption choices and lifestyles are enhanced.
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Annex H: Contribution of UNEP SCA projects to UNEP PoW

. UNEP PoW outputs
UNEP SCA project 2012-2013 2014-2015 2016-2017
IPBES 331 - -
BIP 321 - -
WOA 322 - -
PE Synergies &
NBSAPS - 331 # 331 #
IRP 611 611 -
REEDTE -Env 623 621 621
10 YFP 642 613 613
GETOP | 613 - -
614 to Dec 14
GETOPII ) 612 from Jan 15 612
614, 624, 631, 632,
RE-ISC 633 633 -
. 614 to Dec 14
GE Indicators 621 612 from Jan 15 -
PAGE - 614 614
Mercury 531 512,524 524
POPs 522 522 -
SAICM ICCM3 521 511 -
SAICM RMs 521 - -
EDCs 522 513 -
Bio-MEAs Synergies 414 414 -
CW Finance | - - -
CW Finance Il - 414 -
MEA Focal points 414,415, 423, 425 414 -
InforMEA 421 422 422

114




Annex I: Analysis of SCA results framework and reconstructed
Theory of Change

1. The general objective of the SCA was to contribute to global environmental sus-
tainability and in particular to achieve the Millennium Development Goals and be
instrumental to the implementation of the Rio 2012 outcomes including sustain-
able development by promoting:

a.

Global environmental sustainability knowledge, tools and capacity-build-
ing, including on halting the loss of biodiversity, fostering greener growth,
protecting human health and the environment from hazardous substances
as well as transparency and efficiency of natural resource management
Strong international environmental governance, through a support to the
work of UN Environment and the MEAs

2. The specific objectives of the SCA are to:

a.

b.

Develop methodological and governance tools appropriate to developing
countries

Support the preparation and the follow-up of major international environ-
mental processes to which UN Environment contributes

Support the coordination among MEAs and promote better implementa-
tion of and compliance with MEAs for which UN Environment administers
the secretariat (Addendum 2)

3. The expected results of the SCA are:

a.

Expected result 1: Strengthened international environmental governance,
including increased synergies and coherence in international decision-
making processes related to global environment processes.

Expected result 2: Enhanced implementation of and compliance with
MEAs.

Expected result 3: Strengthened capacities of developing countries for in-
ternational environmental negotiations and improved access to infor-
mation on progress in different international processes.

Expected result 4: Enhanced global and regional environmental monitoring
and assessment for policymaking.

Expected result 5: Enhanced visibility and coherence of European Commis-
sion and UN Environment cooperation in the field of global environment
protection.

4. The logframe identifies the following assumptions at the results level:

No major crisis affects global efforts towards sustainable development
No major environmental/climate crisis is threatening to present trends
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5. No outputs are defined in the SCA logframe; this is not surprising considering the
global, multi-thematic, multi-project and strategy nature of the SCA.

6. While no activities are specified in the logframe, the narrative of the SCA identifies
the following, which are derived from the UN Environment mandates and can be
viewed as expected main activities:

Catalysing and promoting international cooperation and action

Providing early warning and policy advice based on sound science
Facilitating the development, implementation and evolution of norms and
standards

Supporting the development of international policy and law as well as
methodological tools for developing countries

Developing coherent interlinkages among international environmental
conventions

Delivering technology support and capacity-building services in line with
developing countries’ priorities

7. The logframe identifies the following assumptions at the activity level:

Climate change and environment become a priority for partners, both at
country and regional levels

International environmental negotiations move forwards

Environment and climate change become a national, regional and global
priority for action

No major socio-economic, political or military crisis is affecting public and
private sector possible efforts to a more sustainable development

Rio +20 is fostering a positive and accelerated dynamic and interest to-
ward sustainable development

UN Environment experiences strong support at global level

UN Environment benefits from a strong support from EU institutions at
global, regional and country levels for strengthened coordination

8. The 2015 mid-term evaluation (MTE) of the two EU-UN Environment SCAs estab-
lished a reconstructed Theory of Change (ToC) for SCA. The MTE identified the
following inconsistencies in the SCA logframe, which the terminal evaluation
team concurs with:

The logical framework includes many repetitions across its different levels
Some expected results are in reality at the outcome-level

One expected result is in reality at the activity-level

Some expected results are in reality at the intermediate state level

There are no outputs or activities defined in the logical framework (but en-
visaged main activities are presented in the narrative)

The expected result “enhanced visibility and coherence of EC and UNEP co-
operation in the field of environmental protection” appears to have no direct
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

connection to higher level results in the logical framework; it rather relates
to an SCA management priority.

e The indicators of the logical framework are mostly inadequate (unspecific,
irrelevant) and lack baselines and targets.

The logframe objectives and expected results revolve around international envi-
ronmental governance, especially the MEAs. It is easy to link the thematic areas
of ecosystem management and chemicals and waste to the logframe as there are
clear links with MEAs. However, the link between resource efficiency and the in-
tended results appears less clear, as there are no MEAs linked to this area; the
main formal international process to which resource efficiency can be linked ap-
pears to be Rio+20.

The reconstructed ToC presented in the MTE is coherent and consistent and an
adapted was also used for this evaluation, with the addition of the six activities
identified for information purposes, given the absence of stated outputs in the
SCA logframe (see ToC figure below). Outputs are difficult to establish given the
global, multi-thematic and multi-project and strategy nature of the SCA. The table
below depicts how the logframe has been reconstructed into a coherent ToC.

Only two assumptions are identified at the outcome level of the SCA logframe,
whereas a number of assumptions are identified at the activity level. Considering
the global, multi-thematic and multi-project and nature of the SCA it is difficult to
identify assumptions that are applicable globally and for all actions under the
SCA; it is thus not surprising that a number of the assumptions will be more rele-
vant in some areas than others.

The logframe identifies the above-mentioned assumptions at the results level.
The MTE reconstructed ToC pegged the first of these (no major crisis affects
global efforts towards sustainable development) between the intermediate state
and added one assumption: Developing countries translate policies and laws into
practice. The second assumption was not included in the MTE reconstructed ToC,
as it is not entirely appropriate; an environmental crisis would increase rather
than decrease the commitment to implement MEAs. The activity-level assump-
tions are not applied in the reconstructed ToC.

In addition, the reconstructed MTE ToC introduced three new assumptions be-
tween the outcome-level and intermediate state:
e Methodological and governance tools are effectively used.
e Resources (financial, human) are available to implement actions and
measures resulting from the processes.
e Institutional environment conducive for action and measures for change.
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14. No drivers (i.e. assumptions over which the UN Environment and/or the MEA sec-
retariats have some control) were identified in the SCA’s logframe nor in the
MTE's reconstructed ToC. Again, with the multi-facetted nature of the SCA, it is
difficult to identify broadly applicable drivers, not least since global environmen-
tal governance and MEA decision-making processes are political with decisions
made by the Parties (signatory countries).

15. Nonetheless, this evaluation has identified two broadly applicable drivers be-
tween the outcome-level and intermediate state:
e Availability of technical expertise
e International and national funding is leveraged for MEA implementation

Comparison of logframe and reconstructed ToC

Faithful (SCA + addendum 2) Reconstructed ToC

Impact General objective: To contribute to global envi- Enhanced global environmental
ronmental sustainability and in particular to sustainability and sustainable de-
achieve the Millennium Development Goals and | velopment including:
be instrumental to the implementation of the * loss of biodiversity halted
Rio 2012 outcomes including sustainable devel- | « greener growth
opment by promoting: * human health and the envi-
a) Global environmental sustainability ronment protected from haz-

knowledge, tools and capacity-building, includg,. -|- ¥ ardous substances

ing on halting the loss of biodiversity, fostering « transparency and efficiency
greener growth, protecting human health and of natural resource manage-
the environment from hazardous substances as ment

well as transparency and efficiency of natural
resource management;

b) Strong international environmental govern-
ance, through a support to the york of UNEP

and the MEAs. N
Interme- ddk Enhanced implementation of and
diate clopi compliance with MEAs for which
state o d UNZEnvironment provides the Sec-
Jetariat
Specific objective: St'rengthened international envi-
r;')nmental governance.
L ! 4
Specific objective: ‘\ ,’I/
\‘ I,,
e I’/
#L2)
Out- Resulf T: Strengthened international environy™ # - |#nhanced capabilities of develop-
comes mental-governance, including in ea_sed.syne‘vf' ing countries to comply and im-

gies’aﬁd'c—oﬁerence in international decisToﬁ—'X* ~| plement MEAs for which UN Envi-
making-processes related to gIQb_aLenviréIfrE\;Tt ronment provides the Secretariat.

processes. v\
Result 2: Enhanced implementation of and del‘ Strengthened capabilities of de-
pliance with MEAs. v 1| veloping countries for interna-
\\ | tional environmental negotiations.
v
118 b
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-4
Comparison of logframe and reconstructed ToC

Result 3: Strengthened capacities of developing,”
countries for international environmental negoti-
ations and improved access to information on

progress in different international processes. ¢

Enhanced global and regional en-
vironmental monitoring and as-
-dessment for policymaking.

Result 4: Enhanced global and regional envirgn-
mental monitoring and assessment for policy-
making.

Major international environmental
processes strengthened.

Result 5: Enhanced visibility and coherence of
European Commission and UNEP cooperation
the field of global environment protection.

Increased synergies and coher-
ence in international environmen-

N . . .
ntal decision-making processes.

Enﬂanced visibility and coherence
of EC and UN Environment coop-
eration in the field of global envi-
ronment protection

(unlinked to the intermediate state

and impact)

Black: Unchanged

Blue: Reconstructed only

Red: Movement from faithful to reconstructed
Purple: Not included in the MTE's ToC
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Reconstructed Theory of Change (adapted from the 2015 SCA MTE)

- Outcome
. i Enhanced capabilities of de-

Activity/UN Environ- veloping countries to comply

ment mandate 1) Cata- \ and implement MEAs for

!ysmg a_nd Rlcond which UN Environment pro-

international coopera- vides the Secretariat. :

tion and action _Drivers
- Availability of tech-
nical expertise

Activity/UN Environ- ( Expected Result 3 \ - international and

national funding is
leveraged for MEA
implementation

ment mandate 2)
Providing early warn-
ing and policy advice
based on sound science

QOutcome
Strengthened capabilities of
developing countries for inter-

[ Expected Result 2 and \

part of Specific Objective

national environmental negoti-

/ Overall Objective \

Impact
Enhanced global environ-
mental sustainability and
sustainable development in-
cluding:

Assumptions
- Methodological and
) governance tools are

effectively used.
[ Expected Result 4 \

ations. Intermediate State

Enhanced implementation of
and compliance with MEAs RN
for which UN Environment
provides the Secretariat

Activity/UN Environ-
ment mandate 3) Facili- \
tating the development,

implementation and
evolution of norms and
standards

Assumptions
- Developing

- Resources (finan-
Outcome

« loss of biodiversity halted

cial, human) are )

available to imple- countrle_zs.trans-

ment actions and \ ) late policies and
Enhanced global and re- measures resulting laws into prac-
gional environmental

°  greener growth
from the processes. tice

Activity/UN Environ-  human health and the envi-

ment mandate 4) Sup-

4 itori - Institutional envi- - No major crisis
. _ monitoring and assess- I~ ) ] ronment protected from
Enoerrtlltngftir:s[ edri\;filgr’:al S Ugd‘itf?:;‘s / ment for policymaking. ronment conducive affects global ef- hazardous substances
ATl for action and Expected Result 1 forts towards transparency and efficiency
as methodological tools measures for change. sustainable de- of natural resource manage-
for developing coun- \ ) Intermediate State velopment. Hent
tries Strengthened international en-
Part of Specific Objective )\ vironmental governance.
Activity/UN Environ-
ment mandate 5) De- Outcome
veloping coherent in- Major international envi-
terlinkages among in- ronmental processes
ternational environ- strengthened.
mental conventions
Activity/UN Environ- ? ( Expected Result 5 \

ment mandate 6) De-
livering technology
support and capacity-
building services in
line with developing
countries’ priorities

QOutcome
Enhanced visibility and
coherence of EC and UN
Environment cooperation
in the field of global envi-
ronment protection

( Part of Expected Result 1 \

Outcome
Increased synergies and co-
herence in international envi-
ronmental decision-making

J processes.

\_ o, N =/




Annex J: link between mid-term evaluation and final evalua-

tion recommendations

Mid-term evaluation (MTE) recommendations

Relevance at end of SCA and link to
final evaluation (FE) recommenda-
tions

Rec 1 (Project selection process): Recognize that
the supported “projects” are mostly components of
phases of larger programmes and processes that
are steered and monitored in a professional manner
by their own structures, notably UNEP QAS and
MEA COPs and Secretariats. Placing the “projects”
in their larger context and monitoring them as such
is more meaningful and interesting thematically,
also in view of long term cooperation and partner-
ships. Additionally, and importantly, such an ap-
proach would allow a reduction of the workload in
drafting concept notes and project documents and
progress reports, a good number of the required
sections becoming redundant. For example, is it re-
ally necessary to embark on the full range of stake-
holder analysis, risk analysis, partnership analysis,
contribution to poverty alleviation, sustainability
aspects, etc just for a programme component or a
bridging phase? Project documents and progress
reports could be highly simplified by focusing on
the essential elements, e.g. an indication on how
they fit in the larger programme/context, on how
they are managed, monitored and evaluated by
their own structures, and on what exactly will be
done with the funds allocated to the “project” and
what is expected to be achieved. Further, consider-
ing this broader context would also provide more
opportunities to undertake something related to im-
pact measuring, an aspect that is presently com-
pletely absent from the SCA operations.

Rec 1a (Project selection process): In the same
vein, it would be meaningful to consider EC finan-
cial support for larger interventions, i.e., interven-
tions at the scale of UNEP-entities, and not for com-
ponents or smaller portions of UNEP / MEA pro-
grammes. This approach would yield the same effi-
ciency benefits. In addition, EC visibility could be
clearer for such larger programmes. Obviously,

MTE Rec 1 and Rec 1a are con-
sistent with FE R1.

