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1. Main Conclusions and Recommendations?
1.1. Background - Introduction

This report presents the findings of the Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the UNDP-supported AF-Financed
Government of Uzbekistan Project “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought
prone parts of Uzbekistan”. This MTR was performed by an Independent Reviewing Team composed of Mr.
Jean-Joseph Bellamy and Ms. Saida Yusupova on behalf of UNDP.

According to the project document formulated in 2010-2013, Uzbekistan is a lower middle income, resource
rich, doubly-landlocked country, strategically located in the heart of Central Asia. The population is over 32M
people; despite steady economic growth in the last decade, the impact of economic growth on improving
livelihoods has been inadequate with a growing gap between urban and rural areas. 26.9% of labor-aged
population is involved in the agriculture sector, and the share of this sector plus forestry and fishery into the
national GDP remains high though it declined during the recent decade (33.4% in 1990 to 18.1% in 2016 and
19.2% in 2017). As a result, the dependence on agriculture makes the country highly sensitive to climate
variability and long-term climate change.

The total land area of Uzbekistan is 448,900 km2, of which 78% are plains, and 22% are mountains and
mountainous valleys. Its territory is classified as a drought zone, susceptible to land degradation and
desertification. Since 1951, there has been an observed trend of warming within Uzbekistan. The considerable
variation in current climate across the country suggests that regions and oblasts will find themselves subject
to different impacts under future climate change, and thus adaptation responses will need to vary country-
wide. These localized variations highlight the need for improved local data for improved forecasting and
climate modeling.

Water resource management is a key development challenge in Uzbekistan, including the fact that almost 90%
of the country’s water resources originate from mountain catchments located in neighboring countries.
Regional water-sharing is, therefore, a major constraining factor to sustainable water supply in Uzbekistan.
Water use by the agriculture sector from surface water sources constitutes 93% of overall water use, and it is
mostly coming from two major river systems: the Amu Darya and the Syr Darya. Water is used in an
unsustainable way and wasted due to ageing irrigation infrastructure.

Irrigated land forms the basis of agriculture in Uzbekistan. A major cause of declining agricultural productivity
is inappropriate irrigation and under-maintained drainage systems, which together increase salinization and
water logging and undermine the fertility of arable land. Livestock production is a primary source of
investment for many people in Uzbekistan; however, productivity of this activity is also decreasing and
negatively impacted by climate change with reduction of pasture productivity including overgrazing of
marginal land particularly concentrated in the vicinity of settlements and around wells. Agriculture is indeed
identified as the most vulnerable sector to the anticipated impacts of climate change. As per the Third National
Communication (TNC) of Uzbekistan, climate change has already contributed to the reduction of agricultural
crop productivity and yields, and of cattle breeding through the decrease of pastures productivity, which may
affect negatively national food security.

At the time of the formulation of this project and in addition to the negative impacts due to climate variability
and change, the outdated policies, legislation and minimal government support in the form of extension advice
on land management practices were also contributing to the degradation of the environment. As agriculture
was still largely state-controlled and governed by government policy or state decrees, the legacy of centralized
policies in water management and agricultural practices, which were not suitable for local circumstances and
resource availability, were also contributing factors to environmental degradation. It was compounded by
obsolete agriculture practices that have remained similar to those used during the Soviet era. Farmers and
pastoralists in the downstream, most arid regions such as Karakalpakstan have been particularly vulnerable, as
they often receive no water from the upstream regions, especially during dry seasons. Karakalpakstan is the

1 Conclusions and Recommendations are in Chapter 1 with a brief background section. It is structured as an Executive Summary but
also a stand-alone section presenting the highlights of this final evaluation.
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poorest and most vulnerable region to climate change in Uzbekistan. It occupies about 166,600 km2 area,
about a third of the country’s total land area.

The project was formulated on the basis of four identified main barriers to be addressed in order for
Karakalpakstan to adapt to climate change:

. There is no systematic extension service available to over 100,000 agricultural and pastoral farms
in Uzbekistan;
. There is no comprehensive early warning system in place to guide water allocation and crop and

pasture planning and management;

. There is no government policy nor financial incentives for large-scale adoption of adaptation
measures;

. There are no integrated land use planning and policies for landscape level rehabilitation and
sustainable land management to allow for the functional integrity of arid landscapes.

The objective of the project is “to develop climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the
drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan.” This objective will be achieved through
four (4) outcomes (and 14 outputs):
1. The institutional and technical capacity for drought management and early warning developed
2. Climate resilient farming practices established on subsistence dekhan farms
3. Landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention improves
climate resilience of over 1,000,000 ha of land
4, Knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid lands
generated and widely available

Table 1: Project Information Table

Project Title: Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan

ONDP project D @S #: 5002 A Approva Dae P

Award ID: 00066434 Z{gg:‘;}t&%‘é‘: ?:g”; ns)izgnat“re Date | \jay 26, 2014

Country: Uzbekistan Date project manager hired: September 18, 2014

Region: Central Asia Inception Workshop date: 82:322: g? ggﬂ E"I\'Iiskrlllgnt)
Midterm Review date: November-December 2017
Planned closing date: May 2020

Funding Agency: AF If revised, proposed closing date:

Executing Agency: Centre of Hydro-meteorological Services (Uzhydromet)

Project Financing at CEO endorsement (USD) at Midterm Review (USD)

(1) AF financing: 4,990,878 4,990,878

(2) UNDP contribution: 200,000 200,000

Project Total Cost [1+2]: 5,190,878 5,190,878

This mid-term review report documents the achievements of the project and includes four chapters. Chapter 1
presents the main conclusions and recommendations; chapter 2 presents an overview of the project; chapter 3
briefly describes the objective, scope, methodology, evaluation users and limitations of the evaluation; chapter
4 presents the findings of the evaluation and relevant annexes are found at the back end of the report.

1.2. Conclusions?

Project Strategy

a) The project has been very relevant for Uzbekistan; even more so since the recently reforms of the
agriculture sector.

2 This section 1.2 - Conclusions and Section 1.3 - Recommendations is translated in Russian in Annex 1.
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The AF project is well aligned with national priorities, national policies and legal instruments, particularly the
priorities identified this past year (the 2017-2021 five priorities areas and the Aral Sea programme 2017-2021)
as well as with the reforms of the agriculture sector currently underway following several key government
Decrees adopted in 2017. The project provides resources to address the barriers identified at the outset of the
project and should contribute to the development of the resilience to climate change of farming and pastoral
communities in the Karakalpakstan region. It is also well aligned with the AF results framework. The project
is part of the UN partnership with the government of Uzbekistan, which, under UNDAF, supports the national
priorities identified by the government of Uzbekistan with a focus on the most vulnerable populations in
Uzbekistan.

b) It is a complex project strategy with a lack of clarity and logic to understand how planned activities
will reach the expected results and particularly the targets.

Despite that the overall strategy is a clear response to national priorities, when reviewing the entire logical
“chain of results” Activities & Outputs @ Outcomes = Objective, the PRF quickly becomes complex,
particularly when reviewing outputs, indicators and targets set for measuring the progress of the project. The
outputs were, in most cases, identified as deliverables with, in some cases, targets embedded in the output
statements. With ambitious targets and the current context of the agriculture sector in Uzbekistan, it is difficult
to know how results from project supported activities will reach these targets. The project document does not
provide a useful “blue print” for the project team to guide the implementation of the project.

Progress Towards Results
c) The implementation of the project progresses unevenly.

The project is making progress and it has 2.5 more years of implementation left. It has made good progress
under outcome 1 and 4 and it is anticipated that it will meet its targets under these two outcomes. However,
regarding outcome 2 & 3, the focus is, currently, more on piloting and constituting a “catalog of adaptation
measures” adapted to the Karakalpakstan region and less on an “outreach model” to reach out to thousands of
farmers and communities in the region. In the meantime, when considering the project resources and the
current context, the best the project can do under these two outcomes is to demonstrate adaptation measures
and pilot an “outreach model” targeting farmers, dekhan farmers and small plot owners and promoting climate
change adaptation measures. The targets under outcome 2 and 3 are too ambitious and will not be reached.

d) The “outreach model” planned to be established under output 1.4 to reach out to 40,000 dekhan
farmers is insufficient.

The logic of the strategy to reach out to farming and pastoral communities is mostly through output 1.4 that is
to establish a science-based extension services for the farming communities. However, this output has a very
limited total budget of USD 58,000 (1.2% of the AF grant). It is completely insufficient and it will not provide
the resources needed to end up with a viable and well performing extension service, which should “connect”
with farming and pastoral communities in Karakalpakstan.

e) The project is addressing the four barriers limiting the development of the agriculture sector in
Karakalpakstan and its adaptation to climate change.

Removing the identified barriers is critical for the development of the agricultural sector in Karakalpakstan
and also for the success of the project that is to promote climate change adaptation. The project is timely and
has been contributing to the removal of these barriers. The more effective the project will be, the less barriers
will still limit the development of the agricultural sector in the region. It is anticipated that during the second
part of the project, the project will use its “catalog of adaptation measures” and reach out to farming and
pastoral communities to promote the adoption of these measures.

Project Implementation and Adaptive Management

f) The management arrangements are adequate but the management structure will need to be adapted
to be more present in the Karakalpakstan region in the near future.

The management arrangements are adequate for the implementation of the project, including a good support
from Uzhydromet, the National Implementing Partner. The project is implemented partly from the Tashkent
office (outcome 1 and 4) and partly from the Nukus office (outcome 2 and 3). However, as the pace of activities
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under outcome 2 and 3 increases, the project management structure needs to be reviewed and provide a greater
presence of the project in the Karakalpakstan region. This management change has been discussed at the
project board level and a decision was made at the December 2016 meeting to formally change the position of
the project manager of the UN Joint Programme based in Nukus into a joint position including the
responsibilities to coordinate activities under outcomes 2 and 3. This change is being implemented since
January 2017.

g) The project set up a good structure to engage stakeholders.

Following good consultations with stakeholders undertaken during the design of the project, a good structure
to engage stakeholders during the implementation of the project has been developed. It includes 2 inter-agency
working groups that were formally established by government resolutions — one based in Tashkent and one in
Nukus - and 5 initiatives groups — one in each pilot district. This structure provides the project with an excellent
mechanism to link national decision makers with regional and district decision makers and ultimately with
farming and pastoral communities. Meetings and workshops are taking place within these bodies to
disseminate knowledge.

h) The disbursement of the AF grant is slow and it is estimated that the grant will not be expended by
the end of project in May 2020.

As of the end of September 2017, total project expenditures amount to about USD 1.06M representing only
21% of the AF grant versus 56% of the project timeline. So far, 54% of the expenditures were expended on
outcome one, 14% on outcome two, 4% on outcome three, 8% on outcome four and 20% on project
management. When compared to the budget for each outcome, outcome 2 and 3 low expenditures are
confirming the limited progress in these areas with respectively 11% and 2.5% of their budget expended so
far. In the meantime, the project management expenditures stand at 20% of the total expended so far; this is
high and it will need to decrease during the second phase of the implementation. Finally, when assessing the
“project burning rate” it is doubtful that the remaining AF grant (USD 3.93) will be expended during the
remaining 32 months of implementation; the project monthly expenditures would need to increase five-fold.

i) There is a complex set of indicators and targets to measure the performance of the project and some
ambitious targets will not be achieved by the end of the project.

The set of 15 indicators and targets to measure the performance of the project is complex to understand and
ambitious; it is complemented by a large set of yearly targets. The set of 15 indicators monitor the project at
the output level and focus on quantitative results. However, the contribution of the project may not be
measurable only in strict quantitative terms. With a mix of quantitative and qualitative indicators, the M&E
system would have also provided qualitative findings measuring the capacities developed. Nevertheless, the
M&E framework provides adequate monitoring and reporting information. The key challenge in this area is
that some targets are much too ambitious and they will not be met by the project by May 2020. It is not clear
how the project can reach out to 40,000 dekhan farmers to adopt adaptation measures, invest in greenhouses
covering 20,000 ha, establish 10 cooperatives with a total number of 20,000 members and plant 70,000ha.

J) Knowledge management and communication is “embedded” in the strategy of the project; it
provides tools and methods to disseminate knowledge to stakeholders/beneficiaries.

Knowledge management and communication is part of the expected results of the AF project. As such it is
monitored through the M&E system in place which measures the performance of the project. With its
information strategy, the project is now equipped with tools and methods to collect, structure, package and
disseminate knowledge on climate change adaptation measures adapted to the Karakalpakstan region. It
provides the project team with instruments to manage knowledge and communicate with stakeholders and
beneficiaries. Currently, activities under this outcome are focusing much on raising awareness about adaptation
measures. It is anticipated that, as the project needs to reach out to farming and pastoral communities, activities
under this component will focus more on the adoption of these measures particularly through appropriate
capacity development activities.

Sustainability
k) Project achievements should be sustained over the long-term.
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The sustainability strategy presented in the project document is not fully convincing; particularly for
achievements under outcome 2 and 3. It relies mostly on a potential uptake by beneficiaries of the adaptation
measures that are being demonstrated in five districts. However, despite a not-so-convincing uptake of these
best practices to replicate project achievements, those achievements that were demonstrated in the five pilot
districts should be sustained over the long run. The implementation of these best practices should improve the
livelihood of these farming and pastoral communities; hence they should be sustained by the beneficiaries of
these piloted measures. The challenge resides with the replicability and scaling up of these adaptation measures
after the project end.

1.3. Recommendations

Based on the findings of this mid-term review, the following recommendations are suggested.

Recommendation 1: It is recommended to analyze the new agriculture policy and legislation
framework as well as the key programmes related to the project.

Issue to Address

Recently, the government passed new Decrees to reform the agriculture sector, particularly strengthening its
extension services and the roles and responsibilities of the Council of Farmers, which was changed to the
Council of Farmers, Dekhan Farmers and Household Plot Owners. Additionally, this past year, the government
adopted its “Strategy for Further Development 2017-2021” and also in 2017, the government of the Republic
of Karakalpakstan approved the "State Programme for the Development of the Aral Sea 2017-2021”. These
governmental new instruments are critical for the implementation of the project. The success of the project is
mostly based on the adoption of adaptation measures by farming and pastoral communities in the
Karakalpakstan region. It requires reaching out many farming and pastoral communities. The main approach
to do that is through the development of a sustainable extension service and the capacity development of the
Council of Farmers, Dekhan Farmers and Household Plot Owners, a government body linking policy makers
with farmers/land users. A full review of these new instruments is needed, to assess how the project strategy
fits within this new framework and how best the project can support these reforms within the context of the
AF approved project strategy.

Who: Project Management Team

Feedback received from stakeholders confirms the necessity to continue to study the existing legal framework
and monitor the current trend of reforming the agriculture sector, especially in the food security area with the
risks of climate related event such as drought.

Recommendation 2: It is recommended to review the strategy of the project to emphasize the need to
develop and pilot an “outreach model”.

Issue to Address

In the first part of the project, the focus was much on piloting and constituting a “catalog of adaptation
measures” adapted to the Karakalpakstan region and less on the development of an “outreach model” to reach
out to thousands of farmers and communities in the region. Yet, 63% of the AF grant has been allocated to the
adoption of climate resilient farming practices by farming and pastoral communities and the implementation
of community-based landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention. One
strategy to reach out to these communities has been through output 1.4 that is to establish a science-based
extension services for the farming communities. However, this output has a very limited total budget of USD
58,000 (1.2% of the AF grant). It is completely insufficient and it will not provide the resources needed to end
up with a viable and well performing extension service reaching out to thousands of farmers and that will bring
change in these rural areas and improve their livelihoods.

It is recommended to fully review the strategy of the project and re-focus the project by building on the initial
achievements under output 1.4 to develop an extended “outreach model”— an extension service — version that
will be piloted with the support of the project in collaboration with the relevant national, regional and local
institutions in the five pilot districts. The recommendation is to put the development of an extension service at
the core of project activities moving forward. As the model is being implemented, capacities should be
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developed, including discussion with relevant institutions to institutionalize such service with corresponding
resources, mandates, skills and knowledge for staff, etc. The aim would ultimately be setting up a sustainable
extension service® as a link between policy and legislation making and farmers (practitioners) but also as a
mechanism to increase the efficiency of farms while adapting to climate change and increase the standard of
living of farming and pastoral communities. As part of developing a sustainable extension service, it should
also include the review of financing needs for implementing some of these adaptation measures, particularly
for Dekhan farmers. In relation to current development in Uzbekistan, micro-financing mechanisms should be
considered as financing options.

Who: Project Management Team and Project Board

Stakeholders confirm that the budget allocated to output 1.4 that is to establish science-based extension service
for the farming communities in Karakalpakstan is clearly not enough and need to be revised upward.

Recommendation 3: It is recommended to review any existing community-based sustainable land
management practices and the mechanisms to promote these practices; particularly any extension
service experiences in Uzbekistan and in Central Asia.

Issue to Address

A central part of the project to ensure that farming and pastoral communities adopt adaptation measures is the
establishment of an extension service. This is through such a service that promoting these measures can happen
accompanied by appropriate training and knowledge transfer. It is also the mechanism for replicability and
scaling up the appropriation of these adaptation measures to surrounding communities and possibly elsewhere
in Uzbekistan. A recent government decree (No. PP-3318 of October 10, 2017) strengthened the role of the
Council of Farmers as the mechanism to provide a comprehensive support to farmers, dekhan farms and
household landowners in “production, processing, storage and sale of agricultural products, including the
implementation of modern agro-technical activities”. Based on this decree, the Council of Farmers is becoming
a key organization for the development of the agricultural sector in Uzbekistan. In the meantime, the project
has been supporting the development of a science-based extension service for these same farmers to assist
them in adopting adaptation measures. Currently 2 extension services are functional and 3 more are being
established with the support of the project. Within this context, it is recommended to conduct a review of
existing community-based sustainable land management practices for farmers and pastoralists in Uzbekistan
and in Central Asia as well as a review of international best practices and also the review of mechanisms —
mostly extension services - to promote these practices to communities.

Who: Project Management Team

Recommendation 4: It is recommended to review and revised some targets to more achievable level.

Issue to Address

Most targets are too ambitious, including some targets embedded in output statements such as output 2.1, 2.2,
2.3 and 3.1. These ambitious targets include: at least 40,000 Dekhan farmers have adopted climate resilient
conservation agriculture practices and water saving irrigation practices on 80,000 ha; over 70,000 ha of arid
land of Karakalpakstan is covered with saksaul and tamarix plantations; 40% of targeted dekhan farmers have
established horticulture greenhouses on 20,000 ha of farms; at least 20,000 people organized in at least 10
cooperatives at the Khokimiyat and Makhalla levels. It is not clear how the project can have this reach,
particularly when considering that there are no existing extension services in place to strengthen and that as
part of its implementation strategy, the project also needs to establish such services. It is anticipated that the
project will not meet these targets by May 2020.

At this point, one dilemma facing the project is to decide if it is better to reach out broadly to farming and
pastoral communities in Karakalpakstan to raise their awareness on the need to adapt to climate change and
what they can do about it or to focus more on demonstrating and piloting an extension service in smaller areas
such as the current five pilot districts with the goal of maximizing the number of farming and pastoral

3 A good discussion on “understanding extension” can be found on the FAO website at
http://www.fao.org/docrep/t0060e/TO060E03.htm#Extension%20and%20education and on the “role of extension services” on the
IFAD website at https://www.ifad.org/topic/resource/tags/rainfed agriculture/2088038
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communities adopting these measures in these areas; i.e. as opposed to a broader approach to raise awareness
but less on the adoption (a change process) of adaptation measures. It is recommended to review carefully
these targets within the strategic context of the project moving forward — particularly the focus on
developing/piloting an extension service (see recommendation #1) - and identify appropriate and achievable
targets by the end of the project. If targets are revised, some indicators in the “Result Tracker” of the PPRs
will also need to be revised.

Who: Project Management Team, Project Board and UNDP

Stakeholders confirm that the current targets set at the outset of the project are very ambitious and will not be
achieved with only this project supported activities. To be achieved, they will require the support of other
similar projects in the years to come. In the meantime, regarding the focus on increasing the forest cover of
the Aral seabed by 70,000ha, stakeholders mentioned the importance of the project to partner with other key
stakeholders such as the State Forestry Committee and IFAS (International Fund for saving the Aral Sea).
There is currently an initiative underway to develop a framework agreement in which the project should be
part of it. Pulling resources together through this agreement could lead to good results reclaiming forest cover
to lead to sand stabilization and soil desalinization.

Recommendation 5: It is recommended to extend the project until the AF grant will be expended.

Issue to Address

As of the end of September 2017, total project expenditures amount to about USD 1.06M representing only
21% of the AF grant versus 56% of the project timeline. When considering the average burning rate of the first
40 months of implementation of USD 26,420 per month and the remaining budget of USD 3.93M, it is doubtful
that the AF grant will be fully expended by the end of the project in May 2020; the project monthly
expenditures would need to increase five-fold. This low disbursement is partly due to the fact that this project
had to face 2 critical delays: one at the start-up phase due to a longer than expected time to sign the project
document; and the second delay estimated at 6 months due to the delayed transfer of the second tranche of the
AF grant to UNDP Uzbekistan.

In the meantime, according to the “Adaptation Fund Policy fore Project/Programme Delay (Amended in
October 2017)” — Article 3.1, the starting date of a project is the first day of the project’s inception workshop
(Decision B.18/29)*, which would be October 22, 2014 for this AF project. Moreover, according to Article 14
of this policy “an implementing entity may request for a project extension beyond the original completion date
for up to 18 months for a concrete adaptation project if (i) no additional funds are required; (ii) the project’s
originally approved scope will not change; and (iii) the entity provides reasons and justifications for the
extension”. According to Article 13, a project extension must be approved by the AF Board and that any
request for additional time must be done through the submission of a request for a time extension using the AF
template appended to the policy. Finally, according to Article 12, any delays should be reported through the
PPRs.

Considering the above, it is recommended to review the starting date according to the AF policy and report
this in the next PPR. It is also recommended to extend the project for at least 6 to 9 months corresponding to
the implementation delays occurred so far. However, the exact duration of the time extension should be decided
closer to the termination date of the project. It is proposed to review the timeline during the last quarter of
2018 when more detailed financial information will be available, including the remaining budget from the AF
grant and submit a time extension request to the AF by November 2018.

Who: Project Management Team, Project Board and UNDP

Stakeholders confirm the proposal to extend the project implementation period (time extension) without
changing the approved budget. They also suggested a 6 to 9 months extension, which should comply with the
requirements of the AF and UNDP and submitted during the last quarter of 2018.

4 AF Policy for Project/Programme Delay (Amended in October 2017) - Article 3.1: For concrete adaptation projects/programmes the
Board decided to consider the start date the first day of the project/programme’s inception workshop (Decision B.18/29).
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Recommendation 6: It is recommended to support Uzhydromet in making weather information and
forecasts and climate change models available to farming and pastoral communities.

Issue to Address

The project is making good progress under outcome 1; it is contributing to strengthen the capacity of
Uzhydromet by investing in better equipment to collect weather data and also by supporting the organization
in developing weather forecast and models to assess climate change impacts. As per the World Meteorological
Organization, investments in this area bring socio-economic benefits; all economic studies have consistently
concluded with benefit-cost ratios greater than one. However, it is also clear that these services do not generate
economic and social value unless users benefit from decisions as a result of the information provided.
Therefore, in order to optimize the investments made in this area, it is recommended that the project focuses
in making weather information and forecast and climate change models available to farming and pastoral
communities (users). A feasibility study may be needed to assess the user needs related to weather information
and to assess the potential bottlenecks that may exist to make this information readily available, such as public
access to this type of information.

Who: Project Management Team, Project Board and Uzhydromet

Stakeholders confirm the need to give access to hydro-meteorological information to farming communities.
Furthermore, consideration should be given to the development of a portal/platform for hosting hydro-
meteorological, agro-meteorological, climatic data, statistical data, forecast information and information on
the risk of dangerous hydro-meteorological events with varying levels of detail and access levels. The purpose
of such an information portal/platform would be to create an information-base for assessing the likely damage
from hazardous hydro-meteorological events and justify the inclusion of adaptation measures to reduce
potential climate related damages in the country's economic development plans.

Recommendation 7: It is recommended to conduct a gender analysis in the five pilots.

Issue to Address

Gender considerations were not included in the design of this project and no specific sections discuss gender
aspects of the project in the project document. In the meantime, the project team reports gender disaggregated
data in PPRs. One indicator is singularly targeting women: “Number of female lead horticulture greenhouses
established” but no quantitative target is set for this indicator. Considering that the project is targeting different
groups of farmers (commercial farmers, dekhan farmers and small plot owners), it is recommended that the
project conducts a gender analysis in the pilot areas to better understand gender roles and gender issues in
farming and pastoral communities. It is recommended to conduct this analysis sooner than later, in order to
provide critical information for the development of greenhouses as anticipated in the strategy of the project.

Who: Project Management Team and Project Board

Recommendation 8: It is recommended to organize “Open Farmers’ Days” on pilots to bring national
and regional decision makers and farmers/pastoralists together, observing field results and exchanging
knowledge.

Issue to Address

The success of outcome 2 and 3 will depend mostly on the capacity of the project to reach out to farming and
pastoral communities. Additionally, as a project it is crucial to build along the way the capacity of
organizations such as Uzhydromet, Council of Farmers, local authorities, and also decision makers from
ministries at regional and national levels. In addition to workshops and other training events, it is recommended
to organize “Open Farmers’ Days”, where decision makers, local authorities, researchers, Council of Farmers
representatives and of course farmers and pastoralists come together to visit, observe, exchange and share
knowledge in the field. This is an excellent approach to acquire knowledge, build trust among stakeholders
(farmers-local/regional organizations-national organizations), which should also lead to more adoption of
climate change adaptation measures.

Who: Project Management Team and Project Board

Feedback from stakeholders confirm the recommendation to organize “Open days of farmers and forestry
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workers” in the project pilot districts bringing decision-makers together with farmers to share experiences
and knowledge, including results obtained in the field.

Recommendation 9: It confirms the Project Board decision to adapt the management structure
ensuring more project presence in Karakalpakstan.

Issue to Address

Despite the current adequate management arrangements for the implementation of the project with an office
in Tashkent focusing on outcome 1 and 4 and one office in Nukus focusing on outcome 2 and 3, it is expected
that more project presence and effort is needed in the Karakalpakstan region in the near future to undertake
more activities in the region, particularly reaching out to farmers and pastoralists. The Project Board has
already reviewed this question and made the decision to change the current position of the project manager of
the UN Joint Programme into a combined position taken also the responsibilities for coordinating the activities
under outcome 2 and 3 of this project. The Reviewing Team confirm this decision that is being implemented
since January 2017.

Who: Project Management Team and Project Board

Recommendation 10: It is recommended to add three more risks to the risk log of the project and
report their status yearly.

Issue to Address

The review of the risk log revealed that the risks identified at the outset of the project are not comprehensive
enough. They cover some good risk areas but the nature of this type of project has additional risks. It is
recommended to add three (3) risks to the risk log of the project and report their respective status yearly through
the PPRs. There are:
o A change in political support for promoting and integrating adaptation measures into the
agricultural sector — (low);

o Insufficient capacity development and practical know-how within key state institutions and local
authorities by the end of the project to allow sustainability of project achievements — (medium);
° Implement legislative changes in a timely manner that are required to develop an adequate

enabling environment for the promotion and use of adaptation measures — (low).

Who: Project Management Team and UNDP

Recommendation 11: It is recommended to carefully monitor the project management expenditures,
aiming to meet the target of the approved AF budget of 7.2% by the end of the project.

Issue to Address

As of the end of September 2017, the ratio project management costs over total expenditures is about 20%.
That is high and it needs to decrease to a more acceptable level. It is recommended to carefully monitor this
ratio and implement measures to bring this ratio down to a more acceptable level aiming at meeting the ratio
of 7.2% of total expenditures by the end of the project as per the approved AF budget.

Who: Project Management Team, Project Board and UNDP

1.4. MTR Ratings and Achievement Summary Table

Below is the rating table as requested in the TORs. It includes the required performance criteria rated as per
the rating scales presented in Annex 10 of this report. Supportive information is also provided throughout this
report in the respective sections.

Table 2: MTR Ratings and Achievement Summary Table

Measure MTR Rating Achievement Description

Project Strategy N/A

Progress Towards Results
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Measure MTR Rating Achievement Description

The objective is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets

Objective Achievement: MS but with significant shortcomings.

Outcome 1 Achievement: s The outcome is expected. to achieve most of its end-of-project targets,
with only minor shortcomings.

Outcome 2 Achievement: MS The quthmg is expected to gchleve most of its end-of-project targets
but with significant shortcomings.

Outcome 3 Achievement: MS The quthmg is expected to gchleve most of its end-of-project targets
but with significant shortcomings.

Outcome 4 Achievement: s The outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets,

with only minor shortcomings.

Implementation of most of the seven components — management
arrangements, work planning, finance and co-finance, project-level
monitoring and evaluation systems, stakeholder engagement,
reporting, and communications — is leading to efficient and effective
project implementation and adaptive management except for only few
that are subject to remedial action.

Project Implementation &
Adaptive Management

Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some outcomes will be
Sustainability ML sustained due to the progress towards results on outcomes at the
Midterm Evaluation

Important Note: The ratings given above under “Progress Towards Results” are based on findings from this
MTR measured against (too?) ambitious targets as identified in the project document (see discussion on
these targets in Section 4.3.5).
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2. CONTEXT AND OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT®

1. Uzbekistan is a lower middle income, resource rich, doubly-landlocked country, strategically located in
the heart of Central Asia. It is bounded by Kazakhstan to the north and west, Turkmenistan and Afghanistan
to the south, and Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan to the east. Its total land area is 448,900 km2, of which 78% are
plains, and 22% are mountains and mountainous valleys. The population is over 32.6M people®, despite steady
economic growth in the last decade, the impact of economic growth on improving livelihoods has been
inadequate with a growing gap between urban areas and rural areas, where about half of the population is
concentrated. 26.9% of labor-aged population is involved in the agriculture sector, and the share of this sector
plus forestry and fisheries into the national GDP remains high though it declined during the recent decade
(33.4% in 1990 to 18.1% in 2016 and 19.2% in 2017). As a result, the dependence on agriculture makes the
country highly sensitive to climate variability and long-term climate change.

2. Most of the country is characterized by aridity — according to the UNEP aridity index. Uzbekistan’s
territory is classified as a drought zone, susceptible to land degradation and desertification. Since 1951, there
has been an observed trend of warming within Uzbekistan. The considerable variation in current climate across
the country suggests that regions and oblasts will find themselves subject to different impacts under future
climate change, and thus adaptation responses will need to vary country-wide. These localized variations
highlight the need for improved local data for improved forecasting and climate modeling.

3. Water resource management is a key development challenge in Uzbekistan. Demand continues to rise
and climate variability and climate change impacts are likely to reduce the water supply. Freshwater sources
in Uzbekistan consist of surface runoff of rivers, glaciers, groundwater, lakes and dams. However, almost 90%
of the country’s water resources originate from mountain catchments located in neighboring countries.
Regional water-sharing is, therefore, a major constraining factor to sustainable water supply in Uzbekistan.
Water use by the agriculture sector from surface water sources constitutes 93% of overall water use, and it is
mostly coming from two major river systems: the Amu Darya and the Syr Darya, both of which flow into the
Avral Sea. Some years, all the water available in these two rivers is used for irrigation, leaving no water to flow
into the Aral Sea. In the meantime, water is used in an unsustainable way and wasted due to ageing irrigation
infrastructure. As a result, water shortages are common in Uzbekistan, including in the Karakalpakstan region
where villages are, some years, being left without water and need to be relocated or provisioned in water.

4, Irrigated land forms the basis of agriculture in Uzbekistan, which is a sector representing about 17.6%
of the national GDP. Up to 80% of the food required by the population is currently produced in the country. A
major cause of declining agricultural productivity is inappropriate irrigation and under-maintained drainage
systems, which together increase salinization and water logging and undermine the fertility of arable land. This
degradation of the resource base is estimated to cost approximately $1 billion annually in foregone economic
output. Livestock production is a primary source of investment for many people in Uzbekistan, as livestock is
a favored investment; however, productivity of this activity is decreasing and negatively impacted by climate
change with reduction of pasture productivity including overgrazing of marginal land particularly concentrated
in the vicinity of settlements and around wells. Agriculture is indeed identified as the most vulnerable sector
to the anticipated impacts of climate change. The Third National Communication (TNC) of Uzbekistan states
that climate change is likely to cause a shrinkage of agricultural land as a result of a rise in land salinization
exacerbated by higher evaporation rates, intensified land degradation and desertification processes, severe
water shortages, leading to the reduction in agricultural crop productivity and yields, as well as the reduction
of cattle breeding through the decrease of pastures productivity, which may affect negatively national food
security.

5. At the time of the formulation of this project and in addition to the negative impacts due to climate
variability and change, the outdated policies, legislation and minimal government support in the form of
extension advice on land management practices are also contributing to the degradation of the environment’.

5 Information in this section has been summarized from the project document, which was formulated during the period 2010-2013.

6 https://www.uzdaily.com/articles-id-42339.htm

7 The Review Team noted that major transformational reforms of the agriculture sector are currently under way. The development of
a strategy for reforming the agricultural sector is including in the State Program for 2018. Additionally, Uzbekistan obtained a loan
from IBRD (January 2018 - $500M) to expand access to domestic and global markets as well as to improve the productivity of farmers
and agribusinesses in the horticulture sector.
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As agriculture was still largely state-controlled and governed by government policy or state decrees, the legacy
of centralized policies in water management and agricultural practices, which were not suitable for local
circumstances and resource availability, were also contributing factors to environmental degradation. It was
compounded by obsolete agriculture practices that have remained similar to those used during the Soviet era.
Farmers and pastoralists in the downstream, most arid regions such as Karakalpakstan have been particularly
vulnerable, as they often receive no water from the upstream regions, especially during dry seasons.
Karakalpakstan is the poorest and most vulnerable region to climate change in Uzbekistan. It occupies an area
of about 166,600km?; a third of the country’s total area.

6. The analysis conducted for the formulation of this project identified four main barriers to be addressed
in order to adapt to climate change. They are:

. Barrier 1: Paradoxically, a country for which agriculture is such an important sector does not
have a systematic extension service provided to its over 100,000 agricultural and pastoral farms.
Furthermore, the extension services which do exist tend to favor larger farmers. Finally, extension
advice does not currently take a climate change adaptation perspective.