FE R1 goes one step further as it
proposes a new, more strategic and
integrated approach to grants, mov-
ing away from project proposals to
a more programmatic support,
which is more integrated with UNEP
sub-programmes and MEA PoWs.
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there will be a trade-off in number of different topics
within the environmental sector that can be sup-
ported.

Rec 2 (Project selection process): Increase trans-
parency in project prioritisation and allocation of
funding through the formulation and communica-
tion of selection criteria additional to strategic
alignment e.g., to foster synergies and a “critical
mass” of effort among projects) and through
proper feedback and argumentation following se-
lection.is

MTE Rec 2 is consistent with

FE R1, which also seeks to address
the somewhat informal project se-
lection process and that the SCA did
not yield the envisaged strategic
benefits.

FE R1 goes one step further and
proposes to move away from a pro-
ject proposal approach to a more
programmatic approach.

Rec 3 (Communication and Visibility): Create more
efficient and transparent channels for communica-
tion. A website or internet-based platform would
be helpful in this respect.

MTE Rec 2 is consistent with
FE R2.

FE R2 focuses more broadly on
strengthening governance and man-
agement at PSC and PMU levels,
which would be conducive for coor-
dination and internal communica-
tion.

Rec 4 (monitoring and reporting): According to
SPOR2, covering the entire project portfolio,
twenty four ongoing projects have been granted
no cost extensions of between 3 and 48 months, in
most cases as a result of delays experienced due
to operational, implementation or external chal-
lenges. The flexibility offered by the SCA enabled
the extension to be easily granted so that projects
could fully implement their work. In order to en-
sure that operational and implementation delays
which are under UNEP’s control are minimised,
specific and uniform guidance for the entire pro-
ject portfolio should be available: e.g., level and
sources of co-financing, budget and procedures
for external evaluation (including coordination
with the UNEP EO), exchange rates, formats for fi-
nancial reporting, etc. For MEA-projects, the guid-
ance should take into account any differences in
operational procedures in order to ensure efficient
project management within the framework of such
an agreement and taking into account their status
as UNEP-administered entities. This would be ex-
pected to increase the efficiency of the PMU (and,
in turn, of project implementation), which would

MTE Rec 4 is consistent with FE R1
and FE R3.

FE R1 goes one step further as it
proposes moving away from pro-
jects to a more programmatic sup-
port, which would facilitate long-
term planning and remove the need
for individual project extensions.

FE R3 proposes enhanced attention
to M&E, including setting aside
budgets for this at project level, and
providing technical support for
MEAs at the overall level.
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move away from providing specific responses to
queries to implementing a clear overall structure
for implementation of projects.

Rec 5 Allow the MEA implemented projects to be
as separate as possible from UNEP Programme of
Work project cycle management. Coordination and
exchange on thematic areas should continue.

There is no link between MTE Rec 5
and the FE recommendations.

The PSC/PMU pointed out that MEA
projects were not responding to the
UNEP PoW, but that UNEP had a re-
sponsibility to ensure MEA projects
met EC-UNEP contractional obliga-
tions.

Rec 6 (Communication and Visibility): For commu-
nication and visibility: focus efforts on communi-
cation and outreach at technical level (preferably
also in the broader context of programmes and
processes, as explained above) and on visibility of
EU-funding and discontinue efforts on promoting
visibility of the SCAs/PCA.

There is no link between MTE Rec 6
and the FE recommendations.

Communication and visibility im-
proved over time, making MTE Rec 6
less pertinent at the end of the SCA.

Rec 7 (monitoring and reporting): Change monitor-
ing and reporting systems in view of the need for
timeliness and of effective use by the manage-
ment of information gathered through the sys-
tems. Follow-up on agreed action points, on data
provided through reporting and on recommenda-
tions from SPORs should be strengthened.

MTE Rec 7 is consistent with FE R3.

FE R3 focuses on results (outcome
and impact) monitoring, but not on
reporting timeliness and information
management.

Follow-up on SPORs and reporting
timeliness improved over time.

Rec 8 (Umbrella agreement design): Should the EC

and UNEP agree to engage in further cooperation

agreements to implement a strategy of coopera-

tion, it is recommended that:

- The formal objectives be clearly defined in a re-
sults framework

- A coherent logframe with robust performance
indicators be specified, and

- budget allocations be made that are feasible in
relation to the stated objectives.

MTE Rec 8 is partly consistent with
FE R3.

FE R3 focuses on results (outcome
and impact) monitoring, but not on
the SCA results framework.

The SCA was followed by a PCA and
a new framework agreement is un-
der development, so overall log-
frame recommendations should em-
anate from and assessment of the
PCA logframe and theory of change
(which is outside the scope of the
FE).

Flexibility and responsiveness to
MEA COP decisions, UNEP Medium-
term Strategies and PoWs are es-
sential, so objectives should not be
overly specific.
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Rec 9 Relevance of strategic cooperation: While
recognizing that the determination of the broader
strategic focus of the EC and UNEP cooperation
were beyond the scope of this evaluation, in the im-
plementation of any future agreements the EC and
UNEP should reinforce the processes that aid the
selection of initiatives that have strong alignment
with mutually agreed strategic priorities. As a sug-
gestion this may include:

Conducting a broader consultation process to
identify common strategic priorities including a
broader set of stakeholders that would include
the UNEP Sub-Programme Coordinators and
representatives from MEA Secretariats,

Making full use of available strategic planning
documents such as the UNEP Programme
Frameworks, developed for each of its seven
thematic Sub-Programmes and any relevant
programming documents from MEA Secretari-
ats, to increase the coherence and potential
synergies among supported initiatives.

MTE Rec 9 is partly consistent with
FE R1.

FE R1 goes one step further as it
proposes a new, more strategic and
integrated approach to grants,
which is more integrated with UNEP
sub-programmes and MEA PoWs.

The FE found a good alignment of
the SCA with EU, UNEP and MEA
Secretariat objectives.

Flexibility and responsiveness to
MEA COP decisions, UNEP Medium-
term Strategies and PoWs is essen-
tial, so objectives should not be
overly specific.
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Annex K: Assessment of assumptions and drivers

Assumption/driver

\ Source \

Status

| Implications for SCA

Assumptions: results level

1. No major crisis af- | SCA log- | Several crises happened, e a) may have af-
fects global efforts | frame which affected the interna- fected the availabil-
towards sustaina- | MTE ToC | tional discourse, including: ity of funding for the
ble development a) Global financial crisis SCA as well as other

b) Political instability and funding for the SCA
terrorism in a number partners
of countries and inter- | e c¢) has affected MEA
national military inter- negotiations and
vention commitments, but
c) Political leadership the direct link to
changes affected the SCA implementation
level of priority given and results is diffi-
to environment in a cult to establish
number of countries
(for the better or
worse)

2. No major environ- | SCAlog- | a) Every IPCC climate a) and b) has brought
mental/climate cri- | frame forecast has led to the MEA discourse
sis is threatening more pessimistic sce- | higher on the agenda,
to present trends narios than the previ- | especially vis-a-vis cli-

ous mate change, resource

b) The rate of greenhouse | efficiency, plastic pol-
gas emissions, loss of | lution — thereby con-
biodiversity, pollution, | tributing to the ena-
and land degradation bling environment for
has continued to in- SCA implementation
crease

3. Developing coun- | MTE ToC | Many countries have intro- | ¢ The policy-imple-
tries translate poli- duced new laws and poli- mentation gap has
cies and laws into cies or revised existing contributed to en-
practice ones related to environ- hancing the de-

ment, and in particular cli- mand for, and inter-
mate change. However, est in, the services
their implementation is delivered by SCA
generally lagging due to projects

several factors, including: | ¢ The factors behind
financial constraints, insti- the gap are a con-
tutional and individual ca- straint to the appli-
pacity constraints, limited cation of tools and
political priority given to capacities devel-
environment (e.g. com- oped by the SCA
pared to economic projects
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Assumption/driver

Source

Status

Implications for SCA

growth), political economy
and corruption

Drivers: results level

4. Availability of
technical expertise

5. International and
national funding is
leveraged for MEA
implementation

Final
Evalua-
tion ToC

a)

International technical
expertise was often
available, both from in-
dividual experts and in-
stitutions

e SCA projects able
to mobilise interna-
tional technical ex-
perts and institu-
tions, and thereby

plementation remains
insufficient

b) Technical capacity contribute to en-
constraints remain a hancing technical
challenge at national capacities of bene-
level ficiaries and provid-

ing knowledge and
tools

e The actual applica-
tion by countries of
skills, knowledge
and tools from SCA
projects is unclear

a) International donors There are a few exam-
provide funding for en- | ples of other donors
vironmental implemen- | funding the further use
tation of outputs from the

b) Financing is a major SCA projects
constraint at national
level — and funding for
environment is gener-
ally not a major priority
compared to economic
and social demands

¢) Funding for MEA im-

Assumptions: activity level

6. Climate change
and environment
become a priority
for partners, both
at country and re-
gional levels

SCA log-
frame

a)

b)

There is a generally in-
creased priority, but
decreased in some
countries, depending
on changes in political
leadership
Environment and cli-
mate change action is
still given less priority
than economic growth
in general — and action

e The actual applica-
tion by countries of
skills, knowledge
and tools from SCA
projects is unclear
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Assumption/driver

Source

Status

Implications for SCA

International envi-
ronmental negotia-
tions move for-
wards

Environment and
climate change be-
come a national,
regional and

global priority for
action

10. No major socio-
economic, political
or military crisis is
affecting public
and private sector
possible efforts to
a more sustaina-
ble development

11. Rio +20 is foster-

ing a positive and
accelerated dy-
namic and interest
toward sustaina-
ble development

12. UN Environment

experiences
strong support at
global level

13. UN Environment

benefits from a
strong support
from EU institu-
tions at global, re-
gional and country
levels for strength-
ened coordination

and investments do
generally not commen-
surate with the policy
commitments made

Progress has been made
across several MEAs and
vis-a-vis resource effi-

ciency at the negotiation

The progress provided
new opportunities and
demands for SCA pro-

jects (e.g. vis-a-vis ma-

level rine species, resource
efficiency)

a) Seeno.6 Seeno. 6

b) SDGs have stronger

emphasis on environ-
ment and climate
change than MDGs

Conflict and insecurity
have increased in a num-
ber of countries, nega-
tively affecting govern-
ance and private sector
engagement

This posed some limi-
tations on which coun-
tries the SCA projects
could operate in

Seeno.6and 8

Seeno. 6

UNEP is supported by do-
nors, but funding has not
increased substantially

The direct link to SCA
implementation and re-
sults is difficult to es-
tablish

a)

b)

UNEP is supported by
the EU incl. DG ENV,
but funding has not in-
creased

Coordination has not
been strengthened sig-
nificantly

Coordination between
the SCA and the EU-
UNEP high-level dia-
logue was limited
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Annex L: Evaluation matrix

Evaluation questions |

Indicators

Information sources

Strategic relevance

1. Were SCA objec-
tives and outcomes
aligned with EC and
UN Environment
priorities?

Alignment of the SCA with
ENRTP priorities for environ-
mental governance

Alignment of the SCA with UN
Environment 2010-2013 and
2014-2017 Medium-Term Strat-
egy objectives and expected ac-
complishments for relevant
sub-programmes

SCA and ENRTP doc-
uments

SCA and Medium-
Term Strategies

Project manager sur-
vey

2. Were SCA objec-
tives and outcomes
aligned with global
environmental chal-
lenges, including
MEA priorities?

Alignment of the SCA with MEA
priorities (CBD, CITES, BRS)

Alignment of the SCA with
SDGs

SCA and MEA Secre-
tariat work pro-
gramme priorities
Project manager sur-
vey

SCA and SDG docu-
ments, portfolio anal-
ysis (reported align-
ment with SDGs in an-
nual and project final
reports, factsheets)

Design and structure

3. Did the SCA design
promote the
achievement of
higher-level results?

Extent to which SCA provided
strategic guidance and prioriti-
sation for project selection and
design (e.g. with a view of how
different projects would com-
plement each other)

Extent to which sample pro-
jects were designed and se-
lected specifically to contribute
to SCA objectives

Extent to which SCA sample
projects were reinforcing/rein-
forced by other SCA projects

SCA Assessment Re-
port

Portfolio analysis (re-
ported contribution to
expected results), in-
terviews to determine
changes, minutes of
PSC meetings, SCA
Assessment Report.
Review of sample pro-
ject ILs/logframes
Sample project con-
cept notes and see
whether they have
considered other pro-
jects and potential
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Evaluation questions

Indicators

Information sources

complementarities

Did the SCA provide
enhanced predicta-

bility and continuity
for UN Environment
and MEA secretari-

ats?

Extent to which UN Environ-
ment and MEA secretariats
could foresee EU support and
plan longer-term engagements
beyond the individual project
lifespan (e.g. planned second
phases and continuity ensured
by different SCA projects)

Interviews, portfolio
analysis (project
phasing), SCA As-
sessment Report
Project manager sur-
vey

Overall performance

Were the intended
results (effective-
ness) achieved -
across the four the-
matic clusters?

Extent to which projects
achieved their intended out-
comes

Extent to which projects con-
tributed to the achievement of
the SCA outcomes/results (ToC
outcomes)

Implementation timeliness and
project extensions (and
whether delays were caused by
internal or external factors and
whether they affected results)

Existing evaluations,
sample project an-
nual and final reports
Portfolio analysis (re-
ported contribution to
expected results),
SPORs, existing eval-
uations, sample pro-
ject annual and final
reports

Minutes of PSC meet-
ings, existing evalua-
tions, sample project
annual and final re-
ports, interviews
Project manager sur-
vey

To what extent did
the projects con-
tribute to global en-
vironment protec-
tion and for sus-
tainable develop-
ment in developing
countries — across
the four thematic
clusters?