. Barrier 2: There is no comprehensive early warning system in place to guide water allocation
and crop and pasture planning and management. Despite the strong capacity of Uzhydromet, the
state department of Uzbekistan, high resolution, tailored forecast products are not readily
available to potential users; sectorial ministries, various local authorities with land management
responsibilities and farmers.

. Barrier 3: Despite numerous pilot initiatives that demonstrate good agriculture and natural
resource management practices, there is no government policy or financial incentives for the
large-scale adoption of measures with strong adaptation value.

. Barrier 4: There are no integrated land use planning and policies for landscape level rehabilitation
and sustainable land management to allow for the functional integrity of the arid landscapes and
hence greater resilience to climate change impacts.

7. This project has been developed to overcome these existing barriers. Its objective is “to develop climate
resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically
Karakalpakstan”. Tt will be achieved through the delivery of four (4) expected outcomes and 14 outputs (see
more detailed about the project strategy in Annex 2):
1. The institutional and technical capacity for drought management and early warning developed
2. Climate resilient farming practices established on subsistence dekhan farms
3. Landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention improves
climate resilience of over 1,000,000 ha of land
4. Knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid lands
generated and widely available

8. This is a project supported by UNDP, the Adaptation Fund (AF), and the Government of Uzbekistan. It
is funded by a grant from the AF of USD 4,990,878, and a cash contribution from UNDP of USD 200,000.
The project started in June 2014 and its duration is 6 years. It is implemented under the “National
Implementation Modality (NIM)”. The implementing partner is the Centre of Hydro-meteorological Service
under the Ministry of Emergency Situations since 2017 (formerly it was under the Cabinet of Ministers of the
Republic of Uzbekistan). Other parties include Council of Ministers of the Republic Karakalpakstan, State
Committee for Ecology and Environment (which was restructured and renamed in 2017 from the State
Committee for Nature Protection), Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Water Resources (one ministry was
separated to two ministries in 2018), Ministry of Economy, State Committee for Land, Geodesy, Cartography
and State Cadaster. The project has been implementing pilots in selected districts within the Karakalpakstan
region: Kegeyli, Kanlikul, Chimbay, and Takhtakupir districts.

3.  EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
9. This mid-term review - a requirement of UNDP and AF procedures - has been initiated by UNDP

Uzbekistan the Commissioning Unit and the AF Implementing Agency for this project. This review provides
an in-depth assessment of project achievements and progress towards its objectives and outcomes.
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3.1. Objectives

10. The objective of the MTR was to assess progress towards the achievement of the project objectives and
outcomes as specified in the Project Document and Project Inception Report, and assess early signs of project
success or failure with the goal of identifying possible changes to be made in order to keep/set the project on-
track to achieve its intended results. The MTR also reviewed the project’s strategy and its risks to
sustainability.

3.2. Scope
11. Asindicated in the TORs for this MTR (see Annex 3), the scope of this review covered four categories
of project progress, in accordance with the “Guidance for Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported,

GEF-Financed Projects”. A summary of the scope of this MTR is presented below:

A. Project Strategy:

Project Design
o Review the problem addressed by the project and the underlying assumptions;
o Review the relevance of the project strategy and assess whether it provides the most effective route
towards expected/intended results;
Review how the project addresses country priorities.
Review country ownership;
Review decision-making processes;
¢ Review the extent to which relevant gender issues were raised in the project design;
Results Framework/Log-frame:
e Undertake a critical analysis of the project’s log-frame indicators and targets;
e Review the project’s objectives and outcomes or components and how feasible they can be reached
within the project’s time frame;
e Examine if progress so far has led to, or could in the future catalyse beneficial development effects
that should be included in the project results framework and monitored on an annual basis;
o Ensure broader development and gender aspects of the project are being monitored effectively.

B. Progress Towards Results

Progress Towards Outcomes Analysis:

o Review the log-frame indicators against progress made towards the end-of-project targets using the
Progress Towards Results Matrix presented in the TORs and following the Guidance for Conducting
Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects;

o Compare and analyse the AF Results Tracker within the PPR at the Baseline with the one completed
right before the MTR;

¢ |dentify remaining barriers to achieving the project objective in the remainder of the project;
By reviewing the aspects of the project that have already been successful, identify ways in which the
project can further expand these benefits.

C. Project Implementation and Adaptive Management

Management Arrangements:
o Review overall effectiveness of project management as outlined in the Project Document;
o Review the quality of execution of the Executing Agency/Implementing Partner(s) and recommend
areas for improvement;
¢ Review the quality of support provided by the GEF Partner Agency (UNDP) and recommend areas
for improvement.
Work Planning:
o Review any delays in project start-up and implementation;
o Review how Results-Based Management is being implemented:;
e Examine the use of the project’s results framework/ log-frame as a management tool.
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Finance and co-finance:
o Consider the financial management of the project, including cost-effectiveness;
o Review the changes to fund allocations as a result of budget revisions and assess the appropriateness
and relevance of such revisions.
o Does the project have the appropriate financial controls, including reporting and planning, that allow
management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for timely flow of funds?
¢ Informed by the co-financing monitoring table to be filled out, provide commentary on co-financing:
is co-financing being used strategically to help the objectives of the project? Is the Project Team
meeting with all co-financing partners regularly in order to align financing priorities and annual work
plans?
Project-level Monitoring and Evaluation Systems:
o Review the monitoring tools currently being used,;
o Examine the financial management of the project monitoring and evaluation budget.
o Review all the project pilots and evaluate the proposals made under each pilot projects.
Stakeholder Engagement:
e Review project partnerships with direct and tangential stakeholders;
o Review stakeholder participation and country-driven project implementation processes;
e Review public awareness.
Reporting:
o Assess the concepts and strategies of the pilot plots being implemented in five targeted districts;
o Assess how adaptive management changes have been reported by the project management and shared
with the Project Board.
e Assess the project progress reporting function and how well it fulfils AF reporting requirements;
o Assess how lessons derived from the adaptive management process have been documented, shared
with key partners and internalized by partners.
Communications:
¢ Review internal project communication with stakeholders;
e Review external project communication;

D. Sustainability

¢ Validate whether the risks identified in the Project Document, Annual Project Review/PPRs and the
ATLAS Risk Management Module are the most important and whether the risk ratings applied are
appropriate and up to date;

o Assess risks to sustainability in term of financial risks, socio-economic risks, institutional framework
and governance risks, and environmental risks.

3.3. Methodology

12. The methodology that was used to conduct this mid-term review complies with international criteria and
professional norms and standards; including the norms and standards adopted by the UN Evaluation Group
(UNEG).

3.3.1. Overall Approach

13. The review was conducted in accordance with the guidance, rules and procedures established by UNDP
and AF and as reflected in the UNDP “Guidance for Conducting Mid-Term Reviews of UNDP-supported,
GEF-Financed Projects®”, and the UNEG Standards and Norms for Evaluation in the UN System. The review
was undertaken in-line with principles which are: independence, impartiality, transparency, disclosure,
ethical, partnership, competencies/capacities, credibility and utility. The process promoted accountability for
the achievement of project objectives and promoted learning, feedback and knowledge sharing on results and
lessons learned among the project’s partners and beyond.

8 UNDP Evaluation Office, 2012, Project-Level Evaluation — Guidance for Conducting Mid-Term Review of UNDP-Supported,
GEF-Financed Projects.
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14. The Reviewing Team developed review tools in accordance with UNDP and AF policies and guidelines
to ensure an effective project review. The review was conducted and findings are structured around five major
evaluation criteria; which are also the five internationally accepted evaluation criteria set out by the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). There are:

e Relevance relates to an overall assessment of whether the project is in keeping with donors and
partner policies, with national and local needs and priorities as well as with its design.

e Effectiveness is a measure of the extent to which formally agreed expected project results (outcomes)
have been achieved, or can be expected to be achieved.

e Efficiency is a measure of the productivity of the project intervention process, i.e. to what degree the
outcomes achieved derive from efficient use of financial, human and material resources. In principle,
it means comparing outcomes and outputs against inputs.

e Impacts are the long-term results of the project and include both positive and negative consequences,
whether these are foreseen and expected, or not.

e Sustainability is an indication of whether the outcomes (end of project results) and the positive
impacts (long term results) are likely to continue after the project ends.

15. In addition to the UNDP and AF guidance for reviewing projects, the Reviewing Team applied to this
mandate their knowledge of review methodologies and approaches and their expertise in sustainable land
management and more generally in environmental management issues. They also applied several
methodological principles such as (i) Validity of information: multiple measures and sources were sought out
to ensure that the results are accurate and valid; (ii) Integrity: Any issue with respect to conflict of interest,
lack of professional conduct or misrepresentation were immediately referred to the client if needed; and (iii)
Respect and anonymity: All participants had the right to provide information in confidence.

16. The evaluation was conducted following a set of steps presented in the table below:

Table 3: Steps Used to Conduct the Review

I. Review Documents and Prepare Mission Ill. Analyze Information

= Start-up teleconference/finalize assignment work plan | ® In-depth analysis and interpretation of data collected
= Collect and review project documents " Follow-up interviews (where necessary)

= Draft and submit Inception Report = Draft and submit draft evaluation report

" Prepare mission: agenda and logistic

Il. Mission / Collect Information IV. Einalize Review Report

® Fact-findings mission to Uzbekistan = Circulate draft report to UNDP-AF and relevant

= |nterview key Stakeholders and conduct field visits stakeholders

= Further collect project related documents " |ntegrate comments and submit final Review Report
n

Mission debriefings / Presentation of key findings

17.  Finally, the Reviewing Team signed and applied the “Code of Conduct” for Review Consultants (see
Annex 4). The Reviewing Team conducted review activities, which were independent, impartial and rigorous.
This MTR clearly contributed to learning and accountability and the Reviewing Team has personal and
professional integrity and was guided by propriety in the conduct of their business.

3.3.2. Review Instruments

18. The review provides evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. Findings were
triangulated through the concept of “multiple lines of evidence” using several review tools and gathering
information from different types of stakeholders and different levels of management. To conduct this review
the following review instruments were used:

Review Matrix: A review matrix was developed based on the review scope presented in the TOR, the
project log-frame and the review of key project documents (see Annex 5). This matrix is structured along
the five evaluation criteria and includes all review questions; including the scope presented in the
guidance. The matrix provided overall directions for the review and was used as a basis for interviewing
people and reviewing project documents.
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Documentation Review: The Reviewing Team conducted a documentation review in Canada and in
Uzbekistan (see Annex 6). In addition to being a main source of information, documents were also used
to prepare the fact-findings mission in Uzbekistan. A list of documents was identified during the start-
up phase and further searches were done through the web and contacts. The list of documents was
completed during the fact-findings mission.

Interview Guide: Based on the review matrix, an interview guide was developed (see Annex 7) to solicit
information from stakeholders. As part of the participatory approach, the Reviewing Team ensured that
all parties viewed this tool as balanced, unbiased, and structured.

Mission Agenda: An agenda for the fact-findings mission in Uzbekistan was developed during the
preparatory phase (see Annex 8). The list of Stakeholders to be interviewed was reviewed, ensuring it
represents all project Stakeholders. Then, interviews were planned in advance of the mission with the
objective to have a well-organized and planned mission to ensure a broad scan of Stakeholders’ views
during the limited time allocated to the fact-findings mission.

Interviews: Stakeholders were interviewed (see Annex 9). The semi-structured interviews were
conducted using the interview guide adapted for each interview. All interviews were conducted in person
with some follow up using emails when needed. Confidentiality was guaranteed to the interviewees and
the findings were incorporated in the final report.

Field Visits: As per the TORs, visits to project sites were conducted during the mission of the Reviewing
Team in Uzbekistan; including project sites in the Karakalpakstan region. It ensured that the Reviewing
Team had direct primary sources of information from the field and project end-users (beneficiaries). It
gave opportunities to the Reviewing Team to observe project achievements and obtain views from
stakeholders and beneficiaries at the local/rural levels.

Achievement Rating: The Reviewing Team rated project achievements according to the guidance
provided in the TORs. It included a six-point rating scale to measure progress towards results and project
implementation and adaptive management and a four-point rating scale for sustainability (see Annex
10).

3.4. Limitations and Constraints

19. The approach for this mid-term review is based on a planned level of effort of 25 days for each
Consultant. It comprised an 8-day mission to Uzbekistan to interview key stakeholders, collect evaluative
evidence; including visits of project sites in the Karakalpakstan region where the project support activities.
Within the context of these resources, the independent Reviewing Team was able to conduct a detailed
assessment of actual results against expected results and successfully ascertained whether the project will meet
its main objective - as laid down in the project document - and whether the project initiatives are, or are likely
to be, sustainable after completion of the project. The Reviewing Team also made recommendations for any
necessary corrections and adjustments to the overall project work plan and timetable and also for reinforcing
the long-term sustainability of project achievements.
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4. EVALUATION FINDINGS

20.  This section presents the findings of this MTR adhering to the basic structure proposed in the TOR and
as reflected in the UNDP project review guidance.

4.1. Project Strategy

21. This section discusses the assessment of the project strategy — including its relevance - and its overall
design in the context of Uzbekistan.

4.1.1. Project Design

22.  As discussed in Section 2 above, agricultural productivity in Uzbekistan is declining due to
inappropriate irrigation and under-maintained drainage systems, which together increase salinization and water
logging and undermine the fertility of arable land. Irrigated land forms the basis of agriculture in Uzbekistan,
which is a sector representing about 17.6% of the national GDP. This degradation of the resource base has
been estimated to cost approximately $1 billion annually in foregone economic output. As per the Third
National Communication (TNC) of Uzbekistan, agriculture is indeed identified as the most vulnerable sector
to the anticipated impacts of climate change. At the outset of this project and in addition to the negative impacts
due to climate variability and change, the outdated policies, legislation and minimal government support in the
form of extension advice to farmers were also contributing to the degradation of the environment. The legacy
of centralized policies in water management was also a contributing factor to environmental degradation,
which was compounded by obsolete agriculture practices that have remained similar to those used during the
Soviet era.

23.  As a result, farmers and pastoralists in the downstream, most arid regions such as Karakalpakstan are
particularly vulnerable, as they often receive no water from the upstream regions, especially during dry
seasons. Karakalpakstan is the poorest and most vulnerable region to climate change in Uzbekistan. It occupies
about 166,600 km?2 area, about a third of the country’s total land area.

24. Inorder to address the root-causes of the of the decrease in agricultural productivity and adapt to climate
change, four main barriers were identified at the outset of this project:

. There is no systematic extension service available to over 100,000 agricultural and pastoral
farms in Uzbekistan. Those services, which do exist tend to favor larger farmers and do not take
a climate change adaptation perspective;

. There is no comprehensive early warning system in place to guide water allocation and crop and
pasture planning and management. No tailored forecast products are readily available;
particularly to farmers;

. There is no government policy nor financial incentives for large-scale adoption of adaptation
measures, despite numerous pilot initiatives that demonstrated good agriculture and natural
resource management practices,

. There are no integrated land use planning and policies for landscape level rehabilitation and
sustainable land management to allow for the functional integrity of the arid landscapes and
hence greater resilience to climate change impacts.

25.  The project was designed with a strong lead from Uzhydromet in collaboration with UNDP Uzbekistan
and the financial support from the Adaptation Fund (AF). The strategy was developed with the aim to
overcome these existing barriers; focusing on the Karakalpakstan region by “developing climate resilience of
farming and pastoral communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan”
(Project objective). The mid-term review confirms that the project is a response to these barriers through a
‘four-pronged’ approach: (a) by developing the institutional and technical capacity for drought risk
management and early warning systems; (b) by establishing climate resilient farming practices on subsistence
dekhan farms in the Karakalpakstan region; (c) by improving the climate resilience of 1,042,094 ha of land
through landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention; and (d) by
generating and distributing widely knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems
in arid lands.
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26.  This project is fully relevant for Uzbekistan. The design was to support the government to improve its
hydro-meteorological monitoring infrastructure, which will serve as the backbone for a drought early warning
system as well as providing better weather data to develop weather forecasts and models to assess climate
change impacts. The project was also to support the development of a suite of adaptive multi-benefit agronomic
practices for crops and livestock; ranging from conservation agriculture through horticultural greenhouses and
pasture management. Under its third component, the project was to support the development of a participatory
scenario-based land use plan; seeking to reduce the impacts of higher temperatures and lower rainfall on crop
productivity through large scale plantations of trees. Finally, key lessons from the project were to be monitored,
documented and disseminated to maximize the impact of the project and the sustainability of its achievements.

27. At the time of the design, the project reflected the priorities stated by the governments of Uzbekistan
and Karakalpakstan. It also integrated the results of the review of what had and had not worked in Uzbekistan
and the region as well as being cognizant of social and market tends and the general evidence of an effective
aridification through climate change effects. Its aim is to put Karakalpakstan - the most vulnerable region of
Uzbekistan - on a more solid footing in terms of identifying the local effects of climate change and taking these
into account in land management decisions at various levels and in implementing new agricultural practices
for both crops and livestock, and more efficient water management practices as measures to adapt to climate
change, improving the resilience and livelihood of local communities. It was anticipated that by increasing the
capacity to model climate change impacts and take them into account in land use planning, as well as by
improving a better understanding of these impacts at the farmers’ level through an improved extension service,
it will increase the adaptive capacity of the region to identify and implement climate change adaptation
solutions in the future and, by extension, inspire similar activities elsewhere in the country.

28. Inthe meantime, since the start-up of this project and particularly since the arrival of the new President
of Uzbekistan, major reforms are underway in the agriculture sector. The assessment conducted by the
Reviewing Team for this mid-term review revealed that, within this new context of reforms of the agriculture
sector, the project is even more relevant today than at the outset of the project; it is well aligned to several
recently adopted Decrees and programmes; it includes:

Cabinet of Ministers Decree No. N311 adopted on November 3, 2015: Measures to further improve the
provision of agricultural and water sectors with highly qualified personnel with higher education

29. This Decree provides legal provision for the creation of the center of educational and industrial practice
under the structure of the Agrarian University. It also approved proposal from the Ministry of Agriculture and
Council of Farmers to create regional centers (in the form of state unitary enterprises) placed within higher
educational institutions for agriculture and water management for advance training of specialists and farmers.

Cabinet of Ministers Decree Nol18 adopted on April 21, 2016: Measures for the effective organization of a
system of retraining and advanced training for managers and specialists of farm enterprises

30. The aim of this Decree is - within the context of the reforms of the agricultural sector - to increase the
professional knowledge of farm managers and specialists for the development of farming, and effectively
implementing best farming practices and modern methods of management and marketing in agriculture. The
Ministry of Finance annually, beginning in 2016, should allocate necessary funds from the Extra Budgetary
Fund for Reconstruction to strengthen the material and technical base of regional centers and professional
colleges providing retraining and advanced training of farmers and specialists. This allocation should be based
on justified calculations from the former Ministry of Agriculture and Water (now separated into two ministries)
as well as the Ministry of Higher and Secondary Special Education. These training courses are to be held in
regional centers placed within higher educational institutions for agriculture and water management and with
the involvement of the faculty of these institutions. The programme of these training sessions is to be approved
by the Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of Water Resources and the higher educational institutions for
agriculture and water management. These regional centers are to conduct these training sessions on a paid
basis for participants.

State Programme for the Development of the Aral Sea Region 2017-2021 adopted by Presidential Decree
No. III-2731 on January 18, 2017

31. This state programme was approved by the government through the Cabinet of Ministers Decree No.15
adopted on January 17, 2017 on additional measures for improvement of socio-economic condition of people
living in Karakalpakstan. The programme aims at providing socio-economic development aid for the Aral Sea
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basin seeking to improve the living conditions and quality of life of the region's population. The programme
includes measures such as create new jobs, increase the investment attractiveness of the region, develop the
water supply system, sewerage, sanitation and waste disposal, improve living conditions of the population and
develop the transport, engineering and communication infrastructure of settlements. The action plan to
implement this programme is composed of 67 projects worth 8.422 trillion soms ($2.58 billion). To ensure a
reliable and stable financing of the implementation of these measures, a fund for the development of the Aral
Sea basin is to be created under the Ministry of Finance.

Presidential Decree NeUP-4947 adopted on February 7, 2017: Strategy of Actions for the Further
Development of the Republic of Uzbekistan.

32. Theyear 2017 in the Republic of Uzbekistan was declared as the "Year of Dialogue with the People and
Human Interest”. This Decree approved the Uzbekistan’s Strategy for Further Development 2017-2021. It also
legislated the formation of a National Commission to oversee the implementation of this Strategy and declared
this Strategy as the main priority for all government bodies and officials.

Uzbekistan's Strategy for Further Development 2017-2021

33.  The purpose of the Strategy for the period 2017-2021 is to raise the efficiency of reforms, create the
conditions to ensure a comprehensive and accelerated national development, and set the priority paths for the
country's modernization and liberalization. The Strategy includes five priority areas:

. Improving the system of state and social construction: strengthening democratic reforms and
modernization of the country;
. Ensuring the rule of law and reforming the judicial system: strengthening the independence of

the judiciary and protection of civil rights and freedoms;
. Development and liberalization of the economy: raising competitiveness and openness;

. Development of the social sphere: gradual increase of wages, pensions and benefits, creation of
jobs, etc.;
. Ensuring security, inter-ethnic harmony and religious tolerance, implementation of balanced,

mutually beneficial and constructive foreign policy: strengthening the independence and
sovereignty of the state, creating a security belt around Uzbekistan, stability and good neighborly
relations.

Presidential Decree No. N2966 adopted on May 11, 2017: Organization of activities of the State Committee
of the Republic of Uzbekistan on Forestry

34. This Decree reorganizes the Forestry Department of the Ministry of Agriculture into a separate State
Committee on Forestry. It also stipulated its functions, including expansion of forests, production of seedlings,
provision of areas for grazing and production of agricultural products; production of beekeeping products,
fisheries, livestock and industry, as well as provision of paid services to the population in the context of state
forestry. It obligates Agrobank to provide soft loans; update the educational curriculum to respond to the
emerging needs of the forestry sector. Finally, it obligates the new committee to collect proposals on financing
sources and projects on plantations to protect land against wind and water erosion.

Presidential Decree No. UP-5199 adopted on October 9, 2017: Measures to improve the system for
protecting the rights and legitimate interests of farmers, dekhan farms and household landowners, efficient
use of agricultural acreage.

35.  This Decree improves the legislation for protecting the rights and legitimate interests of farmers, dekhan
farms and household landowners. It defines the tasks of the state, local authorities and self-governing bodies
of citizens to ensure the effective use of crop areas and to strengthen their responsibility. It creates favorable
conditions for multi-sectoral farms and strengthens measures for state support. It ensures financial
sustainability of farmers through the introduction of market mechanisms in supply chains. Through the
provision of information on modern technologies, the decree seeks to increase the knowledge and experience
of landowners. In accordance with the decision of the Conference of the Council of Farmers, the Decree
legislate the change of this Council into the Council of Farmers, Dehkan Farms and Owners of Homestead
Lands of Uzbekistan. It also legislated the need to review land use by community self-governing bodies:
quarterly for land plots exploited by farmers and monthly for land plots exploited by dekhan farms and
household landowners. The decree also identified strict measures to be applied in case of non-compliance,
including rights to terminate inefficient exploitation of land, including when agricultural measures are not fully
implemented.
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Presidential Decree No. PP-3318 adopted on October 10, 2017: Organizational measures to further develop
the activities of farmers, dekhan farms and landowners

36.  This decree states that the Council of Farmers must provide a comprehensive support to farmers, dekhan
farms and household landowners in the production, processing, storage and sale of agricultural products,
including the implementation of modern agro-technical activities, as well as drafting contracts, exporting
products to foreign markets and overall training of farmers. It also includes the organization and expansion of
various forms of cooperation between farmers, dekhan farms and household landowners and with other
organizations, which provide consulting services on legal, economic, financial, agricultural and other issues in
agriculture, as well as in the production, purchase, processing, sale, supply and service, and introduction of
advanced foreign experience in agriculture.

37.  The project is well aligned with these policy and legal instruments, including the state programme for
the development of the Aral Sea region (2017-2021). It provides resources to address the barriers identified at
the outset of the project, which should contribute to the development of the resilience to climate change of
farming and pastoral communities in the Karakalpakstan region. As per one stakeholder interviewed during
this mid-term review, the project is to provide a link between the research on agriculture practices and the
application of these measures by farmers.

UNDP Strategy in Uzbekistan

38.  The current United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) is the strategic programme
framework between the Government of Uzbekistan and the United Nations System for the period 2016-2020.
It was developed through an intensive consultation process with the Government and other implementing
national partners. It draws on the full range of knowledge and resources of the United Nations system to deliver
development results. It supports national priorities and is in line with the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) for the post-2015 period, tailored to the local context. The UNDAF focuses particularly on benefitting
the most vulnerable populations in Uzbekistan. This strategic programme is composed of four strategic focus
areas that respond to national needs and make use of the United Nations’ comparative advantages; they include:

. Inclusive economic development, with a focus on employment and social protection
. Quality health and education, to fully realize human potential
. Environmental protection, to ensure sustainable development
. Effective governance, to enhance public service delivery and the protection of rights.

39. The thematic area 3: Environmental protection to ensure sustainable development, has been aligned
with the government priority to improve land productivity and the use of water resources. This priority is being
addressed within the context of poor water infrastructure, combined with continuing degradation and
salinization of arable land, which remain priority challenges. The expected UNDAF outcome under this area
is that “by 2020, rural population benefit from sustainable management of natural resources and resilience to
disasters and climate change”. For the period 2016-2020, the UNDAF focuses on:

. Integrating the principles of sustainable development into national legislation and policymaking
and elaborating evidence-based policies to promote sustainable development

. Improving the efficiency of use of land and water resources for sustainable agricultural
development and food security

. Climate change mitigation and adaptation, climate risk management and disaster risk reduction

. Improving energy efficiency and promoting access to energy

. Biodiversity conservation.

40. Following the development and adoption by the government of Uzbekistan of the Development Action
Strategy 2017-2021 and the development of the UNDAF 2016-2020 aligned with the five priority areas of this
strategy, a roadmap® was developed by the UN Country Team (UNCT). This roadmap was a response to the
reforms initiated under the Action Strategy and to the urgent needs and modern challenges facing the country
and the region in general at this stage of development. In order to adapt to the fast-pace of reforms, it was
necessary to identify the most urgent and priority areas of cooperation between Uzbekistan and the United

9 UN, Government of Uzbekistan, Action-oriented Roadmap on Further Cooperation between Uzbekistan and the United Nations
System for 2017-2020
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Nations. One priority area identified was climate change and water management, which are also priority issues
for the SDGs and are highly relevant for Uzbekistan. It includes measures to mitigate the drying up of the Aral
Sea and prevent the collapse of the ecosystems in the Aral Sea region, including the Uzbek’s initiative to create
a trust fund for the Aral Sea region under the auspices of the United Nations.

41. The AF project is part of this strategic programme UNDAF and the Roadmap supporting the government
of Uzbekistan in adapting to climate change, seeking to improve the efficiency of use of land and water
resources in the agriculture sector and to improve the hydro-meteorological monitoring infrastructure, which
—through a drought early warning system — will provide better weather data. The Reviewing Team also noted
that this project is not an isolated project. It is part of an overall multi-year strategy of UNDP to support the
government of Uzbekistan by strengthening environmental governance, building institutional and individual
capacities to mitigate anticipated climate change impacts, mainstreaming biodiversity conservation principles
into sectorial policies and programmes, and promoting renewable energy and sustainable use of land and water
resources. This project is a continuation of a SLM project implemented in Uzbekistan from 2008 to 2013:
“Achieving Ecosystem Stability on degraded land in Karakalpakstan and the Kyzylkum Desert”. It is also
implemented in parallel to few other projects such as Reducing Pressures on Natural Resources from
Competing Land Use in Non-Irrigated Arid Mountain, Semi-Desert and Desert Landscapes of Uzbekistan, and
the Sustainable Management of Water Resources in rural areas in Uzbekistan. Together these projects are part
of the UNDP programme to support the government in improving the sustainable land management of
agricultural systems in arid zones of Uzbekistan.

AF Portfolio Objective

42. The project was developed (and is funded) in line with the Adaptation Fund Results Framework,
including its expected impact that is “Increased resiliency at the community, national, and regional levels to
climate variability and change”. The Reviewing Team found that it is well aligned with most of its expected
outcomes; particularly with the following outcomes:

. Outcome 1 - Reduced exposure to climate-related hazards and threats: Under outcome 1, the
project supports the development of the institutional and technical capacity for drought risk
management and early warning systems, which by providing better weather data will help
reducing exposure of local communities to climate-related hazards and threats.

° Outcome 2 - Strengthened institutional capacity to reduce risks associated with climate-induced
socioeconomic and environmental losses: Similar to the alignment with outcome 1 above, the
project contributes to the development of Uzhydromet capacity, which, based on better weather
data, will provide weather forecasts and models to assess climate change impacts; hence
contributing to the reduction of climate change-related risks. The project will also contribute to
develop the capacities of other stakeholders, including line ministries: Ministry of Agriculture,
Forestry Committee, and Regional Ministries in Karakalpakstan.

. Outcome 3 - Strengthened awareness and ownership of adaptation and climate risk reduction
processes at local level: Under outcome 2, the project has been establishing climate resilient
farming practices on subsistence dekhan farms of Karakalpakstan. It is piloting a series of
adaptation measures for the agriculture sector and seeking to replicate these measures throughout
the Karakalpakstan region.

° Outcome 4 - Increased adaptive capacity within relevant development sector services and
infrastructure assets: Under outcome 2 and 3, the project has been piloting adaptation measures
to conserve agriculture land against climate change impacts such as laser-leveling technology,
which has a positive impact on land salinization, agriculture techniques to limit soil erosion in
winter and soon to be piloted techniques for sustainable forestry in the Aral Sea bed.

. Outcome 5 - Increased ecosystem resilience in response to climate change and variability-
induced stress: All activities conducted under outcome 2 and 3 of the project will increase the
resilience of agriculture, forestry and pasture land in the Karakalpakstan region; including an
expected increase of agricultural land productivity.

. Outcome 6 - Diversified and strengthened livelihoods and sources of income for vulnerable
people in targeted areas: As a result of project activities, it is anticipated that the livelihoods of
communities in the Karakalpakstan region will increased over time; mostly through the
implementation of adaptation measures, which should sustainably increase farming and pasture
land productivity, but also through greenhouse horticulture to diversity crop production and
provide additional incomes to communities.

Mid-Term Review of the UNDP-AF Project “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan” 21



43.  As per the overall objective of the Adaptation Fund that is to “reduce vulnerability and increase adaptive
capacity to respond to the impacts of climate change, including variability at local and national levels”, this
project is much aligned with the AF results framework. As per its goal, the funding from the AF is assisting
Uzbekistan that is particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change to strengthen its capacity in
adapting to climate change through the implementation of climate-resilient measures.

Gender Considerations

44.  The assessment of the project document reveals that gender considerations were not really included in
the design of this project; no specific sections discuss gender aspects of the project. The only places where
gender matters are briefly considered are in the management arrangements where it is said that gender
mainstreaming issues will be considered by Uzhydromet as the national partner implementing agency, and that
the project board will be balanced in term of gender representation. It is also mentioned in the terms of
reference proposed for key project staff where, for instance, one function of the Project Manager (PM) is to
ensure that the project contributes to the promotion of gender equality by reaching, involving and benefiting
both women and men in its activities (gender mainstreaming). The PM has also to mainstream gender issues
in project activities.

45.  Nevertheless, following the AF guidance to monitor and report progress, the project team has been
reporting gender-disaggregated progress data. In addition to this report and referring to the most recent Project
Performance Report (PPR), the project team also reported on gender matters such as, for instance, that 100
female candidates (20% of 500 beneficiaries) were identified based on their social and gender profile to be
recipients of greenhouse equipment. The project is collecting gender-disaggregated data and consider the
mainstreaming of gender in all project activities; however, the lack of a clear gender equality strategy has
limited so far, the project role in mainstreaming gender as a driver of development progress.

46. Inconclusion, the AF project is well aligned with national priorities, particularly the priorities identified
early this past year as well as with the reforms of the agriculture sector currently underway. It is also well
aligned with the AF results framework. The project is part of the UN partnership with the government of
Uzbekistan, which, under the UNDAF, supports the national priorities identified by the government of
Uzbekistan with a focus on the most vulnerable populations in Uzbekistan and including the protection of the
environment and the sustainable development of the country. The Reviewing Team found that the project was
designed through a good participative process; though it lacks a gender perspective, which should have been
integrated in the project design.

4.1.2. Results Framework / Log-frame

47. The Project Results Framework (PRF) identified during the design phase of this project is somewhat
complex to understand, particularly when focusing on the indicators, baselines and targets. No major changes
were made to the Project Results Framework during the inception phase; only 2 target dates were changed to
reflect the delay that occurred at the startup of the project. The review of the objective and outcomes indicates
a satisfactory link Outcomes =» Objective. The project has a set of four expected outcomes and together they
will achieve the objective that is to develop the climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the
Karakalpakstan region. The project seeks to develop the institutional and technical capacity for drought risk
management and early warning systems; to establish climate resilient farming practices on subsistence dekhan
farms in the Karakalpakstan region; to improve the climate resilience of 1,042,094 ha of land through
landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention; and to generate and distribute
widely knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid lands.

48. The logic model of the project presented in the Project Results Framework is summarized in table 3
below. It includes one objective, four outcomes and 14 outputs and their respective targets to be achieved at
the end of the project.
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Table 4: Project Logic Model

Expected Results

Targets at End of Project

Project Objective: To develop climate resilience of farming
and pastoral communities in the drought prone parts of
Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan.

® No target to measure progress against the
objective

Outcome 1 - Institutional and technical capacity and
mechanisms for drought risk management and early warning
developed.

® Output 1.1: Upgraded observation and monitoring
infrastructure (e.g. 2 Doppler water meters, automatization
of 8 met stations) for effective data receiving and
transmission.

® Output 1.2: Multi-modal platform for integration of data flow
from hydro-meteorological observation to end users.

® Qutput 1.3: Drought early warning mechanisms (indicators,
gauges, warning distribution mechanisms etc.) to minimize
impacts of droughts in place and functional.

® Output 1.4: Science-based extension services for
subsistence dekhan farmers established to assist in farm-
based climate risk management, including sub-district,
community level Climate Field School/Extension (CFS /E)
for direct outreach to farmers and localized training in
adaptation practices.

® Instalment of 2 Doppler water meters and 8
automated meteorological stations;

® At least 40,000 km2 of the Karakalpakstan region
will be covered by automated hydro-
meteorological observation network;

® Season ahead forecasts and 2 weeks ahead
temperature forecasts for effective warnings will be
practiced;

® At least 40% of Dekhan farmers and pastoralists of
Karakalpak region will be served by science-based
extension;

® At least 3 Field School/Extension established to
deliver training in adaptation practices to farmers
and pastoralists;

® At least 20% of targeted Dekhan beneficiaries will
be female.

Outcome 2 — Climate resilient farming practices established on
subsistence dekhan farms of Karakalpakstan

® QOutput 2.1: 40,000 Dekhan farmers have adopted climate
resilient conservation agriculture practices (e.g. low till,
mixed cropping, fodder production, and residue crop soil
covering adopted measures adopted at 80,000 ha of
dekhan farms)

® Output 2.2: 40,000 Dekhan farmers have adopted water
saving irrigation practices (e.g. land leveling, well
management, furrow and drip irrigation systems adopted at
80,000 ha dekhan farms to improve farm-level drainage and
minimize salinization)

® Output 2.3: 40% of targeted dekhan farmers have
established horticulture greenhouses on 20,000 ha of farms
to minimize impacts of droughts on farm production

® Output 2.4: Legal and regulatory framework put in place to
support well tested farm-based adaptation measures for
replication and upscale

® At least 40,000 Dekhan farmers have adopted
climate resilient conservation agriculture practices
(e.g. low till, mixed cropping, fodder production,
and residue crop soil covering adopted measures
adopted at 80,000 ha of dekhan farms) by end of
the project;

® At least 40,000 Dekhan farmers have adopted
water saving irrigation practices (e.g. land
levelling, furrow, drip irrigation systems adopted at
80,000 ha dekhan farms to improve farm-level
drainage and minimize salinization) by end of the
project;

® Female lead horticulture greenhouses will be
established by mid of 2016;

® | aws on agricultural practices and water
management will be amended by to integrate
regulations on the adoption of conservation
agriculture and water saving techniques and
technologies on the farms by end of 2016.

Outcome 3 — Landscape level adaptation measures for soll
conservation and moisture retention improves climate
resilience of 1,042,094 ha of land

® Output 3.1: Local saksaul and tamarix plantations deliver
sand stabilization and soil desalinization function for
1,042,094 ha of farm and adjacent farmlands, based on
wind models and comprehensive landscape rehabilitation
and management plan

® Output 3.2: Community management scheme for planting
and maintenance established as community employment
scheme for landscape level adaptation

® Output 3.3: Cooperative management for landscape
rehabilitation and management established to enhance
community control and ownership arrangements

® By end of the project over 70,000 ha of arid land of
Karakalpakstan is covered with saksaul and
tamarix plantations to deliver sand stabilization
and soil desalinization function;

® At least 20,000 people organized in at least 10
cooperatives at the khokimiyat and makhalla levels
to participate in sand stabilization plantation
scheme;

® At least 10 community organizations (at least 5
female groups and village organizations) at
khokimiyat and makhalla level have clear
mandates, institutional capacities and skills to
manage saksaul and tamarix plantations by end of
2019.

Outcome 4 — Knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and
pastoral production systems in arid lands generated and widely
available

® Output 4.1: Inventory of all tested agronomic and water
saving measures to map out successful practices

® At least two sets of lessons learned bulletins
produced to cover successful climate resilient
agronomic and water saving measures;

® At least 5 farmland demonstration meetings
covered by the local and national media for
adaptation advocacy.
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Expected Results Targets at End of Project

® Output 4.2: Analysis and lessons learned for climate
resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid
lands documented and disseminated through printed and
web-based publications

® Output 4.3: Quarterly farm and pasture land demonstration
meetings with participation of national, local authorities,
media and communities delivered

49. However, below the set of clear and logical outcomes (4) and the objective, this PRF is a case of “the
devil is in the details”. When reviewing the entire logical “chain of results” Activities = Outputs
= Outcomes => Objective, the PRF quickly becomes complex, particularly when reviewing outputs,
indicators and targets set for measuring the progress of the project. The outputs were in most cases identified
as deliverables with, in some cases, targets embedded in the output statements such as Output 2.1 - 40,000
Dekhan farmers have adopted climate resilient conservation agriculture practices (e.g. low till, mixed
cropping, fodder production, and residue crop soil covering adopted measures adopted at 80,000 ha of dekhan
farms). The differentiation of outputs, indicators and targets is somewhat confusing and sometimes redundant.
For instance, the output 1.1 statement is: Upgraded observation and monitoring infrastructure (e.g. 2 Doppler
water meters, automatization of 8 met stations) for effective data reception and transmission; the indicator
1.1.1 is: Number of automated met stations for field data collection and transmission; and the target is:
Instalment of 2 Doppler water meters and 8 automated meteorological stations. In this case, there is no need
of an indicator and target since it is already included in the output statement.

50. The presentation of the strategy of the project in the project document through the PRF followed by the
project results and resource framework is also rendering the understanding of this strategy more complex. In
the PRF, baseline targets and milestones are presented against the outcomes and indicators; but another column
listing outputs and indicators is also presented in the same PRF. The review indicates that it is not clear which
target goes with which indicator and with which results. It renders the overall management of the project more
complex; particularly the monitoring of the progress but also the work planning. There is not a clear way to
implement a set of activities to reach the outputs, then outcomes, etc.

51. In addition to this complexity, the assessment conducted for this MTR reveals that the overall project
logic of using project inputs to implement planned activities to reach a set of expected outputs (14), which
would contribute in achieving the set of expected outcomes (4), which together should contribute to achieve
the overall objective of the project is very ambitious but most importantly not fully logical. It is not clear how
the project will reach some of these outputs when considering the overall design of the project including the
planned activities. For instance, using the same example of output 2.1, it is not clear how the project will
achieve the target of 40,000 Dekhan farms that will have adopted climate resilient conservation agriculture
practices on an area of 80,000ha by the end of the project; the action planned to reach this target is only saying
to “ensure that 40,000 dekhan farms have adopted ... ... ”” The same can be stated for reaching the outputs under
outcome 3 such as 70,000ha of arid land should be covered with saksaul and tamarix by the end of the project;
and to establish 10 local cooperatives with 20,000 members; the indicative activities are not convincing when
it comes to assess how these targets will be achieved.

52.  Finally, the PRF is much focus on the delivery of adaptation measures. There is a sense that to achieve
the objective of the project, it is a matter of delivering 2 doppler water meters, 8 automated meteorological
stations, adaptation measures adopted by 40,000 dekhan farms, greenhouses on 20,000ha, 70,000ha covered
with saksaul and tamarix, and 10 cooperatives with 20,000 members. If it was feasible, it would be a valid
M&E framework to monitor the effectiveness of the project. However, in the meantime, the only way for the
project to achieve these very ambitious targets is through the development of capacities of stakeholders at all
levels (national, regional, district and local) and also at the individual, institutional and system levels. A link
between the government and the agriculture research centers and the farmers is needed. A type of extension
services is needed and the government has been moving in this direction. However, this service needs to be
established, skills and knowledge need to be developed, procedures and mechanisms need to be identified and
an enabling environment (policies and legislation) is needed for this link to exist and to be developed. As it
stands currently, the project document does not provide much guidance on how capacities will be developed
by the project. It is also reflected in the set of indicators where few indicators are capacity-based indicators
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(see additional discussion in section 4.2.1 and 4.3.5).

53. Inconclusion, the review of the project design and the project strategy (PRF) indicates that this strategy
is a clear response to national priorities. Addressing climate change impact while developing the agricultural
sector in the Karakalpakstan region is clearly a government priority; the AF project is well positioned to
support the government in the development of this region, including the adaptation to climate change and
bettering the livelihoods of vulnerable communities in the region. Early in 2017, the government developed
and adopted a state programme for the development of the Aral Sea region for the period 2017-2021 as well
as a set of Decrees to reform the agricultural sector; it provides a good enabling environment for the project to
move forward. However, a poor project document does not provide a useful “blue print” for the project team
to guide the implementation of the project. At the mid-point in the implementation of the project it is difficult
for the project team to plan ahead when considering that most targets will not be achieved.

4.2. Progress Towards Results

54.  This section discusses the assessment of project results; how effective the project is to deliver its
expected results and what are the remaining barriers limiting the effectiveness of the project.

4.2.1. Progress Towards Outcomes Analysis

55.  As presented in Sections 4.1, the project has been implemented through four (4) outcomes. The
implementation progress is measured though a set of 15 indicators and 15 related targets. On the next page is
a table listing key deliverables achieved so far by the project against each outcome and their corresponding
targets. Additionally, a color “traffic light system” code was used to represent the level of progress achieved
so far by the project, as well as a justification for the given rating (color code)™.

- Target achieved

On target to be achieved

- Not on target to be achieved

10 The analysis and ratings presented in this Section have been conducted with the assumption that the project will terminate in May
2020 as per its current official ending date.
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Table 5: List of Delivered Results

Expected Results

Project Targets

Results (Deliverables)

MTE
AsSess.

Justification for rating

Project Objective: To
develop climate resilience
of farming and pastoral
communities in the drought
prone parts of Uzbekistan,
specifically Karakalpakstan.

¢ No indicators were identified to
measure the performance of the
project at the objective level.

Outcome 1 - Institutional
and technical capacity and
mechanisms for drought
risk management and early
warning developed.

® Qutput 1.1: Upgraded
observation and
monitoring
infrastructure (e.g. 2
Doppler water meters,
automatization of 8 met
stations) for effective
data receiving and
transmission.

® Output 1.2: Multi-modal
platform for integration
of data flow from hydro-
meteorological
observation to end
users.

® Output 1.3: Drought
early warning
mechanisms
(indicators, gauges,
warning distribution
mechanisms etc.) to
minimize impacts of
droughts in place and
functional.

® Output 1.4: Science-
based extension
services for subsistence
dekhan farmers
established to assist in

® Instalment of 2 Doppler water
meters and 8 automated
meteorological stations

® At least 40,000 km2 of the
Karakalpakstan region will be
covered by automated hydro-
meteorological observation
network

® Season ahead forecasts and 2
weeks ahead temperature
forecasts for effective warnings
will be practiced

o A network of 10 meteorological stations in Karakalpakstan
have been automated and functional (2 more than planned).
They are now operational and are being tested:;

o Two Doppler water discharge meters procured and installed
in two key water gauge stations (Tuyamuyun and
Kipchak);

® This equipment covers the entire hydro-meteorological
observation network of the Republic of Karakalpakstan,
and therefore will cover much of the region area of 164,900
km?;

© 40 local specialists (35% of women) trained on installation,
maintenance and operation of the meteorological
equipment, and 10 (20% of women) local specialists
trained on use the water measuring equipment;

® Existing mechanisms of Drought Early Warning System
(DEWS) located in Uzhydromet and at Drought Monitoring
Center were upgraded and adapted to Amu Darya
downstream condition. The DEWS provides both
quantitative and qualitative water availability assessment
for Amu Darya specific cross-sections with warning lead
time of 3 months. Validity of the assessments varies from
70 to 100%;

® At least 40% of Dekhan farmers
and pastoralists of Karakalpak
region will be served by
science-based extension;

® At |least 3 Field
School/Extension established to
deliver training in adaptation

o Concept of establishing science-based extension services
for subsistence dekhan farmers developed;

e 2 Extension Service Centers established (Hub in Nukus,
and in Kegeyli pilot district) and conducted field trainings
on best adaptation practices such as training on land laser
leveling technique attended by 217 (24% of women)
farmers from project pilot districts;

® The entire outcome 1 is on its way to

be achieved. The equipment has

already been procured and some initial

training conducted.

® The improved meteorological network

is now in place, producing better

information for Uzhydromet. The next

step for Uzhydromet is to use this
information and develop weather

forecasts and models to assess climate
change impacts, as well as providing

public access to this useful

information, particularly for farmers.
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Expected Results

Project Targets

Results (Deliverables)

MTE
AsSess.

Justification for rating

farm-based climate risk
management, including
sub-district, community
level Climate Field
School/Extension (CFS
/E) for direct outreach to
farmers and localized
training in adaptation
practices.

practices to farmers and
pastoralists;

® At least 20% of targeted Dekhan
beneficiaries will be female.

o At least 15% of the project beneficiaries (farmers, dekhan
farms, households and rural communities) can receive the
required consultancy services from 2 Extension Service
Centers established;

© 93 potential employees of Extension Service Centers to be
further established in 3 pilot districts trained;

e As of today, 5,963 (20 % of women) representatives of
local communities from five project's pilots (in Kegeyli,
Kanlikul, Chimbay, Takhtakupir and Muynak districts)
received information on available climate change
adaptation services and innovative agro conservation and
water saving practices through those 2 Extension Service
facilities;

® 15,000 stakeholders in Karakalpakstan and overall in
Uzbekistan, and 1,500 direct end-users (20%) in 5 pilot
districts were informed about the automated hydro-
meteorological observation network through demo-
workshops, quarterly bulletins, web-resources and wide
mass media coverage (TV and radio broadcasting, and
press);

Outcome 2 — Climate
resilient farming practices
established on subsistence
dekhan farms of
Karakalpakstan

® Output 2.1: 40,000
Dekhan farmers have
adopted climate
resilient conservation
agriculture practices
(e.g. low till, mixed
cropping, fodder
production, and residue
crop soil covering
adopted measures
adopted at 80,000 ha of
dekhan farms)

® At least 40,000 Dekhan farmers
have adopted climate resilient
conservation agriculture
practices (e.g. low till, mixed
cropping, fodder production, and
residue crop soil covering
adopted measures adopted at
80,000 ha of dekhan farms) by
end of the project;

® At least 40,000 Dekhan farmers
have adopted water saving
irrigation practices (e.g. land
levelling, furrow, drip irrigation
systems adopted at 80,000 ha
dekhan farms to improve farm-
level drainage and minimize
salinization) by end of the
project;

o 7 sets of equipment for laser land levelling were procured,
and laser levelling technique was introduced in the pilot
districts of the project (Muynak, Kanlikul, Takhtakupir,
Kegeyli and Chimbay);

e Land levelling on more than 460 ha in the farms of pilot
districts of the project was implemented;

® Agro-conservation and water-saving technologies are
implemented over 22 ha in the Kegeyli and Chimbay
districts;

® 217 (24% of women) farmers in 4 project's pilots (Kegeyli,
Kanlikul, Chimbay and Takhtakupir) trained through 4
field trainings on adaptation practice including water
saving irrigation practices;

o climate resilient conservation
agriculture practices and water saving
irrigation practices are being
developed and piloted by the project.
These practices will also be
documented and be incorporated in the
extension services that is being
established with the support of the
project.

o However, the problem to reach these
targets is not an implementation issue
but a target that is much too ambitious.
Reaching out to 40,000 dekhan farms
and ensure that they adopt these
practices is not feasible (see also
section 4.1.1 and 4.1.2) within the
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Expected Results

Project Targets

Results (Deliverables)

® Output 2.2: 40,000
Dekhan farmers have
adopted water saving
irrigation practices (e.g.
land leveling, well
management, furrow
and drip irrigation
systems adopted at
80,000 ha dekhan
farms to improve farm-
level drainage and
minimize salinization)

® Qutput 2.3: 40% of
targeted dekhan
farmers have
established horticulture
greenhouses on 20,000
ha of farms to minimize
impacts of droughts on
farm production

® Qutput 2.4: Legal and
regulatory framework
put in place to support
well tested farm-based
adaptation measures
for replication and
upscale

® Female lead horticulture
greenhouses will be established
by mid of 2016.

® Documentation to procure 500 units of horticulture
greenhouse equipment developed based on the identified
types and designs of greenhouses applicable to climate
conditions of northern areas of Karakalpakstan. 500
potential owners (20% of female) identified based on their
social and gender profile. 400 beneficiaries were provided
with guidance to develop greenhouses and hothouses
businesses in Karakalpakstan and advice on growing indoor
vegetables adapted for the northern districts of
Karakalpakstan. Documentation published in Karakalpak,
Uzbek and Russian;

® | aws on agricultural practices
and water management will be
amended by to integrate
regulations on the adoption of
conservation agriculture and
water saving technigues and
technologies on the farms by
end of 2016.

® Gaps in legal regulatory framework supporting the
promotion of well-tested farm-based adaptation measures
that can be replicated and up-scaled identified and
recommendations on their integration into the existing
regulations formulated;

Outcome 3 — Landscape
level adaptation measures
for soil conservation and
moisture retention improves
climate resilience of
1,042,094 ha of land

® Qutput 3.1: Local
saksaul and tamarix
plantations deliver sand
stabilization and soil

® By end of the project over
70,000 ha of arid land of
Karakalpakstan is covered with
saksaul and tamarix plantations
to deliver sand stabilization and
soil desalinization function;

® The most problematic areas with poor or no vegetation
coverage in 5 project pilot districts were identified with use
of data derived from TERRA MODIS platform as a
prerequisite to quantify yearly demand for saplings
(approx. 70 million);

® [ andscape adaptation measures (sand stabilization,
afforestation and pasture reclamation) are piloted using
cooperative management approach over 80 ha in the two
most exposed to land degradation/ desertification pilot

MTE
AsSess.

Justification for rating

timeframe and the resources of the
project. These targets won’t be
achieved and more realistic targets are
needed.

o Similar to the targets above,
establishing horticulture greenhouses
on 20,000ha (output 2.3) is much too
ambitious within the timeframe and the
resources of the project. These targets
won’t be achieved and more realistic
targets are needed.

o In the meantime, the Reviewing Team
noted the good progress to promote
greenhouses adapted to the northern
districts of Karakalpakstan, including
the focus on women to develop their
own greenhouse businesses.

e \Work is underway looking at
legislation gaps. It is also a good
timing with the reforms implemented
by the government, particularly to
review/reinforce its policy and
legislation related to the agriculture
sector.

® This target should be achieved by the
end of the project.

e Similar to some targets above under
outcome 2, covering 70,000 ha of arid
land with saksaul and tamarix is much
too ambitious within the timeframe
and the resources of the project. This
target won’t be achieved and a more
realistic target is needed.

® In the meantime, the Reviewing Team
noted the good initiative of the project
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Expected Results

Project Targets

MTE
AsSess.

Results (Deliverables)

desalinization function
for 1,042,094 ha of farm
and adjacent farmlands,
based on wind models
and comprehensive
landscape rehabilitation
and management plan

® Qutput 3.2: Community
management scheme
for planting and
maintenance
established as
community employment
scheme for landscape
level adaptation

® Output 3.3:
Cooperative
management for
landscape rehabilitation
and management
established to enhance
community control and
ownership
arrangements

districts (Muynak and Takhtakupir). It is implemented by 2
local communities jointly with 2 local forestry farms. The
experiment will be expanded to over 1,000 ha;

® At least 20,000 people
organized in at least 10
cooperatives at the Khokimiyat
and Makhalla levels to
participate in sand stabilization
plantation scheme;

® At least 10 community
organizations (at least 5 female
groups and village
organizations) at Khokimiyat
and Makhalla level have clear
mandates, institutional
capacities and skills to manage
saksaul and tamarix plantations
by end of 2019.

e A concept on establishing the cooperative management
scheme for implementation of the required landscape
adaptation measures developed,;

© 132 members of local communities (51% of women) were
trained within 3 hands-on workshops on landscape
adaptation measures/approaches and their implementation
conducted at 3 pilot districts (Muynak, Takhtakupir and
Kanlikul).

© 5,963 (20 % of women) representatives of local
communities from five project's pilots (in Kegeyli,
Kanlikul, Chimbay, Takhtakupir and Muynak districts)
provided with 2 recommendations, 4 informative quarterly
bulletins on cooperative management system for landscape
rehabilitation and management to enhance community
control and ownership within 15 workshops, meetings,
through Extension Service Centers and round table, 2
press-conferences;

e Two communities with a population of 5,040 people in
Kanlykul and 7,200 people in Kegeyli district were
engaged in restoring degraded pastures and forests on
780ha;

Outcome 4 — Knowledge of
climate resilient agricultural
and pastoral production
systems in arid lands
generated and widely
available

® At |least two sets of lessons
learned bulletins produced to
cover successful climate
resilient agronomic and water
saving measures;

o Development of an Information Strategy defining methods
and tools to disseminate information and knowledge from
the project and contribute to the achievements of the
project. The strategy is based on principles, situational
analysis in key districts, demographic analysis of target
groups, analysis of their training needs and concept of
development of Extension Service Centers for the provision

Justification for rating

to address the problem of
desertification in the Aral Sea bed.
Areas to pilot innovative approaches
have been identified focusing on sand
stabilization and pastures reclamation.

® Good progress has been made under
output 3.2 and 3.3. A concept to
establish cooperative management
schemes was developed and
communities have been mobilized. The
aim is for local communities to
implement landscape level adaptation
measures for soil conservation and
moisture retention through a
cooperative approach.

® Based on information collected during
this mid-term review, the project
should make good progress in this
area.

® However, as per other targets above,
the project will not achieve the targets
identified under these 2 outputs.
Engaging 20,000 people in at least 10
cooperatives to engage in sand
stabilization actions and saksaul and
tamarix plantations are very ambitious
targets. It could be an entire project by
itself. More realistic targets are
needed.

o |t is excellent that knowledge
management is part of the strategy and
part of the performance measurement
framework (indicators and targets). It
ensures that knowledge accumulated
by the project is made available and,
particularly, disseminated to
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Expected Results Project Targets

Results (Deliverables)

MTE
AsSess.

Justification for rating

® Qutput 4.1: Inventory
of all tested agronomic
and water saving
measures to map out
successful practices

® Output 4.2: Analysis
and lessons learned for
climate resilient
agricultural and pastoral
production systems in
arid lands documented
and disseminated

of services on adaptation and climate change related
matters for farmers and dekhan farms

o 5 good practices were selected and documented in project
publications: greenhouses and indoor growing of
vegetables, improving water content in soils, salt tolerant
plants growing in arid lands, seeds and sapling growing in
nurseries;

o [_essons focused on the DEWS, agro conservation and
water saving practices, and landscape adaptation measures
are captured and formulated to be finalized and
documented by the end of 2017;

through printed and
web-based publications

® Output 4.3: Quarterly
farm and pasture land
demonstration meetings
with participation of
national, local
authorities, media and
communities delivered

® At least 5 farmland
demonstration meetings
covered by the local and
national media for adaptation
advocacy.

® 15 demonstration meetings and workshops (535 people;
26% of female) conducted on climate change adaptation
and resilience and targeting local communities. Information
on the events published in newspapers and posted as web-
resources, and broadcasted via national and regional radio
and TV.

stakeholders/ beneficiaries of the
project.

® The project has been producing much
information on adaptation measures
that farmers may apply on their own
land.

® The project developed an information
strategy, which will be used as a guide
to disseminate project knowledge,
particularly to communities (ultimate
beneficiaries of the project)

- Target achieved

On target to be achieved

- Not on target to be achieved

Source: Adapted from project progress reports and information collected during the field mission in Uzbekistan.
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56. Notwithstanding the issue with ambitious targets, the project is making progress and it has about 2.5
more years of implementation to go. In the meantime, the Reviewing Team noted 2 implementation delays.
The first one was the project startup date. The project was approved by the AF Board on February 10, 2014,
however, the Project Appraisal Committee (PAC) meeting took place only on April 15, 2014 and the
implementation started late May 2014. The official date posted on the AF website is May 26, 2014. It is now
expected that end of May 2014 is the starting date and May 2020 the ending date of the project. The second
delay in implementing the project was due to the delay in transferring the second tranche of the AF grant to
UNDP Uzbekistan. According to UNDP Uzbekistan, a delay of 6 months is estimated before the implementing
agency received this second tranche; according to UNDP, it delayed the implementation of project supported
activities estimated at 6 months.

57. As detailed in table 5 above, the project has made good progress under outcome one. It provided
equipment to upgrade 10 meteorological stations that is the entire meteorological network in Karakalpakstan.
It also supported training activities of local staff to develop their capacities in using this new equipment,
including maintenance and operation of the equipment. It is now moving to the collect of weather data and use
this information to develop weather forecasts and models to assess climate change impacts. The project will
also support the process to make this information available to the public.

58. The Reviewing Team noted that in addition to the basic support in strengthening the meteorological
network of Karakalpakstan, which should, by extension, provide weather forecasts and weather models to
assess climate change impacts, there are also macro socio-economic benefits when investing properly in this
area. As per a study from the World Meteorological Organization (WMO), providing “weather, climate and
hydrological information, forecasts and, more recently, remotely sensed data and early warnings to the public
and private sectors have increased the safety and efficiency of land, sea and air transport, helped communities
prepare for and respond to extreme weather events, and facilitated improved decision-making in weather-
sensitive economic sectors”. It states that there is no single definitive study on global benefits of these services,
but economic studies have consistently generated benefit-cost ratios of greater than one. Some of these studies
have shown that when improving meteorological information to reduce disaster losses in developing countries,
the benefits-cost ratios range from 4 to 1 to 36 to 1. In the case of a drought early warning system in Ethiopia
to reduce livelihood losses and dependence on assistance, the benefits-cost ratios range from 3 to 1 to 6 to 1.
In the meantime, this WMO study states that these services do not generate economic and social value unless
users benefit from decisions as a result of the information provided, even if the services are of the highest
guality. In addition, these services of similar quality provided in two countries can vary significantly in terms
of their benefits depending on the relative nature of weather- and climate-related risks, the number and types
of users and their capacity to take actions to avoid harm or increase economic output. The WMO study
concludes that the generation of meteorological and hydrological benefits is a “value chain” linking the
production and delivery of services to user decisions and the outcomes and values resulting from those
decisions. It is an important point to remember for the implementation of outcome one. In order for
Karakalpakstan to benefit from the project’s investments in this area, the project needs to make sure that the
weather information that is now produced by the meteorological network is linked to potential users and their
decisions.

59. Under this same outcome one, the project supported the development of a concept for instituting a
science-based extension services focusing mostly on dekhan farms. This was followed by the establishment of
two extension services: one in Nukus and one in Kegeyli district. Some training activities targeting farmers,
dekhan farmers and household plot owners took place on best agriculture adaptation practices. An estimated
6,000 people from the surrounding communities to these centers got information on climate change adaptation
practices such as agro-conservation and water saving practices. The project is now supporting the expansion
of the extension service to three other centers in Karakalpakstan.

60. The Reviewing Team noted that that project had an agreement with a college in Kegeyli to open an
extension service to undertake climate resilient conservation agriculture practices and water saving irrigation
practices with college students from the area. However, due to the change of the educational system in
Uzbekistan and the return to the 11 grades system in the summer 2017, this college was closed. As a result,

11 WMO, WB, UNSAID, GDRR, Valuing Weather and Climate: Economic Assessment of Meteorological and Hydrological Services
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the project needs to identify a new pilot educational institution.

61. Under outcome two, the project has also made some progress. It has provided financial support to
purchase 7 sets of equipment of laser technologies for land levelling. This equipment has been used in 5 pilot
districts: Muynak, Kanlikul, Takhtakupir, Kegeyli and Chimbay all in the Karakalpakstan region over a total
area of 680 ha to demonstrate the laser land levelling technique and its benefits, particularly water savings and
prevention of land salinization. Over 200 farmers and workers were trained in laser land levelling in pilot
areas. A further 22 ha in Kegeyli and Chimbay were used to pilot full complex/set of agro-conservation
techniques and water-saving technologies.

62. Initial work has taken place to develop appropriate greenhouse design adapted to the northern part of
Karakalpakstan and to identify potential beneficiaries in these communities for the development of
greenhouse/hothouse businesses to grow indoor vegetables. Finally, under outcome two, a legislation analysis
was conducted to identify legislation gaps limiting the adoption of conservation agriculture and water saving
techniques and technologies. Recommendations to improve the legal framework for disseminating these
techniques and technologies were made to the government.

63. Under outcome three, the project started by the identification of the most problematic areas in the 5 pilot
districts. Then the project supported the development of a concept for instituting a cooperative management
scheme for implementing landscape adaptation measures. Training of local communities (51% of women) took
place on landscape adaptation measures/approaches and plantation pilots started in 3 districts (Muynak,
Takhtakupir and Kanlikul). Then, sand stabilization and pastures reclamation works were initiated on 80 ha in
the two most exposed to land degradation/desertification pilot districts (Muynak and Takhtakupir). Based on
this demonstration using cooperative management approaches, the plan is to expand this pilot to over 1,000
ha. As a result of project seminars and workshops, two initiative groups were organized in Kanlikul and
Kegeyli districts. Khakimiats of these two districts allocated 229 ha of land to the community (5,040 people)
in Kanlikul and 550 ha to the community (7,200 people) in Kegeyli for reclamation of pastures, shelter belts,
and forests.

64. Finally, under outcome four, the project has been developing knowledge products, including a website
and publications. These information products are based on results from piloted activities and are disseminated
to stakeholders. Under this outcome, meetings and workshops have taken place to communicate information
on climate change adaptation and resilience targeting local communities in Karakalpakstan.

65. Overall, the project is making progress, however, the Reviewing Team found that there are major
differences between the strategy under outcome one and the strategy under outcomes 2 & 3. On one hand,
outcome one has a clear path that is to provide better meteorological and hydrological information to farmers
in the Karakalpakstan region. On the other hand, the implementation paths to reach outcome 2 & 3 are not
clear. The project has been developing/piloting a “catalog of adaptation measures” but it is not clear how these
measures will be disseminated to farmers and communities. There is limited guidance in the project document
on how the targets set at the formulation stage for these 2 outcomes will be reached; there is no real planned
“outreach model” to achieve this type of reach out.

66. The review of the first outcome indicates a clear direction of the project and its contribution to the
development of Karakalpakstan, including its adaptation to climate change. The region is now better equipped
to monitor the weather and provide weather forecasts and climate change models to assess potential impact. It
is now a matter for the project to continue its support to Uzhydromet to use this equipment, develop the
capacity of Uzhydromet in producing weather forecasts and climate change models, and making sure that this
valuable information is timely available to the public, particularly by local communities in the Karakalpakstan
region. As the WMO study shows, the generation of meteorological and hydrological benefits is a “value
chain” linking the production and delivery of services to user decisions and the outcomes and values resulting
from those decisions.

67. Regarding the implementation of outcomes 2 & 3, the project is to support the implementation of climate
resilient farming practices by farmers and landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and
moisture retention by local communities; both to a large number of beneficiaries: 40,000 dekhan farms for
outcome two and 20,000 people organized in at least 10 cooperatives for outcome 3. Notwithstanding these
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ambitious targets, the current design does not seem to be conducive for reaching out to such large numbers of
beneficiaries. How will the project reach these targets is the key question for outcome 2 & 3? The project is to
establish science-based extension services; however, when considering the current context in Uzbekistan, it
can only be done on a pilot/demonstration basis to establish such a service with an extension programme,
allocate the necessary budgets, mobilize the required resources, etc. It seems that the best the project can do
under these two outcomes is to demonstrate a way to reach out to farmers and how to implement a programme
promoting adaptation measures to climate change.

68. In conclusion, the project has made good progress under outcome 1 and 4 and it is anticipated that it
will meet its targets under these two outcomes. However, regarding outcome 2 & 3, the focus is, currently,
more on piloting and constituting a “catalog of adaptation measures” adapted to the Karakalpakstan region
and less on an “outreach model” to reach out to thousands of farmers and communities in the region.
Nevertheless, with a budget of USD 3,101,300 (63% of the AF grant) allocated to these two outcomes, there
are critical for the success of the project. The Reviewing Team is recommending reviewing the strategy of
outcome 2 and 3 —including the review of output 1.4 on extension services - to emphasize the need to develop
and pilot an “outreach model”.

4.2.2. Remaining Barriers to Achieve the Project Objective

69. The project started at the end of May 2014 and will end in May 2020. At the time of this review, the
project is in its 41st month of implementation with 31 more months to go before it ends. At this point, there is
no critical barriers limiting its implementation over the remaining implementation period. However, its overall
effectiveness will depend on how the project will be able to promote adaptation measures to local communities
in the Karakalpakstan region. As discussed in section 4.2.1, the project has been piloting a “catalog of
adaptation measures” and is facing the challenge of outreaching farmers and local communities at large. Under
output 1.4, it is piloting several extension service centers but much more is needed to cover the region and
ensure that thousands of farmers adopt these measures. The project benefits from a strong support from the
national implementing agency — Uzhydromet — and also from government reforms of the agriculture sector
that are underway. It should capitalize on these opportunities and review its approach to develop an “outreach
model”, which could then be replicated/scaled up near the end of the project.

70. At the strategic level, the rationale of the project for developing the climate resilience of farming and
pastoral communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan was to remove
critical barriers preventing the long-term solution that is to protect arid land, increase agricultural productivity
while adapting to climate change. Four main barriers were identified at the outset of this project: (i) there is no
systematic extension service available to over 100,000 agricultural and pastoral farms in Uzbekistan. Those
services, which do exist tend to favor larger farmers and do not take a climate change adaptation perspective;
(i) there is no comprehensive early warning system in place to guide water allocation and crop and pasture
planning and management. No tailored forecast products are readily available; particularly to farmers; (iii)
there is no government policy nor financial incentives for large-scale adoption of adaptation measures, despite
numerous pilot initiatives that demonstrated good agriculture and natural resource management practices: (iv)
there are no integrated land use planning and policies for landscape level rehabilitation and sustainable land
management to allow for the functional integrity of the arid landscapes and hence greater resilience to climate
change impacts.

71. The project —through its activities - has been addressing these four barriers, which ultimately will gauge
the overall effectiveness of the project at the end. Removing them is critical for the development of the
agriculture sector in Karakalpakstan. As discussed in previous sections, this project is timely and responds to
national priorities; however, its focus is, so far, much on the identification and development of best practices.
It needs to focus more on outreaching to farmers and local communities to be fully effective. It is the main
recommendation of the MTR and there is still enough implementation time to modify the course of action and
seek a greater outreach to amplify the adoption of adaptation measures by farmers and communities before the
end of the project.