Extent to which projects con-
tributed to enhanced MEA im-
plementation and compliance
Extent to which projects con-
tributed to improved environ-
mental governance

Extent to which projects con-
tributed to providing an ena-
bling environment for sustaina-
ble development

Extent to which pilot projects
delivered viable models for sus-
tainable development

Extent to which measures for
ensuring replication and up-
scaling were implemented

Interviews, existing
evaluations, sample
project final reports

Interviews, existing,
evaluations, sample
project and final re-
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Evaluation questions

Indicators

Information sources

ports, SCA Assess-
ment Report, Minutes
of PSC meetings,
SPORs

7. To what extent are
the results
achieved sustaina-
ble — across the
four thematic clus-
ters?

Extent to which contextual fac-
tors and conditions contributed
to or constrained sustainability
Extent to which projects imple-
mented present clear exit strat-
egies

Interviews, existing
evaluations, sample
project final reports
Interviews, existing
evaluations, sample
project concept notes
and final reports

Human and financial resources administration and efficiency

8. Were financial re-
sources sufficient
and available when
needed?

Timeliness of disbursements
from the EC and down to pro-
ject level

Overall expenditure rates for
the SCA

Adequacy of the programme
management budget
Mobilisation of UN Environment
and MEA secretariat co-financ-

ing

SPOR, SCA Assess-
ment Report, inter-
views, minutes of
PSC meetings
Project manager sur-
vey

9. Were financial re-
sources well man-
aged?

Quality of financial monitoring
and reporting and adherence to
EU financial reporting require-
ments

Timeliness of financial report-
ing from UN Environment and
MEA secretariats

UN Environment pillar
assessment, SCA As-
sessment

Financial report sub-
mission dates, Inter-
views, SPORs,
minutes of PSC meet-
ings

10. Were staff re-
sources for SCA im-
plementation suffi-
cient?

Number and roles of SCA PMU
staff

Staff resources available for
projects

Implications of staff turnover
for SCA implementation

SPOR, SCA Assess-
ment Report, sample
project financial re-
ports, interviews

Factors affecting performance

Organization, management and oversight

11. Were the organisa-
tion, management
and oversight ar-
rangements for the
SCA well-function-
ing?

Clarity, transparency and con-
duciveness of SCA structures,
rules, project selection process,
and procedures

Adequacy and availability of
PMU guidance and support to
SCA projects

SCA Assessment Re-
port, minutes of PSC
meetings, interviews
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Evaluation questions

Indicators

Information sources

Degree of strategic guid-
ance/oversight provided by the
PSC

Cooperation and partnerships

12. Did SCA implement-
ing bodies engage
in partnerships?

Degree of coordination and col-
laboration between UN Environ-
ment and MEA secretariats
Degree of stakeholder involve-
ment in the design and imple-
mentation of projects

Degree of involvement of UN
Environment Regional Offices
in the design and implementa-
tion of projects

Extent to which projects
achieved synergies with other
interventions implemented by
UN Environment and MEA sec-
retariats (e.g. building on earlier
projects or being a component
of a larger intervention)

Extent to which projects
achieved synergies with inter-
ventions of other entities

Interviews, existing
evaluations, sample
project annual and fi-
nal reports, SPORs

Monitoring and reporting

13. How well were SCA
activities and
achievements mon-
itored, reported and
evaluated?

Existence of functional and reli-
able outcome-oriented monitor-
ing and data collection, and
progress reporting at SCA and
project level that captures out-
comes (and contributions to im-
pact)

Extent to which monitoring is
used as a programme manage-
ment tool for the SCA

Extent to which mid-term and
end-of-project evaluations were
carried out at project level
Extent to which budgets for
projects had adequate provi-
sions for monitoring and evalu-
ations

SPOR, existing evalu-
ations, sample project
annual and final re-
ports

Minutes of PSC meet-
ings, interviews

Portfolio analysis
(evaluated pro-
jects/interventions)
Interviews, sample
project financial re-
ports and concept
note
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Evaluation questions |

Indicators

Information sources

Human rights and gender

14. To what extent
were human rights
and gender consid-
ered and addressed
by the SCA?

The extent to which the SCA
and projects carried out gender
and human rights analyses at
design and implemented gen-
der equality and human rights
actions (in line with the UN
Common Understanding on the
human rights-based approach,
the UN Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous People,
and the UN Environment's Pol-
icy and Strategy for Gender
Equality and the Environment)
The extent to which gender and
human rights aspects were in-
cluded in the results and moni-
toring frameworks

SCA documents, ex-
isting evaluations,
sample project con-
cept notes and an-
nual reports

Communication and visibility

15. Was communica-
tion within the SCA
management and
implementation
structures effec-
tive?

The extent to which communi-
cation was effective between
the PSC, PMU, units responsi-
ble for the implementation of
the projects, and UN Environ-
ment and MEA secretariat man-
agement

The extent to which communi-
cation with partners was effec-
tive

SCA assessment re-
port, interviews, exist-
ing evaluations, sam-
ple project concept
notes

16. Were results com-
municated exter-
nally to exert influ-
ence?

The extent to which external
communication and knowledge
management activities were im-
plemented to exert influence
and support advocacy efforts
(e.g. to disseminate infor-
mation, concepts, approaches
and tools generated by the SCA
projects)

SCA assessment re-
port, interviews, exist-
ing evaluations, sam-
ple project concept
notes

17. Was EU visibility ef-
fectively ad-
dressed?

Extent to which measures were
implemented to ensure EU visi-
bility as a donor and as a part-
ner to address international en-
vironmental challenges

SCA assessment re-
port, interviews, exist-
ing evaluations, sam-
ple project concept
notes
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Annex M: Survey questionnaires

Text in italics represents multiple choice options
Questions for DG Environment Task Managers
1. Introduction and About You

1. Your Name:

2. Your Title:

3. Please provide the title of the ENRTP SCA project, projects or project compo-
nents that you were overseeing, with the dates you were involved (if you were not
involved for the full duration of the project(s))

2. Relevance and Contribution to Priorities

4. How well aligned was the project to the ENRTP priorities?

(Fully aligned /Partially aligned /Not aligned)

5. How well aligned was the project to DG Environment and your Unit’s strategic
priorities?

(Fully aligned /Partially aligned /Not aligned)

6. To what extent was the project contribution to SCA results an important factor
in project identification, development and approval?

(Very important /Somewhat important /Not very important)

7. Is the SCA project theme an ongoing priority for the Commission?

(Yes /No)

8. Please add any comments related to the above questions on project alignment
to your priorities (Optional)

3. Working in the Framework of the SCA
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9. Did the SCA modalities, procedures and processes facilitate management effi-
ciency?

e Through streamlined identification and funding allocation
e Through streamlined contracting

e Through streamlined amendment and extensions

e Through standardised reporting linked to the calendar year
e Through a centralised monitoring process

e Through the meetings of the PSC

e Other - please expand

(Yes /Somewhat /No)

10. Did the SCA modalities, procedures and processes facilitate collaboration
and synergies amongst projects?

e Through coordinated project identification and funding allocation
e Through the trust fund mechanism (flexible and responsive funding)
e Through the meetings of the PSC

(Yes /Somewhat /No)

11. How has the model of umbrella agreements with the EC contributed to im-
proved predictability and continuity in funding? (Please select all that apply)

e The SCA approach resulted in longer term funding for the project / initiative

e The SCA model facilitated access to top-up funding

e The SCA model facilitated access to follow-on funding

e The SCA model facilitated longer term planning between the project imple-
menter and the Commission

e There were no apparent benefits at the project level

12. Was the information on the SCA implementation made available to you
through the joint PMU and Commission focal points adequate?

e Useful

e Timely

e Responsive
e Clear

(Yes/ Somewhat/No)
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4. Project Design and Delivery

13. To what extent were UN Environment/ MEA Secretariats responsive to sug-
gestions made by DG ENV regarding the project design?

(Very responsive /Somewhat responsive /No very responsive  /No suggestions
made by DG ENV)

14. How satisfied were you with the overall project delivery?

e Quality of project outputs

e Delivery of expected project results

e Contribution to expected international policy outcomes
e Overall timeliness

e Cost effectiveness

(Highly satisfied /Somewhat satisfied /Somewhat dissatisfied /Highly dissatis-
fied)

15. To what extent do you consider that project delivery was negatively affected
by the following challenges:

e Timeliness of UNEP / MEA Secretariat administrative processes (e.g. ap-
proval and extensions)

e Timeliness of Commission administrative processes (e.g. approval and exten-
sions)

e Financial management

e Human resources management

e Participation of third parties including beneficiaries

(No negative effects/ Somewhat affected/ Highly affected)
16. How satisfied were you with project monitoring and reporting?
e Detall

e Timeliness
e Usefulness in steering the project and decision-making

(Highly satisfied /Somewhat satisfied /Somewhat dissatisfied /Highly dissatisfied)

135



17. How satisfied were you with project efforts to disseminate information, con-
cepts, approaches and tools generated by the SCA projects?

(Highly satisfied /Somewhat satisfied /Somewhat dissatisfied /Highly dissatisfied)

18. How satisfied were you with project efforts to ensure EU visibility as a donor
and as a partner?

(Highly satisfied /Somewhat satisfied /Somewhat dissatisfied /Highly dissatisfied)

5. Wrapping Up

19. Are there any other issues that you would like to raise in the context of this
evaluation?

Questions for UNEP and MEA Secretariat Project Managers

1. Introduction and About You

1. Your Name:

2. Your Title:

3. Please provide the title of the ENRTP SCA project, projects or project compo-
nents that you were overseeing, with the dates you were involved (if you were not
involved for the full duration of the project(s)): :

2. Relevance and Contribution to Priorities
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. 4. How well was the final project aligned to your organization’s work pro-
gramme and priorities?

(Fully alignedy/ Partially aligned/ Not aligned/ Not applicable)

5. To what extent where you required to adapt your original project idea to meet
European Commission priorities?

(No change required/ Very little — our priorities were well aligned/ Somewhat/ Sub-
stantially)

6. Did the changes made in response to European Commission priorities affect
the contribution to your organisation'’s priorities?

(Positively/ No effect/ Negatively)

3. Project Results
7. To what extent was your project able to deliver the planned project outputs (in-
cluding any approved amendments)?

(Fully achieved (over 90%) / Substantially achieved (60-90%) / Partially achieved (less
than 60%)

8. To what extent was your project able to deliver the planned project outcomes?

(Fully achieved (over 90%) / Substantially achieved (60-90%) / Partially achieved (less
than 60%)

9. Have there been any longer-term outcomes or catalytic effects resulting from
this project?

10. How did your project contribute to the SCA 'Expected Results' and 'Specific
Outcomes' identified in the ‘Description of the Action'?

e ER 1: Strengthened international environmental governance, including in-
creased synergies and coherence in international decision-making processes
related to global environment processes.

e ER 2: Enhanced implementation of and compliance with MEAs.
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e ER 3: Strengthened capacities of developing countries for international envi-
ronmental negotiations and improved access to information on progress in
different international processes.

e ER 4: Enhanced global and regional environmental monitoring and assess-
ment for policymaking.

e ER 5: Enhanced visibility and coherence of European Commission and UNEP
cooperation in the field of global environment protection.

e SO 1: Develop methodological and governance tools appropriate for develop-
ing countries.

e SO 2: Support the preparation and the follow up of major international envi-
ronmental processes to which UNEP contributes.

e SO 3: Promote better implementation and compliance with MEAs for which
UNEP provides the secretariat.

(No contribution/ Minor contribution Moderate contribution/ Major contribution)

11. How did your project contribute to the following strategic outcomes?

e Improved capacities of developing countries to engage in and influence nego-
tiations/MEA processes

e Improved national strategies/plans/policies for implementation of commit-
ments under MEAs

e Strengthened national institutional frameworks for implementation of com-
mitments under MEAs

e Enhanced national institutional and individual capacities vis-a-vis MEA imple-

mentation

e Improved national strategies/plans/policies for the promotion of resource ef-
ficiency

e Strengthened national institutional frameworks for the promotion of resource
efficiency

e Enhanced national institutional and individual capacities vis-a-vis the promo-
tion of resource
e Improved access to, and management of, knowledge and data

(No contribution/ Minor contribution Moderate contribution/ Major contribution)

4. Continuity and Collaboration in the SCA Framework

12. Did your project or a policy initiative receive ENRTP funding prior to 2011?

(Yes /No)
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13. Has your project or a related initiative received follow-on funding for a further
project phase or related work through the ENRTP SCA or GPGC PCA?

(Yes /No)

14. Has the model of umbrella agreements with the EC contributed to improved
predictability and continuity in funding? (Please select all that apply)

The SCA approach resulted in longer term funding for the project / initiative
The SCA model facilitated access to top-up funding

The SCA model facilitated access to follow-on funding

The SCA model facilitated longer term planning between the project imple-
menter and the Commission

There were no apparent benefits at the project level

15. Did the model of agreement contribute to better collaboration or synergies
amongst projects and the SCA Partners (MEA Secretariats and UNEP)? (Please
select all that apply)

Yes, as a result of synchronisation of the application process

Yes, as a result of contacts made/ knowledge shared through the Programme
Steering Committee

Yes, as a result of advice of the Programme Steering Committee (for example,
merged projects)

Yes, as a result of deliverables by other projects (facilities, knowledge prod-
ucts and so on)

No, the collaboration and synergies would also have occurred outside the
SCA framework

No, we did not collaborate with other projects supported by the SCA

16. Did your project have an exit strategy or measures in place to ensure follow
up? (Please select all that apply)

The topic of the project remains a priority for my organisation (e.g. part of
programme of work)

The project had an immediate follow-on phase that has been funded by the
European Commission

The project had an immediate follow-on phase that was funded by other part-
ners

The initiative has been taken up by other actors

There was no immediate need for follow-on activities
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5. Financial Resources and Staffing

17. Where the financial resources available for your project sufficient?

More than sufficient — the project did not use of the funds available
Sufficient

Insufficient but complementary funds were raised from other sources
Insufficient and we were not able to deliver all planned activities

18. Were financial resources made available in a timely manner?

All of the time

Most of the time and delays did not significantly negatively affect planning
and delivery

Most of the time but delays had negative effects on planning and delivery
Delays in financial resources seriously affected planning and delivery

19. Was information on available financial resources during the implementation
period adequate and timely?

— Information was adequate and timely
— Information was sufficient and did not affect project management
— Information was not sufficient, and this affected project management

20. Were you able to mobilise anticipated cofinance in a timely manner?

— Cofinance was mobilised and available as planned

— Cofinance was mobilised but with some delays

— Only part of the anticipated cofinance was mobilised

— Not applicable, we did not plan to mobilise any cofinance

21. Please add any comments related to availability and management of finan-
cial resources

22. Was staffing adequate for delivery of the project?

(Yes/ Somewhat/ No)

23. Was project delivery affected by delays in recruitment (including after staff
turnover)?
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- No

— Yes — at the start of the project

— Yes — as a result of staff turnover

— Not applicable — we did not hire additional staff or consultants for this project

24. Please add any comments related to the above questions on staffing (e.qg.
how did you manage any shortfalls?)

6. SCA Coordination, monitoring and reporting

25. How was guidance related to concept submission and proposal develop-
ment?

e Appropriateness
e Timeliness
e Clarity

(Not very satisfactory /Somewhat satisfactory/Satisfactory)

26. How was guidance related to reporting?

e Timeliness
e Clarity

(Not very satisfactory /Somewhat satisfactory/Satisfactory)

27. How was guidance related to project amendments and extensions?

e Timeliness
e Clarity

(Not very satisfactory /Somewhat satisfactory/Satisfactory)
28. How responsive were the PMU and focal points to your queries and requests
for information?