4.3. Project Implementation and Adaptive Management

72.  Thissection discusses the assessment of how the project has been implemented. It assessed how efficient
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the management of the project has been and how conducive it is to contribute to a successful project
implementation.

4.3.1. Management Arrangements
73.  The management arrangements of the AF project is as follows:

. The National Implementing Partner is Uzhydromet, a government agency under the Ministry of
Emergency Situations. Its branch office in Nukus is also involved in overseeing the
implementation of the project in the Karakalpakstan region. Uzhydromet is overall responsible
for applying AF inputs in order to reach the expected outcomes/outputs as defined in the project
document. It is responsible for the timely delivery of project inputs and outputs, and for the
coordination of all other responsible parties, including other government agencies, regional and
local government authorities. Uzhydromet fulfills the Executive Role to ensure full government
support of the project implementation, and also the Senior Beneficiary Role representing the
interests of those who will ultimately benefit from the project.

. UNDP is the Multilateral Implementing Entity (MIE) for this project and fulfills the Senior
Supplier Role. It provides support to the Project Manager (PM) in order to maximize the reach of
the project and its impact as well as the delivery of quality products. UNDP is responsible for
administering resources and financial management in accordance with the specific objectives
defined in the project document. It undertakes the internal monitoring of the project and of
evaluation activities and it is fully accountable for the effective implementation of this project.
As the MIE, UNDP - as the Quality Assurance Entity - is responsible for providing a number of
key general management and specialized technical support services such as briefing and de-
briefing of project staff and consultants, general oversight and monitoring; receipt, allocation, and
reporting to the donor of financial resources; thematic and technical backstopping; knowledge
transfer; policy advisory services; and capacity building. UNDP is particularly tasked with:

= Identification and/or recruitment and solution of administrative issues related to the
project personnel;

= Procurement of commodities, labor and services;

= |dentification and facilitation of training activities, seminars and workshops;

= Processing of direct payments.

° A Project Board (PB) provides overall guidance. It includes representation from Uzhydromet as
the Executive and Senior Beneficiary and, UNDP as the Senior Supplier. Other key national
governmental and non-governmental agencies, appropriate local level representatives,
representatives of local governments and self-government, and independent third-parties can
attend PB meetings as observers. The PB is responsible for making management decisions for the
project, in particular when guidance is required by the Project Manager (PM). It oversees project
monitoring and evaluations and ensures that required resources are committed. It approves the
appointment and responsibilities of the PM and approved Annual Work Plans.

° A National Project Coordinator (NPC) acts as the Executive. The NPC represents the project
“owners”. This person is a senior official appointed by Uzhydromet ensuring the full government
support to the project.

. A National Inter-Agency Working Group was established by a government resolution (September
2, 2014, No. 03-5/885) at the beginning of the project, following the first PB meeting held on
December 24, 2014. It is composed of eight (8) representatives from key ministries and agencies
(Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Economy, State Committee for Nature Protection, Ministry of
Agriculture and Water Resources and Uzhydromet) at the national level. It meets once a year
(more if needed) to review the progress of the project and review potential issues faced by the
implementation of project activities. Its main objective is to facilitate and coordinate the
implementation of the project and strengthen the project ownership by government entities.

. A Sub-National Inter-Agency Working Group was also established by a government resolution
(October 9, 2014, No. 213-b) to ensure more efficient involvement and coverage of targeted local
communities vulnerable to climate change impacts, to establish partnership and cooperation with
farmers and dekhan farms in Karakalpakstan as well as to ensure mainstreaming relevant gender
activities. It is composed of nine representatives from the regional government ministries and
agencies of the autonomous Republic of Karakalpakstan: Ministry of Agriculture and Water
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Resources of Karakalpakstan (the Minister is the Coordinator of this working group), Secretariat
of Agriculture and Water Resources of the Council of Ministers of the Republic of
Karakalpakstan, Specialist on Agrarian and Ecology issues of the Council of Ministers of the
Republic of Karakalpakstan, Kengash (Council) of Farmers in Karakalpakstan, Forestry
Department of Karakalpakstan, Ministry of Economy of Karakalpakstan, Department of
Hydrometeorology, and the Committee for Nature Protection, Lower Amu Darya Basin
Management of Irrigation Systems. This group meets regularly, mostly on an ad-hoc basis when
there is a need to address potential issues or to make decisions related to the implementation of
the project such as signing a protocol or the selection of a procuring entity. No members of this
group are part of the national inter-agency working group but it is envisaged by the project
management team to include some of these representatives in the national inter-agency working
group.

° The Project Manager (PM) was recruited in accordance with UNDP’s regulations; he is based in
Tashkent. The PM is responsible for the overall project coordination and implementation,
consolidation of work plans, preparation of quarterly progress reports, reporting to the PB, and
supervising the work of project experts and other project staff. He also closely coordinates project
activities with relevant government institutions and holds regular consultations with other project
stakeholders and partners.

. A Project Implementation Unit (PIU) was established at Uzhydromet. It comprises five (5)
positions including one UNV: four (4) full-time positions: a Project Manager (PM), a Project
Administrative and Financial Assistant, a Project Technical Assistant (UNV) and a Driver; and
one (1) part-time position a Public Relation Specialist (50%). The PIU assists Uzhydromet in
performing its role as the National Implementing Partner. An office was provided by Uzhydromet.

o A Regional Project Implementation Unit was established in Nukus, Karakalpakstan and shares
office space with the UN Joint Programme. It comprises four (4) full-time positions including one
UNV: a Sub-National Field Coordinator, a Specialist on Landscape Level Adaptation Measures,
a second Specialist on Landscape Level Adaptation Measure (UNV) based in Tashkent but with
frequent trips to the region, a Project Field Assistant and a Driver.

. National and International Experts are hired to conduct specific project tasks. They are under the
supervision of the PM, who is to ensure the timely delivery of their assignments.

74.  The implementation modality of the project to allocate, administer and report on project resources is the
“UNDP Country Office Support to NIM” approach; that is project activities are carried out by the Project Team
in partnership with Uzhydromet and reporting to UNDP as per the guidelines in the UNDP Programme and
Operations Policies and Procedures (POPP). Overall, roles and responsibilities were clearly identified and
accepted, including the need to follow administrative procedures from UNDP and the Government of
Uzbekistan.

75. The PB met four times since the inception of the project: December 24, 2014, November 3, 2015,
December 16, 2016 and December 14, 2017. The review of the minutes indicates an adequate process of
reviewing annual work plans and progress made as well as discussing issues and making the required decisions
for the PM to move forward. The Reviewing Team noted that at the third meeting (December 16, 2016), UNDP
raised the slow progress of the project and that the project “could do much more and better”. At the same time,
UNDP recognized the progress made but emphasized the need to focus more on local communities. It
requested the project to continuously monitor project achievements, get feedback from stakeholders and
document the social, economic and environmental benefits at the community level.

76. The review indicates that the management arrangements of the project are adequate for the
implementation of the project. The project is implemented partly from Tashkent (outcome 1 and 4) and partly
from Nukus (outcome 2 and 3). As the implementation is moving ahead, it is anticipated that more and more
activities will take place in the Karakalpakstan region. The Reviewing Team noted that this question has
already been discussed at the third PB meeting of December 16, 2016 and at the fourth PB meeting of
December 14, 2017. In 2016, it was proposed to change the current position of the Project Manager of the UN
Joint Programme based in Nukus into a combined position as the Project Manager of the UN Joint Programme
and of the components two and three of the AF project, in order to ensure the coordination of activities under
these two outcomes in the Karakalpakstan region. This proposal was approved by the PB at this meeting. This
change is being implemented since January 2017. The Reviewing Team confirms that the project needed to
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adapt its management structure with more presence in the region. Otherwise, the project is implemented by a
good technical team of professionals bringing together a broad range of skills and knowledge in the
meteorology, hydrology, agriculture, water, pasture and capacity building areas. The project also benefits from
a good support from Uzhydromet, the National Implementing Partner. UNDP has also been providing a good
and timely backstopping role to the project as well as a management and administrative support for procuring
needed goods and services including hiring consultants. It has been fulfilling its responsibilities as the Senior
Supplier and also as the Quality Assurance Entity, providing general oversight and monitoring support
services; including a good focus on how the project is progressing toward its expected results.

4.3.2. Stakeholder Engagement

77. Asdiscussed in section 4.1.1, the project is highly relevant to national priorities. According to the project
document, it was developed with good consultations of stakeholders. Consultations were led by Uzhydromet,
which is the Designated National Authority for the Adaptation Fund in Uzbekistan. An initial consultation
meeting was held to outline the critical adaptation priorities that emerged in the Second National
Communication (SNC) and to review the AF requirements for project eligibility. In addition to the relevant
government entities that were consulted during the formulation stage of this project, both Dekhan agro-
pastoralists and large-scale farmers were also consulted to assess their participation in the implementation of
the project. A total of 286 people (93 women) from 14 districts (out of 15 districts in Karakalpakstan) were
directly consulted through community consultation workshops held at Khokimiat offices and Mahallas.
Information collected during these consultations was used to conduct a Conditional Vulnerability Index (CV1)
analysis, which was used as the basis for determining the geographic focus of the project in the four most
vulnerable districts of Karakalpakstan: Kanlikul, Takhtakupir, Kegeyli and Chimbay??.

78. The key findings of these consultations have been very useful for the implementation of the project.
They include:

° The local land users are not very aware of optimized use of water resources, cultivating drought
resistant and salt-tolerant crops in drought years;

. The primary interest of dekhan farms and farmers of northern villages of Kegeyli district is in
developing livestock and dairy production rather than farming. The water scarcity in these
downstream villages often pose difficulties for farming;

° One of the main activities in developing livestock and diary production is to build a forage base
by cultivating alfalfa in order to provide the stability during drought years. Alfalfa is the most
appropriate fodder crop in Karakalpakstan due to its drought-resistant and salt-tolerance;

. The northern downstream districts are facing issues with quantity and quality of water resources
that they receive. These districts are less likely to be successful in agriculture, yet agriculture is
the sole source of income. Many people go to Kazakhstan and Russia to work from spring to
autumn season every year;

o The consultations held with government officials on the Social and Economic Development
Program priorities indicates that the livestock production is critical in the driest zones and
therefore collective production of forage crops is a major livelihood factor.

79. The Reviewing Team found that the CVI analysis was an excellent approach to identify the needs of
dekhan farmers and pastoralists. It allowed to focus the design of the project on the needs of beneficiaries. As
a result, and based on the CVI analysis findings, the project identified the potential social, economic and
environmental benefits for each group: dekhan farmers, commercial farmers and livestock keepers.

80. In addition to the farming communities as beneficiaries of the project, few national and regional
organizations were consulted to be part of the project; they include:
o Uzhydromet
Ministry of Economy
Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources
State Committee for Nature Protection
State Committee for Land, Geodesy, Cartography and State Cadaster

12 A fifth district (Muynak) was added as a targeted district for the AF project and also the UN Joint Programme. This decision was
taken at the PB meeting of December 16, 2016.
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Ministry of Finance

Ministry of Health

Ministry of External Economic Relations, Investments and Trade
Council of Ministers of Karakalpakstan

Council of Farmers of Karakalpakstan

Uzhydromet Department of Karakalpakstan

Other projects and donors

81. However, despite a good analysis and engagement of stakeholders at the outset of the project, no specific
strategy was identified in the project document to secure a strong engagement of stakeholders in the
implementation of the project. Nevertheless, in order to address this lack of stakeholder engagement strategy,
the project - with the strong support of Uzhydromet - established a national (based in Tashkent) and a regional
(based in Nukus) inter-agency working groups, which both were formalized through a government resolution
(see Section 4.3.1). These working groups are currently key instruments for engaging stakeholders. They meet
on a need-basis and are de facto the body where technical discussion takes place and proposals are made to
move the project forward; if needed these proposals are submitted to the PB for decision. Both working groups
are composed of key development players related to the project and provide excellent platforms to discuss
ideas, innovations and needs to adapt the agricultural sector to climate change effects in the Karakalpakstan
region and increase the coordination and cooperation among agencies.

82. In addition, in order to ensure a good engagement of beneficiaries, the project established five (5)
“initiative groups”, one in each selected district. Each group is composed of 5-7 persons representing the
surrounding rural communities. These initiative groups are aimed at strengthening the interaction between
national and sub-national executing agencies and end-users (beneficiaries) such as farmers, dekhan farms and
small land owners.

83.  The project set up good mechanisms to reach out to beneficiaries. However, the review conducted for
this MTR reveals that the project still needs to increase its outreach to beneficiaries. It is a critical success
factor for the project. As discussed in Section 4.2.1, the project has so far focus much on developing a “catalog
of adaptation measures”, it needs now to focus much more on engaging beneficiaries in the five selected
districts. The regional inter-agency working group is a good instrument to engage stakeholders but more is
needed, particularly the development of a mechanism to engage farmers, dekhan farmers and small land
owners at the community level. The project has also been supporting the establishment of several extension
service centers, which is also a way to engage communities and promote the adoption of these adaptation
measures. Overall, the project needs to develop an “outreach model”, which should be piloted and hopefully
ready to be scaled up by the end of the project.

4.3.3. Work Planning

84.  Project Annual Work Plans (AWPs) were produced every year from 2014. These AWPs were developed
following UNDP project management guidelines, including the calendar year cycle (January to December for
each year). Once finalized, these AWPs were reviewed and endorsed by the PB and approved by UNDP. The
budget for these AWPs are systematically recorded in the UNDP Atlas system. These AWPs details the list of
main actions to be conducted during the coming year following the structure of the log frame (objective,
outcomes, outputs and main activities) of the project. For the group of actions under each activity, they include
a tentative schedule (per quarter) when each activity will be implemented, the funding sources (AF and TRAC),
and a corresponding budget to conduct these actions.

85. Based on the information collected, the Reviewing Team compared the budgeted annual work plans
with the actual annual disbursements; the results are presented in the table below:
Table 6: Annual Work Plans versus Actual Expenditures (AF grant + UNDP TRAC)

AWP Actual % Spent
(1]

Budgets Expenditures

2014 40,906 33,869 83%
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AWP

Actual

Budgets Expenditures % Spent
2015 1,188,120 205,602 17%
2016 1,217141 487,853 40%
2017 578,956 410,121 71%

Sources: Project AWPs and UNDP-Atlas CDR Reports

86. Numbers presented in the table above reveal that work planning has not been too efficient up to 2017.
Expenditures were well under budget for the years 2015 and 2016, representing respectively only 17% of the
approved AWP-2015 budget and 40% in 2016. However, in 2017, the financial management of the project has
been getting more efficient; expenditures to end of September 2017 represent 71% of the AWP-2017 budget
versus 75% of the time (9 months out of 12). It was noted by the Reviewing Team that the main reason for the
low disbursement in 2015 was mostly due to the 6-month delay in receiving the second tranche from the AF
grant.

87.  As the project is now in full implementation, it is expected that the work planning will continue to be
more efficient. Nevertheless, when considering the remaining AF budget to be expended between October
2017 and May 2020, the yearly average of project expenditures would need to drastically increase for the entire
AF grant to be expended by May 2020. A rapid calculation of the remaining AF grant indicates that the
expenditures during the remaining 32 months of implementation should be about USD 1,475,000 per year or
about USD 123,000 per month. The review conducted for this MTR indicates that it is unlikely that this
remaining budget will be spent by May 2020 (see also Section 4.3.4 below).

4.3.4. Finance and Co-finance

88.  Asdiscussin Section 4.3.1, the implementation modality of the project to allocate, administer and report
on project resources is the National Implementation Modality (NIM); that is project activities are carried out
by the Project Team in partnership with Uzhydromet and reported to UNDP as per the guidelines. Under this
approach, the government has key control functions related to all aspects of project leadership, management
and implementation (nominates the National Project Coordinator, who co-chairs the Project Board, considers
and approves key milestones, such as annual work plans, budgets, management responses to mid-term and
final evaluations, participates in monitoring, etc., as further described in the Management Arrangements). At
the same time, under the NIM approach, UNDP has committed to provide some specialized technical oversight
services to the project. This commitment was confirmed by a letter of co-financing to this project reflecting an
amount of USD 200,000 taken from its core budget to finance the cost of these direct project services to be
provided during the entire project duration.

89. At the time of this evaluation, the review of financial records as recorded in the UNDP Atlas system
indicates that the actual expenditures allocated against the AF project grant for the years 2014 to September
2017 represent just over 21% (USD 1,056,797) of the approved budget of USD 4,990,878 versus an elapsed
time of 56% (40 months out of 72). The breakdown of project expenditures by outcome and by year is
presented in the table below.

Table 7: UNDP-AF Project Funds Disbursement Status (in USD

Component 2014 2015 2016 ;:;ZZt
Outcome 1 1,257,000 19,448 63,931 331,802 153,637 568,819 45.3%
Outcome 2 1,377,400 10,501 24,032 115,802 150,335 10.9%
Outcome 3 1,723,900 8,011 13,076 22,302 43,389 2.5%

13 Includes expenditures from January to end of September 2017.
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Total/

Component 2015 2016 20178 Budget
Outcome 4 273,400 100 20,934 34,185 32,545 87,764 32.1%
Project Management 359,178 6,997 76,861 90,778 31,854 206,490 57.5%
TOTAL 4,990,878 26,545 180,238 493,873 356,140 1,056,797 21.2%

Sources: UNDP Atlas Financial Reports (Combined Delivery Reports to September 2017 (CDRs)) and information collected from the
Project Team.

Project Expenditures per Outcome and per Year Project Expenditures by Outcome

A%0 D00
400,000 0%
50 D ™ " Chatcome §
- Dhatoome 1 " -
300,000 S -~ B Cnatrrma 2
250,000 - ; o .
L I

200,000 st e
50000 4% B Dunone 4
L0, 000 W Project Managesent Progect Managemant

50,000

2015 2017+

L6

90. As discussed in section 4.3.3, these financial figures confirm the slow disbursements by the project.
With a project starting date of June 2014, the project expended USD 1,056,797 to the end of September 2017
that is only 21% of the AF grant versus 56% of the project timeline (40 months out of 72 months). As of
October 1, 2017, the remaining budget from the AF grant is USD 3,934,081 (79%). When considering the
timeline left for implementing the project, it is doubtful that the entire budget will be expended by May 2020.
Taking as a benchmark the average monthly disbursement of the first 40 months of USD 26,420, the average
monthly disbursement for the remaining period of 32 months needs to be USD 122,940 or almost five (5) times
the average of the first 40 months of implementation. It is not impossible to achieve but it requires a drastic
change in managing the project with a significant increase of project activities to reach this average.

91. At the same time, the project is moving ahead with its implementation plan with the anticipation that it
will focus more and more on reaching out to beneficiaries in communities in the Karakalpakstan region. Based
on the assessment of the finances of the project, the Reviewing Team anticipate that the entire AF grant will
not be totally expended by May 2020; it recommends a time extension justified with more investments in
engaging communities to adopt these adaptation measures. By May 2020, any extension of activities conducted
with the support of the project should provide a good return in term of results. By then, communities will be
aware about these adaptation measures, pilots will have demonstrated these measures and their associated
benefits for communities and some communities will have started to adopt these measures. Any time extension
should translate into more adoption of these measures benefiting from the various instruments developed by
the project. ' - '

Project Budget vs. Actuals per Outcome
92. The review of expenditures against budgets per
outcome reveals an unequal level of spending. The table

above indicates that over 45% of the budget for outcome 1 | . l
has been expended to September 2017 but only 10.5% and Sl

2.5% have been expended for respectively outcome 2 and - = - —,. __9 o
3. Finally 32% has been spent under outcome 4 and over Gy’ ﬁyf' » .

57% for project management. The latter (project G“f t,f‘ ,.“"
management) represents almost 20% of the expenditures so f‘

far; this is high and should be carefully monitored.

93. The Reviewing Team also noted that despite a somewhat similar AF budget for outcome 1, 2 and 3, so
far, the project has spent much more on outcome 1 than on outcome 2 and 3; 45% of the total amount spent so
far was spent on activities and procurement of goods under outcome 1. These financial figures also confirm
the good progress made under outcome 1 and slower progress under outcome 2 and 3. It also confirms the
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need for the project to focus more on reaching out to beneficiaries (outcome 1 and 2), promoting adaptation
measures and seeking their adoption by farmers, dekhan farmers and small plot owners. As discussed in other
sections above, at this point, it is one of the main critical success factors for this project. The budget is there
to be used for promoting the adoption of these adaptation measures.

94. From a financial disbursement point of view, the Reviewing Team noted that some procurement
activities are underway to procure equipment for the project. It includes 7 sets of laser levelling equipment
(graders + information technology equipment); 4-5 sets of zero-tillage planters; about 500 hand tools for
gardening; 44 units of water saving for drip irrigation; 1 or more tractors; and later some greenhouse
equipment. All this procurement should increase the disbursements of the project funds in the coming months
and contribute to increase the rate of spending.

Co-financing

95. The co-financing commitments at the outset of the project totaled the amount of USD 200,000 (see table
below), which represented almost 4% of the total budgeted amount in the project document of USD 5,190,878
(AF grant + co-financing). As discussed above, this co-financing commitment of USD $200,000 of cash from
UNDP is to finance specialized technical oversight services to the project.

Table 8: Co-financing Status

Commitments Actuals
Partner Type (USD) (USD)
UNDP Cash 200,000 80,647
Total (USD) 200,000 80,647

Source: Project Document and UNDP CDRs to September 2017

96. At the time of this MTR, information from the UNDP “Combined Delivery Reports (CDRs)” indicates
that so far UNDP has contributed an amount of USD 80,467 as co-financing to this project or 40% of the
committed amount of USD 200,000. In addition, despite no reporting of government agencies contribution to
the project, the Reviewing Team confirms that project partners have been contributing critical resources
(mostly in-kind) to the implementation of this project. Uzhydromet has provided office space for the PIU and
overall have led the implementation of the project. So far, staff from partner organizations have been well
engaged in project activities when needed.

4.3.5. Project-level Monitoring and Evaluation Systems

97. A monitoring and evaluation framework was developed during the formulation of the project in
accordance with standard UNDP and AF procedures, including the UNDP monitoring and evaluation practices
for NIM projects. An M&E budget of USD 60,000 was allocated representing only about 1.2% of the AF grant.
This framework listed monitoring and evaluation activities to monitor/measure the performance of the project;
including a mid-term review and a final evaluation. For each M&E activity, the responsible party(ies) was/were
identified, as well as a budget and schedule. The monitoring framework was based on the PRF matrix that
included a set of performance monitoring indicators along with their corresponding means of verification.

98. The M&E framework was reviewed during the inception phase and few minor changes were made to
adjust the timelines of some targets due to a delay in the start-up of the project. A summary of the operating
modalities of the M&E plan are as follows:

. Performance indicators: A set of 15 key indicators with their respective baselines and targets at
the end of the project were identified and documented in the Project Results Framework.

. Inception workshops: Two inception workshops were conducted near the end of the inception
phase: one in Tashkent on October 22, 2104 and one in Nukus on October 29, 2014 with the
participation of 54 people in Tashkent and 47 in Nukus, representing a broad group of
stakeholders from government agencies to media, other donors, and NGOs. These workshops
were opportunities to formally launch the project. The project strategy was presented and
discussed as well as the management arrangements, monitoring indicators, the risks, and
importantly the roles and responsibilities of each party involved in the implementation of the
project. The first-year work plan with the related budget was also reviewed. Finally, a project
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inception report was drafted to summarize and conclude the inception phase.

Risks Log: It was planned to log all project risks in the UNDP Atlas system and this log to be
updated by the Programme Manager semi-annually to facilitate tracking and response of potential
problems or requests for change.

Quarterly Progress Reports: Quality progress reports are completed by the project team and
verified by the PB.

Annual Project Reports (APRs): These annual progress reports are submitted by the Project
Manager to the PB using the UNDP standards for project progress reporting, including a summary
of results achieved against pre-defined annual targets at the output level.

Results Tracker: This tool is to track results achieved by projects funded by the AF. It is to be
updated annually and submitted as part of the annual PPR. It is a report documenting results
achieved against the AF objectives, outcomes and output indicators.

Field Visits: PB members and UNDP staff must conduct field visits to project sites to assess first
hand progress of the project.

External mid-term review and final project evaluations: The mid-term review is underway; a
terminal evaluation is planned following UNDP practice and evaluation guidelines.

Annual Audits: Audits will be conducted in accordance with UNDP Financial Regulations and
Rules and applicable audit policies on UNDP projects by a legally recognized auditor of the
Government, or by a commercial auditor engaged by the Government. It was noted that no audits

of the project financial records have been conducted so far.

99. The set of indicators presented in the Project Results Framework was reviewed during this review. It
includes a set of 15 key output indicators — each one with a baseline and a target by the end of the project - to
monitor the performance of the project mostly at the output level. The list of these key indicators and targets

is presented in the table below:

Table 9: List of Performance Indicators

Project Outcomes

Indicators

Targets

Objective - To develop climate resilience of
farming and pastoral communities in the
drought prone parts of Uzbekistan,
specifically Karakalpakstan.

No indicator identified

No target identified

Outcome 1 - Institutional and technical
capacity and mechanisms for drought risk
management and early warning developed.

® Output 1.1: Upgraded observation and
monitoring infrastructure (e.g. 2 Doppler
water meters, automatization of 8 met
stations) for effective data receiving and
transmission.

® Output 1.2: Multi-modal platform for
integration of data flow from hydro-
meteorological observation to end users.

® Output 1.3: Drought early warning
mechanisms (indicators, gauges, warning
distribution mechanisms etc.) to minimize
impacts of droughts in place and
functional.

® Qutput 1.4: Science-based extension
services for subsistence dekhan farmers
established to assist in farm-based
climate risk management, including sub-
district, community level Climate Field
School/Extension (CFS /E) for direct
outreach to farmers and localized training
in adaptation practices.

® Number and quality of forecasts and
drought early warnings for
Karakalpakstan region;

® Percentage of vulnerable farmers and
pastoralists receiving science-based
extension services to promote
drought risk reduction among
vulnerable farmers and pastoralists

Outputs Indicators

1. Number of automated met stations for
field data collection and transmission

® |nstalment of 2 Doppler water
meters and 8 automated
meteorological stations

2. Coverage of hydro-meteorological
observation network on km?

® At least 40,000 km2 of the
Karakalpakstan region will be
covered by automated hydro-
meteorological observation
network

3. Lead time for drought early warning

® Season ahead forecasts and 2
weeks ahead temperature
forecasts for effective warnings
will be practiced

4. % Dekhan farmers (% female Dekhan
farmers) receiving extension services
to introduce farm-based climate risk
management measures

® At least 40% of Dekhan
farmers and pastoralists of
Karakalpak region will be
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Project Outcomes

Indicators

Targets

served by science-based
extension

5. # of Field School/Extension delivering
training in adaptation practices to
farmers and pastoralists

® At least 3 Field
School/Extension established
to deliver training in adaptation
practices to farmers and
pastoralists;

® At least 20% of targeted
Dekhan beneficiaries will be
female.

Outcome 2 — Climate resilient farming

practices established on subsistence dekhan

farms of Karakalpakstan

® Output 2.1: 40,000 Dekhan farmers have

adopted climate resilient conservation
agriculture practices (e.g. low till, mixed
cropping, fodder production, and residue
crop soil covering adopted measures
adopted at 80,000 ha of dekhan farms)

® Output 2.2: 40,000 Dekhan farmers have

adopted water saving irrigation practices
(e.g. land leveling, well management,

furrow and drip irrigation systems adopted

at 80,000 ha dekhan farms to improve
farm-level drainage and minimize
salinization)

® Output 2.3: 40% of targeted dekhan
farmers have established horticulture
greenhouses on 20,000 ha of farms to
minimize impacts of droughts on farm
production

® Output 2.4: Legal and regulatory
framework put in place to support well
tested farm-based adaptation measures
for replication and upscale

® Percentage of population adopted
climate resilient conservation
agriculture and water saving
measures at the farm level

Outputs Indicators

6. # of dekhan farmers adopted
conservation agriculture practices
(e.g. low till, mixed cropping, fodder
production, and residue crop soil)

® At least 40,000 Dekhan
farmers have adopted climate
resilient conservation
agriculture practices (e.g. low
till, mixed cropping, fodder
production, and residue crop
soil covering adopted
measures adopted at 80,000
ha of dekhan farms) by end of
the project;

7. # of dekhan farmers adopted water
saving irrigation practices (e.g. land
levelling, furrow and drip irrigation
systems)

® At least 40,000 Dekhan
farmers have adopted water
saving irrigation practices (e.g.
land levelling, furrow, drip
irrigation systems adopted at
80,000 ha dekhan farms to
improve farm-level drainage
and minimize salinization) by
end of the project

8. Number of female lead horticulture
greenhouses established

® Female lead horticulture
greenhouses will be
established by mid of 2016

9. # of legal acts and regulations
enacted to support well tested farm-
based adaptation measures.

® | aws on agricultural practices
and water management will be
amended by to integrate
regulations on the adoption of
conservation agriculture and
water saving techniques and
technologies on the farms by
end of 2016

Outcome 3 — Landscape level adaptation
measures for soil conservation and moisture
retention improves climate resilience of
1,042,094 ha of land

® Qutput 3.1: Local saksaul and tamarix
plantations deliver sand stabilization and
soil desalinization function for 1,042,094

ha of farm and adjacent farmlands, based

on wind models and comprehensive

landscape rehabilitation and management

plan

® Output 3.2: Community management
scheme for planting and maintenance
established as community employment
scheme for landscape level adaptation

® Coverage (in ha) of landscape level
adaptation measures implemented for
sand stabilization and moisture
retention

Outputs Indicators

10. # of ha with saksaul and tamarix
plantations to deliver sand
stabilization and soil desalinization
function

® By end of the project over
70,000 ha of arid land of
Karakalpakstan is covered with
saksaul and tamarix
plantations to deliver sand
stabilization and soil
desalinization function

11. # of Dekhan farmer and pastoral
community members involved in
landscape level adaptation measures

® At least 20,000 people
organized in at least 10
cooperatives at the Khokimiyat
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Project Outcomes

Indicators

Targets

Output 3.3: Cooperative management for
landscape rehabilitation and management
established to enhance community control
and ownership arrangements

(e.g. saksaul and tamarix planting)
through local employment programme

and Makhalla levels to
participate in sand stabilization
plantation scheme

12.

# of cooperatives established at
Khokimiyat and Makhalla levels for
community management of sand
stabilizing plantations.

® At least 10 community
organizations (at least 5 female
groups and village
organizations) at Khokimiyat
and Makhalla level have clear
mandates, institutional
capacities and skills to manage
saksaul and tamarix
plantations by end of 2019

Outcome 4 — Knowledge of climate resilient
agricultural and pastoral production systems
in arid lands generated and widely available

® QOutput 4.1: Inventory of all tested
agronomic and water saving measures to
map out successful practices

® Output 4.2: Analysis and lessons learned
for climate resilient agricultural and
pastoral production systems in arid lands
documented and disseminated through
printed and web-based publications

® Output 4.3: Quarterly farm and pasture
land demonstration meetings with
participation of national, local authorities,
media and communities delivered

Percentage of population aware of
and practicing well tested, climate
resilient agricultural practices

Outputs Indicators

13.

14.

# of documented good practices of
agronomic and water saving
measures.

# of lessons learned bulletins
disseminated through printed and
web-based media

® At least two sets of lessons
learned bulletins produced to
cover successful climate
resilient agronomic and water
saving measures

15.

# of farm and pasture land
demonstration meetings covered by
media and attended by national and
local authorities

® At least 5 farmland
demonstration meetings
covered by the local and
national media for adaptation

advocacy

Source: Project Document, Inception Report and PPRs

100. This set of 15 indicators and their respective targets did not change since the formulation of the project;
except two minor changes made during the inception phase: delayed the date from 2015 to 2019 to reach the
target for the indicator #12 and delayed the date from end of 2014 to mid of 2016 for the indicator #8. These
indicators have been used yearly to report progress made in PPRs. In addition, the project team has also been
completing the AF tracking tool “Results Tracker” that is part of each PPR. As discussed in the section 4.3.6,
this tracking tool will need to be reviewed/adapted if the proposed recommendation to modify some targets is
implemented, particularly: indicator 3.1 and the core indicator 5.1.

101. The Reviewing Team noted that some of the output statements included targets such output 2.1 - 40,000
Dekhan farmers have adopted climate resilient conservation agriculture practices (e.g. low till, mixed
cropping, fodder production, and residue crop soil covering adopted measures adopted at 80,000 ha of dekhan
farms). It is also the case for outputs 2.2, 2.3 and 3.1. This is not a practice that is used much for development
project. Instead, outputs should rather be stated as expected results from development interventions, which
should be relevant to the achievement of outcomes. In the case of output 2.1, the number of dekhan farmers
(40,000) should not be the focus on this expected result. This output should more simply state that dekhan
farmers have adopted and have the capacity to implement adaptation measures. Then, the indicator could be
the number (or percentage) of dekhan farms that have adopted adaptation measures and the target the specific
number (or percentage) of dekhan farms that have adopted these measures.

A focus on quantitative indicators

102. The review of these indicators and their respective targets reveals that these indicators are mostly
guantitative indicators, focusing much on number of or percentage of targeted areas or targeted audiences as
opposed to more quality-based indicators. For instance, achieving this target “by end of the project over 70,000
ha of arid land of Karakalpakstan is covered with saksaul and tamarix plantations to deliver sand stabilization
and soil desalinization function” consists mostly in planting 70,000 ha of saksaul and tamarix. Similarly,
reaching the target “at least 20,000 people organized in at least 10 cooperatives at the Khokimiyat and
Makhalla levels to participate in sand stabilization plantation scheme” consist in creating 10 cooperatives
with a total number of 20,000 members; reaching the target “at least 40,000 Dekhan farmers have adopted

Mid-Term Review of the UNDP-AF Project “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan” 43




climate resilient conservation agriculture practices (e.g. low till, mixed cropping, fodder production, and
residue crop soil covering adopted measures adopted at 80,000 ha of dekhan farms) by end of the project”
consist in having 40,000 dekhan farmers to adopt climate resilient conservation agriculture practices before
the end of the project. Despite that these targets are valid measurements if they can be met, there would still
be the question did these results develop the climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in
Karakalpakstan? Furthermore, how sustainable these results are?

103. Quantitative indicators give a very clear measure of things and are numerically comparable. They also
provide an easy comparison of a project progress over time and are easy to monitor and do not require too
much resources to collect data. However, quantitative indicators also do not depict the status of something in
more qualitative terms. Degree of capacity developed are often better captured by qualitative indicators. For
example, how will local saksaul and tamarix plantations deliver sand stabilization and soil desalinization
function for 1,042,094 ha of farm and adjacent farmlands, ....... ? The answer to this question may not only be
the plantation of 70,000 ha of arid land covered with saksaul and tamarix. It will require a lot of capacities to
be developed including the capacity to produce the necessary seedlings, the techniques to plant and maintain
the plantations for a period until the trees are strong enough to sustain themselves but also the questions of
land ownership, including how to share the products of these plantations, government/extension support
system(s), enabling environment (policies and laws), etc.

104. In the meantime, it is true that “to develop climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in
the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan”, the procurement of 2 doppler water
meters and 8 automated meteorological stations; the adoption by 40,000 dekhan farmers of climate resilient
conservation agriculture practices and water saving irrigation practices; the establishment of greenhouses on
20,000ha, the plantations of 70,000 ha with saksaul and tamarix; and the establishment of 10 cooperatives with
20,000 members will contribute to increasing the resilience of farming and pastoral communities in
Karakalpakstan. However, this contribution may not be measurable only in strict quantitative terms, but it
could be graded based on qualitative findings. Using a mix of quantitative and qualitative indicators would
allow the project team to better measure the degree of adaptation of these communities to climate change
impacts by providing quantity and quality information about project achievements.

105. Similar to other projects, the review found that this project 4
focuses on capacity development. As stated in the project document
“... to that end capacity building is an element in each component”,
the project is about developing the capacity of farming and pastoral
communities to be more resilient to climate change effects through
the adoption of adaptation measures. As it is well known, to succeed,
capacity development initiatives need to address a full range of
capacities. As shown on the diagram, it includes the development of
skills and knowledge of stakeholders and beneficiaries. However, to X
sustain these individual capacities, project activities also need to focus on improving the structures,
mechanisms and procedures of institutions such as the recent “push” by the government to strengthen its
extension services. Finally, for these capacities to be sustained, it also needs to be in a context with a favorable
enabling environment; that is appropriate policies and laws as well as adequate institutional framework. This
is only when all these pieces are coming together that the desired change will occur and should be sustained.

Complexity

A complex set of indicators, baselines, and targets to understand
106. The Reviewing Team found that the presentation and documentation of the performance indicators in
the project document is rather complex to understand, particularly its logic. As part of the PRF, outcomes and
indicators are listed, then baselines, targets and milestones and as the last column outputs and indicators. After
review, the targets and milestones are to monitor the output indicators (last column) and not really the outcome
indicator (first column). The five (5) outcome indicators (see table 9 above) do not seem to have any targets
attached to them and are basically “merged” into the output indicators. However, it was noted that some of
them would bring some more qualitative information such as:

. The number and quality of forecasts and drought early warnings for Karakalpakstan region;

. The percentage of vulnerable farmers and pastoralists receiving science-based extension services

to promote drought risk reduction among vulnerable farmers and pastoralists
° The percentage of population that have adopted climate resilient conservation agriculture and
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water saving measures at the farm level; and
. The percentage of population aware of and practicing well tested, climate resilient agricultural
practices under outcome 4.

107. In addition to this cumbersome presentation of the PRF on 5 pages, a Project Results and Resource
Framework following the UNDP template presents an additional set of yearly targets on 11 pages. For each of
the 15 indicators, yearly targets are set for 2014 to 2019. The result is a lot of targets, which, if there is any
delay in implementing the project, would become obsolete or need to be updated to reflect the new
implementation timeline.

Indicators are too focus on outputs

108. Nevertheless, once the set of indicators and targets is understood and presented logically in a table such
as in table 9, the result is a relatively clear framework to measure the performance of the project at the output
level with a set of 15 indicators and their respective targets. The key comments on this framework are that
there are no indicators nor targets to measure how the project is progressing toward its objective and its
outcomes. It was also noted that at the inception workshops this question was raised and the intent was “to
develop additional indicators for monitoring evidence-based, quantifiable impacts”. The Reviewing Team did
not find any follow up to this request. Additionally, the focus of this framework is much on monitoring progress
at the output level. As a consequence, the progress reporting of the project does not provide much information
on how well the project is progressing towards its outcomes and objective. Based on the progress made at the
mid-point of the project, it is difficult to assess how well the project has been progressing toward its objective
that is the development of climate change resilience of farming and pastoral communities.

Targets are too ambitious and won’t be achieved by the end of the project

109. Finally, the most critical point of this monitoring framework is that most targets are too ambitious. Some
key very ambitious targets include: at least 40,000 Dekhan farmers have adopted climate resilient conservation
agriculture practices and water saving irrigation practices ....; over 70,000 ha of arid land of Karakalpakstan
is covered with saksaul and tamarix plantations ....; 40% of targeted dekhan farmers have established
horticulture greenhouses on 20,000 ha of farms; at least 20,000 people organized in at least 10 cooperatives at
the Khokimiyat and Makhalla levels ..... The review conducted for this MTR indicates that the strategy to
reach these targets is not clear; there is no clear implementation paths in the project document that are
convincing that these targets will be achieved by the end of the project. Reaching out to 40,000 dekhan farmers
is already a lot to achieve but adding that 40,000 dekhan farmers have adopted adaptation measures could be
a large project in itself. The same can be said for each of these targets; the investment needed to build
greenhouses on 20,000 ha is huge and one wonder where this capital will come from. Planting 70,000 ha of
saksaul and tamarix is no small feat. Establishing 10 cooperatives with a total of 20,000 members is also very
ambitious.

110. The project will not meet these targets by May 2020. Yet, the performance of the project is based on the
achievement of these targets. They need to be changed to levels that should be achievable. It is recommended
to review these targets and come up with a set of targets that is logically more achievable!*,

4.3.6. Reporting

111. Management reports have been produced according to UNDP project management guidelines. They
include AWPs that when finalized are endorsed by the PB; quarterly progress reports; and annual PPRs. The
Reviewing Team was able to review the 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017 AWPs, and 2 Project Performance Reports
(PPRs): 2014-2015 and 2015-2017. Overall, progress made by the project is being satisfactorily reported,
following UNDP and AF project progress reporting guidelines. The AWPs detail the plan of activities to be
conducted in the coming year and the PPRs document the progress made.

112. Progress made in these PPRs is measured against each indicator that were reviewed in the previous
section. These annual reports include also a review and update of the risks identified during the formulation of

14 As per the AF “Results Framework and Baseline Guidance — Project-Level” (page 16): Setting the right targets helps foster an
evaluative culture. If targets are unrealistically high and therefore unachievable, integrity and confidence will suffer, and could incite
people to conceal or alter data. If targets are too low and easily achievable, credibility could suffer and might achieve less than is
possible. Therefore, seek attainable targets that are just out of reach.
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the project and the steps taken to mitigate these risks. As discussed in Section 4.4.1, the Reviewing Team
found that the initial three (3) risks identified at the outset of the project are not comprehensive; three additional
risks were identified and recommended to be added to the risk log and monitored yearly as per the current risk
management approach. A brief review of the financial data for the project is also included in these PPRs with
the cumulative total expended so far, the expenditures per outcome for the past year and the planned
expenditures per output for the upcoming period. They also include a sheet on procurement data listing all
contracts signed, the main lessons learned, a results tracker and a sheet on ratings of the progress made by the
project completed by PM, the implementing agency (UNDP) and the Regional Technical Advisor (RTA).

113. The ratings given in these PPRs were reviewed by the Reviewing Team. The progress made is measured
mostly against each indicator and not really against the expected results of the project. Ratings given in the
last PPR 2015-2017 varies from one Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU) to several Highly Satisfactory (HS). The
review of these 15 ratings from each responsible entity (3) indicate that it is difficult to assess how well the
project is progressing toward its expected outcomes and objective. Nevertheless, overall the Reviewing Team
found that these ratings confirm that outcome 1 and 4 are progressing well, outcome 2 is progressing ok and
that the progress under outcome 3 is facing difficulties.

114. As presented above, these PPRs also include “Results Tracker” reports; a tracking tool of results on AF
funded projects that is also an AF reporting requirement. This reporting instrument was reviewed by the
Reviewing Team as part of this MTR. This instrument tracks the performance of AF funded projects against
key AF indicators. The project implementation team completed this tracking tool in the last PPR 2015-2017.
It provides limited information on the project progress and the value of this tool is mostly at the aggregate
level of AF funded projects. Nevertheless, it was noted that as, per the recommendation to review the targets
of this project (see Section 4.3.5), this tracking tool will need to be reviewed/adapted once the new set of
targets will be established. Some indicators in this tracking tool will need to be adapted/modified particularly:
Indicator 3.1: Increase in application of appropriate adaptation responses; and Core Indicator 5.1: Natural
Assets protected or rehabilitated;

4.3.7. Communications / Knowledge Management

115. From the outset of the project, knowledge management and communication have been at the forefront
of the implementation of this AF project. It is part of the Project Results Framework (PRF) as a full expected
outcome. Outcome #4 is “Knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid
lands generated and widely available”. Tt is implemented through three (3) outputs: 4.1: Inventory of all tested
agronomic and water saving measures to map out successful practices; 4.2: Analysis and lessons learned for
climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid lands documented and disseminated
through printed and web-based publications; and 4.3: Quarterly farm and pasture land demonstration meetings
with participation of national, local authorities, media and communities delivered.

116. As presented in section 4.2.1, under this outcome an information strategy has been developed. It
identified tools and methods to disseminate information and knowledge accumulated by the project. So far,
five best practices were selected, documented and published. Several meetings/workshops have taken place
with communities in the Karakalpakstan region promoting climate change adaptation measures. Out of a total
budget for this outcome of USD 273,400, USD 87,764 (57.5%) has been spent to the end of September 2017.

117. The review conducted for this MTR reveals that it is good to have knowledge management/
communication “embedded” in the strategy (PRF) of the project. It is part of the expected results of the AF
project and it is monitored through the M&E system in place which measures the performance of the project.
With its information strategy, the project is now equipped with tools and methods to collect, structure, package
and disseminate knowledge on climate change adaptation measures adapted to the Karakalpakstan region. This
is a critical feature of the project when considering that some targets are to reach out to a large number of
communities in the region. The recommended review of the project to focus more on communities and their
adoption of adaptation measures made by this MTR should also include a review of activities implemented
under this outcome #4. Currently, activities under this outcome are focusing a lot on raising awareness, which
is a good first step in the promotion of adaptation measures but these activities should also focus more adopting
these measures particularly through appropriate training activities focusing on “ow fo ....”.
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4.4. Sustainability

118. This section discusses how sustainable project achievements should be over the long-term. It includes a
review of the management of risks and specific risks such as financial risk, socio-economic risks, institutional

framework and governance risks, and environmental risks.

4.4.1. Management of Risks and Assumptions

119. Project risks were identified at the formulation stage and documented in the project document; including
the mitigation measures for each identified risk. It is a list of three (3) anticipated risks, which are presented in
the table below as well as their respective mitigation responses.

Table 10: List of Risks and Mitig

ation Measures Status

Mitigation Measures at

serious probability, the
project has been designed
to help ensure resilience at
household level thanks to
water saving methods and
implementation of
conservation agriculture
techniques and forage
production, etc.

Project Risks Rating formulation stage Mitigation Measures as of May 2017 (from PPR)
1. Reluctance of Low e The project takes a step-by- | e The risk was mitigated through number of
farmers or step approach and identifies knowledge sharing and best practice demonstration
pastoralists to “lead” farmers who have events conducted by the project. At least 160
depart from over- proven to be open to farmers (20% of women) attended the three field
irrigation and experimentation and have hands-on workshops, within which they familiarized
overutilization of already demonstrated with land laser leveling demonstrations/trainings
inputs approach innovation. Selected conducted at 500 ha of lands located in the project
towards climate demonstration farmers will pilot districts (Kanlikul, Chimbay and Takhtakupir).
resilient provide evidence of benefits Agro conservation and water saving practices were
conservation derived from low input and piloted at two project pilot districts (Kegeyli and
agriculture high output conservation Chimbay). 247 farmers and householders (205
agriculture and water saving women) raised their awareness about agro
methods. This will inspire conservation and water saving technologies
and motivate neighboring applicable at local level through workshops
farmers to adopt the same conducted at four project pilot districts (Kegeyli,
practices. Evidence of Chimbay, Takhtakupir and Kanlikul). 100
increased productivity and stakeholders (10% of women) of line ministries,
decreased losses during the Committee of Women and farmers attended two
dry seasons will be closely thematic demo workshops and increased their
monitored and understanding about annual project targets and
demonstrated. results achieved. Members of local communities in
two project pilot districts (Muynak and Takhtakupir)
familiarized with piloting sand stabilization and
pasture reclamation at 80 ha of lands. 132
representatives (51% of women) of local
communities learned about landscape adaptation
measures that can increase their resilience to
droughts and other climate change impacts through
two series of field workshops held in three project
pilot districts (Muynak, Takhtakupir and Kanlikul).
2. Repeated High | ¢ Whereas the repeated e The Drought Early Warning System (DEWS)
drought occurrence of drought is a previously designed for run-off forming zones and

applicable for different river basins was upgraded
for the downstream of the Amu Darya river.
Currently, early warning about low water availability
or drought can be issued for the regions located at
the downstream of the Amu Darya river with lead-
time of 3 months. Upgraded DEWS provides
quantitative and qualitative water availability
assessments published in the project's quarterly
bulletins that are targeted at central and regional
government decision-makers, farmers and
householders. Thus, the given risk was reduced
during the reporting period and it is expected to be
further reduced during the next reporting period due
to wider dissemination of DEWS products among
end-users in the project pilot districts in
Karakalpakstan.
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Mitigation Measures at

of Agriculture and Water
Resources. Close
cooperation will be assured
through a high-level
Steering Committee jointly
hosted by Uzhydromet and
the Ministry of Agriculture

Project Risks Rating formulation stage Mitigation Measures as of May 2017 (from PPR)
3. Low level of Medium | e The project operates at « Within the two demo workshops, a high-level
cooperation multiple levels and therefore meeting (at sub-national level) was conducted to
between executing will require the leadership of strengthen partnership with and ownership of all
institutions Uzhydromet and the Ministry | stakeholders involved in implementation of the

project activities in Karakalpakstan. Meeting was
chaired by the Chairman and Deputy Chair of the
Council of Ministers of Karakalpakstan. Moreover,
the two Inter-Agency Working Groups (national and
sub-national levels) established by the particular
government resolutions to strengthen coordination
and cooperation of all national partners involved in

and Water Resources. the Adaptation Project were supplemented with five
initiative groups (each group includes 5-7 persons
representing the rural communities) in each project
pilot district. Those are aimed at strengthening the
interaction between the national and sub-national
executing agencies, and therefore significantly
reduce the risk.

Source: Project Document and PPRs.

120. The project team has been monitoring these risks and reporting the current status of these risk in each
Project Performance Report (PPR). No risks have been added to the risk log (3) identified during the
formulation of the project. In the PPR 2014-15 and PPR 2015-17, risk assessments rated the three risks as
respectively: low, high and low in both reports.

121. The review of these risks reveals that there are not comprehensive enough. They cover some good risk
areas but the nature of this type of project has additional risks such as a change in political support for
promoting and integrating adaptation measures into the agricultural sector; insufficient capacity development
and practical know-how within state institutions and local authorities by the end of the project to allow
sustainability of project achievements; and implement legislative changes in a timely manner that are required
to develop an adequate enabling environment for the promotion and use of adaptation measures. It is
recommended to add these three (3) risks to the risk log of the project and reported yearly through the PPRs.

122. Inthe meantime, despite these risks, the Reviewing Team found that the project is progressing well and
that through adaptive management, these risks are constantly mitigated; hence decreasing the chance that these
risks would materialized. For instance, the risk of a “low level of cooperation between executing institutions”
has been mitigated with the establishment of a national and a regional inter-agency working groups as well as
five “initiative groups” (one in each selected district). These gatherings provide excellent platforms to improve
coordination and cooperation among agencies, exchange information, and link the national and regional
agencies with communities. Overall and as discussed in section 4.1.1, the project enjoyed a good support from
the government, benefiting also from the current government strategy to reform its agricultural sector.

4.4.2. Sustainability Strategy

123. When it comes to sustainability of project achievements, the sustainability strategy discussed in the
project document is not fully convincing; it varies greatly among the four outcomes of the project. For
achievements under outcome 1, it was stated that sustainability will be ensured through the integration of
achievements within government funded institutions such as Uzhydromet, Ministry of Agriculture and
Ministry of Water Resources, local administration, and Council of Farmers, dekhan farms and rural
households. The physical infrastructure financed with AF funds, together with the development of capacity for
the use of this equipment and the interpretation of data, complemented through a Climate Field School network
to be established in the project area to promote public awareness of the value of weather information and of
climate trends were identified as key elements to ensure the sustainability of project achievements under
outcome 1. The Reviewing Team confirms that this approach is good and should ensure the sustainability of
these achievements. Currently the equipment had been procured and some training took place. However, more
training will be needed along the collection of weather data to develop weather forecasts and climate change
models. Additionally, the network of climate field schools needs to be established soon to promote the
importance of weather data and how to access it. Analyses of the channels of communication (smartphones,
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internet, radio, TV channels, world of mouth etc.) used by end users would also be needed to identify the
effective way to deliver weather data to end users: farmers, dekhan farms and household plots users.

124. Under outcome 2, the sustainability strategy is less
obvious. It is planned that the financial support to build
horticulture greenhouses for farmers who could not
previously afford them will increase crop productivity - even
under a scenario of declining average rainfall - thus ensuring
livelihoods for targeted local farms. Also, the strategy is to
ensure the sustainability of well tested farm-based adaptation
measures for replication and upscale through the
development of a legal and regulatory framework. Overall, it
is anticipated that piloted/ demonstrated adaptation measures
(e.g. conservation agriculture, improved irrigation and

Local knowledge and traditions need to be taken
into account. A good example was given to the
Reviewing Team by one interviewee:

Historically Uzbek people leave in communities
and if a farmer in a community has a piece of
equipment such as a tractor, the whole
community would benefit from it. It is a
complicated process to introduce sustainable
practices at the community level, however if the
community adopts a practice, which ends up as
a success story, the practice may scale up to the
other communities very fast.

drainage, fodder production, etc.) will bring greater
productivity and drought preparedness capacities and that on-farm demonstrations of adaptation measures will
stimulate uptake of the successful adaptation practices. It is true that demonstrations will contribute to a
potential uptake by beneficiaries. However, it could be said that this is a “passive” strategy that is because of
the demonstrations, beneficiaries should adopt these measures. Unfortunately, it is often not the case; the “buy-
in” process following demonstrations is difficult and far from certain. If the project is closing before any
significant uptake by beneficiaries, the chance of adoption of these measures, and, therefore, sustain the
achievements under this outcome will be greatly diminished. The project needs to start focusing now on this
uptake of adaptation measures by looking into developing an “outreach model”. On one hand, the project has
been developing a “catalog of adaptation measures” and on the other hand beneficiaries throughout the
Karakalpakstan region are asking for help in bettering their livelihoods and adapt to climate change effects; to
link both, an “outreach model” needs to be developed. What system and how can it bring adaptation measures
to beneficiaries in a sustainable way? An extension services may be the answer but it needs to be sustainable
over the long term.

125. Under outcome 3, it was anticipated that communities will be organized in cooperatives, then
communities will volunteer to plant saksaul and tamarix and benefits from the services and products from
these trees. Similar to the strategy for outcome 2, sustainability is far from certain. As per the project document,
it is hoped that demonstrations of concrete farming and pasture management methods that provide evidence
of bringing benefits of greater food security and resilience to droughts will trigger replication and hence
contribute to the sustainability of these achievements. It is true in theory but experiences show that this
approach, often does not work alone if other measures are not implemented such as types of incentives to
implement these new measures. Overall, best practices from other UNDP and/or donor projects need to be
reviewed to assess/test any existing community-based sustainable land management practices and land
reclamation practices in Uzbekistan and in the Central Asia Region.

4.4.3. Financial risk to Sustainability

126. When reviewing the sustainability of project achievements, financial risk is an area where some
guestions related to the long-term sustainability of project achievements need some attention. The project
supports Uzhydromet to improve its hydro-meteorological monitoring infrastructure, which will serve as the
backbone for a drought early warning system as well as providing better weather data to develop weather
forecasts and models to assess climate change impacts. The project is also piloting adaptation measures such
as a suite of adaptive multi-benefit agronomic practices for crops and livestock, ranging from conservation
agriculture through horticultural greenhouses and pasture management; and finally, it seeks to reduce the
impacts of higher temperatures and lower rainfall on crop productivity through large scale plantations of trees.
Within this strategy, the project has been or will be procuring meteorological and hydrological equipment and
equipment to implement several pilots such as tractors, graders, laser levelling technologies, greenhouse
equipment, etc. Despite that these technologies and practices are optimal for a region like Karakalpakstan to
adapt to climate change, they still require resources to maintain them over the long term and possibly to replace
them further in the future. It is the case for Uzhydromet, which needs to maintain and replace its equipment,
but also for communities to be able to use the required equipment to implement some adaptation measures
such as the laser land levelling practice. Currently and as discussed in other sections of this report, this review
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confirms the government’s commitment to reform and adapt its agricultural sector to climate change. It is a
priority for the government and so far, it is committed to the change process in this area. Agriculture is an
important economic sector for Uzbekistan and particularly for Karakalpakstan; it is expected that the
government will continue to implement this priority and support it with the necessary resources, including
resources to scale-up the project achievements to other parts of Uzbekistan.

4.4.4. Socio-economic risk to Sustainability

127. The review indicates that there is no socio-economic risk to sustainability. In the worst-case scenario, if
the project has very limited impact, it should not affect negatively the project beneficiaries and the “business
as usual” scenario should continue. Nevertheless, the project is progressing adequately and it is expected that
the implementation of these adaptation measures should have a positive socio-economic impact on the
livelihood of farmers and, overall, on communities in the region, particularly dekhan farms and small land plot
owners. With the introduction of new sustainable agricultural practices, land should be better conserved and
productivity is expected to increase. As a result, livelihood of rural communities is expected to be better over
time.

4.4.5. Institutional framework and governance risk to Sustainability

128. As discussed previously in this report, the project is a direct response to the government priority to
reform the agriculture sector, adapt to climate change and develop sustainably the region of Karakalpakstan.
The project is “rooted” in national priorities, and it is particularly aligned with the “State Programme for the
Development of the Aral Sea Region 2017-2021”, which was recently adopted. It is also well aligned with a
set of recently approved Decrees to strengthen/reform the agriculture sector including the Council of Farmers,
the development of an extension service and the efficient use of land by farmers, dekhan farms and small land
plot owners. It is anticipated that the government will continue in this direction in the foreseeable future and
that the project will be able to institutionalize its achievements, which are expected to be scaled-up in other
arid parts of Uzbekistan.

129. One area that requires a particular attention from the implementation team and also the PB during the
remaining period of implementation is the monitoring of the extension service pilots. Three extension services
are already operating and two more should be established soon. It is important for the sustainability of the
project to assess these pilots, learn lessons and identify best practices but also focus on institutionalizing the
best extension practices coming from these pilots in Karakalpakstan to sustain an “outreach model” promoting
adaptation measures to farmers, dekhan farmers and small land plot owners.

4.4.6. Environmental risk to Sustainability

130. The review did not find any environmental risks to the sustainability of project outcomes. The project
supports the implementation of adaptation measures to climate change, including climate resilient farming
practices and landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention. Ultimately, the
achievements of the project that is “to develop climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the
drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan™, should have a medium and long-term
positive environmental impacts over the natural resources in the project area. The implementation of adaptation
measures should render the management of these arid ecosystems more sustainable over the long-term,
including the reclaim of abandoned/pasture lands.
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Annex 1: BeiBogbl n PekomeHaauum
Below is the translation of both sections 1.2 and 1.3 of Chapter 1.
BbiBOoAbI

Cmpamezu}l npoekma

a) ITpoeKT siBJIsieTCS OYeHb AKTYAIbHBIM VIl Y30eKHCTaHa, B YACTHOCTH MOCJIe MocjaeTHux pedopm B
CeJIbCKOM XO03M1HCTBE.

[IpoekT A® TecHO CBs3aH C HAITMOHAIBLHBIMH MPHOPUTETAMH, HAITMOHAJIHLHON MOJUTHKONW W MPABOBBIMH
JOKYMEHTaMH, B YaCTHOCTU TMPHOPUTETAMH, ONpPEACICHHBIMH B MNPOLUIOM Toxy (MATh MPHOPUTETHBIX
obxnacreti 2017-2021 romos u nporpamma Apanbckoro mops 2017-2021 rr.), a Takxke ¢ pehopMaMu B CEKTOpE
CEJBbCKOTO XO034MCTBAa, KOTOpPBIE OCYLIECTBISIIOTCS B HACTOSILEE BPEMS B COOTBETCTBHUU C HECKOJIbKHUMHU
KJIFOUEBBIMU TPAaBUTEJILCTBEHHBIMU TOCTAaHOBICHUAMH, NPUHATHIMU B 2017 roxy. Ilpoext mpenocrasnser
pecypcesl U yCTpaHeHus] 0aphepoB, BHISIBICHHBIX B Havaje MPOEKTa, M JA0JHKEH CIIOCOOCTBOBATh Pa3BUTHIO
YCTOWYHMBOCTH K H3MEHEHHIO KIIMMAaTa CeJIbCKOTO X035HCTBA U MaCTOMIIHBIX coodmiecTB B KapakanmakcraHe.
OH Takke TeCHO CBsi3aH ¢ Marpuueil pe3ynpratoB A®. [IpoekT sBiserca yacteio naptHepctBa OOH c
MPaBUTENBCTBOM Y30ekucTana, kotopoe B pamkax PIIOOHIIP monaep:kruBaeT HalMOHATBHBIC TIPUOPHUTETEHI,
OTIpe/IeTICHHBIE TPABUTEIHCTBOM Y30EKHCTaHa yJenss oco0oe BHUMaHHE HawmOoJiee YSI3BUMBIM TPyIIaM
HaceleHus Y30eKuCTaHa.

b) HpOCKT HMEET CIOKHYI0 CTPATEruio, raie OTCyrCTBye€T siCHOCTb U JIOTHYHOCTHL B MOHMMAHUH KaK
3aIlVIAaHUPOBAHHbIC JieliCTBHSI OXBATST 0KHAaeMble pPeE3yJbTaThbI U, B YaCTHOCTH, LECJIH.

HecmoTpst Ha TO, 4TO OOWIAst cTpaTerusi SIBISETCS YETKUM OTBETOM HAa HAIMOHAIBHBIC MPHOPUTETHI MPU
aHalIu3€ BCEHM  JIOTMYECKOM  «UENOYKM  pe3ynbraroB». JleictBus = Pesynbratel = llennm
= [Inanmpyemsrii pesynstaT, MPP OBICTpO CTaHOBHTCS CIIOKHOW, OCOOEHHO TIPH PACCMOTPEHUHU
pe3yNbTaTOB, MHAWKATOPOB M IENel, YCTAHOBJIEHHBIX I OLICHKHM Iporpecca MpoekTa. Pe3ynbratel, B
OOJIBIIIMHCTBE CTy4aeB, ObUTM UICHTH(OUIIMPOBAHBI KAK KOHEYHBIC MTPOIYKTHI, B HEKOTOPBIX CIIydasx - ey,
BCTPOCHHBIE B PE3YJIbTAThl. Y YMTHIBasE aMOUIIMO3HBIE 1IETI ¥ HBIHEIIHUI KOHTEKCT CENIbCKOXO03SHCTBEHHOTO
CeKTOpa B Y30eKucCTaHe, TPYAHO IOHSITH, KaK PE3yJIbTaTbl aKTHBHOCTEH, MOJIEP>KUBAEMbIe MPOECKTOM,
JOCTUTHYT OTHX mened. JIoKyMeHT mpoekTa He o0ecreuuBaeT NPOEKTHYI0 KoMaHay d((eKTHBHBIM
«TIpeIBApUTENbHBIM [UTAHOMY JJISl PyKOBOJICTBA peann3alyeil mpoeKTa.

Ilpozpecc 6 docmudicenuu pe3ynromamos
) Peanu3anusi mpoeKTa uaeT HePaBHOMEPHO.

[IpoexT mpoxBuraercst Blepea, U 'y HEro ocTajochk emie 2,5 rozxa. JIoCTHrHYT 3HAUMTENBHBIN MpOrpecc B
paMKax KOMIIOHEHTOB 1 1 4, 1 0)kuJaeTcsi, 4YTO OH JOCTUTHET CBOMX 1I€JIeH B paMKaX 3THX JBYX KOMIIOHEHTOB.
OpHako B OTHONIEHHWH KOMIIOHEHTOB 2 W 3 OCHOBHOE€ BHHMAaHHE B HACTOAIIEE BpeMs YIeNseTcs
MAJIOTHPOBAHUIO M COCTABJIICHUIO «KaTaJlora alaliTallMOHHBIX Mep», aJlalTHPOBaHHbIX K Kapakanmakcrany, u
B MEHBILIEH CTENIEHN «MO/ieJIb PAcIpPOCTPAaHeHUsI U BHeAPEeHMsI alaNTAlMOHHBIX Mep» Ul 0XBaTa ThICAY
(depmepoB U OOMMH B pervoHe. B To ke BpeMs, MpH PACCMOTPEHHH PECYPCOB IMPOEKTa M HBIHEIIHETro
KOHTEKCTa, Jydllee, YTO MOXKET CHeJaTb MPOeKT B paMKax OJTHX JABYX KOMIIOHEHTOB, - 3TO
MIPOJIEMOHCTPHUPOBATh aJaNTAllMOHHBIE MEPHI M MUIOTHPOBATh «MO/EJIb PACIIPOCTPAHECHHUS M BHeAPEeHHSs
aJanTalMOHHBIX MepP»», OPHEHTHPOBAaHHYI0 Ha (epMmepoB, (QepMepoB-IeXKaH M MEJKUX BIACIbIEB
3eMEeNbHBIX YY9aCTKOB M CIIOCOOCTBYIOIIEH MPUHATHIO MEP MO aJanTallui K U3MEHEeHuIo kiaumara. Llenn mo
KOMITIOHEHTaM 2 H 3 CJIMIIKOM aMOMLIMO3HBI U HE OYyAyT JOCTUTHYTHI.

d) «<Moaear pacnpocTpaHeHus M BHEAPEHUS aTaNTAIIMOHHBIX MeP», KOTOPYIO MJIaHUPYeTCsl CO3AATh B
pamkax pesyabrata 1.4 nis oxara 40 000 ¢pepmepoB-1exXKaH, ABJIsIETCA HEAOCTATOYHOM.

Jloruka crpareruu a1t oxBaTa epMEPCKUX M CKOTOBOJYECKHX OOIIMH B OCHOBHOM OCYILECTBIISIETCS Yepe3
BbIX0J 1.4, KOTOPBIH 3aKITIOYAETCS B CO3IaHUN HAYKOEMKHUX KOHCYJIbTAIIMOHHBIX YCIIYT 7Sl pacTIpOCTPaHEHHUS
3HaHU# cpeau GpepMepckux ooumH. OMHAKO 3TOT pe3ysibTaT UMEET OUYCeHb OrPAHUYCHHBIN 00NN OFOIKET B
pasmepe 58 000 mommapos CILA (1,2% ot rpanta A®). DTOro pecypcoB HEIOCTATOYHO, VIS TOTO, YTOOBI
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00ecneunTs JKM3HECTIOCOOHYI0 M XOpPOIIO JACHUCTBYIOIIYI0 CHCTEMY KOHCYIBTAI[MOHHBIX YCIyT, KOTOpas
JIOJDKHA «CBSA3AThY ¢ PepMEPCKUMH U CKOTOBOTYeCKUMH oOlinHamu B Kapakanmakcrase.

e) B pamkax npoekra paccMaTpuBaIOTCs YeTbIpe 6apbepa, OrpaHHYHBAIOIIHE PA3BHTHE CEJIbCKOI0
xo3siicTBa B KapakajnmakcraHe U aanTanuio 3T0ro ceKTopa K M3MeHeHHI0 KINMaTa.

YcTpaHeHue BBISBICHHBIX 0apbepoB UMEET pellaroliee 3HAUCHHE JJISl Pa3BUTHS CENbCKOXO3SHCTBEHHOTO
cekropa B Kapakanmakcrane, a Takxke JUIsl ycrexa MpoeKTa, KOTOPBIH JODKEH CIoCOOCTBOBATh aJJalTalllud K
W3MEHCHUIO KinMara. [IpoekT sBiiseTcsi CBOeBPEMEHHBIM M BHOCUT CBOM BKIIAJI B YCTPaHEHHE 3TUX 0apbepoB.
Uem »sddextuBHee OyaeT TPOEKT, TeM MeHbIIe OaphepoB OyIeT OrpaHWYMBaTh pPa3BUTHE
CEJIbCKOXO3SICTBEHHOTO CEKTOpa B peruoHe. [Ipeamnonaraercs, 4To BO BTOPOW YacTH MPOSKTa MPOEKT OyIeT
WCIIONIb30BaTh CBOM «KAaTaJIOr MEp IO ajanTaiuu» W OyJeT B3auMOJICHCTBOBaTh € (EPMEPCKUMHU U
CKOTOBOIYECKHUMHU OOIMUHAMU JIJIsl COJICHCTBUS IPUHSATHIO STHX Mep.

Peaﬂusauuﬂ npoekma u adanmueHoe ynpaeJjieHue

f) Mexanu3msbl ynpasJ/ieHHsI a1eKBaTHbI, HO CTPYKTYpa yNpaBJIeHHsl 10)KHA ObITh aJaTHPOBAHA 1151
0oJjiee akTUBHOTO NMpucyTcTBUA B Kapakannakcrane B OJmkaimem Oyayiiem.