Timeliness
Clarity

(Not very satisfactory /Somewhat satisfactory/Satisfactory)

29. Please add any comments related to guidance from and responsiveness of
the PMU and focal points. (For example, did instructions and responsiveness im-
prove over time?)
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30. Were reporting and monitoring requirements proportionate and reasonable?

e Reporting level of detail
e Reporting Frequency

e Monitoring level of detail
e Monitoring Frequency

(Insufficient /About right /Excessive)

7. Communications and Visibility

31. Did your project develop a Communications and Visibility Plan?

(Yes/ No)

32. What measures did you take to disseminate information, concepts, ap-
proaches and tools generated by the SCA projects? (Please select all that apply)

e Technical papers, guidance notes and assessments

e Summaries for decision makers or other information notes

e Launches, presentations and side events at major environmental conferences

e Launches, presentations and side events at other international events

e Pressreleases

e E-modules and mass online open courses

e Webinars

e Organisation web site

e Dedicated website for the supported initiative (including clearing houses
mechanisms and portals)

e Active engagement of appointed groups (e.g. committees, expert groups,
nominated focal points)

e National level events

e Regional and International events

33. What measures did you take to ensure EU visibility as a donor and as a part-
ner? (Please select all that apply)

e Acknowledgements in printed outputs

e Acknowledgments on website

e Acknowledgment at events (verbal or in related materials)

e Involvement of Commission staff in project governance (e.g. Steering Com-
mittee)
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e Involvement of Commission staff in project activities

e Visible participation at Commission events (e.g. Green week, EU pavilions at
events)

e Jointly organised events

e Other (please specify)

8. Wrapping Up

34. Are there any other issues that you would like to raise in the context of this
evaluation?
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A.

3.

Background

The ENRTP

The European Union (EU), represented by the European Commission (EC), aims to address the
needs of its Member States and the rest of the world and its activities are financed through seven-
year Multiannual Financial Frameworks (MFFs). The external dimension of the EU’s action, includ-
ing its development cooperation, is implemented through a number of financial instruments op-
erationalized through thematic and geographic programmes. The Thematic Programme for Envi-
ronment and Sustainable Management of Natural Resources including Energy (ENRTP) is one of
these thematic programmes.

The ENRTP was established by the EU Regulation on a Development Cooperation Instrument
(DCI)%8 which was adopted in January 2007. It sets aside an indicative amount of €804 million for
the ENRTP for the period 2007-2013. The ENRTP aims to support developing countries in ensuring
environmental sustainability and meeting their obligations under multilateral agreements. The
programme covers all developing countries. Activities under the ENRTP focus on helping coun-
tries cope with climate change, supporting the sustainable management of natural resources and
implement the international environmental dimension of the Europe 2020 Strategy®’; they are
clustered under three priority areas:

e Priority 1. Climate change and sustainable energy: The programme assists developing
countries in preparing for climate-resilient low emissions development by helping them:
(i) Adapt to climate change, namely through work within the Global Climate Change Alli-
ance; (ii) Mitigate climate change, namely through low-emission development, technol-
ogy cooperation and reduction of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation;
and (iii) Boost sustainable energy, namely through fostering investments in sustainable
energy solutions and policy dialogue to improve cooperation with the EU.

e Priority 2. Environment for development: The overall objective in this field is to assist
developing countries in preventing unsustainable use of natural resources by: (i) Preserv-
ing forests, protecting biodiversity and preventing desertification; (ii) Strengthening for-
est governance, namely through the implementation of the Forest Law Enforcement Gov-
ernance and Trade (FLEGT) Action Plan; and (iii) Supporting a greener, resource-efficient
economy.

e Priority 3. Strengthening environment and climate governance, including mainstreaming:
The ENRTP is also a tool to promote the EU’s environment and climate change objectives
at a global level, with a view to: (1) Achieving EU leadership and effective implementation
of external environment and climate policy; and (2) Mainstreaming environmental issues
and promoting better governance and more transparency in the use of natural resources.

For the 2011-2013 period, the ENRTP had a budget of €517 million, distributed over Climate
change and sustainable energy (46%), Environment for development (30%) and Strengthening en-
vironment and climate governance (24%).

% The EC's Development Cooperation Instrument launched in January 2007 replaces a wide range of geographic and the-
matic instruments which were created over time. See: https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/node/7432

% http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/europe-2020-in-a-nutshell/index_en.htm
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4. The ENRTP is implemented through Annual Action Programmes based on the priorities identified
in the Thematic Strategy Paper and Multi-Annual Indicative Programme MIP 2011-2013%°, Annual
Action Programmes include annexes describing the actions intended for EU support, as well as
the beneficiaries in the case of targeted actions, In the case of actions to be implemented through
calls for proposals, the guidelines for each call specify which entities are eligible for funding, de-
pending on the objectives and geographic scope of the action. These entities/beneficiaries of EU
funds are mainly international organisations, international NGOs, EU Member States’ agencies;
but also partner countries and regions, and their institutions; decentralised bodies in the partner
countries (municipalities, provinces, departments and regions); joint bodies set up by the partner
countries and regions with the Community.

B. The UN Environment-EC partnership

1.  The Policy context

5. The European Commission and UN Environment entered into a more structured cooperation in
September 2004 with the signature of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) whereby both par-
ties agreed to consolidate, develop and intensify cooperation and increase its effectiveness to
achieve goals and objectives in the field of environmental policy. A new MoU was signed in June
2014, and an Annex spelling out a range of concrete areas of common interest through to 2020
was agreed upon (27 April 2015).

6. Interms of financial cooperation, the EU is UN Environment’s main supporter for voluntary contri-
butions to its work programme, mainly from the EU's research & innovation and from development
cooperation programmes. This includes support for actions at global and regional level in areas
of common interest such as: transforming environmental governance, resource efficiency and
green economy, sound management of chemicals and wastes, ecosystems services and natural
capital, as well as the science-policy interface.

7. Strategic Cooperation Agreements (SCAs) were signed between UN Environment and the EC in
2011 to support the work of UN Environment and UN Environment-administered Multilateral Envi-
ronmental Agreements (€ 33,700,000 under the DG ENV SCA and € 33,000,000 under the DG
DEVCO SCA). This cooperation is part of the EU ENRTP (2011-2013). A Programme Cooperation
Agreement (PCA) between UN Environment and the EC was signed for the period of 2014-2020
under the Thematic Programme on Global Public Goods and Challenges (GPGC) (€ 37,140,000
under the DG ENV PCA). This evaluation focuses on the SCA with DG ENV.

2.  The programmatic cooperation under the ENRTP

8. The Sixth High-Level Meeting of the EC and UN Environment held in June 2010 agreed to develop
a multiannual joint programme of work under the ENRTP revised Strategy and Multiannual Indic-
ative Programme (MIP) 2011-2013, which largely coincided with the UN Environment Medium-
Term Strategy (MTS) for 2010-2013. The ENRTP Strategy and MIP 2011-2013 anticipated piloting
of a more strategic approach with UN Environment in those areas where it has comparative ad-
vantage and envisaged possible signature of a partnership agreement in the context of Priority 3,
addressing international environment and climate governance.

%0 https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/enrtp-strategy-paper-2011-2013_en.pdf
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10.

11.

12.

13.

In February 2011, the Commission and UN Environment issued a Joint Statement under the signed
MoU reiterating their intention to develop a more strategic approach to collaboration. The state-
ment identified potential areas for cooperation on the basis of institutional priorities namely, the
EU's priorities on environment and sustainable development; UN Environment'’s priorities of work
under its Medium-Term Strategy 2010-2013; and, the priorities of the MEAs for which UN Environ-
ment provides a Secretariat. The Statement envisaged development and signature of two Strate-
gic Cooperation Agreements (SCAs) that would fully respect the respective priorities and decision-
making authority of UN Environment and of each MEA for which UN Environment provides a Sec-
retariat.

In December 2011, UN Environment signed one Strategic Cooperation Agreement (SCA) with the
Commission’s Directorate-General for Environment (DG ENV) and one with the Directorate-General
for Development Cooperation (DG DEVCO). These were established to rationalise, simplify, and
increase the policy coherence of the programmatic cooperation between the Commission, UN
Environment and MEAs. The two SCAs were expected to be complementary:

e The UN Environment-DG DEVCO SCA would support developing countries and regions in
improving environmental protection and combating climate change while contributing to
poverty alleviation.

e The UN Environment-DG ENV SCA would support work at multilateral/global level (e.g.
tools, guidelines, trainings, workshops) related to environmental governance within mul-
tilateral processes and agreements that benefit developing countries.

DG ENV-UN Environment SCA objectives and expected results

The general objective of the DG ENV — UN Environment SCA is “To contribute to global environmen-
tal sustainability and in particular to achieve the Millennium Development Goals by promoting: (i) global
environmental sustainability knowledge, tools and capacity building, including on halting the loss of
biodiversity, fostering greener growth, protection of human health and the environment from hazardous
substances as well as transparency and efficiency of natural resources management; and (ii) strong
international environmental governance, through support to the work of UNEP and MEAs" (Table 1).

The specific objectives of the DG ENV — UN Environment SCA under the ENRTP are to; (i) “Develop
methodological and governance tools appropriate to developing countries”; (ii) “Support the prep-
aration and the follow-up of major international environmental processes to which UNEP contrib-
utes”; and (iii) “Promote better implementation of and compliance with MEAs for which UNEP
provides the secretariat”.

The SCA is structured around five Expected Results (ERs), all five of which contribute to ENRTP
Priority 3.1 (see paragraph 2 above):

e ENV ER 1: Strengthened international environmental governance, including increased
synergies and coherence in international decision-making processes related to global en-
vironment processes.

e ENVER 2: Enhanced implementation of and compliance with MEAs.

e ENV ER 3: Strengthened capacities of developing countries for international environmen-
tal negotiations and improved access to information on progress in different international
processes.

e ENV ER 4: Enhanced global and regional environmental monitoring and assessment for
policymaking.

e ENV ER 5: Enhanced visibility and coherence of European Commission and UNEP coop-
eration in the field of global environment protection.
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Table 1.

DG Environment — UN Environment SCA under ENRTP; provisional logical framework

Intervention Logic

Objectively verifiable
indicators of achievement

Sources and means of
verification

Assumptions

Overall
objec-
tive

To contribute to
global environmental
sustainability and in
particular to achiev-
ing the Millennium
Development Goals
by promoting global
environmental sus-
tainability (incl. halt-
ing the loss of biodi-
versity, fostering
greener growth, pro-
tecting human health
and the environment
from hazardous sub-
stances as well trans-
parency and effi-
ciency of natural re-
source management)
and promoting strong
international environ-
mental governance,
through a support to
UNEP and MEAs
work.

Specific
objec-
tive

To develop methodo-
logical and govern-
ance tools, support
the major interna-
tional environmental
processes and pro-
mote better imple-
mentation of and
compliance with
MEAs for which
UNEP provides the
Secretariat.

- Nb of countries partici-
pating and implementing
MEAs

- Outputs of international
negotiations and pro-
cesses

UNEP narrative and fi-
nancial reporting,
knowledge products,
national/regional
strategies and capaci-
ties

Ex-
pected
results

1. Strengthened inter-
national environmen-
tal governance, in-
cluding increased
synergies and coher-
ence in international
decision-making pro-
cesses related to
global environment
processes.

2. Enhanced imple-
mentation of and
compliance with
MEAs.

3. Strengthened ca-
pacities of developing

- Nb of knowledge prod-
ucts

- Nb of capacity-building
activities

- Nb of knowledge prod-
ucts -
Nb of countries partici-
pating to environmental
negotiations

- Nb of countries imple-
menting MEAs

- UNEP and conven-
tions annual reports
- Project/programme
report

- Knowledge prod-
ucts/publications

- Training material

- International envi-
ronmental negotia-
tions outputs

- No major crisis affects
global efforts towards
sustainable develop-
ment;

- No major environmen-
tal/climate crisis is wors-
ening the present trends;
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Intervention Logic

Objectively verifiable
indicators of achievement

Sources and means of
verification

countries for interna-
tional environmental
negotiations and im-
proved access to in-
formation on pro-
gress in different in-
ternational pro-
cesses.

4. Enhanced global
and regional environ-
mental monitoring
and assessment for
policymaking.

5. Enhanced visibility
and coherence of Eu-
ropean Commission
and UNEP coopera-
tion in the field of
global environment
protection.

Assumptions

Activi-
ties

To be defined accord-
ing to programme/pro-
Jects selected.

Means

To be defined according to
programme/projects se-
lected.

Costs

Overall budget:
15.200.000 Euros

See budget/trust fund
template for details.

- Climate change and en-
vironment becomes a pri-
ority for partners, both at
country and regional lev-
els

- International environ-
mental negotiations
move forward a... (text
missing)

- Environment and cli-
mate change become a
national, regional and
global priority for action
- No major socio-eco-
nomic, political or mili-
tary crisis is affecting
public and private sector
possible efforts to a
more sustainable devel-
opment

- Rio+20 is fostering a
positive and accelerated
dynamic and interest to-
wards sustainable devel-
opment

- UNEP experiences
strong support at global
level

- UNEP benefits from a
strong support from the
EU institutions at global,
regional and country lev-
els, for strengthened co-
ordination

Source: DG Environment — UN Environment SCA under ENRTP
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4. Project Portfolio

14. The DG ENV - UN Environment SCA outlined the nature of the main activities UN Environment was
expected to work on, including 1) catalysing and promoting international cooperation and action;
2) providing early warning and policy advice based on sound science; 3) facilitating the develop-
ment, implementation and evolution of norms and standards; 4) supporting the development of
international policy and law as well as methodological tools for developing countries; 5) develop-
ing coherent interlinkages among international environmental conventions; and 6) delivering tech-
nology support and capacity-building services in line with developing countries’ priorities. The
SCA also stated that “of paramount importance will be UNEP's work with the secretariats of the
MEAs to help them support developing countries to better implement their related objectives and
commitments” (See Annex Il for a more detailed list of actions and Annex Ill for the list of pro-
jects).

15. Forty-six (46) projects were approved for funding under the SCA including 25 allocated to UN En-
vironment (Table 2) and 21 to MEA Secretariats (Table 3)®". According to project status in October
2018, the total allocated amount to the project portfolio was EUR 33,424,703 and in addition, EUR
739,727 was allocated to programme management, evaluation and visibility costs, bringing the
total allocated amount to EUR 34,164,428, The average cost of the projects under the DG ENV -
UN Environment SCA was EUR 0.73 million. UN Environment projects under this SCA were imple-
mented by Ecosystems Division, Science Division, Economy Division and Law Division. Under the
UN Environment Programme of Work, the projects belong in decreasing order of funding volume
to the Resource Efficiency, Environmental Governance, Chemicals and Waste and Ecosystem
Management Sub-programmes. MEA projects are implemented by the Secretariats of BRS, CBD,
CITES, CMS, Cartagena, Minamata and Ozone Conventions and the MAP. If they were to be clas-
sified under the thematic areas that align with UN Environment Sub-programmes, they would be-
long to Ecosystem Management and Chemicals and Waste Sub-programmes in decreasing order
of funding volume.

Table 2. Number of UN Environment implemented projects with total EC funding by UN Environment
Sub-programme

UN Environment Sub-programme Number of projects Total EC funding (EUR)
Ecosystem Management 4 2,121,138

Resource Efficiency 8 10,455,000

Chemicals and Waste 5 2,300,001
Environmental Governance 6 3,500,000

Secretariat of the Governing Bodies 2 688,596

Table 3. Number of MEA Secretariat implemented projects with total EC funding

MEA Number of projects Total EC funding (EUR)
CMS 4 851,676

CITES 2 2,680,000

MAP 1 1,716,000

CBD 4 2,941,262

51 43 original projects plus four projects funded from savings. Major part of unspent balance was reprogrammed in August
2018.

52 This describes the allocated amounts only and includes some level of double-counting due to re-allocation of unspent bal-
ances.
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MEA Number of projects Total EC funding (EUR)
Cartagena 1 88,855

Minamata Convention 1 1,000,000

Basel Convention 2 1,167,949

Rotterdam Convention 2 1,476,065

Stockholm Convention 2 1,674,863

Chemicals Synergies 2 751,894

Ozone Secretariat 1 200,000

5. Timing and finances

16. The implementation period for the DG ENV - UN Environment SCA is from 16 September 2011 to
31 December 2018%. The total envisaged cost of the action in 2011 was EUR 17,300,000 with an
initial EU contribution of EUR 15,200,000 (Table 4). There have been two riders or addenda to the
SCA, the first one signed in December 2012 for EUR 11,000,000 and the second in November 2013
for EUR 7,500,000, increasing the EU contribution to EUR 33,700,000 and the total cost of the
Action to EUR 38,735,632. The second addendum also included a revised description of the ac-
tion.

17. The SCA falls under the EU’s Multiannual Financial Framework for 2007-2013, whereby funding is
released over a maximum of three consecutive years (between 2011 and 2013). The ENRTP under
the SCA between DG ENV and UN Environment provided funding in three envelopes® or “commit-
ments” (in 2011, 2012 and 2013).

Table 4. EU and UN Environment contributions to the SCA between DG Environment and UN Envi-
ronment

EU Contribution UN Environn_rent Centit Total Cost
bution
(EUR (EUR) (EUR)
Contracted amount 2011 15200 000 2 060 485 17 260 485
Replenishment 2012 rider 1 11 000 000 1587 267 12 587 267
Replenishment 2013 rider 2 7 500 000 1387 880 8 887 880
DG Environment SCA Total 33700 000 5035 632 38 735 632

Source: Assessment of the model of cooperation under the ENRTP SCAs and PCA

6. Governance arrangements

18. The main governance and coordination structures of the DG ENV — UN Environment SCA are the
Programme Steering Committee (PSC) and the joint Programme Management Unit (PMU).

19. The PSC is responsible for overall guidance and the management of the SCA. It is co-chaired by
the EC and UN Environment and expected to meet at least once a year. The co-chairs being the
Head of Unit F.3 Multilateral Environmental Cooperation for EC Directorate General Environment

% The Agreement has a maximum duration of 9 years to be operational as long as the longest lasting project and to include
one year for final reporting.

54 Envelopes are annually approved amounts made available by the EC under the SCAs. The SCAs only indicated the first en-
velope i.e. the amount approved for the first year. Subsequent addenda to the SCAs indicated the envelopes approved for
2012 (both SCAs) and 2013 (DG ENV SCA only).
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20.

21.

22.

23.

(ENV)®®; Head of Unit C.2 Environment, Natural Resources and Water for EC Directorate General
International Cooperation and Development (DEVCO), and the Director of Corporate Services Divi-
sion® of UN Environment. The PSC is responsible for directing the SCA, project screening and
selection and overseeing reporting and follow-up. During the three-month inception phase of the
SCA it was also responsible for refining the SCA governance mechanisms.

The joint PMU serves as the coordination unit for the SCA and as Secretariat for the PSC. lIts
members first included a PMU Coordinator, a Resource Mobilization Programme Officer and a
Financial Officer recruited by UN Environment as well as an EC Focal Points from DG ENV and DG
DEVCO. The UN Environment side of the PMU was later adjusted to include the PMU Coordinator
and Programme Officer in Brussels, and a Fund Management Officer and a Finance Assistant in
Nairobi. The overall role of the joint PMU is to coordinate the establishment and the submission
of lists of projects and projects concepts based on priorities jointly identified by the EC, UN Envi-
ronment and the MEA Secretariats for selection by the PSC, and more generally to ensure the
coordination, administration, visibility, reporting, and monitoring of the SCA and support to evalu-
ation.

The SCA governance structure including rules and procedures for project preparation, selection
and implementation was outlined in the SCA. The DG DEVCO — UN Environment SCA budget was
to cover the costs of operations for the joint PMU and PSC for a period of nine years while the DG
ENV — UN Environment SCA budget was to only cover four years.

Main UN Environment Partners and Stakeholders

The DG ENV — UN Environment SCA under ENRTP states that “UNEP will pursue the enhanced de-
livery of the actions under the ENRTP priorities thorough a number of processes and partnerships and
by mobilizing a full range of stakeholders and partners, building on their respective resources, expertise
and comparative advantages”. The identified stakeholder groups included;

¢ Governments and related public institutions;

e UN Agencies (such as UNDP, FAQ, ILO, WMO, WHO, UNITAR and UNIDO) the European
Environment Agency (EEA) as well as the World Bank, the Global Environment Facility
(GEF) and bilateral aid agencies;

e Scientific communities, including research centres and academia;

e Private sector and civil society (including major groups and stakeholders).

The Evaluation

Scope and Objectives of the Evaluation

The Evaluation of the DG ENV - UN Environment Strategic Cooperation Agreement under the EU’s
ENRTP aims at assessing the relevance and overall performance of the project portfolio imple-
mented by UN Environment and the MEAs for which UN Environment hosts the Secretariats up to
the closure of the SCA, 31 December 2018. The Evaluation will assess standard evaluation criteria
(relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and impact). The evaluation has a dual pur-
pose: i) providing a basis for accountability on UN Environment and MEA Secretariat performance

% From October 2018, the cooperation is managed by Unit F.2. Bilateral and Regional Environmental Cooperation in DG ENV.

% Formerly the Chief of the Office of Operations
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24.

B.

25.

26.

27.

28.

towards the EU Member States; and ii) drawing lessons from experience for project improvement
and future cooperation between UN Environment and the EC. The scope of the Evaluation is de-
fined by the portfolio of 46 projects that have been approved under the DG ENV SCA and will look
at their performance up to 31 December 2018.

The Evaluation will attempt to answer the following key questions:

e Has the adoption of the Strategic Cooperation Agreement promoted the achievement of
the environmental policy objectives shared by the EC, UN Environment and the Secretar-
iats of UN Environment administered MEAs?

e To what extent has the SCA promoted a more strategic and stronger coordination and
collaboration between UN Environment and the Secretariats of UN Environment admin-
istered MEAs?

e Has the process of identifying and selecting projects been optimal for the achievement
of higher-level results and objectives of the EC, UN Environment and the Secretariats of
UN Environment administered MEAs?

¢ To what extent have the activities selected and implemented at multilateral level been
ultimately beneficial both for global environment protection and for sustainable develop-
ment in developing countries?

e To what extent have UN Environment and the Secretariats of UN Environment adminis-
tered MEAs been able to promote the visibility of the EU (as a donor), and of their part-
nership with the EC to address international environmental challenges?

e To what extent have the projects implemented by UN Environment and the Secretariats
of UN Environment administered MEAs been in line with the financial and project man-
agement standards of the EC and UN Environment?

e To what extent has the EU contribution from the SCA helped UN Environment / MEAs
leverage additional funds to support their agreed programme of work and sustain their
activities?

Evaluation Audience

The Evaluation is expected to help the EC, UN Environment and involved MEA Secretariats to iden-
tify key lessons that will provide a useful basis for improved cooperation and coordination be-
tween EC, UN Environment and the UN Environment administered MEAs for improved delivery
against the jointly shared objectives.

The main users of the Evaluation include the European Commission, UN Environment Senior Man-
agement, MEA Secretariats, UN Environment Sub-programme Coordinators and all UN Environ-
ment / MEA units and staff involved in the DG ENV SCA projects.

Evaluation approach and methods

The Evaluation will be an in-depth study using a participatory approach whereby the PSC, PMU,
MEA Secretariats, Sub-Programme Coordinators, Division Directors, Regional Directors and other
relevant staff are kept informed and regularly consulted throughout the process.

The Evaluation will remain an independent exercise. The Evaluation Team will benefit from the
leadership and contribution of independent consultants, who will liaise with the Evaluation Office
and the PMU on any logistic and/or methodological issue to properly conduct the assessment in
an as independent way as possible, given the circumstances and resources provided.
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29. Evaluation findings and judgments will be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly docu-
mented in the evaluation report. Information will be triangulated (i.e. verified from different
sources) to the greatest extent possible®’. Analysis leading to evaluative judgments will be clearly
spelled out.

30. Broadly, the Evaluation will follow three lines of inquiry to provide a holistic review combining both
‘bottom-up’ (i.e. aggregating project-level findings) and ‘top-down’ (i.e. analysing the evidence in-
forming results reporting in Strategic Performance Overview Reports (SPOR), four-monthly Traffic
Light System (QTLS) reports®, project progress reports etc.) perspectives.

1) Exploration of Theory of Change: The Evaluation will attempt to reconstruct a Theory
of Change of the SCA in order to explore how projects are expected to have a collective or
aggregated effect to the jointly owned higher level results, at the level of the SCA and at the
level Programme of Work (Expected Accomplishments and Programme of Work Outputs) and
MEA results. This analysis will focus heavily on the effectiveness and sustainability of the
efforts. Results reported in the SPOR, QTLS, UN Environment Programme Performance Re-
ports, project progress reports, PIMS and other sources will be analysed and aggregated, sup-
ported by other information sources;

2) Project case studies: During the Inception Phase of the Evaluation, projects that ei-
ther exemplify the SCA strategy or a group of projects that represent the different thematic
areas funded, will be identified and assessed in greater detail as ‘case studies’ (if not covered
by an ongoing/completed evaluation) against the standard evaluation criteria. These case
studies will be used to draw common findings at the overall level of the SCA;

3) Project evaluations/reviews: A desk-based review of the evaluation/review findings
of the projects funded under the SCA will be conducted. The review will provide findings
against standard evaluation criteria and identify and discuss factors contributing to particu-
larly high or low performance. It will include an assessment of the sample of project evalua-
tions/reviews in terms of how they represent the SCA as a whole.

31. The Evaluation will use different methods and tools (Table 5) to assess the SCA, including: desk-
based review of UN Environment, MEA and EC strategic documents; meta-analysis of previously
evaluated projects; case studies of the selected SCA projects not evaluated previously and eval-
uation interviews and focus group discussions. Survey(s) may be used if appropriate.