MexaHu3MBbI YIIpaBJICHUA I p€al3allvi IMPOCKTAa aACKBATHLI, BKJIIIOYasA XOPOUIYIO NOAACPIKKY CO CTOPOHEBI
VY3rugpomera, HALIMOHANBHOTO MapTHEpa-ucHoiIHUTeNs. [IpoeKT peannsyercss YaCTUYHO M3 TALIKEHTCKOTO
oduca (xkommoneHTsl 1 u 4) u gactTuuHo u3 oduca B Hykyce (xommoneHtsl 2 u 3). OmHako mo mepe
YBEIMUCHHS TEMIIOB MEPOIIPHUATHI B KOMIIOHEHTaX 2 1 3 HEOOXOAUMO IEPECMOTPETh CTPYKTYPY YIIPaBICHHS
MPOEKTOM M obecneunTh 0ojee HMIMPOKOE MPHCYTCTBHE mMpoekTa B KapakammakcTane. DTO U3MEHEHHUE B
yIpaBJIeHUH O0CYXJaJIOCh Ha YPOBHE KOOPIMHALMOHHOI'O COBETA MPOEKTa, U ObUIO MPUHATO PELICHHE O
(dhopManTbHOM U3MEHEHUH MO3UIMK pyKoBoauTes rnpoekta CoBMecTHO# nporpammbl OOH, 6a3upyromieiics
B Hykyce, Ha COBMECTHYIO MO3UIINIO, BKIIOYAOIIYI0 0053aHHOCTH MO KOOPUHALINH JACITEIbHOCTH B PAMKax
KOMITOHEHTOB 2 ¥ 3. DTO H3MEHEHHNE JOJDKHO OBITH PEATM30BaHO B OJIDKANIIINE MECSIIBI.

g) [IpoekT co3aa.1 XOpOUIYI0 CTPYKTYPY AJIs1 NPUBJIEYEHUs] 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH.

[Nocne HaexanMx KOHCYJbTAlMH C 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIMH CTOPOHAMH, KOTOPHIE OBUTH MPEIIPUHSTHI BO
BpeMs pa3pabOTKK MpoeKkTa, Obuia pa3pabdoTaHa Xopolas CTPYKTypa AJsl MIPUBJICUCHNS 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX
CTOPOH B XOJI€ pealln3aliy MPOeKTa. ITO BKIIOYAET B ce0sl 2 MEXKBEIOMCTBEHHbIE pabo4ue TPYIIIbI, KOTOphIe
ObUIM O(UIMANBEHO CO3JIAaHBI MPABUTENLCTBEHHBIMH PE3ONIONUSMH - OJHA W3 KOTOPBIX 0Oasupyercst B
Tamkente n ogna B Hykyce - u 5 MHUIMATHBHBIX TPYHI - IO OJHOMY B KaX/JIOM IHWJIOTHOM paiioHe. JTta
CTPYKTypa 00ecrieuynBaeT NPOEKT MPEKPACHBIM MEXaHU3MOM, TIO3BOJISIOLINM CBSI3bIBATh HALIMOHAJIBHBIX JIULI,
MPUHUMAIONUX PEIIeHUs, C PETMOHAJIbHBIMH W PaOHHBIMU JHIAMH, NMPUHUMAIOIIUMHU DPELICHUs, U B
KOHEYHOM HUTOTe ¢ PepPMEPCKUMH U CKOTOBOTUECKUMH OOIIMHAMH.

h) ITponecc mosryyenusi BoIJIAT rpaHTa A® Me1JIeHHBIN, H MPEINO0JIaraeTcsi, YTo rPaHT He OyaeT
H3Pacxo0BaH K KOHIY NpoekTa, B Mae 2020 roxa.

[To cocrostHMIO Ha KOHeI ceHTA0pst 2017 Toma obmias cymma pacxolloB IO MPOEKTy cocTaBisieT okoio 1,06
miH. gout. CIA, uto cocraBusiet aumb 21% ot rpanta AP mo cpaBHeHHIO ¢ 56% OT cpoka peanu3anuu
npoekra. Jlo HacTosiiero BpeMeru 54% pacxo10B ObLJIO 3aTpaueHO Ha KOMITOHEHT 1, 14% Ha KOMITOHEHT J1Ba,
4% Ha KOMIIOHEHT TpH, 8% Ha KoMIoHEHT 4 u 20% Ha ynpasnenue npoektoM. [lo cpaBHEHHIO ¢ OIOIKETOM
JUIS1 KaKJIOTO KOMITOHEHTa, HU3KME PacXoIbl KOMIIOHEHTOB 2 U 3 MOATBEPKIAI0T OrpaHUUEeHHBIN porpecc B
3THX 00JIacTsIX ¢ cooTBeTCTBEHHO 11% 1 2,5% 0T 1xX Or0/KeTa, H3PacXoIOBaHHOTO 10 CHX Mop. B To ke Bpems
pacxofbl Ha yIpaBlIeHHE IIPOEKTOM cocTaBIsIIOT 20% oT o01iero oobeMa U3pacxoJOBaHHBIX IO HACTOSIETO
BPEMEHHU CPEICTB; ATO BBICOKMH MPOLEHT, M €ro HeoOXOoOuMo OyJeT yMEHBIIUTh Ha BTOPOM 3Tale
peanuzanuu. HakoHer, pH oLieHKe «xoa@@uyuenma 3ampam npoexma» ecTh COMHEHHS, YTO OCTaBIIHKCS
rpaatr AD (3,93 momn. CIIA) Oymer m3pacxoqoBaH B TCUCHHE OCTABIIUXCS 32 MECSIEB pead3allvy;
eKEeMECSIYHBIE PAcXObl MPOEKTa HEOOXOIUMO YBEJIIUNYHTE B IISATh pas.

i) CymiecTByeT CJI0KHbIIf HA00P HHIUKATOPOB M IeJeBBIX MOKAa3aTe el 1151 OeHKH 3((PeKTHBHOCTH
NPOEKTAa U HEKOTOPbIe AMONIMO3HbIe LeJIH, KOTOpbIe He MOT'YT OBITh JOCTUTHYTHI K KOHILY IIPOEKTA.

HaGop 15 uHAMKATOPOB U IIENIEBBIX MMOKa3aTeNel s OIeHKH 3PPEKTUBHOCTH MPOEKTA SBISETCS CIOKHBIM
JUISS TIOHMMaHUs ¥ aMOMIIMO3HBIMU, OHM JOIOJHSIOTCSA OOJILIIMM HAa0OpOM ToAOBBIX meieit. HaGop 15
MHIAMKATOPOB MOHHTOPAT IPOEKT HAa YPOBHE pE3YIbTaTOB M (OKYCHPYIOTCS Ha KOJIMYECTBEHHBIX
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pesyibratax. OHAKO BKIIAJI IPOEKTA MOXKET HE IMOIJIABATHCS H3MEPEHHIO TOJIBKO B CTPOTOM KOJIMUYECTBEHHOM
BeIpakeHNH. Couetasi KOMMUECTBEHHbIE H KaYeCTBEHHbIC TIOKa3aTelu, cucteMa MuO Takxke MmpeocTaBHia
KayeCTBEHHbIC pe3yJbTaThl, HM3MEPSIOIIME pa3BUTHE MOTeHIMana. TeM He MeHee, cTpykTypa MuO
o0ecreynBaeT COOTBETCTBYIONTYIO0 HHPOPMAIHIO TSI MOHUTOPUHTA U oT4eTHOCTU. KittoueBast 3ajaua B 3ToH
00JIACTH 3aKIOYaeTcs B TOM, YTO HEKOTOPBIC IIENW CIUIIKOM aMOWIIMO3HBI, U HE OYAYyT IOCTHUTHYTHI
poekToM, Kk Maro 2020 roma. HescHo, kak mpoekT MoxeT oxBaTuTh 110 40 000 dhepmepoB-aexKaH, KOTOPHIE
MpUMYT aJalTaliOHHBIE MEpbI; MHBECTHPOBAaTh B TeIuMLbl, nokpsiBatoue 20 000 ra; coszmate 10
KoomepaTuBoB ¢ 00muM koamaectBoM 20 000 wireHoB; u 3acamuth pacterusmu 70 000 ra.

J) YnpagpJ/ieHue 3HAHUSIMM M KOMMYHHKAIHS «BCTPOEHbD» B CTPATErMIO MPOEKTA; 3TO MPEAOCTABJISIET
WHCTPYMEHTHI H METO/IbI IJIsl PACIIPOCTPAHEHNS] 3HAHUI CPeH 3aHHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH /
OeHeuumapos.

YnpapneHue 3HaHUAMU ¥ KOMMYHUKAIUS SBISIOTCS YaCThIO OXKHUIAEMbIX Pe3yabTaToB mpoekrta AD. Takum
o0pa3oM, BeIETCS MOHUTOPHHI 4Yepe3 cucreMy MuQO, KoTopas OleHUBaeT 3(PQPEKTUBHOCTh IMPOEKTA.
bnaronaps cBoei HHGOPMAITMOHHON CTpATETHH MPOEKT TeePh OCHAIIICH HHCTPYMEHTaMH U METO1aMu cOopa,
CTPYKTYpPUPOBAHUS, PACTIPEACTICHUS U PACIPOCTPAHCHHUS 3HAHUH 0 Mepax ajanTaiyy K U3MEHEHUIO KITMMara,
agantupoBaHHeIX K Kapakanmakcrany. OH mpefocTaBiseT NPOEKTHOM KOMaHAE€ HWHCTPYMEHTHI s
VIpaBJICHHUsS] 3HAHUSAMU W KOMMYHHUKAIIMM C 3aUHTEPECOBAHHBIMU CTOpOHaMH W OeHeduimapamu. B
HACTOSIIIIEE BpPEMsS MEPONPHATHS B paMKax »dTOr0 pe3ylbTaTa COCPEJOTOYCHBI HA TOBBIIICHUH
OCBEZIOMJICHHOCTH 00 ajanTallMoHHbIX Mepax. [Ipeamomaraercs, 4To Mo Mepe TOTo, Kak MPOEKT JOJDKEH
OXBAaTHUTH CEILCKOE XO3SMCTBO 1 CKOTOBOJYECKHE O6HII/IHI)I, ACATCIIBHOCTD B paMKaX 3TOI'O KOMIIOHCHTA 6YILCT
B OOJIBbINEH CTENIEHN OPUEHTUPOBAHA HA MPHHSATUE 3TUX MEP, B YACTHOCTH MOCPEICTBOM COOTBETCTBYIOIINX
MEPOIPHUSITUI TI0 Pa3BUTHIO MOTCHIIMATIA.

Yemoiiuusocmo
K) ocTHsKeHHsI IPOEKTA TO0JIKHBI MOIIEP/KUBATHCS B J10JITOCPOYHOM MePCIeKTHBE.

Crparerusi yCTOMUMBOTO PAa3BUTHS, MPEACTABICHHAs B IPOCKTHOM JIOKYMEHTE, HE SBISCTCS BIIOJIHE
yOeIUTEbHOW; OCOOCHHO B OTHOIICHHU JOCTHKCHHMH B paMKax KOMIOHEHTOB 2 W 3. OHa B OCHOBHOM
onupaeTcs Ha MOTEHIMAIbHOE IOHUMaHue OeHeHuIapaMu Mep 1o aAanTaluu, KOTOpble IeMOHCTPUPYIOTCS
B msTH parionax. OIHAKO, HECMOTPS Ha HE CTOJIb YOCIUTEIbHOE TOHUMAHUE ITUX MEPEIOBBIX METOJOB JIJIst
TUPKUPOBAHUS JOCTHOIKEHUH IMPOEKTa, Te IOCTHIKCHMS, KOTOPbIC ObUIM MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAHBI B ISATH
MAIOTHBIX paioHaX, MOJDKHBI OBITh YCTOWYMBBIMH B JOJITOCPOYHOH TMepcriekTuBe. BHenmpenne 3THX
MEPEIOBBIX METOJIOB JIOJDKHO YJIYYIIUTh CPENCTBA K CYIIECTBOBAHUIO 3THUX CEIIbCKOXO3AWCTBEHHBIX U
CKOTOBOJIYECKMX OOIIMH; CIIeJIOBaTeIbHO, OHU JIOJDKHBI TIOAJIEPKHUBATHCS OcHeUIMapaMu 3THX
mIoTHpyeMbIx Mep. llpoOnema 3akiarodaeTcss B BO3MOXKHOCTH THPOKUPOBAHUS W PACHIMPEHUS ITHX
aJIanTaIMOHHBIX Mep TI0CIe 3aBEPIIICHUS MTPOSKTa.

PekomeHpauumn

Ha ocHOBe pe3ysibTaToB 3TOr0 CPEHECPOYHOTO 0030pa MPEIIararoTCs CIEAYIONHE PEKOMEHIAINH.

Pexomenganus 1: PexoMeHnayeTcs MpOaHAJM3UPOBATH HOBYIO MOJIUTHKY B 00JIaCTH €eJIbCKOT0
X0351liCTBA M 3aKOHOAATEILCTBA, a4 TAKKe KJII0YeBble IPOrpaMMbl, CBSI3aHHbIE C POEKTOM.

Bonpocsl qis paccmoTpenust

HenaBHo mpaBUTENHCTBO MPUHSIIO HOBBIE YKa3bl 0 pehopMe CenbCKOX03SIIICTBEHHOTO CEKTOPa, B YACTHOCTH,
YVKpeIUIEHHUE ero yCIyr MO PaclpOoCTPaHEHHWIO 3HAHWH, a TakKe PONM W O0S3aHHOCTH coBeTa (epMepoB,
KOTOPBII ObLT M3MEHEH Ha COBET (epMEpPOB, NEXKaH U BIaAEIbLEB MpUycaneOHbIX xo3aicTB. Kpome Toro, B
MIPOLIOM TOAY IPaBUTENbCTBO NMpHHANO «CTpareruro ganpHeimero pazsutus 2017-2021 rr.», a Takke B
2017 romy mpaButenscTBO PecmyOnmmkm Kapakanmakcran yTtBepamno «l'ocyZapCTBEHHYIO NpOTpaMMmy
pazButus Apansckoro Mops 2017-2021 rr.». OTH HOBblE NPAaBUTEIBCTBEHHBIE WHCTPYMEHTHI HMMEIOT
pemarolee 3Ha4eHWe s peau3alud MpOoeKTa. YCIeX MPOEeKTa B OCHOBHOM OCHOBaH Ha HPHHATUU
aJanTalMOHHBIX Mep (DepMEpCKMMU M CKOTOBOAYeCKMMH oOmuHamu B Kapakanmakcrane. DTo TpeOyeT
0XBaTa MHOTHX CEIhCKOXO3SMCTBEHHBIX U CKOTOBOMYECKUX OOImMH. OCHOBHOU MOIXOJ K 3TOMY - CO3/IaHHE
YCTOWYMBBIX YCIYT IO PaclpOCTPaHEHUIO 3HAHWK M pa3BUTHE MOTEHLMasa coBeTa (epMepoB, NEXKaH M
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BJIAJ€JIBLIEB IPUYyCaneOHbIX XO3SIMCTB, IPAaBUTEIbCTBEHHOTO OpraHa, CBSA3bIBAIOILETO IOJIUTUKOB C
bepmepamu/3emienons3oBarensiMi. HeoOXoanMo MpoOBECTH TMOJHBIA 0030p 3THX HOBBIX HHCTPYMEHTOB,
9YTOOBI OLICHUTH, KaK CTPATEerus IPOEKTa COOTBETCTBYET ATOM HOBOM CTPYKTYpE, U KaK HAMITy4IIUM 00pa3oM
MPOEKT MOXKET MOAJEePKaTh 3TH peOPMBI B KOHTEKCTE YTBEPKJICHHOM CTPAaTEruu MpoeKTa, ogodpenHoit AD.

Pexomennamus 2: PekoMeHayeTcsi mepecMOTpPeTh CTPATErHIO MPOEKTA, YTOObI MOTYEPKHYTH
He00X0IUMOCTH Pa3padoTKU U MUJIOTHPOBAHUS <KMOO0ENb PACHPOCMPAHEHUA U 6HEOPEHUA
ad0anmayuoHHbIX Mep).

Bonipocs! 1J151 paccMOTpeHUs

B mepBoif yacTu mpoekTa OCHOBHOE BHHMAHHUE YJENAJIOCH NMHUIOTUPOBAHUIO U COCTABICHUIO «KaAmanoz2a
aoanmayuonHbx Mepy», alalTUPOBaHHBIX K pernony KapakanmakcTad, ¥ B MEHBIIEH CTENCHH pa3paboTKe
«MO/1€JIb PACTIPOCTPAHEHHUS M BHEAPEHHs aJaNTAIIMOHHBIX MepP» IJIsl 0XBaTa ThICSY pepMepOB 1 OOIIVH B
obnacte. Tem He MeHee, 63% rpanta AD ObLIO BBIACICHO HA IPUHSTHE KITMMAaTHUECKH YCTOWYUBBIX METOIOB
BEICHUS CENIbCKOro XO035HCTBa (PEPMEPCKUMH M CKOTOBOAYECKMMHU OOLIMHAMH M OCYILECTBICHHE MEp IO
ajanTauuyd Ha JaHMA(QTHOM YpPOBHE Cpeld MECTHBIX OOLIMH Al COXPaHEHHS MOYB M COXPaHCHHMS
BinaxHocTd. OJHAa W3 CTpATErwii, HANpPaBJICHHAs HAa OXBAT ATHX OOINMH, - 3TO pe3yibTar 1.4, KOTOpas
3aKJII0YaeTCsl B CO3AaHUM HAYKOEMKHX KOHCYJBTALIMOHHBIX YCIYyT AJsl PAacHpOCTPAHEHHs 3HAHMK Ui
tdbepmepckux oommH. OTHAKO ATOT Pe3yabTaT MIMEET OYSHb OTPaHWICHHBIH 00mmmii OromxeT B pazmepe 58 000
noiutapoB CIIIA (1,2% ot rpanta AF). DTHX pecypcoB HEIOCTAaTOYHO, JJIS TOTO, YTOOBI OOCCICUUTH
KHU3HECTIOCOOHYIO M XOPOIIO JACHCTBYIONIYIO CUCTEMY KOHCYJIbTAlHOHHBIX YCIIYT, OXBAaTHIBAIOIIYIO THICSUH
(depMepoB, KOTOpasi NPHHECET H3MEHEHUS] B ATHUX CEJIbCKUX palOHAX M YIy4yIIUT WX CpPEACTBa K
CYIIECTBOBaHHUIO.

PexomeHayeTcs ONHOCTBIO IEPECMOTPETh CTPATETHIO IIPOCKTA U [IEPEOPHUEHTUPOBATE MIPOEKT, OCHOBHIBASICH
Ha TMEPBOHAYAJIBHBIX AOCTIKCHUSAX B paMKax pesynbrara 1.4 mist pa3paboTKu pacIIUpEeHHOH «MoOJesb
pacnpocTpaHeHHs] M BHEAPEHHUS AIANITAMOHHBIX Mep» - BapHaHTa KOHCYJIbTALlMOHHBIX YCIIYT, KOTOPBIH
OyzeT MWIOTHPOBATHCA NPH NOJAEPKKE IPOSKTa B COTPYAHUIECTBE C COOTBETCTBYIOLUIMMHU HALIMOHABEHBIMH,
PETMOHAIBHBIMU M MECTHBIMU YUPEXIEHUSIMU B ISATH MWIOTHBIX palioHax. PekomeHnanus 3axiovaercs B
TOM, YTOOBI MTPOJIBUHYThH Pa3BUTHE YCIYT TI0 PACPOCTPAHEHUIO 3HAHUH B spe JesTeNbHOCTH nmpoekTa. [1o
MEpPE BHCAPCHUA MOICIN HeOGXO)II/IMO Ppa3BuUBaTh MOTCHIHAJI, BKJIIIOYaA O6Cy)KI[eHI/Ie C COOTBETCTBYIOLIIUMHA
YUPEKIAECHUAMHE IS MHCTUTYIIMOHAIM3AIMHE TaKUX YCIYT™ ¢ COOTBETCTBYIOIMMH PECYPCAMH, MAaHIATaMH,
HaBBIKAMU W 3HAHMSMH Ui IepcoHalia U T.J. B KOHEYHOM HTOre meib OyAeT 3aKioyaTbcsi B CO3JAaHHU
YCTOMYUBBIX YCIYT JJIA PaclHpOCTPaHEHUs 3HAHWM B KaueCTBE CBSZYIOIIETO 3BEHA MEXK]Y IOJUTHKON U
3aKOHOJATEJICTBOM M (hepMepaMu (MPAKTUKYIOLIMMHK), a TAaKKe B KaueCTBE MEXaHM3Ma MOBBIIICHUS
3¢ dexTUBHOCTH (hepMEPCKUX XO3SICTB NPH alalTaluK K U3MEHEHHIO KJIINMAaTa U MOBBIIICHUH YPOBHS JKU3HU
CEJIbCKOTO XO3SIfiCTBa M CKOTOBOAUYECKHWX OOmmMH. B pamkax pa3paOoTKM yCTOWYHMBBIX YCIyr [UIs
pacnpocTpaHeHHs 3HAHHWM, TaKKe HEOOXOJUMO BKIOYUTh aHaIu3 (UHAHCOBBIX IMOTPEOHOCTEH s
peann3alyy HEKOTOPBIX U3 3TUX aJlalTallHOHHBIX Mep, 0COOEHHO 11151 pepmepoB-nexkaH. B cBs3u ¢ Tekymum
pa3BuTHEM B Y30eKHCTaHe, MEXaHH3Mbl MHUKpO(QHHAHCHPOBAHHS CJEyeT paccMaTpHBaTh KaK BapHaHTHI
(uHaHCUPOBAHUSI.

Pexomenganms 3: PexoMeHnayeTcs paccMOTpeTh JH00YI0 CYyIIEeCTBYIONIYI0 IPAKTHKY YCTOMYHUBOIO
3eMJIeN0J1b30BaHNsl HA YPOBHE OOIIMH U MeXaHN3MbI COICHCTBHS 3TOH MPAKTHKE; B YaCTHOCTH,
JI000¥ ONBIT PACIPOCTPAHEHNS 3HAHMI B Y30ekncTaHe U B [leHTpaJbHOM A3HH.

Bomnpocsl a1 paccMoTpeHnst

Baxxnast gacth IIPOCKTAa, HaIlpaBJICHHAasd Ha TO, YTOOBI CEILCKOE XO3SMCTBO U CKOTOBOAYECCKHUEC OGIHI/IHI)I
NpUHAIIA MEPBI MO aJanTaluv, - 3TO CO3AAaHHUC YCJIYT IO PACHIPOCTPAHCHUIO 3HaHUH. DTO MMPOUCXOAUT
6J1ar0;[ap${ TaKOH yciayre, KoTopasd MOXET CIIOCOOCTBOBATH ITHM MEpaM Ipu Ha}memameﬁ IIOATOTOBKE H
nepeaadun 3HaHUH. DTO TaK)Ke MEXaHU3M BOCITPOU3BOJUMOCTU U paCHIUPECHUC MacuTaboB HCIOJIL30BaHHS

15 A good discussion on “understanding extension” can be found on the FAO website at
http://www.fao.org/docrep/t0060e/TO060E03.htm#Extension%20and%20education and on the “role of extension services” on the
IFAD website at https://www.ifad.org/topic/resource/tags/rainfed agriculture/2088038
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9THX AJANTAIMOHHBIX MEp UIA OKPYXAIOMHUX COOOIIECTB M, BO3MOXKHO, B JPYTUX MECTax B Y30EKHCTaHe.
Henaeuwuit npaButenbeTBeHHbIN yKa3 (Ne PP-3318 ot 10 okTs10pst 2017 roma) ykpemnui posib coBeta hepmMepoB
B KayecTBE MeEXaHM3Ma OKa3aHWS BCECTOPOHHEH NOMJICPKKH QepMepaM, IEXKAHCKHM XO3HCTBaM U
JOMAIlHUM 3eMJIeBJalieNibliaM B OOJNIACTH «MpPOouU3800Cmed, nepepabomKu, XpawmeHus u npooaxicu
CebCKOXO3AUCMEEHHOU NPOOYKYUY, 8KII0UAS BHEOPEHUE COBPEMEHHOU a2pOmexXHU4ecKol OesmenbHOCHU».
CornmacHO 3TOMYy YyKa3y, COBET (epMEepOB CTAHOBHTCSA KIFOUYEBOW OpraHu3alfied s pPa3BUTHA
CEeNbCKOXO3AUCTBEHHOIO CEKTOpa B Y30ekucraHe. B To e BpeMs NMPOEKT MOIACPKUBAECT pa3paboTKy
HayKOEMKHX KOHCYIBTAI[MOHHBIX YCIYT ISl PACIPOCTPAaHEHUS 3HAHUU CpeAd 3THX ke (hepMepoB, UTOOBI
MTOMOYb UM B TIPUHSATHH aJIaNITAIIMOHHBIX Mep. B HacTosmee BpeMst paboTaroT 2 KOHCYJIbTAIMOHHBIX HEHTPA,
W TpH MOJAEPKKE NpOeKTa co3aatoTcsi emie 3. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe PEKOMEHIYEeTCs MPOBECTH 0030p
CYIIECTBYIOLIEH MPAKTHUKH YCTOWYMBOTO 3eMJICTIONIb30BAHMUS Ha YPOBHE OOLIMH A5l pepMepoB U CKOTOBOJIOB
B Y30ekuncrane u LleHTpanpHO# A3mm, a Takke MMPOBECTH 0030p MEepeoBO MEXAYHAPOJHON MPaKTUKH, B
TOM 4Hciie 0030p MEXaHU3MOB - B OCHOBHOM YCIYT 110 PaCHpOCTPaHEHHIO 3HAHUIA — JIJIsl IPOJABIKEHHS STON
MPaKTUKU B COOOIIECTBAX.

Pexomennanus 4: PekomMenayercst paccMOTPeTh M MIEPeCMOTPETh HEKOTOPBIE LeJieBbie MOKA3aTeJH /10
0oJiee TOCTH:KHMOTO YPOBHSI.

Bomnpocs! Aj1s1 paccMOTpeHUsA

BonbpmmHCTBO Heﬂeﬁ CJIMIIKOM aM6I/IHI/IO3HbI, BKJIIO4Yass HEKOTOPLBIC LC/INU, BCTPOCHHBLIC B PE3YJILTATHI, TAKUC
Kak pe3ynbTaTsl 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 u 3.1. K atum aMOuIIMO3HEIM 11emsiM oTHOcsTCs: He menee 40 000 dpepmepos-
JeXKaH, aIalTUPYIOT U HAYHYT IPUMEHATh YCTOMUYUBBIC K U3MEHEHUIO KIIMMaTa METO/IbI BEACHUS CEIbCKOTO
X03s1icTBa M BojocOeperaromme meroabl opomeHus Ha 80 000 ra; 6onee 70 000 ra 3acylLIMBBIX 3€MEIb
Kapakannakcrana OyayT NOKPBITHI TIAHTAIMSAMU cakcayia U Tamapucka; 40% meneBbix gepMepoB-IexXKaH
co3manyT terummnbl Ha 20 000 ra dhepm; o menbieit mepe, 20 000 genoBek opranuzyroTcs B 10 KoomepaTnuBoB
Ha YpOBHE XOKHUMHMATA U Maxaid. HesacHo, kKakuM 00pa3oM MPOEKT MOXKET JOCTHYb ITOH LIENH, OCOOCHHO
€CITH YYEeCTh, YTO HET CYIIECTBYIOIINX CITy>KO paclpoCTpaHeHHs 3HAHUN JUTsI MX YKPEIUICHUS U YTO B paMKax
peanu3aluy CTPAaTeTHH, MPOEKT TaKKe NOJDKEH YCTAaHOBUTH Takue yciayru. OKuaaercsi, 4TO NMPOEKT He
JOCTUrHET ATuX ueneit k 2020 roay.

Ha nanHBIE MOMEHT AMJIeMMa, CTOSIIAsl Mepes] MPOEKTOM, 3aKII04aeTCsl B TOM, YTOOBI PEIINTh, KaK B
LIMPOKHUX MacIITabax OXBAaTUTh CEJIbCKOE XO3SAHCTBO M mMacTylbu oOumuHbl B Kapakanmakcrane, 4ToObI
MOBBICHTB UX OCBEJIOMJIICHHOCThH O HEOOXOIMMOCTH aJIallTallui K ©3MEHEHHIO KITMMAaTa U O TOM, YTO OHU MOTYT
C O9TUM cJeNaTh, WIH COCPEJOTOYHTHCS OONbIIe Ha JEeMOHCTPAlMM M MWIOTHPOBAHHIO CIYXKOBI
pacnpocTpaHeHus 3HaHUH B HEOOJBIINX PaiiOHaX, TAKUX KaK HBIHELIHUE ISITh MWJIOTHBIX PallOHOB, C LEJIBbIO
MaKCUMAaJIbHOTO YBEJIWYEHHUS Yuciia (PepPMEPCKUX M MACTYIIBUX OOLIMH, NPUHUMAIOLINX 3TH MEPHI B 3THX
00JIaCTSIX; T. €. B OTIIMUHE OT O0Jiee IUPOKOTO MO/IX0/1a K MOBHIIICHHIO YPOBHSI OCBEIOMIICHHOCTH, HO MEHBIIIE
0 IPUHATHUH (TIpoLIecce U3MEHEHHMS) Mep 110 ajanTauuy. PekoMeHyeTcss BHUMATeNIbHO PACCMOTPETh ATH LIEN
B CTPATErMUECKOM KOHTEKCTE MIPOEKTa, IPOJBUTasCh BIIEPE], B YACTHOCTH, COCPEAOTOUUTRCS Ha pa3paboTke
/ MHJIOTUPOBaHUM cIykObI pactpocTpanenus (cM. Pexomenmaruio Ne 1) - 1 onpesennTs COOTBETCTBYIOIINE
¥ JOCTH)KMMBbIE IIeTM K KOHIy mpoekta. Ecnu menu OyAyT HepecMOTpEeHBI, HEKOTOpble MOKa3aTeidd B
«OTcnexxuBaHuy pe3ysbTatoBy» PPR Takke HykaaloTcs B mepecMoTpe.

Pexomenaanusn 5: PexomeHayeTcsi NpoaJjieHUE MPOEKT A0 CPOKA NMPOoAJIeHusi rpanta Ad.
Bomnpocsl aJist paccMoTpeHust

Bonpocsl A1 paccMoTpeHus

Ilo coctosiHMIO Ha KoHel ceHTsaops 2017 roga obmasi cymMMa pacxoloB MO MPOEKTy cocTasisieT okoio 1,06
miH. pomut. CHIA, uro cocraBnsier mumb 21% ot rpanta A®, mpu 3ToM, npouuto 56% cpoka peann3anuu
npoekTta. CpemHAN TEMIT pacxona ASHEXKHBIX cpeACTB B nepBbie 40 MecsieB peanm3auu coctapmi 26 420
moin. CIHIA B mecstl, octaBiuiics: 6roket cocrapiset 3,93 muH. moiwt. CIIA, coMHUTENsHO, 9TO TpaHT AD
OyzeT MOTHOCTBHIO M3PACX0/0BaH K KOHIy mpoekta B mae 2020 roma; IJisi 5TOrO €XeMeCSYHbIe PacxXo.bl
IIPOEKTA JIOJDKHBI YBEJIMUUTHCS B IIITh pa3. DTa HU3Kasl BHIIUIATA YACTUYHO CBSI3aHA C TE€M, YTO 3TOT IPOEKT
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CTOJIKHYJICS C ABYMsI KDUTHUYECKUMU 3aJIepXKKaMU: OJUH Ha HadyaJbHOM 3Talle U3-3a 0oJiee [UINTEIbHOI0, YeM
0’KUJIJIOCh, BPEMEHU AJIs HOANKUCAaHUS IPOEKTHOTO JOKYMEHTA; a BTOpas 3aJieprKKa OLIEHUBAeTCs B 6 MeCs1eB
B CBSI3U C 3aJIep>KKOH mepeaayn Broporo TpaHma rpanta A® [TPOOH.

B 10 e BpeMs B cooTBercTBUU ¢ «llomuTkol AmanrtarinoHHOTO (OHAA IMepes 3aaepiKKOM MmpoekTa /
MIporpamMMBI (C MOTIpaBKaMH, BHECEHHBIMHU B OKTA0pe 2017 roma)» - crates 3.1, mara Hadayia mpoeKTa - 3TO
MEpBBIN JIeHh HaYaJlbHOTO ceMuHapa npoekrta (pemenue B.18 / 29), 22 okra6ps 2014 roma. Kpome Toro,
COTJIACHO CTaThe 14 3TOTO NOKYMEHTA: UCIIONHUTENBHBIA OPraH MOXKET 3alpOCUTh MPOJICHHE MPOEKTa OT
MepBOHAYATIBLHOM JaThI 3aBEPIIICHUS Ha CPOK 10 18 Mecsities, eciu (i) He TpeOyeTcst HUKaKKUX TOMOTHUTEIbHBIX
cpenct; (ii) mepBOHAa4YaIbHO YTBEPXKICHHBIII 00BEM MpoekTa He u3MeHuTcs; u (Iil) opraHuzaius
MPeIOoCTaBIsieT MPUYUHBI U 00OCHOBaHUS IJisl MpoajiicHus. B cooTBeTcTBUM co cratbedl 13, mpomyeHue
MIPOEKTa JOIHKHO OBITH 0100peHo CoBeToM AD 1 UTO JIF000H 3aIpoc Ha TOTIOTHUTEIIFHOE BpEeMSI TOJDKEH OBITh
BBITOJIHEH ITyTEM I0JIa4y 3alpoca Ha MPOAJICHUE BPEMEHH C MCIOJIb30BaHHEM MIa0I0Ha aBTO()OKYCHPOBKH,
MPWJIAraeMoro K nmonutuke. HakoHer, cornacHo crathe 12, mo0ble 3aIepKKH cienyeT cooomath depe3 PPR.

VUuThIBas BEIIIEH3IOKEHHOE, PEKOMEH/TyeTCs IIPOCMOTPETh ATy Havyana B COOTBETCTBHH C MOJIUTHKOMN
aBTO(OKYCHPOBKH U cOOOIINTHL 00 3ToM B cienytomeM PPR. Takke pekoMeHayeTcsi IpOUIUTh MPOEKT Ha
CpOK OT 6 10 9 MecsIeB, YTO COOTBETCTBYET 3a/epKKaM BHEAPEHUs, KOTOPbIE MPOHM3OILINA 0 CHUX TIOp.
OmHaKko TOYHYIO NMPOMOJDKHTENFHOCTH NMPOJUICHHS BPEMEHM CIIEAYeT pelaTh ONmke K JaTe OKOHYAHHS
npoekta. [Ipennaraercs paccMoTpeTh BpeMEHHBbIE paMKU B mocienHeM kBaptane 2018 rona, korjma Oynet
npecTaBieHa ooJiee moApoOHas (puHaHCOBas HH(OpPMAIUs, BKIIIOUask OCTaBIIUNCS OropKeT u3 rpanta AD, u
MPeICTaBUTh 3asBKY Ha TIpoiieHne cpoka aeiicteus AD k Hosopro 2018 roma.