Table 5. Description of evaluation methods

Type of Activity Description
Desk based review Thematic and strategic documents to situate the SCA and the project portfolio
within global and sectoral contexts and to articulate the position and efforts of
the EC, UN Environment and the concerned MEAs.
In-person and online Inter- | Exploration and analysis of the performance of the SCA and its project portfolio.
views / Surveys Assessment of factors affecting the delivery of the SCA and its projects.
Review of findings from | Analysis of evaluation findings of SCA projects against the standard evaluation
project  evaluations/re- | criteria used by the Evaluation Office.
views e Strategic Relevance
e Achievement of Outputs
e Effectiveness (Achievement of Project Objectives and Results)
e Sustainability and Replication
e Efficiency
e Financial and human resources management

67 Individuals will not be mentioned by name if anonymity needs to be preserved.
68 Were quarterly reports until 2015.
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Type of Activity Description

e Factors Affecting Performance

In-depth exploration of key criteria including:
e  Project Designs®®
e  Gender Equality
e Financial Management
e  Monitoring and Evaluation
e  Compliance with evaluation recommendations

Analysis of this sample of project evaluations as a representation of the SCA
itself (i.e. magnitude and nature of the evaluation coverage of the SCA).

Reconstructed Theory of | Analysis of the coherence between the reconstructed Theory of Change of the
Change and project case | SCA and the ToCs of the case study projects within the SCA.

studies Analysis of the contribution made by the case study projects to the higher-level

results described in the SCA. Analysis of the case study projects against the
standard evaluation criteria.

32. The desk review will include:

Relevant background documentation on the ENRTP, the EC-UN Environment ENRTP SCAs, UN
Environment policies and strategies, the MEAs, the global environmental challenges ad-
dressed by the SCA expected results and EU policies and action plans such as the EU Wildlife
Action Plan, the EU Circular Economy Action Plan, the Agenda for Change and the EU 7t" En-
vironment Action Programme;

Background documentation on the strategy and engagement of UN Environment and MEAs
in the SCA, including: relevant UN Environment Governing Council/UNEA resolutions, MTS
2010-2013, 2014-2017 and 2018-2021 and the respective PoW and Programme Framework
documents, relevant resolutions and strategy documents of the MEAs, and project design
documents;

Background documentation on UN Environment partnerships with key actors delivering
against the SCA,;

Documentation related to the key deliverables of the SCA,;
Minutes of PSC and co-chairs meetings; and

SCA reports and monitoring data including: SPORs, QTLS reports, project progress and final
reports, evaluation reports, financial reports, entries into PIMS, etc.

33. Interviews are expected to be held with members of the DG Environment, PSC members, staff at
PMU, management at UN Environment and the MEAs and other staff involved in the planning and
implementation of the SCA projects. In addition, interviews and, if appropriate, surveys will be
conducted with key partners and stakeholders, including selected representatives of UN and other
external partners.

34. Visits are expected to Brussels and Nairobi. Visits to other UN Environment offices and MEA Sec-
retariats or other relevant institutions will be considered during the evaluation inception phase.

89 Using the Evaluation Office template for the Assessment of the Quality of Project Design, which is prepared
during all project evaluations.
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

To the extent possible, the evaluation of the SCA will make use of evaluations conducted of pro-
jects under the SCA portfolio. Out of the 23 25 projects implemented by UN Environment, 12 pro-
jects have been evaluated either as a stand-alone evaluations or more commonly, as a component
of a larger project entity. The inception phase of this DG ENV Evaluation will examine the extent
to which the MEA implemented projects have been evaluated. Where possible, the review of pre-
vious evaluations of projects related to the SCA will be founded on the analysis contained within
existing project evaluation reports. Evaluations by the UN Environment Evaluation Office but also
by the independent evaluation functions of UN Environment partners (UN and non-UN) and donors
will be considered.

Evaluation Areas of Focus

1. Strategic Relevance

The Evaluation will identify what the common priorities of the EC and UN Environment (including
MEAs) are and whether these have been well defined. The Evaluation will assess the relevance of
the SCA objectives and strategy in the context of the EC, UN Environment and MEA priorities,
mandate of UN Environment and the global environmental challenges including the SDGs™. The
analysis will address the main question of whether the SCA objectives and the project portfolio
are relevant to, and aligned with: a) the global environmental challenges, b) global, regional and
country needs, c) the international response and d) UN Environment's and MEA Secretariats’ pro-
gramme of work, evolving mandate and capacity in this area? The Evaluation will also consider
the adequacy and appropriateness of the geographical scope of the SCA and the strategy behind
this selection.

2. Design and Structure

The Evaluation will assess the extent to which the overall performance of the SCA has been af-
fected (in terms of effectiveness and efficiency) by the way it is designed and structured. The
Evaluation will consider the internal coherence and logic between the SCA projects. The evalua-
tion will consider whether the SCA has helped the EC, UN Environment and MEA Secretariats to
better respond to their common priorities and to work in a coordinated manner and if the funded
project portfolio has been conductive in this regard. With reference to the Theory of Change for
the SCA the evaluation will attempt to assess the extent to which the intermediate states, drivers
and assumptions underlying the SCA change process have been well thought through and artic-
ulated.

3. Overall Performance

The Evaluation will, wherever possible, assess the effectiveness, likelihood of impact, sustainabil-
ity of results, efficiency, and potential for large-scale effects of the SCA.

In terms of effectiveness, the Evaluation will assess the extent to which SCA projects have deliv-
ered the designed outputs, achieved the outcomes and contributed to the higher-level results
identified by the SCA. The Evaluation will assess the likelihood that results achieved under the
SCA either have, or will in the future, contribute to long-term impact on environmental benefits
and sustainable development in particular for developing countries.

The Evaluation will also identify and assess key conditions and factors that have contributed to,
or constrained, sustainability of results, i.e. the persistence of benefits resulting from the imple-
mentation of SCA activities. Some of these factors might have stemmed from the activities’ de-
sign and/or been direct outcomes of the projects (e.g. stronger institutional capacities or better-

70 Acknowledging that the SDGs were adopted in 2016.
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41.

42.

43.

44,

informed decision-making). Contextual circumstances or developments still relevant to the sus-
tainability of outcomes will also be considered.

The Evaluation will assess efficiency in terms of cost-effectiveness and timeliness of delivery. It
will describe any cost- or time-saving measures taken to bring the activities to a successful im-
plementation within the programmed time and budget. The Evaluation will analyse how delays, if
any, have affected the execution and the costs of activities. The Evaluation will give special atten-
tion to efforts to make use of pre-existing methods and data sources, as well as to exploit com-
plementarities and synergies between related internal and external initiatives.

Particular attention will be given to the approach taken within the SCA project portfolio to replica-
tion, scaling-up and the achievement of catalytic effects. All of these relate to the maximisation
of effectiveness (i.e. instances of positive results being multiplied). The Evaluation will consider
the extent to which the work of UN Environment and MEA Secretariats has facilitated the creation
of an enabling environment where key stakeholders are involved, and it has significantly invested
in targeted communication/awareness for the reproduction of pilot and innovative activities. The
Evaluation will look at different factors which facilitate replicability, up-scaling and catalytic ef-
fects.

The evaluation will assess the overall performance of the SCA through three main sources for
evidence:

a) An analysis of the Theory of Change and the results reported in the SPORs, Programme
Performance Reports, project progress reports, PIMS and other sources;

c¢) Analysis of the findings of the project-level evaluations undertaken during the evaluation
period.

b) Case studies of projects. Performance of the case study projects will be assessed based
on document review, interviews and surveys as required.

4. Human and Financial Resources Administration and Efficiency

The Evaluation will consider the adequacy of human and financial resources available for the ad-
ministration of the ENRTP SCA and for designing and implementing envisaged activities, the fi-
nancial management and adherence to financial management standards, and the link between
financial and project management and overall coordination of the SCA. The Evaluation will assess,
among other things:

e Financial Resources: the distribution of funding for portfolio projects and the adequacy and
stability of the funding base for the achievement of SCA objectives; adequacy of the pro-
gramme management budget; mobilization of UN Environment co-financing to the SCA, allo-
cation of funds and expenditure rate by the portfolio projects; coherence of the SCA funding
modality and UN Environment and MEA Secretariat planning and implementation processes.

e Financial Management and Administration: the quality, transparency, effectiveness and effi-
ciency of the systems and processes used for financial management and reporting, including
for the programme management costs; the link between financial and programme manage-
ment and the degree of financial responsibility of staff and any other administrative pro-
cesses facilitating or inhibiting the fluid execution of SCA activities, including the use of pro-
ject extensions and the promotion of synergies.

e Human Resources: the adequacy in terms of number and competencies of staff managing the
SCA and the projects; personnel turn-over rates and the balance between continuity and new
staff; the ability of managers to plan, coordinate and delegate work, communicate effectively,

157



45.

46.

47.

48.

motivate and reward staff; factors influencing the morale of staff and the degree of satisfac-
tion in the management of their daily activities and working in teams with colleagues from
other functional units in UN Environment and with partners;

5. Factors Affecting Performance

a) Organization, Management and Oversight

The Evaluation will look at the efficiency and effectiveness of the organization, management and
oversight arrangements of the SCA and project portfolio. The Evaluation will consider the clarity
of SCA structures, rules and procedures. The Evaluation will consider the extent to which these
structures, rules and procedures, such as programmatic and funding cycles, project identification,
selection and extension processes, management and supervision arrangements for the projects
etc., are conductive towards the achievement of the planned results. The Evaluation will consider
whether lessons can be derived from the experiences of different individuals involved.

b) Cooperation and Partnerships

The Evaluation will assess the effectiveness of mechanisms for information sharing and cooper-
ation within the SCA project portfolio and with other UN Environment and MEA programmes, pro-
jects external stakeholders and partners. The Evaluation will explore the role of stakeholders and
partners in project planning and delivery, collaboration between different functional units of UN
Environment, MEA Secretariats and partners, the level of involvement of UN Environment Regional
Offices in the planning and implementation of projects, and complementarities with other UN En-
vironment and MEA initiatives. Positive examples of collaboration and the resulting benefits will
be recorded where possible.

c) Monitoring and Reporting

The Evaluation will assess how well SCA activities and achievements have been monitored, re-
ported and evaluated. This will include a review of whether there is a clear definition of roles and
responsibilities for data collection, analysis and information-sharing as well as adequate re-
sources to support these functions.

e Monitoring: The evaluation will consider whether an effective monitoring system is in
place that ensures that monitoring data are captured at appropriate levels and used to
enhance SCA project portfolio performance.

e Reporting: The arrangements for reporting, both at SCA and project levels, in ways that
support the accurate and reliable reporting of results will be reviewed. With regard to pro-
jects within the SCA portfolio the evaluation will consider how well results are captured
and aggregated. The quality, comprehensiveness and regularity of reporting on outputs,
outcomes and impact will be assessed as well as whether quality assurance processes
are in place to ensure the reliability and accuracy of reporting at the higher results levels.

e Evaluation: The extent to which activities are structured in a way that facilitates evaluation
and have been independently evaluated will be examined. The evaluation will also assess
whether adequate resources are routinely allocated to this purpose and secured until the
end of the evaluation process.

d) Human Rights and Gender

The evaluation will ascertain to what extent the SCA and project portfolio 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 SCA and project portfolio adheres to UN Environment’s Policy and Strategy for
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50.

51.

52.

53.

Gender Equality and the Environment, including the incorporation of gender-related issues into
the design and delivery of outputs. The evaluation should present the extent to which the SCA
and its projects, following an adequate gender analysis at design stage, has implemented the
identified actions and/or applied adaptive management to ensure that Gender Equity and Human
Rights are adequately taken into account.

e Communication and visibility

The evaluation will assess the adequacy of the communication plan and resources and priority
afforded to its implementation. The evaluation will assess the effectiveness of communication
between the PSC, PMU, units responsible for the implementation of the project portfolio, and UN
Environment and MEA Secretariat management. It will also assess the extent to which clear com-
munication was established with partners and donors, with a view to assessing the extent to
which communication has been contributing to the effective implementation of the SCA, estab-
lishment of synergies and limitation of duplication of efforts. For example, the evaluation may
consider whether activities related to communication and knowledge management are planned
and whether adequate effort has been given to follow-up and dissemination of information, con-
cepts, approaches and tools generated by the SCA projects. The evaluation will also consider ef-
forts to communicate with external audiences as part of an outreach strategy in order to exert
influence and support advocacy efforts in the relevant sectors.

Evaluation Deliverables

An Inception Report will be prepared by the Evaluation Team before it engages in external inter-
views, surveys and possible project visits. The Inception Report will include: (i) most of the back-
ground desk review; (ii) a draft Theory of Change of the SCA (iii) a detailed description of the
methods and analytical tools that the Evaluation will use; (iv) an annotated table of contents for
the evaluation report; and (v) distribution of roles and responsibilities related to data collection
and analysis and reporting among the Evaluation Team members. The Inception Report will be
shared first with the Evaluation Office for review. Once Evaluation Office comments have been
addressed in a satisfactory manner, the Inception Report will then be shared by the Evaluation
Office with the PMU for comments.

Following completion of majority of interviews, surveys and possible visits, Preliminary Findings
will be prepared in PowerPoint and presented to the key stakeholders through a video conference.

The Main Evaluation Report will present synthesised findings from the Evaluation. Detailed mate-
rial arising from the case studies will be annexed. It will be relatively brief (approximately 50 pages
— excluding the executive summary and annexes), to the point and written in plain English. It must
explain the purpose of the Evaluation, exactly what was evaluated and the methods used (with
their limitations). The report will present evidence-based and balanced findings covering all the
evaluation criteria, consequent conclusions, lessons and recommendations, which will be cross-
referenced to each other. The report should be presented in a way that makes the information
accessible and comprehensible.

The draft report shall be submitted to the Evaluation Manager who will share the draft with the
Director of the Evaluation Office. The Evaluation Office will review the report for clarity and com-
prehensiveness. When found acceptable, the Director of the Evaluation Office will share the report
with the PMU, who will review the report and provide feedback on any factual errors. Once these
have been addressed by the Evaluation Team, the report will be circulated to PSC members, UN
Environment Division Directors, MEA Executive Secretaries and key individuals interviewed for the
evaluation for review and consultation. They may provide feedback on any errors of fact and high-
light the significance of such errors in any conclusions. The Evaluation Office will then collate all
review comments and provide them to the Evaluation Team for consideration in preparing the
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final version of the report. The Evaluation Team will draft a response to any comments that con-
tradict its own findings and could therefore not be accommodated in the final report. This re-
sponse will be shared by the Evaluation Office with the interested stakeholders to ensure full
transparency.

The final report shall be submitted to the Director of the Evaluation Office. The final evaluation
report will be widely shared with partners and stakeholders. Innovative ways of disseminating
evaluation findings and recommendations (e.g. the organization of a workshop where the Evalu-
ation Team illustrates the content of its analysis to UN Environment target audience) will be
sought to reach as wide a range of stakeholders as possible. The final evaluation report will be
published on the UN Environment web-site www.unenvironment.org and may be printed in hard

copy.

Consistent with standard Quality Assurance processes, the Evaluation Office will prepare quality
assessments of the draft and final reports, which are tools for providing structured feedback to
the evaluation consultants. The quality of the draft evaluation report will be assessed by the Eval-
uation Office and rated against UN Environment criteria.

Evaluation Recommendations

The UN Environment PMU, assisted by the Evaluation Office, will facilitate the preparation of a
Recommendations Implementation Plan in consultation with DG Environment and relevant of-
fices and functional units in UN Environment and MEA Secretariats as required. The plan should
specify the level of priority of the recommendations and actions to be undertaken to implement
them. It should also indicate who would be responsible for implementing the recommendations
and what the schedule for their implementation would be. The PMU will then be responsible for
reporting through the Evaluation Office to the PSC on the status of implementations of evaluation
recommendations on a six-monthly basis, until the latest deadline in the implementation schedule
has been reached.

Management Arrangements of the Evaluation

The Evaluation will be managed by the Evaluation Office of UN Environment. The Evaluation Man-
ager at the Evaluation Office will provide guidance on the overall evaluation approach and quality
assure the evaluation deliverables. (S)he will ensure coordination and liaison with all concerned
units and other key agencies and stakeholders. The Evaluation Office will be ultimately responsi-
ble for the final evaluation report and for its formal presentation to the UN Environment audience.

The Evaluation will remain an independent exercise. The Evaluation Team will consist of three
external Evaluation Consultants. The Evaluation Team will be responsible for the development,
research, drafting and finalization of the Evaluation Report, in close consultation with the Evalua-
tion Manager. The Evaluation Consultants will jointly prepare the evaluation approach, draft the
Inception Report and draft the Main Evaluation Report. Detailed roles and responsibilities related
to data collection and analysis and reporting will be agreed upon within the Team and specified
in the Inception Report. Broadly, the main roles will be as follows:

Responsibilities for Team Leader: The Team Leader will be responsible, in close consultation with the
Evaluation Manager, for overall management of the evaluation and timely delivery of its outputs, de-
scribed above in Section Evaluation Deliverables.

Responsibilities for the Supporting Consultants: The Supporting Consultants will make substantive and
high quality contributions to the evaluation process and outputs. The Supporting Consultants will,
together with the Team Leader, ensure that all evaluation criteria and questions are adequately cov-
ered.

The Evaluation Team will jointly undertake the following duties:
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Inception phase of the evaluation, including:

preliminary desk review and introductory interviews;

draft the reconstructed Theory of Change of the SCA,

prepare the evaluation framework;

develop the desk review and interview protocols;

draft the survey protocols (if relevant);

develop and present criteria for country and/or site selection for the evaluation mission;
plan the evaluation schedule;

prepare the Inception Report, incorporating comments until approved by the Evaluation
Manager

Data collection and analysis phase of the evaluation, including:

conduct further desk review and in-depth interviews with stakeholders as broadly defined
in these ToR,;

(where appropriate and agreed) conduct an evaluation mission(s) to selected locations.
Ensure independence of the evaluation and confidentiality of evaluation interviews.

Prepare case studies of selected projects;
Review and summarize findings from completed evaluations;

regularly report back to the Evaluation Manager on progress and inform of any possible
problems or issues encountered and;

keep the PMU informed of the evaluation progress and engage the key stakeholders in
discussions on emerging findings throughout the evaluation process.

Present preliminary findings to key stakeholders.

Reporting phase, including:

draft the Main Evaluation Report, ensuring that the evaluation report is complete, coher-
ent and consistent with the Evaluation Manager guidelines both in substance and style;

liaise with the Evaluation Manager on comments received and finalize the Main Evalua-
tion Report, ensuring that comments are taken into account until approved by the Evalu-
ation Manager;

prepare a Response to Comments annex for the main report, listing those comments not
accepted by the Evaluation Consultants and indicating the reason for the rejection; and

prepare a summary of the key evaluation findings and lessons;

Present evaluation findings to key stakeholders.

Managing relations, including:

maintain a positive relationship with evaluation stakeholders, ensuring that the evalua-
tion process is as participatory as possible but at the same time maintains its independ-
ence;

communicate in a timely manner with the Evaluation Manager on any issues requiring
its attention and intervention.
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The Lead Evaluation Consultant will have a minimum of 15 years of relevant work experience in
the field of environment and evaluation, and an in-depth understanding of, and familiarity with,
evaluation methods and techniques and documented experience in conducting high-level evalua-
tions of large environment-related multi-partner programmes. She/he will possess excellent writ-
ing skills in English and ability to coordinate and manage the work of a team. She/he will have
advanced knowledge and experience in the following fields:

e The UN system, in particular UN Environment and the MEAs for which UN Environment hosts
the Secretariats;

e Programme and project design and management;
e Partnerships development and knowledge management;
e Evaluation of EU funded projects and programmes.

The Supporting Evaluation Consultants will have a minimum of 10 years of relevant work experi-
ence in the field of environment and evaluation, and an in-depth understanding of, and familiarity
with, evaluation methods and techniques and documented experience in conducting high-level
evaluations of large environment-related multi-partner programmes. They will possess excellent
writing skills in English. They will combine advanced knowledge and experience in the following
fields:

e The UN system, in particular UN Environment and the MEAs for which UN Environment hosts
the Secretariats;

e Programme and project design and management;
e Partnerships development and knowledge management;
e Previous experience of evaluating EU funded projects and programmes would be an asset.

The Evaluation will be conducted during the period November 2018 — August 2019. The Evalua-
tion Office will present a first draft evaluation report tentatively by the end of June 2019 to the
PMU. In August 2019 (tentative date) a completion workshop will be held to discuss evaluation
findings and recommendations with key stakeholders. Publication of the final evaluation report is
also expected by August 2019. The report will be discussed with the PSC, UN Environment’s Sen-
ior Management Team and MEA Secretariats. The tentative schedule for the Evaluation is pre-
sented in Annex I.

The Evaluation Team Leader will be hired for the period 1 January 31 August 2019. The first Sup-
porting Consultant will be hired for the period 1 January 30 June 2019, and the second Supporting
Consultant will be hired for the period 1 February 31 August. All consultant contracts will be indi-
vidual Special Service Agreements (SSA) on a fee-only basis. Air tickets will be purchased by UN
Environment and 75% of the Daily Subsistence Allowance for each authorised travel mission will
be paid up front. Local in-country travel will only be reimbursed where agreed in advance with the
Evaluation Office and on the production of acceptable receipts. Terminal expenses and residual
DSA entitlements (25%) will be paid after mission completion. By signing the service contract with
UN Environment/UNON, the consultant(s) certify that they have not been associated with the de-
sign and implementation of the project in any way which may jeopardize their independence and
impartiality towards project achievements and project partner performance. In addition, they will
not have any future interests (within six months after completion of the contract) with the pro-
ject’s executing or implementing units. All consultants are required to sign the Code of Conduct
Agreement Form.

Payment schedule: The Evaluation Consultants will receive 30% of their agreed fee upon Evalua-
tion Office acceptance of the Inception Report; 40% upon Evaluation Office acceptance of a draft
main report; and 30% upon satisfactory completion of the work.
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In case the consultants are not able to provide the deliverables in accordance with these TORs, in
line with the expected quality standards by the UN Environment Evaluation Office, payment may
be withheld at the discretion of the Director of the Evaluation Office until the consultants have
improved the deliverables to meet UN Environment’s quality standards. The Team Leader will ad-
vise the Evaluation Office whether the Supporting Consultant has provided satisfactory inputs in
the evaluation.

If the consultants fail to submit satisfactory products in a timely manner, the Evaluation Office
reserves the right to employ additional human resources to finalize their products on schedule,
and to reduce the consultants’ fees by an amount equal to the additional costs borne by the Eval-
uation Office to bring the report up to standard.
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ANNEX | TENTATIVE SCHEDULE OF THE EVALUATION

Phase Milestone/deliverable Timeframe
Evaluation Terms of Reference finalized November 2018
Evaluation Team contracted January 2019
Inception Inception Workshop (Brussels) February 2019
Inception Report completed March 2019

Data collection &
analysis

Further desk review of documents

March-May 2019

Telephone interviews

March-May 2019

Evaluation visits

March-May 2019

Surveys

March-May 2019

Preparation of case studies

March-May 2019

Reporting
Phase

Draft Evaluation Report delivered to Evaluation Office June 2019
Draft Report shared with the Evaluation Reference Group June 2019
Draft Report shared with partners July 2019
Completion Workshop (Brussels) July 2019
Final Report delivered to the Evaluation Office August 2019
Final report published August 2019
Recommendation implementation plan shared August 2019
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ANNEX |l SCA ENVISAGED TYPES OF ACTIONS/PROJECTS TO BE FUNDED

The following types of individual actions/projects were envisaged in the SCA

e Encourage synergies between both UNEP and MEAs for which it provides the secretariat and
between related MEAs with a special focus on chemicals/waste (Basel. Rotterdam, Stockholm
Conventions, Montreal Protocol) and biodiversity clusters (CBD and CITES Conventions,
CMS/AEWA);

e Support the preparation and follow-up of the UN Conference on Sustainable Development (in
2012) at policy and institutional level. UNEP is expected to play a significant role in providing
analytical contributions and follow-up on topics related to green economy, resource efficiency
and international environmental governance in the context of Institutional Governance for Sus-
tainable Development for the conference (e.g. UNEP International Resource Panel, support to
the 10 Years Framework of Programmes on Sustainable Consumption and Production, sup-
port to the creation of markets for eco-innovation);

e Strengthen the science-policy interface for biodiversity through support to the work of the in-
tergovernmental science-policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES);

e Support to policy and analytical work related to Green Economy;

e Support to implementation, policy and analytical work related to the sound management of
chemicals and waste within a life cycle approach, through inter alia: capacity building, data
collection and harmonization, mainstreaming chemical management into development agen-
das, implementation of agreed international chemicals and waste management regimes, ex-
amination of potential of broader international legal instruments and structures beyond 2020;

e Fund developing countries’ (in particular the least developed and small island States) and
countries with economies in transition participation in MEAs meetings and international ne-
gotiations processes;

e Support MEAs' agreed work programmes (by COP Decisions) funded under their voluntary
budgets (e.g. CITES, CBD, Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions, CME-AEWA, Technol-
ogy and Economic Assessment Panel under the Montreal Protocol);

e Support UNEP/MAP in implementing the ecosystem approach in the Mediterranean in line
with the Barcelona Convention COP Decisions and the requirements of the EU Marine Strategy
Framework Directive;

e Support, where appropriate, negotiating processes for new international instruments:

e Strengthen capacity of developing countries for implementation of measures agreed within
MEAs (e.g. the Mediterranean Action Plan), including the development of methodological tools
(e.g. Biodiversity Indicator Partnership);

e Support UNEP and the secretariats of MEAs to mainstream their work in other programmes
outside the UN system;

e Ensure the visibility and coherence of EC/UMEP cooperation in the above mentioned fields of
activities.

Source: EC DG Environment — UN Environment SCA under ENRTP
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ANNEX [l DG ENVIRONMENT SCA PROJECT PORTFOLIO

Sub-pro- .
gramme or Title POW project TotaI. EC St End date I
funding scope
MEA

EM Intergovernmental science- Strengthening | 600,000 01/02/2012 | 31/12/2012 | Africa Asia Pa-
policy platform for biodiver- the science- cific
sity and ecosystem Services policy inter- Europe Latin

face on biodi- America Carib-
versity and bean North Amer-
ecosystem ica West Asia
services

(PIMS: 01284)

EM Enhance regional and na- Biodiversity 1,021,138 | 01/01/2012 | 31/12/2013 | Africa (Sub Sa-
tional capacity in the selec- and ecosys- haran Africa)
tion, development and use of | tem function- Asia Pacific
biodiversity and related indi- ing 32-P4 (ASEAN and
cators to measure progress (PIMS: 00818) South Asia) Eu-
towards the CBD 2020 tar- rope Pan-Europe,
gets (including CEE

and Central Asia)
Latin America

EM Building capacities of mem- Integrated 200,000 31/07/2013 | 30/06/2014 | 22 Member
ber states for the World marine and States of the
Oceans Assessment (Global coastal envi- Abidjan Conven-
Seas Assessment) ronment and tion + Uruguay,

resource man- Brazil, Argentina
agement for

human well-

being 32-P3

(PIMS: 00820)

EM Strengthening MEA syner- Supporting 300,000 01/04/2014 | 30/03/2017 | Eastern Europe
gies, reporting and indicators | countries in (Belarus, Ukraine,
in NBSAPs for the pan-Euro- Pan Europe to Moldova and
pean region implement Russia), Southern

NBSAPs and Caucasus (Arme-
SDGs through nia, Azerbaijan,
strengthened Georgia), Central
information Asia (Kazakh-
systems, indi- stan, Kyrgyzstan,
cators and in- Tajikistan, Turk-
stitutional menistan, Uzbeki-
mechanism stan)

335.2B (PIMS:

01989)

RE Scientific assessments and Science-pol- 2,000,000 | 16/09/2011 | 31/03/2015 | Africa Asia Pa-
reports on resource flows: icy Interface cific Europe Latin
The International Resource in support of America Carib-
Panel and the global dimen- resource effi- bean North Amer-
sions of EU's Thematic Strat- | ciency: The ica West Asia
egy on the Sustainable Use International
of Natural Resources Resource