Pexomenpauus 6: PekoMeHayeTcs MOAAEPKATH «Y3rHAPOMET) B PEA0CTABIEHUH
MeTeopoaorn4eckoii nHGopManum, MPOrHo30B M Mo/eJied N3MEeHeHUsl KJIMMAaTa, J0CTYNHBIX /15
€eJIbCKOr0 X031iCTBA U NACTYIIBUX OOIIMH.

Bomnpocs! Aj1s1 paccMOTpeHUsA

[Ipoekt noOMBaeTCsT 3HAYUTENHHBIX YCIEXOB B paMKaX KOMIIOHEHTa 1; OH CHOCOOCTBYET YKPETICHHIO
MOTEHIIMANA  «Y3TUApPOMETa» IIyTeM WHBECTHPOBaHHMA B Ilydlnee oOoOpyloBaHuWe i cOopa
METEOPOJIOTHYECKUX JIAHHBIX, a TAKXKe IMyTeM IOAJECPKKH OpraHU3alluy B Pa3pa00TKe MPOrHO3a MOro/Ibl U
MOJIeTIEN JUIsl OLIEHKU BO3JEHCTBUS M3MEHEHUs knumara. [lo gaHHeIM BcemMupHOl METEoposornueckoi
OpraHM3alli{, WHBECTHIMH B 3Ty O0JIACTh TPHUHOCIT COIMAbHO-D)KOHOMUYECKHE BBITOJABI; BCE
SKOHOMHUYECKHUE HCCIEJOBAHUS TMOCIEA0BATEIbHO 3aKJIIOYAalOTCI C COOTHOUIEHHMEM BBITOJ W 3aTpar,
MPEBBIIAIOIINM €MHUIY. TeM He MEHee, TaKXK€ SICHO, YTO 3TH YCIYyI'M HE MPUHOCAT SKOHOMMUYECKON M
COLIMAJIBHOM LEHHOCTH, €CJIM MOJb30BAaTEIM HE TMOJY4YaloT BHIFOJbl OT pPELIEHUH B PE3YJIbTATE
npenocraBieHHOH WHopMmarun. [lo3ToMy, YTOOBI ONTUMU3MPOBATH WHBECTHIINH, CJETAHHBIE B JTOH
00J1aCTH, PEKOMEHIYETCs, 4TOOBI MPOEKT (DOKYCHPOBAJICSA Ha MPEIOCTaBICHHUM HH(OPMAIMU O TOTrOJIE,
MPOTHO3aX W MOJIENIAX U3MEHEHHUsS KIuMata JUisl (pepMepcKuX W MacTOMIIHBIX COOOMIECTB (TI0Ih30BaTENeH).
MoxeT ObITh HEOOXOAMMO MPOBECTH TEXHHKO-dKOHOMUYECKOe O0OOCHOBaHHWE /ISl OIEHKH TOTpeOHOCTEH
0JIb30BaTEJIeH, CBA3aHHBIX ¢ MH(POPMAITUEH O ITOT0/Ie, U OLICHUTh TOTCHIIUAJIbHBIC YSI3BUMBIE MECTa, KOTOPHIE
MOTYT CYIIECTBOBATh, YTOOBI ClIeIaTh 3Ty HH()OPMAIIUIO JIOCTYITHOW, HAIIPUMEP, yOIMYHBIN JOCTYII K 3TOMY
TUTTY HHOOPMAITUH.

Pexomenganus 7: PexoMeHnayeTcsi IPOBECTH TeHACPHBIN aHATN3 B IISITH MMJIOTHBIX PailoHAaXx.

Bonpocsl A1 paccMoTpeHus

FeH)lepHHe BOIIPOCHI HE ObLIM BKJIFOYEHBI B IUIAH 3TOIO IMPOCKTa, U HUKAKUC KOHKPCTHBIC pas3gciibl HE
06CY)K,ZIaIOT TCHACPHBIC aCIICKThI IIPOCKTa B IMPOCKTHOM AJOKYMCHTE. B 10 Xxe BpEMs IMMPOCKTHAsA KOMaH/a
cooOmaeT nqaHHele ¢ pa3ouBkoi mo nmony B PPR. OquH U3 mokasareneii kacaeTcst HEOCPEICTBEHHO JKESHIIHH:
«YCTaHOBIIEHO KOJWUYECTBO CO3/JaHHBIX CaJ0BOAYECKUX TEIUTUI] YIPABISIEMbIE IKCHIIWHAMEY», HO
KOJIMUYECTBEHHAsI 11€J1b JUIS 3TOT0 IOKa3aTesIs He YCTAHOBJICHA. Y YUTHIBAS, YTO IPOCKT HAIlCJICH Ha Pa3InYHbIC
rpymmsl  pepmepoB (koMMmepUeckux QepMmepoB, (epMepoB-IeXKaH W MENKUX BIAJICNbBIEB 3eMENbHBIX
YYaCTKOB), PEKOMEH/yeTCs, YTOOBI MPOEKT MPOBOJAWI TeHACPHBIA aHaU3 B MWIOTHBIX OOJACTIX, YTOOBI
JTydIIie IOHUMATh TeHIEPHBIE MPOOJIEMBI U TeHASPHBIE MPOOIIEMbI B hepMEPCKUX U MACTYIIBHX COOOIIEeCTBAX.
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PexomMenmyeTcst mpoBecTH 3TOT aHAIN3 PaHBIIIE, a HE TI03/IHEEe, YTOOBI IPEAOCTABUTh BAXKHYIO HH(OPMAIIIO
JUTS Pa3BUTHS TETUIHIL, KaK 3TO OKHUAAJIOCH B CTPATETHH TPOEKTA.

Pexomennamusn 8: Pexomenayercsi opranu3oBaTh «OTKpbIThIE THH (PepPMEPOB» JIsl MAJIOTOB, YTOObI
00beANHATH HAMOHAIbHBIE H PerHOHAJIbHbIE JINLIA NPUHAMAIONINE pelieHns, u ¢epmMepoB /
CKOTOBOJIOB, JJIsl HA0JII0/ICHN 32 pe3yJIbTaTaMi PadOThHI HA MecTaX U 00MeHa 3HAHUSIMH.

Bomnpocs! ajist paccMoOTpeHHs

Ycnex KOMIIOHEHTOB 2 1 3 OyJeT B 3HAYMTEIHHOW CTETIEHH 3aBUCETHh OT CIOCOOHOCTH NMPOEKTa OXBATUTH
CEIbCKOE XO3SHMCTBO M MacTymibu oOmMHBL. KpoMe Toro, mpoekTy KpaifHe Ba)KHO HapallfBaTh ITOTEHIIHAI
TaKUX OpraHu3aluii, kak YsruapomeT, CoBeT hepMepoB, MECTHBIX OPraHOB BIIACTEH, a TAKKe PYKOBOJUTEICH
U3 MHHHCTEPCTB Ha PETHOHATHHOM M HAIIMOHAIFHOM YPOBHSX. B 1omoiHeHWe K ceMuHapaM M JIpyTHM
y4eOHBIM MEpONIPHATHAM PEKOMEHIyeTcs OpraHu3oBaTh «OTKpBITEIE ITHH (epMepoBy», TAe JIHIA,
MPUHUMAIOLINE PEIIeHHsI, MECTHBIC BIACTH, HCCIE0BaTeNH, npeactaButenu CoBeta pepMepoB U, KOHEYHO
ke, epMepbl U CKOTOBOJBI OOBEIUHSIOTCS JJIs MOCCUICHUs, HAaONIOACHNUS U OOMEHA 3HAHHUSIMU B ITOH
obmacTi. TO OTIIMYHBIN TTOIXO/ K MOTYYSHUIO 3HAHUH, YKPETUICHHIO JOBEPHSI MEX/y 3aHHTEPECOBAHHBIMU
CTOPOHAMH, 4TO TaKKe JOJDKHO MPUBECTH K OoJiee IUPOKOMY IPUMEHEHHIO Mep IO aJIalTallui K U3MEHEHHIO
KJIUMarTa.

Pexomenpganus 9: PexomeHnayercs aganTHPOBATh CTPYKTYPY yHpaBJIeHNs, 00ecTe4rBaIOLIyI0
0oJibliee MpUCYTCTBHE MPoekTa B KapakajimakcTane B COOTBETCTBHH € HETABHUM pellleHHEM
KoopauHannoHHOT0 coBeTa MPOEKTA.

Bomnpocs! Aj1s1 paccMOTpeHUsA

HecMoTpst Ha cyliecTByIolmye ageKBaTHbIC MEXaHU3MBI YIIPABICHUS AJIsl Pealn3aluyl MPOeKTa ¢ OPHCOM B
TamkeHTe ¢ ynopom Ha KOMIOHEHTHI 1 11 4, 11 BTopbiM oricoM B Hykyce, opueHTHpOBaHHBIM Ha KOMIIOHEHTBI
2 u 3, oxunaercs, 9ro B pernone Kapakanmakctan motpeOyercst O0JbIlie MPUCYTCTBHS M YCHIIHIA TIPOEKTa B
ommkaiiimem OynynieM. [IpeAnprHSTH TOMONHUTEIbHBIE JEHCTBUS B PErHOHE, B YACTHOCTH, OOPATHTHCS K
depmepam U ckoToBogaM. KOOpIMHAIMOHHBIN COBET TPOEKTa YK€ PACCMOTPEN STOT BOMPOC W TPUHSII
pelieHre M3MEHHWTh TEKYIIYI0 MO3ULMI0 pyKoBoautens npoekta OO0beauneHHoil mporpammel OOH Ha
O00BEIMHEHHYIO MO3MILMUIO, OTHOCSIIYIOCS TakXke K OOS3aHHOCTH IO KOOPAWHAILMM JESTEIbHOCTU IO
KOMIIOHEHTaM 2 u 3 3Toro mpoekTta. KoMaHma cpemHecpOdYHOM OICHKH MOJTBEPXKIACT 3TO PEHICHUE H
PEKOMEHIyeT IPUHATH 3TO PELICHUE KaK MOKHO CKOpee.

Pexomenpganus 10: PexoMmenayercst 100aBUTH ellle TPH PUCKA B CIIMCOK PUCKOB MPOEKTa H cO00IATh
0 CTaTyce PUCKOB €:KeroaHo.

Bomnpocs! A1t paccMOTpeHUsA

0O030p KypHaja PUCKOB IMOKAa3ajl, YTO PUCKH, BISIBIICHHBIC B Hadaje MPOEKTa, HEJOCTATOYHO ITOJIHbL. OHU
OXBAaThIBAKOT CYHICCTBECHHBIC PHCKH, HO XapaKTCP OTOr0 THUIIA ITPOCKTA COIPSIKEH C AOIMOJIHUTCIbHBIMU
puckamu. Pexomenayercs nmo0aBuTh Tpu (3) puCKa B JKypHal pPHUCKOB IPOEKTa W cooOmarh o
COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM cTaTyce exeroaHo depe3 PPR. CymiecTByIoT ciemyromme prucKu:

. W3MEHECHUE TOJUTUYECKOW MOMNCPKKH JUIS TPOJBIDKCHHS M HHTETPAllMM Mep aJanTalud B
CeNbCKOXO3SMCTBEHHBIN CEKTOP - (HU3KHA);
. HenocraTounoe pa3BuTHe NOTEHLIHAA U IPAKTUIECKUE HOY-Xay B KIIFOUEBBIX FOCYIapCTBEHHBIX

YUPEKICHUSIX U MECTHBIX OpraHax BIACTH K KOHILY IPOEKTa, 9TOOBI 00ECTIEYHTh YCTOHYNBOCTh
JOCTHKEHHUH MPOEeKTa - (CpeqHHit);

. BHeapenne 3akoHOAATENBHBIX M3MEHEHHMS CBOCBPEMEHHO, KOTOpPHIE HEOOXOIUMBI s
pa3paboTKU ONaroNmpHATHBIX YCIOBUHN JIJISl TIOOMPEHHS U UCTIONB30BaHHS aJIalTAIIHOHHBIX Mep
- (HU3KHN).

Pexomenganus 11: PexoMeHayeTcsi BHUMATEIbHO CJIEIUTH 32 PACX0JaMM HA YIIPaBJIeHHE IPOEKTOM,
4TOOBI JOCTHYH eI YTBepxkIeHHOro 01o1keTa AD Ha 7,2% K KOHIY IPOEKTA.
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Bomnpoch! 1151 paccMoTpeHust

o cocrostanio Ha KoHel ceHTsA0pst 2017 roga cOOTHOLICHHE 3aTPaThl HA YIPABICHUE MPOEKTa Hall OOIIUMHU
pacxomamu coctaBisieT okojo 20%. DTO 04eHb MHOTO, M €T0 HEOOXOANMO CHU3UTH A0 0oliee MPHEeMIIEMOTO
ypoBHS. PexoMeHyeTcsi BHUMATEIhHO OTCIICKHUBATh 3TO COOTHOIICHUE M BHEJPATH MEPHI, YTOOBI JJOBECTH
3TO COOTHOIIEHHKE 10 OoJiee MPUEMIIEMOTO YPOBHS C LEJbIO TOCTHKEHUs 7,2% OT 00IIMX PacXol0B K KOHILY
MPOEKTa B COOTBETCTBUM C YTBEPKACHHBIM Oro/keToM AD.

1.1. Ta6anua peiitTuaros MTR u cBogHast TadMIAa JOCTHKEHHIA.
Hwxe npuBenena Ttabmuma peWTHHroB, 3ampomreHHas B 13. OH BKIO4YaeT TpeOyemble KPHUTEPHH
3(G()EeKTUBHOCTH, pPACCUMTAHHBIE B COOTBETCTBUM C PCHTHHIOBOM  IIKajNOW, TPEACTaBICHHON

B IIPUIOKCHUHU 9 kK HacToANIEMY OTYCTY. BcnomorarenbpHas I/IH(l)OpMaHI/IH TAKXKE MPEAOCTABIACTCA
B 3TOM OTYETE B COOTBETCTBYIOIUX pa3aciiax.

Taoauua 2: Peiitunr CpeaHecpoyHoi OIIEeHKH U CBOIHAA TA0JIHUIA JOCTHKEHU I

JleiicTBust PeiiTunr Onucanue T0CTHKEHUS
Cpennecpou

HO# OLIEHKH

Crparerusi npoexTa H/I

Hporpecc B JOCTHKEHUU PE3yJIbTATOB

Oxugaercs, 4To OyAET MOCTUTHYTA OOJIbIIAs YaCTh KOHCUHBIX IIEJICH

JlocTmKEeHIE LIETH: MS

MPOEKTA, HO CO 3HAYUTEILHBIMU HEJOCTATKAMH.

OXugaercs, YTO KOMIIOHCHT JOCTHTHET OOJbBIICH YacTH MENEBBIX
JocTtmxenue koMrnoHeHTa 1: S o

MoKasaresell KOHIA TIPOEKTa C He3HAUNTEIIEHBIMU HEJJOCTaTKAMH.

OXHIaeTCsl, YTO KOMIIOHCHT JOCTHTHET OOJbIICH YacTH IEIEBBIX
JlocTrxkeHue KOMITOHEHTA 2: MS 2

mokasaresiel KOHIA MPOEKTa, HO CO 3HAYUTEIbHBIMH HEI0OCTATKAMH.

OXHgaercs, 9TO KOMIIOHCHT JOCTHTHET OOJbBINCH YacTH MENEBBIX
JlocTmkeHrne KOMITOHEHTa 3: MS %

mokasaresiel KOHIA MPOEKTa, HO CO 3HAYUTEIbHBIMH HEIOCTATKAMH.

OXHgaercsi, 9TO KOMIIOHCHT IOCTHUTHET OOJBINEH YaCTH IENEBBIX
JocTmxenue kKoMroHeHTa 4: S

IoKasaTeiei KOHIIa MPOCKTA C HC3HAYUTCIbHBIMU HEIOCTATKAMHU.

Buenpenne OONBIIMHCTBA M3 CEMH KOMIIOHEHTOB - MEXaHH3MOB
yIpaBiIeHUs, IUTAaHUPOBAHUS paboTsl, (buHaHCOB "
co(DMHAHCHPOBAaHUS, CUCTEM MOHUTOPUHIAa W OLEHKH Ha YpPOBHE
BHegpenue npoekra u MPOEKTOB, B3aMMOJCHCTBHA C 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIMH CTOPOHAMH,
aJanTHBHOE YNIPABJIeHHE OTYETHOCTH M KOMMYHHKAallMd - BeAeT K palUOHAIBHOMY U
3G (PEKTUBHOMY  OCYIIECTBICHHIO IPOEKTOB W  aJalTUBHOMY
YOpaBIEHUIO, 3a UCKIIOUYEHHEM TeX, KOTOpble  MOJyIexkar
KOPPEKTHUPOBOUHBIM JACHCTBHSIM.

‘YMepeHHbIE PUCKH, HO 0’KMJIA€TCs UTO, 110 KpallHel Mepe, HEKOTOPbIE
KOMITOHEHTBl OYAyT YCTOMYMBBHIMH B CBSI3U C TIPOTPECCOM B
JIOCTIDKEHUM PE3yIbTaTOB IO KOMIOHEHTaM B CpeaHecpodHOH
OLICHKE.

YcroiiunBocTh ML

Baxnoe mpumeuanue. PeiiTnHry, npuBeneHHble Bhiie B paszaene «lIporpecc Ha myTH K pe3yibTaramy,
OCHOBAHBI Ha Pe3yJIbTaTax CPEIHECPOUHOM OIEHKH, BBHITTOJIHEHHON OTTAJKMBASCh OT aMOWIIMO3HBIX IIETIEH,
OTIPEIEIIEHHBIX B MIPOEKTHOM JoKyMeHTe (cM. OOCyKaeHune dTux 1esei B pasaene 4.3.5).
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Annex 2: Project Expected Results and Planned Activities

The table below was compiled from the list of expected results and planned activities as anticipated in the project document. It is a succinct summary of what is
expected from this project.

Project Objective: To develop climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically

Karakalpakstan.

é‘“e“ded Expected Outputs Budget per Indicative Activities

utcomes Outcome

Outcome 1 — Output 1.1: Upgraded observation and AF: $1,257,000 | (i) Conduct site identification field reviews considering the presence of existing

Institutional and monitoring infrastructure (e.g. 2 Doppler observation infrastructure and its density, topography, population size, land use and

technical capacity and | water meters, automatization of 8 met social vulnerability;

mechanisms for stations) for effective data receiving and (i) Specification and purchase of 8 Automated Meteorological Stations (AMS) and 2

drought risk transmission. water gauges with Doppler meters (WG);

management and (iii) Installation, operational training and maintenance of AMS and WG at sites identified,;

early warning (iv) Design the data acquisition, control and dissemination system (DACDS) to provide

developed continuous data exchange between the newly installed equipment and existing
systems;

(v) Installation and training on the DACDS.

Output 1.2: Multi-modal platform for (i) Consultations with project host institution and representatives of target communities to
integration of data flow from hydro- define user climate information needs, define the most suitable format and modalities
meteorological observation to end users. of dissemination of the information;

(i) Based on consultations, design data integration platform, specify and purchase of
related equipment, including the operation and maintenance cost, institutional set up,
procedures and budgetary allocations to secure a continuous functioning;

(iii) Installation of multi-modal system for integration of data flow from hydro-
meteorological observation to end users including decision makers, training and
maintenance arrangements secured by fully embedding the system in Uzhydromet
departments institutional mandate and work plans.

Output 1.3: Drought early warning (i) Stakeholder consultations (through workshops) to define needs of multiple users (land

mechanisms (indicators, gauges, warning users, line ministries) on varied information requirements, including delivery

distribution mechanisms etc.) to minimize mechanisms, timing and frequency;

impacts of droughts in place and (i) Based on stakeholder consultation and technical considerations, finalize the

functional. agreements with Uzhydromet, local authorities and other key stakeholders about the
locations, equipment and dissemination outlets for drought early warning;

(i) Installation and operationalization of drought early warning system.

Output 1.4: Science-based extension (i) Stakeholder consultations regarding institutional options and institutional status of
services for subsistence dekhan farmers Climate Field School / Extension (CFS/E) mechanism to be created, priority needs
established to assist in farm-based and delivery options;

climate risk management, including sub- (ii) Establishment of CFS/E through use of national experts. This will comprise a head
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Intended
Outcomes

Expected Outputs

Budget per
Outcome

Indicative Activities

district, community level Climate Field
School/Extension (CFS /E) for direct
outreach to farmers and localized training
in adaptation practices.

(iii)

office and 15 local (district) subsidiaries. These will be based on the institutions such
as Water User Associations, Farmers Associations, Basin Water Management offices,
Mabhallas, depending on local capacities and conditions;

Preparation of the extension service package, a comprehensive content and
dissemination mechanisms of CFS/E materials reflecting user needs.

Outcome 2 — Climate
resilient farming
practices established
on subsistence
dekhan farms of
Karakalpakstan

Output 2.1: 40,000 Dekhan farmers have
adopted climate resilient conservation
agriculture practices (e.g. low till, mixed
cropping, fodder production, and residue
crop soil covering adopted measures
adopted at 80,000 ha of dekhan farms).

Output 2.2: 40,000 Dekhan farmers have
adopted water saving irrigation practices
(e.g. land leveling, well management,
furrow and drip irrigation systems
adopted at 80,000 ha dekhan farms to
improve farm-level drainage and
minimize salinization).

Output 2.3: 40% of targeted dekhan
farmers have established horticulture
greenhouses on 20,000 ha of farms to
minimize impacts of droughts on farm
production.

Output 2.4: Legal and regulatory
framework put in place to support well

AF: $1,377,400

(i)

(iii)

At least 4 consultation workshops with the farmers, pastoralists and research
institutes to determine the most suitable mix of crops and practices (such as low till,
mixed cropping, fodder production and crop residue application) of drought resilience
options in the selected sites;

At least 8 Farm-based demonstrations of conservation agriculture and productive
grazing arrangement organized with technical guidance provided by the national
experts (5 experts for 3 months each) from the research institutes and direct
engagement of targeted farmers and pastoralists;

Preparation and dissemination of conservation agriculture guide for long term climate
resilient agro-pastoral systems in the context of Karakalpakstan.

0

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

At least 4 participatory surveys conducted with farmers, local authorities, research
institutes and associations to determine and agree on the right mix of irrigation and
drainage technologies and methods in the target locations;

Filed-based demonstration of improved irrigation and drainage practices /
technologies (e.g. land leveling, water efficient irrigation infrastructure, etc.) with a
direct guidance from the national experts (3 experts at 2.5 months each);
Field-based demonstration of pasture-land well rehabilitation and management for
improved water supply for pastures and livestock, ensuring greater mobility and
maintenance of vegetation;

Preparation, publication and dissemination of technical support material on improved
irrigation and drainage based on lessons learned from the project.

@
(ii)

(iii)

Community consultation and mobilization to introduce range of horticultural
greenhouse options are affordable and help in drought preparedness;

Technical design (engineering parameters, siting, construction, operation) and
business plan developed to ensure effectiveness and efficiency of the greenhouse in
the context of Karakalpakstan for a long term sustainability and high replication
potential;

Preparation of publication of good practices in greenhouse operation, (focusing on the
issues of low cost, low input, low energy and high output options; creating the micro
climate for crop protection and mitigation of adverse impacts of drought) customized
to the needs of Dekhan farmers and the condition in Karakalpakstan.

@

Policy and legislative review to identify the critical gaps in promoting the climate
compatible adaptation practices in agriculture;
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Intended
Outcomes

Expected Outputs

Budget per
Outcome

Indicative Activities

tested farm-based adaptation measures
for replication and upscale.

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

Desk study to review the best international legal and regulatory practice that promotes
farm-based approaches to drought management and incentivizes conservation
agriculture and water efficient irrigation systems;

At least 8 stakeholder consultations conducted by the national and international
experts to prepare a mix of normative acts and regulatory instruments that can be
adopted in the legislative context of Uzbekistan for an effective integration of identified
adaptation priorities in agriculture (specifically in the context of Karakalpakstan);
Preparation and adoption of a set of legal acts and regulations to incentivize
conservation agriculture and climate resilient agricultural practices and technologies in
Uzbekistan and implementation of procedures leading towards the enactment.

Outcome 3 -
Landscape level
adaptation measures
for soil conservation
and moisture retention
improves climate
resilience of 1,042,094
ha of land.

Output 3.1: Local saksaul and tamarix
plantations deliver sand stabilization and
soil desalinization function for 1,042,094
ha of farm and adjacent farmlands, based
on wind models and comprehensive
landscape rehabilitation and
management plan.

Output 3.2: Community management
scheme for planting and maintenance
established as community employment
scheme for landscape level adaptation.

Output 3.3: Cooperative management
for landscape rehabilitation and
management established to enhance
community control and ownership
arrangements.

AF: $1,723,900

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)
v)

Wind model outputs generated to develop a short and long term replantation and
landscape rehabilitation plan; monitor sand stabilization and soil desalinization as a
result of project activities, based on wind models, as well as to provide an empirical
basis for the landscape scale integrated rehabilitation plan;

Establish an expert team to develop a comprehensive plan on sand stabilization and
landscape rehabilitation for improved land productivity and resilience of adjacent farm
and pasturelands;

Participatory process with local land users, representatives of land management
institutions and technical parties to facilitate inputs into full landscape rehabilitation
plan incorporating both on and off farm areas;

Community mobilization and involvement of technical team to organize and implement
on-the-ground work on replantation of sand stabilizing plants and windbreaks;
Preparation and dissemination of publications on good practice in sand stabilization
based in part on project experience.

(if)
(iii)
(iv)

Undertake stakeholder consultations, including through workshops, to assess
community participation and labor allocations per task and travel logistics;

Hiring of national experts to provide technical assistance in development of a
community management scheme and management arrangement;

Organization of a mobile community and expert monitoring team with respect to
maintenance work on the plantations and documenting the impacts;

Publication of good practice material on community management of plantations for
adaptive objectives in dry environments.

0]

(ii)
(i)
(iv)

International good practice in community cooperative resource management reviewed
and applied in the project context and management options identified;

Establish farm-based and community cooperative management system for
maintenance of the plantations through the local Mahallas (community organizations);
Hold stakeholder consultations, including workshops, with target communities, to
identify options and best model for community management system;

Preparation and publishing of good practice material on the establishment of

Mid-Term Review of the UNDP-AF Project “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan” 61




é‘“ended Expected Outputs Budget per Indicative Activities
utcomes Outcome
community co-management systems.
Qutcome 4 - Output 4.1: Inventory of all tested AF: $273,400 (i) International experience surveyed, synthesize proven practices of potential value to
Knowledge of climate | agronomic and water saving measures to the project beneficiaries as part of adaptive strategies;
resilient agricultural map out successful practices. (i) Technical assistance provided in inventorying promising water efficient agronomic
and pastoral measures in the field;
production systems in (iif) Publication of results of inventories, both initial inventory as well as updated inventory
arid lands generated based in part on the experiences to be gained over the course of the project.
and widely available
Output 4.2: Analysis and lessons (i) Analysis and documentation of lessons learned for climate resilient agricultural and
learned for climate resilient agricultural pastoral production systems;
and pastoral production systems in arid (i) Publication and dissemination of lessons learned on climate resilient agricultural and
lands documented and disseminated pastoral systems relevant to drier areas of Central Asia.
through printed and web-based
publications.
Output 4.3: Quarterly farm and pasture (i) Quarterly meetings held, covered by the media, in order to highlight successful
land demonstration meetings with adaptive practices for replication;
participation of national, local authorities, (i) Preparation of media footages and advocacy materials to demonstrate field-based

media and communities delivered.

results of tested adaptation measures.

Source: Project Document

Mid-Term Review of the UNDP-AF Project “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan” 62




Annex 3: MTR Terms of Reference

UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME

TERMS OF REFERENCE / INDIVIDUAL CONTRACT

1. Position Information

Position Title: International Consultant/Evaluator and National
Consultant/Evaluator

Type: 2 Individual Contracts

Project Title/Department: UNDP/AF Project “Developing climate resilience of farming

communities in the drought prone parts of
Uzbekistan”/Sustainable Development Cluster

Duration of the service: 25 and 44 working days respectively during the period from 3
November — 7 December 2017
Duty station: Home-based with one mission to Tashkent, Uzbekistan,

including visits to Nukus city and 5 project pilot districts
(Kegeyli, Kanlikul, Chimbay, Takhtakupir and Muynak) in the
Republic of Karakalpakstan

Reports to: Leader of Sustainable Development Cluster, UNDP
Uzbekistan

2. Introduction

This is the Terms of Reference (TOR) for the Mid-term Evaluation (MTE) of the UNDP supported
Adaptation Fund financed project titled “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in
the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan” (PIMS#5002) implemented through the UNDP
Uzbekistan, which is to be undertaken in 2017. The project started on the 26 May 2014 and is
in its third year of implementation). This TOR sets out the expectations for this MTE.

3. Project Background Information

The frequent occurrence of drought, an overall trend of aridification and projected drying of
Uzbekistan’s poorest region, Karakalpakstan, place serious strains on water availability, is
causing a decline in land productivity and in turn of the ability of rural poor to withstand the
current and future impacts of climate change. Adaptation measures are increasing and becoming
more integrated within wider policy frameworks. Integration, while it remains a challenge,
streamlines the adaptation planning and decision-making process and embeds climate sensitive
thinking in existing and new institutions and organizations. This can help avoid mismatches with
the objectives of development planning, facilitates the blending of multiple funding streams and
reduces the possibility of maladaptive actions.

The overall project objective is to develop climate resilience of farming and pastoral
communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan to address
adaptation needs arise when the anticipated risks or experienced impacts of climate change
require action to ensure the safety of populations and the security of assets.

With a view to achieving this objective the following interconnected outcomes will be
achieved:
1. The institutional and technical capacity for drought management and early warning
developed

Climate resilient farming practices established on subsistence dekhkan farms

3. Landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention
improves climate resilience of over 1,000,000 ha of land

4. Knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid lands
generated and widely available
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The project offices are located in Tashkent, Uzbekistan within the national partner implementing
agency, i.e. the Center of Hydro-meteorological Services under the cabinet of Ministers of the
Republic of Uzbekistan (Uzhydromet); and in Nukus, Karakalpakstan, as the pilot region, within
the regional subdivision of Uzhydromet. Project implements its adaptation activities in the five
pilot districts - Kegeyli, Kanlikul, Chimbay, Takhtakupir and Muynak — as the most vulnerable to
climate change impacts in Karakalpakstan.

The project helps the central, regional and local governments and vulnerable farmers and
pastoralists to withstand the current and future impacts of climate change: aridification and
projected drying of this region that places serious strains on water availability resulting in a
decline in land productivity.

The project duration is 6 years (May 2014 — May 2020) with the total budget of USD5,190,878
(USD4,990,878 of Adaptation Fund and USD200,000 of UNDP).

4. Objectives of the MTE

The MTE will assess progress towards the achievement of the project objectives and outcomes
as specified in the Project Document, and assess early signs of project success or failure with
the goal of identifying the necessary changes to be made in order to set the project on-track to
achieve its intended results. The MTE will also review the project’s strategy, its risks to
sustainability.

5. MTE Approach & Methodology

The MTE must provide evidence based information that is credible, reliable and useful. The MTE
team will review all relevant sources of information including documents prepared during the
preparation phase: Project Document, ESSP, Project Inception Report, PPRs, Finalized AF focal
area Tracking Tools, Project Board meeting minutes, Financial and Administration guidelines
(SOP), project budget revisions, national strategic and legal documents, and any other materials
that the team considers useful for this evidence-based review.

The MTE team is expected to follow a collaborative and participatory approach'® ensuring close
engagement with the Project Team, government counterparts, the UNDP Country Office, UNDP-
GEF Regional Technical Advisers, and other key stakeholders.

Engagement of stakeholders is vital to a successful MTE. Stakeholder involvement should
include interviews with stakeholders who have project responsibilities, including but not limited
to key partners at the central level (Tashkent, Uzbekistan) and at sub-national level (Nukus and
5 pilot districts in Karakalpakstan); executing agencies, senior officials and task team/component
leaders, key experts and consultants in the subject area, Project Board, project stakeholders,
academia, local government and CSOs, etc. Additionally, the MTE team is expected to conduct
field missions to Karakalpakstan, including the project sites in Nukus and 5 project pilot districts
(Kegeyli, Kanlikul, Chimbay, Takhtakupir and Muynak) in the Republic of Karakalpakstan.

The final MTE report should describe the full MTE approach taken and the rationale for the
approach making explicit the underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses
about the methods and approach of the review.

6. Detailed Scope of the MTE

The MTE team will assess the following four categories of project progress.

i. Project Strategy
Project design:

16 For ideas on innovative and participatory Monitoring and Evaluation strategies and techniques, see UNDP Discussion Paper:

Innovations in Monitoring & Evaluating Results, 05 Nov 2013.

17 For more stakeholder engagement in the M&E process, see the UNDP Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for

Development Results, Chapter 3, pg. 93.
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Review the problem addressed by the project and the underlying assumptions. Review the
effect of any incorrect assumptions or changes to the context to achieving the project results
as outlined in the Project Document.

Review the relevance of the project strategy and assess whether it provides the most effective
route towards expected/intended results. Were lessons from other relevant projects properly
incorporated into the project design?

Review how the project addresses country priorities. Review country ownership. Was the
project concept in line with the national sector development priorities and plans of the country
(or of participating countries in the case of multi-country projects)?

Review decision-making processes: were perspectives of those who would be affected by
project decisions, those who could affect the outcomes, and those who could contribute
information or other resources to the process, taken into account during project design
processes?

Review the extent to which relevant gender issues were raised in the project design.

If there are major areas of concern, recommend areas for improvement.