Panel 611.1
(PIMS 01943)
RE Resource efficiency and eco- | Building SME | 2,725,000 | 01/06/2012 | 30/09/2017 | All 47 countries

innovation in developing and
transition economies

network and
technical sup-

in which RECP
service providers
are located
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Sub-pro-
gramme or
MEA

Title

POW project

Total EC
funding

Start date

End date

Geographical
scope

port for scal-
ing up invest-
ment in re-
source effi-
cient, cleaner
and safer pro-
duction 62-P3
(PIMS 00704)

RE

Phase I: Global Platform for
Action on Sustainable Con-
sumption and Production

2012-2013:
Policies in the
Regions - De-
veloping a
recognized
framework
and piloting
new policy
and manage-
ment ap-
proaches
through the
Marrakech
Process" 61-
P6 (PIMS:
00699)

900,000

RE

Phase II: 10 Year Framework
Programme on Sustainable
Consumption and Production

2014-2015:
Secretariat
services and
functions for
the 10YFP im-
plementation
613.1 (PIMS
01730)

1,300,000

01/08/2012

30/09/2016

Africa Asia Pa-
cific

Europe Latin
America Carib-
bean North Amer-
ica West Asia

RE

Phase I: Green economy and
trade — assessing risks and
opportunities- submitted as a
contribution to PAGE

Policy, macro-
economic as-
sessments
and instru-
ments to em-
power govern-
ments and
business to
advance re-
source effi-
ciency and
move towards
a Green Econ-
omy 61-P3
(PIMS 00688)

250,000

01/03/2012

31/12/2012

Africa Asia Pa-
cific Europe Latin
America Carib-
bean West Asia

RE

Phase II: Green economy and
trade — national level strate-
gies for harnessing trade op-
portunities

Policy, macro-
economic as-
sessments
and instru-
ments to em-
power govern-
ments and
business to

500,000

01/04/2013

30/04/2016

Africa Asia Latin
America Carib-
bean Ghana,
Peru, Vietham
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Sub-pro-
gramme or
MEA

Title

POW project

Total EC
funding

Start date

End date

Geographical
scope

advance re-
source effi-
ciency and
move towards
a Green Econ-
omy 61-P3
(PIMS 00688)

RE

Integrating resource effi-
ciency in international supply
chains - enabling companies
and consumers to benefit
from information on life-cycle
environmental performance
of products

Internation-
ally recog-
nised infor-
mation tools -
standards, la-
bels, reporting
- to enable in-
dividual and
institutional
consumers to
make in-
formed
choices 63-P2
(PIMS 00722)

1,530,000

01/04/2012

31/12/2015

Brazil, China, In-
dia, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Mexico,
Russia, Thailand,
Turkey, Chile,
Egypt, Morocco,
Peru, and the
Philippines,
South Africa

RE

Indicators for measuring the
green economy transition

Policy, macro-
economic as-
sessments
and instru-
ments to em-
power govern-
ments and
business to
advance re-
source effi-
ciency and
move towards
a Green Econ-
omy 61-P3
(PIMS 00688)

750,000

01/04/2012

30/10/2014

Global, Ghana,
Uruguay, Mauri-
tius, Mozambique

RE

Support to Partnership for
Action on Green Economy
(PAGE)

Partnership
for Action on
Green Econ-
omy (PAGE)
(PIMS 01659)

500,000

01/09/2014

30/06/2016

HSHW

Mercury knowledge and infor-
mation to assist negotiations
+ Expert meeting on mercury

finance pre INC4

UNEP Global
Mercury Pro-
gramme 53-
P1 (PIMS
01037)

950,000

28/02/2012

31/12/2017

Africa Asia Pa-
cific Europe Latin
America Carib-
bean North Amer-
ica West Asia

HSHW

Worldwide interlaboratory
comparison study for POPs

Schemes for
reporting of
progress in
sound man-
agement of
harmful sub-
stances and
hazardous
waste and
tools for mon-

300,001

01/12/2012

30/06/2014

Global
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Sub-pro-

gramme or Title POW project TotaI. EC St End date I
funding scope
MEA
itoring and as-
sessment 52-
P5 (PIMS
00677)
HSHW Supporting the strategic ap- Strategic Ap- 500,000 01/03/2012 | 30/11/2013 | Global
proach to international chem- | proach to In-
icals management ternational
Chemicals
Management
Secretariat
(SAICM) 52-
P1 (PIMS
00127)
HSHW Support to SAICM Regional Strategic Ap- 250,000 01/08/2013 | 30/04/2014 | Global
Meetings 2013-2014 proach to In-
ternational
Chemicals
Management
Secretariat
(SAICM) 52-
P1 (PIMS
00127)
HSHW International cooperative pro- | Approaches 300,000 01/03/2012 | 31/12/2015
ject on endocrine disrupting and method-
chemicals to build aware- ologies for
ness and understanding and risk assess-
promote actions ment and
management
of harmful
substances
and hazard-
ous waste 52-
P3 (PIMS
00671)
EG Improving the effectiveness Improving the | 900,000 18/09/2013 | 31/12/2015
of and cooperation among bi- | effectiveness
odiversity-related conven- of and coop-
tions and exploring opportu- eration
nities for further synergies among biodi-
(previous: Synergies within the | versity-related
cluster of biodiversity-related conventions
MEAs + Support to NBSAPs and exploring
Forum) opportunities
for further
synergies
(PIMS 02678)
EG Consultative process on fi- 100,000 16/09/2011 | 31/12/2012 | Global
nancing options for chemi-
cals and wastes (first expert
meeting Oct.2011 and sec-
ond expert meetings Aug.
2012)
EG Follow-up to consultative 200,000 01/08/2013 | 30/06/2014 | Africa Asia

process on financing options
for chemicals and waste (3rd
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Sub-pro-

gramme or Title POW project TotaI. EC St End date I
funding scope
MEA
meeting, August 2013) + Syn-
ergies Meeting (Nov. 2013)
EG Support for implementation Support for 1,500,000 | 01/01/2012 | 31/12/2015
of the biodiversity and eco- implementa-
systems and the chemicals tion of the bi-
and waste clusters of multi- odiversity and
lateral environmental agree- ecosystems
ments (Regional MEAs Focal | and the chem-
Points) icals and
waste clus-
ters of multi-
lateral envi-
ronmental
agreements
(PIMS 07543)
EG InforMEA and the MEA Infor- | Law and Envi- | 800,000 27/08/2013 | 30/06/2016
mation and Knowledge Man- | ronmental
agement Initiative -a compre- | Outlook (LEO)
hensive approach to infor- web-tools to-
mation and knowledge Man- wards the im-
agement across MEAs, UNEP | plementation
and key NGOs and enforce-
ment of inter-
national envi-
ronmental law
and interna-
tionally
agreed goals
and targets
(PIMS 01657)
CMS Effective implementation of n/a 500,000 13/02/2012 | 31/12/2015 | Global Regional
CMS and its instruments + (Africa and Latin
(CMS Family) across the Afri- 50,000 America)
can region through capacity
building
Effective implementation of
CMS, AEWA and other CMS-
family instruments across
various regions and lan-
guages through capacity
building
CMS Development of sharks con- n/a 224,000 13/02/2012 | 30/04/2014 | Global
servation measures in the
context of the CMS Memo-
randum of Understanding
(MoU) on the Conservation of
Migratory Sharks
CMS Saker Falcon Global Action n/a 77,676 01/01/2013 | 31/12/2013 | Regions: Europe,

Plan

Africa, West Asia
and Asia Pacific
Countries: Breed-
ing Range States:
Afghanistan, Ar-
menia, Austria,

170




Sub-pro-
gramme or
MEA

Title

POW project

Total EC
funding

Start date

End date

Geographical
scope

Bulgaria, China,
Croatia, Czech
Republic, Geor-
gia, Hungary, Iran,
Iraq, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Mol-
dova, Mongolia,
Romania, Rus-
sian Federation,
Serbia, Slovakia,
Tajikistan, Tur-
key, Turkmeni-
stan, Ukraine, Uz-
bekistan, and
possibly India
(Ladakh). Winter
or passage
Range States: Al-
bania, Algeria,
Azerbaijan, Bah-
rain, Bangladesh,
Belarus, Bhutan,
Bosnia and Her-
zegovina, Bu-
rundi, Cameroon,
Chad, Cyprus,
Denmark, Dji-
bouti, Egypt, Eri-
trea, Ethiopia, Fin-
land, France, Ger-
many, Greece, In-
dia, Israel, Italy,
Jordan, Kenya,
Korea Republic
of, Kuwait, Leba-
non, Libya, Mace-
donia the FYR of,
Mali, Malta, Mau-
ritania, Montene-
gro, Morocco, Ne-
pal, Niger, Oman,
Pakistan, Pales-
tine, Poland, Qa-
tar, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Somalia,
South Sudan,
Spain, Sudan,
Sweden, Syria,
Tanzania United
Republic of, Tuni-
sia, Uganda,
United Arab Emir-
ates, Yemen

CITES

Strengthening capacity in de-
veloping countries for sus-
tainable wildlife management
and enhanced implementa-
tion of CITES wildlife trade
regulations, with particular

n/a

1,980,000

13/08/2013

31/03/2017
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Sub-pro-
gramme or
MEA

Title

POW project

Total EC
funding

Start date

End date

Geographical
scope

focus on commercially-ex-
ploited aquatic species and
production systems

CITES

Implementation of Decisions
adopted by the 16th meeting
of the Conference of the Par-
ties to CITES (CoP16)
through the work of the
CITES Secretariat and sup-
port to the CITES Sponsored
Delegates Project

n/a

700,000

13/08/2013

31/03/2017

CBD

Implementation of the eco-
system approach in the Medi-
terranean by the Contracting
Parties in the context of the
Barcelona Convention for the
protection of the marine envi-
ronment and the coastal re-
gion of the Mediterranean
and its Protocols + Marine lit-
ter

n/a

1,716,000

01/06/2012

30/09/2015

CBD

Supporting intercessional ac-
tivities prior to COP11

n/a

788,000

26/03/2012

31/12/2014

CBD

Support to the implementa-
tion and capacity building ac-
tivities relating to CoP11 out-
comes (SCBD 2013+2014)
Activities in support of Deci-
sions of the 11" meeting of
the Conference of Parties to
the Convention on Biological
Diversity and the Strategic
Plan for Biodiversity

n/a

1,000,001

17/07/2013

31/12/2016

Global

CBD

Further Support to CBD
CoP11 (SCBD 2014) Addi-
tional activities in support of
Decisions of the 11th meet-
ing of the Conference of Par-
ties to the Convention on Bio-
logical Diversity and the Stra-
tegic Plan for Biodiversity

n/a

453,261

01/01/2014

31/12/2016

CBD

Activities in support of Ac-
cess and Benefit-sharing
2012-2014

n/a

700,000

01/01/2012

31/12/2016

Cartagena
Convention

“Risk assessment and risk
management” and “Infor-
mation sharing” under the
Cartagena Protocol on Bi-
osafety

n/a

88,855

08/04/2014
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Sub-pro-
gramme or
MEA

Title

POW project

Total EC
funding

Start date

End date

Geographical
scope

Minamata
Convention

Secretariat support to the In-
tergovernmental Negotiating
Committee for the Minamata
Convention on Mercury (pre-
viously Support to Minamata
Convention on Mercury /
Support transitional period
before entry into force of
Mercury Convention)

n/a

1,000,000

03/06/2014

02/06/2015

Basel Con-
vention

Implementation of activities
approved by the 10" Meeting
of the Conference of the Par-
ties to the Basel Convention

n/a

997,775

01/04/2012

31/12/2016

Basel Con-
vention

Basel Convention - Work Pro-
gramme of the Implementa-
tion and Compliance Commit-
tee and coordination and pro-
vision of support to parties in
follow up to the country-led
initiative on environmentally
sound management and fur-
ther legal clarity

n/a

170,174

01/01/2014

31/12/2016

Rotterdam
Convention

Implementation of activities
approved by the 5" Meeting
of the Conference of the Par-
ties to the Rotterdam Con-
vention

n/a

1,226,220

01/01/2012

31/05/2015

Rotterdam
Convention

Rotterdam Convention - Ori-
entation workshop for mem-
bers of the Chemical Review
Committee and workshops to
develop key elements of Na-
tional Action Plans (NAP) on
the implementation of the
Rotterdam Convention and
follow up

n/a

249,845

01/01/2014

31/05/2015

Global (Africa, Eu-
rope, Asia Pacific,
Latin America
and the Carib-
bean, West Asia)

Stockholm
Convention

Implementation of activities
approved by the 5™ meeting
of the Conference of the Par-
ties to the Stockholm Con-
vention

n/a

1,453,863

05/01/2012

31/05/2015

Stockholm
Convention

Stockholm Convention -
Global monitoring plan for ef-
fectiveness evaluation

n/a

221,000

21/01/2014

31/12/2015

Chemicals
Synergies
Project

Implementation of synergy
activities approved by the
Conferences of the Parties to
the Basel, Rotterdam and
Stockholm Conventions

n/a

292913

11/07/2012

31/05/2015

Chemicals
Synergies
Project

Synergy - Integrated assess-
ment of technical assistance
needs and electronic tools:
modules

n/a

458,981

08/01/2014

31/12/2015

Ozone Sec-
retariat

Support to the Montreal Pro-
tocol Technology and Eco-
nomic Assessment Panel
(TEAP) and Methyl Bromide

n/a

200,000

01/01/2013

31/12/2014
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Sub-pro-

gramme or Title POW project TotaI. EC St End date I
funding scope
MEA
Technical Options Committee
(MBTOC) Co-chairs
Secretariat Support to UNEA 1II n/a 438,596 01/08/2017 | 31/12/2017
of the Gov-
erning Bod-
ies
Secretariat Support to UNEA 4 prepara- n/a 250,000 21/08/2018 | 31/12/2018
of the Gov- tions
erning Bod-
ies
EG Global Pact for the Environ- 500000 03/08/2018 | 31/12/2018
ment
RE International Resource Panel 34,530 31/12/2018

174