Results Framework/Log-frame:

Are the project’s objectives and outcomes or components clear, practical, and feasible within
its time frame?

Examine if progress so far has led to, or could in the future catalyse beneficial development
effects (i.e. income generation, gender equality and women’s empowerment, improved
governance etc...) that should be included in the project results framework and monitored on
an annual basis.

Ensure broader development and gender aspects of the project are being monitored
effectively.

Progress Towards Results

Progress Towards Outcomes Analysis:

Review the log-frame indicators against progress made towards the end-of-project targets
using the Progress Towards Results Matrix; colour code progress in a “traffic light system”
based on the level of progress achieved; assign a rating on progress for each outcome; make
recommendations from the areas marked as “Not on target to be achieved” (red).

Table. Progress Towards Results Matrix (Achievement of outcomes against End-of-
project Targets)

Level in .
Project Indicatort® | Baseline 1%t PIR Midterm I;E)?c()jj;eocft- Mldterg L Achievement | Justificatig
Strategy Level® (self- Target® o AssessmentZ Rating?? for Rating
reported)
Objective: | Indicator (if
applicable):
Outcome | Indicator 1:
1 Indicator 2:
Outcome | Indicator 3:
2 Indicator 4:
Etc.
Etc.

Indicator Assessment Ke

Yellow= On target to be

achieved

18 Populate with data from the Logframe and scorecards
19 Populate with data from the Project Document

20 If available

21 Colour code this column only

22 Use the 6 point Progtess Towards Results Rating Scale: HS, S, MS, MU, U, HU
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In addition to the progress towards outcomes analysis:

¢ Compare and analyse the AF Results Tracker within the PPR at the Baseline with the one
completed right before the Midterm Review.
Identify remaining barriers to achieving the project objective in the remainder of the project.

e By reviewing the aspects of the project that have already been successful, identify ways in
which the project can further expand these benefits.

iii. Project Implementation and Adaptive Management

Management Arrangements:

o Review overall effectiveness of project management as outlined in the Project Document.
Have changes been made and are they effective? Are responsibilities and reporting lines
clear? Is decision-making transparent and undertaken in a timely manner? Recommend areas
for improvement.

o Review the quality of execution of the Executing Agency/Implementing Partner(s) and
recommend areas for improvement.

o Review the quality of support provided by the AF Partner Agency (UNDP) and recommend
areas for improvement.

Work Planning:

e Review any delays in project start-up and implementation, identify the causes and examine if they have
been resolved.

o Are work-planning processes results-based? If not, suggest ways to re-orientate work planning
to focus on results?

o Examine the use of the project’s results framework/ logframe as a management tool and
review any changes made to it since project start.

Finance and co-finance:

¢ Consider the financial management of the project, with specific reference to the cost-
effectiveness of interventions.

e Review the changes to fund allocations as a result of budget revisions and assess the
appropriateness and relevance of such revisions.

e Does the project have the appropriate financial controls, including reporting and planning, that
allow management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for timely flow
of funds?

¢ Informed by the co-financing monitoring table to be filled out, provide commentary on co-
financing: is co-financing being used strategically to help the objectives of the project? Is the
Project Team meeting with all co-financing partners regularly in order to align financing
priorities and annual work plans?

Project-level Monitoring and Evaluation Systems:

e Review the monitoring tools currently being used: Do they provide the necessary information?
Do they involve key partners? Are they aligned or mainstreamed with national systems? Do
they use existing information? Are they efficient? Are they cost-effective? Are additional tools
required? How could they be made more participatory and inclusive?

o Examine the financial management of the project monitoring and evaluation budget. Are
sufficient resources being allocated to monitoring and evaluation? Are these resources being
allocated effectively?

Stakeholder Engagement:

e Project management: Has the project developed and leveraged the necessary and
appropriate partnerships with direct and tangential stakeholders?

¢ Participation and country-driven processes: Do local and national government stakeholders
support the objectives of the project? Do they continue to have an active role in project
decision-making that supports efficient and effective project implementation?
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¢ Participation and public awareness: To what extent has stakeholder involvement and public
awareness contributed to the progress towards achievement of project objectives?

Reporting:

o Assess how adaptive management changes have been reported by the project management
and shared with the Project Board.

e Assess how well the Project Team and partners undertake and fulfil AF reporting requirements
(i.e. how have they addressed poorly-rated PPRs, if applicable?)

o Assess how lessons derived from the adaptive management process have been documented,
shared with key partners and internalized by partners.

Communications:

o Review internal project communication with stakeholders: Is communication regular and
effective? Are there key stakeholders left out of communication? Are there feedback
mechanisms when communication is received? Does this communication with stakeholders
contribute to their awareness of project outcomes and activities and investment in the
sustainability of project results?

e Review external project communication: Are proper means of communication established or
being established to express the project progress and intended impact to the public (is there
a web presence, for example? Or did the project implement appropriate outreach and public
awareness campaigns?)

e Forreporting purposes, write one half-page paragraph that summarizes the project’s progress
towards results in terms of contribution to sustainable development benefits, as well as global
environmental benefits.

iv. Sustainability

¢ Validate whether the risks identified in the Project Document, PPRs, and the ATLAS Risk
Management Module are the most important and whether the risk ratings applied are
appropriate and up to date. If not, explain why.

¢ In addition, assess the following risks to sustainability:

Financial risks to sustainability:

o What is the likelihood of financial and economic resources not being available once the AF
assistance ends (consider potential resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public
and private sectors, income generating activities, and other funding that will be adequate
financial resources for sustaining project’s outcomes)?

Socio-economic risks to sustainability:

e Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize sustainability of project outcomes?
What is the risk that the level of stakeholder ownership (including ownership by governments
and other key stakeholders) will be insufficient to allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be
sustained? Do the various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that the project
benefits continue to flow? Is there sufficient public / stakeholder awareness in support of the
long term objectives of the project? Are lessons learned being documented by the Project
Team on a continual basis and shared/ transferred to appropriate parties who could learn from
the project and potentially replicate and/or scale it in the future?

Institutional Framework and Governance risks to sustainability:

o Do the legal frameworks, policies, governance structures and processes pose risks that may
jeopardize sustenance of project benefits? While assessing this parameter, also consider if
the required systems/ mechanisms for accountability, transparency, and technical knowledge
transfer are in place.

Environmental risks to sustainability:
e Are there any environmental risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes?
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Conclusions & Recommendations

The MTE team will include a section of the report setting out the MTE’s evidence-based
conclusions, in light of the findings.?®

Recommendations should be succinct suggestions for critical intervention that are specific,
measurable, achievable, and relevant. A recommendation table should be put in the report's
executive summary.

Rec # | Recommendation Entity Responsible
A (State Outcome 1) (Outcome 1)

Al Key recommendation:

A2

A.3

B (State Outcome 2) (Outcome 2)

B.1 Key recommendation:

B.2

B.3

C (State Outcome 3) (Outcome 3), etc.
C.1 Key recommendation:

C.2

C.3

D Project Implementation & Adaptive Management
D.1 Key recommendation:

D.2

D.3

E Sustainability

E.1l Key recommendation:

E.2

E.

The MTE team should make no more than 15 recommendations total.
Ratings

The MTE team will include its ratings of the project’s results and brief descriptions of the
associated achievements in a MTE Ratings & Achievement Summary Table in the Executive
Summary of the MTE report. See Annex E for ratings scales. No rating on Project Strategy and
no overall project rating is required.

Table. MTE Ratings & Achievement Summary Table for UNDP/AF project “Developing
climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan”

Measure | MTR Rating | Achievement Description
Project Strategy N/A
Progress Objective

Towards Results | Achievement Rating:
(rate 6 pt. scale)
Outcome 1
Achievement Rating:
(rate 6 pt. scale)
Outcome 2
Achievement Rating:
(rate 6 pt. scale)
Outcome 3
Achievement Rating:
(rate 6 pt. scale)

Etc.

Project (rate 6 pt. scale)

23 Alternatively, MTE conclusions may be integrated into the body of the report.
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Implementation
& Adaptive
Management
Sustainability (rate 4 pt. scale)

Options for site visits should be provided in the Inception Report.

7. Timeframe

The total duration of the MTE will be approximately 5 weeks starting from 3 November 2017, and
shall not exceed five months from when the consultant(s) are hired. The tentative MTR timeframe is
as follows:

TIMEFRAME ACTIVITY

24 August 2017 Application closes

29 September 2017 Select MTE Team

3 November 2017 Prep the MTE Team (handover of Project Documents)
7 November 2017, 3 days Document review and preparing MTE Inception Report

14 November 2017, 5 days | Finalization and Validation of MTE Inception Report - latest
start of MTE mission

20-28 November 2017, 9 MTE mission: stakeholder meetings, interviews, field visits
days
27 November 2017 Mission wrap-up meeting & presentation of initial findings-

earliest end of MTE mission

2 December 2017, 4 days Preparing draft report

13 December 2017, 2 days | Incorporating audit trail from feedback on draft
report/Finalization of MTE report

15 December 2017 Preparation & Issue of Management Response

N/A (optional) Concluding Stakeholder Workshop (not mandatory
for MTE team)

19 December 2017 Expected date of full MTE completion

8. Mid-Term Evaluation Deliverables

# | Deliverable Description Timing Responsibilities
1 | MTE Inception MTE team clarifies No later than 2 MTE team submits to
Report objectives and methods of | weeks before the the Commissioning Unit
Midterm Evaluation MTE mission (Sustainable

Development Cluster)
and project management
2 | Presentation Initial Findings End of MTE mission | MTE Team presents to
project management and
the Commissioning Unit
(Sustainable
Development Cluster)

3 | Draft Final Full report (using Within 3 weeks of Sent to the
Report guidelines on content the MTE mission Commissioning Unit
outlined in Annex B) with (Sustainable
annexes Development Cluster),

reviewed by RTA,
Project Coordinating

Unit, GEF OFP
4 | Final Report* Revised report with audit Within 1 week of Sent to the
trail detailing how all receiving UNDP Commissioning Unit
received comments have comments on draft (Sustainable
(and have not) been Development Cluster)
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addressed in the final MTE
report

*The final MTE report must be in English. If applicable, the Commissioning Unit (Sustainable
Development Cluster) may choose to arrange for a translation of the report into a language more
widely shared by national stakeholders.

9. MTE Arrangement

The principal responsibility for managing this MTE resides with the Commissioning Unit. The
Commissioning Unit for this project’'s MTE is the Sustainable Development Cluster in the UNDP
Country Office.

The Commissioning Unit (Sustainable Development Cluster) will contract the consultants, and
ensure the timely provision of per diems and travel arrangements within the country for the MTE
team. The Project Team will be responsible for liaising with the MTE team to provide all relevant
documents, set up stakeholder interviews, and arrange field visits.

10. Team Compaosition

A team of two independent consultants will conduct the MTE - one team leader (with experience and
exposure to projects and evaluations in other regions globally) and one team expert from Uzbekistan
the country of the project. The consultants cannot have participated in the project preparation,
formulation, and/or implementation (including the writing of the Project Document) and should not
have a conflict of interest with project’s related activities.

The selection of consultants will be aimed at maximizing the overall “team” qualities in the following
areas: (max amount of points related to the technical evaluation)

o Recent experience with result-based management evaluation methodologies — 10%;

e Experience applying SMART targets and reconstructing or validating baseline scenarios 5%;

¢ Competence in adaptive management, as applied to CCA — 10%;

o Experience working with the AF evaluations — 10%;

e Experience working in Central Asia and/or CIS regions — 10%;

o Work experience in relevant technical areas for at least 10 years — 5%;

o Demonstrated understanding of issues related to gender and CCA,; experience in gender
sensitive evaluation and analysis — 5%;

e Excellent communication skills -5%;

o Demonstrable analytical skills — 5%;

e Project evaluation/review experiences within United Nations system will be considered an asset;

¢ A Master’s degree in climate change, environment protection, natural resources management,

or other closely related field — 5%.

11. Payment Modalities and Specifications

10% of payment upon approval of the final MTE Inception Report
30% upon submission of the draft MTE report
60% upon finalization of the MTE report

12. Application Process?*

Recommended Presentation of Proposal:
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a) Letter of Confirmation of Interest and Availability using the template?® provided by UNDP;

b) CV and a Personal History Form (P11 form?®);

c) Brief description of approach to work/technical proposal of why the individual considers
him/herself as the most suitable for the assignment, and a proposed methodology on how they
will approach and complete the assignment; (max 1 page)

d) Financial Proposal that indicates the all-inclusive fixed total contract price and all other travel
related costs (such as flight ticket, per diem, etc.), supported by a breakdown of costs, as per
template attached to the Letter of Confirmation of Interest template. If an applicant is employed
by an organization/companyl/institution, and he/she expects his/her employer to charge a
management fee in the process of releasing him/her to UNDP under Reimbursable Loan
Agreement (RLA), the applicant must indicate at this point, and ensure that all such costs are
duly incorporated in the financial proposal submitted to UNDP.

Applicants are requested to apply online through the UNDP website at http://www.undp.uz.
Application shall be submitted by indicated deadline. Incomplete applications or applications
received after the closing date will not be given consideration. Application should contain a current
and complete C.V. with indication of the e-mail and phone contact. Shortlisted candidates will be
requested to submit a price offer indicating the total cost of the assignment (including daily fee, per
diem and travel costs). Incomplete applications will be excluded from further consideration.

Criteria for Evaluation of Proposal: Only those applications which are responsive and compliant
will be evaluated. Offers will be evaluated according to the Combined Scoring method — where the
educational background and experience on similar assignments will be weighted at 70% and the
price proposal will weigh as 30% of the total scoring. The applicant receiving the Highest Combined
Score that has also accepted UNDP’s General Terms and Conditions will be awarded the contract.

UNDP is an equal opportunity employer. Qualified female candidates, people with disabilities,
and minorities are highly encouraged to apply. UNDP Gender Balance in Management Policy
promotes achievement of gender balance among its staff at all levels.

13. Signatures - Post Description Certification
Incumbent (if applicable)

Name Signature Date

Climate Change Specialist, SDC
Rano Baykhanova

Name / Title Signature Date

Leader of Sustainable Development Cluster
Mr. Hurshid Rustamov

Name / Title Signature Date

26 http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/corporate/Careers/P11 Personal history form.doc
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TOR ANNEX A: List of Documents to be reviewed by the MTE Team

1. UNDP Project Document

2. UNDP Environmental and Social Screening results

3. Project Inception Report

4. All Project Performance Reports (PPR’s)

5. Quarterly progress reports and work plans of the various implementation task teams
6. Audit reports

7. Finalized AF Tracking Tools at CEO endorsement and midterm — TT for CCA

8. Oversight mission reports

9. All monitoring reports prepared by the project

10. Financial and Administration guidelines used by Project Team

The following documents will also be available:

11. Project operational guidelines, manuals and systems

12. UNDP country/countries programme document(s)

13. Minutes of the Board Meetings of UNDP/AF Project “Developing climate resilience of farming
communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan”, and other meetings (i.e. Project Appraisal
Committee meetings)

14. Project site location maps
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TOR ANNEX B: Guidelines on Contents for the Midterm Evaluation Report?’

4.

Basic Report Information (for opening page or title page)

Title of UNDP supported AF financed project

UNDP PIMS# and AF project ID#

MTE time frame and date of MTE report

Region and countries included in the project

GEF Operational Focal Area/Strategic Program

Executing Agency/Implementing Partner and other project partners
MTE team members

Acknowledgements

Table of Contents
Acronyms and Abbreviations
Executive Summary (3-5 pages)

Project Information Table

Project Description (brief)

Project Progress Summary (between 200-500 words)
MTE Ratings & Achievement Summary Table
Concise summary of conclusions

Recommendation Summary Table

Introduction (2-3 pages)

Purpose of the MTE and objectives

Scope & Methodology: principles of design and execution of the MTE, MTE

approach and data collection methods, limitations to the MTE
Structure of the MTE report

Project Description and Background Context (3-5 pages)

Development context: environmental, socio-economic, institutional, and policy

factors relevant to the project objective and scope

Problems that the project sought to address: threats and barriers targeted
Project Description and Strategy: objective, outcomes and expected results,

description of field sites (if any)

Project Implementation Arrangements: short description of the Project Board, key

implementing partner arrangements, etc.
Project timing and milestones
Main stakeholders: summary list

Flndlngs (12-14 pages)
4.1 Project Strategy

e Project Design
e Results Framework/Log-frame

4.2 Progress Towards Results

e Progress towards outcomes analysis
¢ Remaining barriers to achieving the project objective

4.3 Project Implementation and Adaptive Management

Management Arrangements

Work planning

Finance and co-finance

Project-level monitoring and evaluation systems
Stakeholder engagement

Reporting

e Communications

4.4 Sustainability

¢ Financial risks to sustainability
e Socio-economic to sustainability

27 The Report length should not exceed 40 pages in total (not including annexes).
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¢ Institutional framework and governance risks to sustainability
e Environmental risks to sustainability
5. Conclusions and Recommendations (4-6 pages)
5.1 Conclusions
¢ Comprehensive and balanced statements (that are evidence-based and
connected to the MTE’s findings) which highlight the strengths, weaknesses
and results of the project
5.2 Recommendations
e Caorrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation
of the project
e Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project
e Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives
6. Annexes
e MTE TOR (excluding TOR annexes)

e MTE evaluative matrix (evaluation criteria with key questions, indicators, sources of

data, and methodology)

Example Questionnaire or Interview Guide used for data collection

Ratings Scales

MTE mission itinerary

List of persons interviewed

List of documents reviewed

Co-financing table (if not previously included in the body of the report)

Signed UNEG Code of Conduct form

Signed MTE final report clearance form

Annexed in a separate file: Audit trail from received comments on draft MTE report
Annexed in a separate file: Relevant midterm tracking tools (METT, FSC, Capacity
scorecard, etc.)
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TOR ANNEX C: Midterm Evaluation Evaluative Matrix Template

Evaluative Questions Methodology

Project Strategy: To what extent is the project strategy relevant to country priorities, country ownership,
and the best route towards expected results?

(include evaluative (i.e. relationships (i.e. project documents, (i.e. document analysis,

question(s)) established, level of national policies or data analysis,
coherence between strategies, websites, interviews with project
project design and project staff, project staff, interviews with
implementation approach, | partners, data collected stakeholders, etc.)
specific activities throughout the MTE

conducted, quality of risk mission, etc.)
mitigation strategies, etc.)

Progress Towards Results: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project
been achieved thus far?

Project Implementation and Adaptive Management: Has the project been implemented efficiently, cost-
effectively, and been able to adapt to any changing conditions thus far? To what extent are project-level
monitoring and evaluation systems, reporting, and project communications supporting the project’s
implementation?

Sustainability: To what extent are there financial, institutional, socio-economic, and/or environmental
risks to sustaining long-term project results?
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TOR ANNEX D: UNEG Code of Conduct for Evaluation Consultants®®

Evaluators/Consultants:

1. Must present information that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and
weaknesses so that decisions or actions taken are well founded.

2. Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and
have this accessible to all affected by the evaluation with expressed legal rights to receive
results.

3. Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide
maximum notice, minimize demands on time, and respect people’s right not to engage.
Evaluators must respect people’s right to provide information in confidence, and must ensure
that sensitive information cannot be traced to its source. Evaluators are not expected to
evaluate individuals, and must balance an evaluation of management functions with this general
principle.

4. Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must
be reported discreetly to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with
other relevant oversight entities when there is any doubt about if and how issues should be
reported.

5. Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in
their relations with all stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
evaluators must be sensitive to and address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They
should avoid offending the dignity and self-respect of those persons with whom they come in
contact in the course of the evaluation. Knowing that evaluation might negatively affect the
interests of some stakeholders, evaluators should conduct the evaluation and communicate its
purpose and results in a way that clearly respects the stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth.

6. Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible for the clear,
accurate and fair written and/or oral presentation of study limitations, findings and
recommendations.

7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the
evaluation.

MTE Consultant Agreement Form
Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System:

Name of Consultant:

Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant):

I confirm that | have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code
of Conduct for Evaluation.

Signed at (Place) on
(Date)

Signature:

28 www.undp.org/unegcodeofconduct
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TOR ANNEX E: MTE Ratings

Ratings for Progress Towards Results: (one rating for each outcome and for the objective)

Highly The objective/outcome is expected to achieve or exceed all its end-of-
6 | Satisfactory project targets, without major shortcomings. The progress towards the

(HS) objective/outcome can be presented as “good practice”.
5 | Sati The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project

atisfactory (S) . : )
targets, with only minor shortcomings.

Moderately The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project
4 | Satisfactory targets but with significant shortcomings.

(MS)

Moderately The objective/outcome is expected to achieve its end-of-project targets with
3 | Unsatisfactory major shortcomings.

(HU)
2 Unsatisfactory The objective/outcome is expected not to achieve most of its end-of-project

(V) targets.

Highly The objective/outcome has failed to achieve its midterm targets, and is not
1 | Unsatisfactory expected to achieve any of its end-of-project targets.

(HY)

Ratings for Project |

mplementation & Adaptive Management: (one overall rating)

Implementation of all seven components — management arrangements,
work planning, finance and co-finance, project-level monitoring and

6 g|ghly evaluation systems, stakeholder engagement, reporting, and
atisfactory L . : 2 : ;
(HS) communications  — is _Ieadlng to efficient and effective project
implementation and adaptive management. The project can be presented
as “good practice”.
Implementation of most of the seven components is leading to efficient and
5 | Satisfactory (S) | effective project implementation and adaptive management except for only
few that are subject to remedial action.
Moderately Implementation of some of the seven components is leading to efficient
4 | Satisfactory and effective project implementation and adaptive management, with some
(MS) components requiring remedial action.
Moderately Implementation of some of the seven components is not leading to efficient
3 | Unsatisfactory and effective project implementation and adaptive, with most components
(MU) requiring remedial action.
2 Unsatisfactory Implementation of most of the seven components is not leading to efficient
(V) and effective project implementation and adaptive management.
Highly Implementation of none of the seven components is leading to efficient and
1 | Unsatisfactory effective project implementation and adaptive management.
(HY)

Ratings for Sustainability: (one overall rating)

Negligible risks to sustainability, with key outcomes on track to be achieved

4 | Likely (L) by the project’s closure and expected to continue into the foreseeable
future
Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some outcomes will be
Moderately . .
3 ,. sustained due to the progress towards results on outcomes at the Midterm
Likely (ML) .
Evaluation
5 Moderately Significant risk that key outcomes will not carry on after project closure,
Unlikely (MU) although some outputs and activities should carry on
1| Unlikely (U) Severe risks that project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be

sustained
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TOR ANNEX F: MTE Report Clearance Form
((to be completed by the Commissioning Unit and UNDP-GEF RTA and included in the final
document)

Midterm Evaluation Report Reviewed and Cleared By:
Commissioning Unit

Name:

Signature: Date:

UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor

Name:

Signature: Date:
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Annex 4: Code of Conduct for Evaluators and Agreement Form

Reviewers / Consultants:

1. Must present information that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and weaknesses
so that decisions or actions taken are well founded.

2. Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and
have this accessible to all affected by the evaluation with expressed legal rights to receive results.

3. Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide
maximum notice, minimize demands on time, and respect people’s right not to engage. Evaluators
must respect people’s right to provide information in confidence, and must ensure that sensitive
information cannot be traced to its source. Evaluators are not expected to evaluate individuals, and
must balance an evaluation of management functions with this general principle.

4. Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be
reported discreetly to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with other
relevant oversight entities when there is any doubt about if and how issues should be reported.

5. Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in their
relations with all stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
evaluators must be sensitive to and address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They
should avoid offending the dignity and self-respect of those persons with whom they come in
contact in the course of the evaluation. Knowing that evaluation might negatively affect the
interests of some stakeholders, evaluators should conduct the evaluation and communicate its
purpose and results in a way that clearly respects the stakeholders™ dignity and self-worth.

6. Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible for the clear,
accurate and fair written and/or oral presentation of study imitations, findings and
recommendations.

7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the
evaluation.

Mid-Term Review Consultant Agreement Form

Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System

We confirm that we have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of
Conduct for Evaluation.

Signed in Ottawa on November 16, 2017 Signed in Tashkent on December 22, 2017
Signature: Signature:
Name of Consultant: Jean-Joseph Bellamy Name of Consultant: Saida Yusupova
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Annex 5: Review Matrix

The evaluation matrix below served as a general guide for the review. It provided directions for the review; particularly for the collection of relevant data. It was
used as a basis for interviewing people and reviewing project documents. It also provided a basis for structuring the review report as a whole.

Reviewed
Component

Sub-Question

Indicators

Sources

Data Collection
Method

pastoral communi

Review criteria: Relevance - How does the project relate to the main

objectives of the AF, UNDP and to the development of climate resilience of farming and
ties in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan?

Is the Project
relevant to the
AF objectives?

How does the Project support the related strategic priorities of
the AF?

Were AF criteria for project identification adequate in view of
actual needs?

Level of coherence between project objectives and those of
the AF

® Project documents
= AF policies and strategies
= AF web site

Documents analyses
Interviews with
government officials and
other partners

Is the Project
relevant to
UNDP
objectives?

How does the project support the objectives of UNDP in this
sector?

Existence of a clear relationship between project objectives
and country programme objectives of UNDP

" Project documents

= UNDRP strategies and
programme

Documents analyses
Interviews with
government officials and
other partners

Is the Project
relevant to
Uzbekistan’s
climate
resilience and
development
objectives in

Does the project follow the government's stated priorities?

How does the Project support the development of climate
resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the drought
prone parts of Uzbekistan?

Does the project address the identified problem?

How country-driven is the Project?

Does the Project adequately take into account national realities,
both in terms of institutional framework and programming, in its
design and its implementation?

Degree to which the project support the development of
climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in
the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan

Degree of coherence between the project and nationals
priorities, policies and strategies; particularly related to the
development of climate resilience of farming and pastoral
communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan
Appreciation from national stakeholders with respect to
adequacy of project design and implementation to national

® Project documents

= National policies, strategies
and programmes

= Key government officials
and other partners

Documents analyses
Interviews with
government officials and
other partners

address the
needs of target
beneficiaries?

Stakeholders?

Avre local beneficiaries and stakeholders adequately involved in
project formulation and implementation?

Degree of involvement and inclusiveness of beneficiaries
and stakeholders in project design and implementation

" Needs assessment studies
" Project documents

general? ® To what extent were national partners involved in the design of realities af‘d existing capacities? .
the Project? Level of involvement of Government officials and other
partners into the project
= Coherence between needs expressed by national
stakeholders and UNDP criteria
Does the ® How does the project support the needs of target beneficiaries? = Strength of the link between project expected results and the | ® Beneficiaries and Document analysis
Project = |s the implementation of the project been inclusive of all relevant needs of target beneficiaries stakeholders Interviews with

beneficiaries and
stakeholders

Is the Project
internally

Was the project sourced through a demand-driven approach?
Is there a direct and strong link between project expected results
(Result and Resources Framework) and the project design (in

Level of coherence between project expected results and
internal project design logic

" Program and project
documents

Document analysis
Key Interviews
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Reviewed
Component

Sub-Question

Indicators

Sources

Data Collection
Method

coherent in its

terms of project components, choice of partners, structure,
delivery mechanism, scope, budget, use of resources etc.)?

Level of coherence between project design and project

Key project stakeholders

ian? : . ) ’ implementation approach
dES|gn ’ = |s the length of the project conducive to achieve project
outcomes?
How is the = With regards to Uzbekistan, does the project remain relevant in Degree to which the project was coherent and Other Donors’ policies and Documents analyses
Pro J ect terms of areas of focus and targeting of key activities? complementary to other donor programming in Uzbekistan programming documents Interviews with other
| . = How does the AF help to fill gaps (or give additional stimulus) List of programs and funds in which future developments, Other Donor Donors
r_e evant in that are crucial but are not covered by other donors? ideas and partnerships of the project are eligible? representatives
light of other Project documents
donors?
Future ® What lessons have been learnt and what changes could have been Data collected throughout Data analysis
A i made to the project in order to strengthen the alignment between evaluation
d_l re_ctlons for the project and the Partners’ priorities and areas of focus?
S|m|_lar = How could the project better target and address priorities and
PI’O] ects development challenges of targeted beneficiaries?

Review criteria: Effectiveness — To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project been achieved?

How is the
Project
effective in
achieving its
expected
outcomes?

= How is the project being effective in achieving its expected
outcomes?

o Institutional and technical capacity and mechanisms for
drought risk management and early warning developed

o Climate resilient farming practices established on subsistence
dekhkan farms of Karakalpakstan

o Landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation
and moisture retention improves climate resilience of
1,042,094 ha of land.

o Knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral
production systems in arid lands generated and widely
available

New methodologies, skills and knowledge

Change in capacity for information management: knowledge
acquisition and sharing; effective data gathering, methods
and procedures for reporting.

Change in capacity for awareness raising

o Stakeholder involvement and government awareness

o Change in local stakeholder behavior

Change in capacity in policy making and planning to
improve climate resilience of farming and pastoral
communities in the drought prone zones:

o Policy reform

o Legislation/regulation change

o Development of national and local strategies and plans

Change in capacity in implementation and enforcement

o Design and implementation of risk assessments

o Implementation of national and local strategies and
action plans through adequate institutional frameworks
and their maintenance

o Monitoring, evaluation and promotion of pilots

Change in capacity in mobilizing resources

o Leverage of resources

o Human resources

o Appropriate practices

o Mobilization of advisory services

Project documents

Key stakeholders including
UNDP, Project Team,
Representatives of Gov.
and other Partners

Research findings

Documents analysis
Meetings with main Project
Partners

Interviews with project
beneficiaries
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Reviewed

Data Collection

Sub-Question Indicators Sources

Component Q Method
How is risk How well are risks and assumptions being managed? Completeness of risk identification and assumptions during | ® Atlas risk log = Document analysis
and risk What is the quality of risk mitigation strategies developed? Are project planning ® Project documents and " Interviews

i they sufficient? Quality of existing information systems in place to identify evaluations
mitigation Avre there clear strategies for risk mitigation related with long- emerging risks and other issues? ® UNDP, Project Staff and
belng term sustainability of the project? Quality of risk mitigations strategies developed and Project Partners
managed’) followed
Future What lessons have been learnt for the project to achieve its ® Data collected throughout |® Data analysis
directions for outcomes? evaluation

47| What changes could have been made (if any) to the formulation
Sl ml ar of the project in order to improve the achievement of project’s
Projects expected results?

How could the project be more effective in achieving its results?

Review criteria: Efficiency — Has the project been implemented efficiently, cost-effectively and in-line with internatio

nal and national norms

and standards?

Is Project
support
channeled in
an efficient
way?

Is adaptive management used or needed to ensure efficient
resource use?

Does the Project Results Framework and work plans and any
changes made to them used as management tools during
implementation?

Are the accounting and financial systems in place adequate for
project management and producing accurate and timely financial
information?

How adequate is the M&E framework (indicators & targets)?
Are progress reports produced accurately, timely and responded
to reporting requirements including adaptive management
changes?

Is project implementation as cost effective as originally proposed
(planned vs. actual)

Is the leveraging of funds (co-financing) happened as planned?
Avre financial resources utilized efficiently? Could financial
resources have been used more efficiently?

How is RBM used during project implementation?

Is the project decision-making effective?

Does the government provide continuous strategic directions to
the project's formulation and implementation?

Have these directions provided by the government guided the
activities and outcomes of the project?

Avre there an institutionalized or informal feedback or
dissemination mechanisms to ensure that findings, lessons
learned and recommendations pertaining to project formulation
and implementation effectiveness were shared among project

Availability and quality of financial and progress reports
Timeliness and adequacy of reporting provided

Level of discrepancy between planned and utilized financial
expenditures

Planned vs. actual funds leveraged

Cost in view of results achieved compared to costs of similar
projects from other organizations

Adequacy of project choices in view of existing context,
infrastructure and cost

Quality of RBM reporting (progress reporting, monitoring
and evaluation)

Occurrence of change in project formulation/
implementation approach (i.e. restructuring) when needed to
improve project efficiency

Existence, quality and use of M&E, feedback and
dissemination mechanism to share findings, lessons learned
and recommendation on effectiveness of project design.
Cost associated with delivery mechanism and management
structure compare to alternatives

Gender disaggregated data in project documents

" Project documents and
evaluations

" UNDP, Representatives of
Gov. and Project Staff

= Beneficiaries and Project
partners

= Document analysis
= Key Interviews
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REVISIEL Sub-Question Indicators Sources DEIE Cl ST
Component Method
stakeholders, UNDP staff and other relevant organizations for
ongoing project adjustment and improvement?
= Does the project mainstream gender considerations into its
implementation?
How efficient ® |s the government engaged? = Specific activities conducted to support the development of [ ® Project documents and = Document analysis
are partnership |* How does the government demonstrate its ownership of the cooperative arrangements between partners, evaluations = Interviews
t projects? = Examples of supported partnerships ® Project Partners
arrangements = Did the government provide a counterpart to the project? = Evidence that particular partnerships/linkages will be " UNDP, Representatives of
for the ®* To what extent partnerships/linkages between institutions/ sustained Gov. and Project Staff
Project? organizations are encouraged and supported? = Types/quality of partnership cooperation methods utilized = Beneficiaries
= Which partnerships/linkages are facilitated? Which one can be
considered sustainable?
= What is the level of efficiency of cooperation and collaboration
arrangements? (between local actors, UNDP and relevant
government entities)
=  Which methods were successful or not and why?
Does the = Was an appropriate balance struck between utilization of = Proportion of total expertise utilized taken from Uzkekistan |® Project documents and = Document analysis
Project international expertise as well as local capacity? = Number/quality of analyses done to assess local capacity evaluations = Interviews
e = Does the project support mutual benefits through sharing of potential and absorptive capacity = UNDP, Project Team and
efficiently knowledge and experiences, training, technology transfer among Project partners
utilize local developing countries? = Beneficiaries
capacity in * Did the Project take into account local capacity in formulation
implementation and implementation of the project?
P = Was there an effective collaboration with scientific institutions
? with competence in climate resilience of farming and pastoral
communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan,
specifically Karakalpakstan?
Future ® What lessons can be learnt from the project on efficiency? ® Data collected throughout |® Data analysis
directions for = H(_)w_c_ould_ the project have more efficiently addressed its key evaluation
.. priorities (in terms of management structures and procedures,
sim I_Iar partnerships arrangements etc....)?
Projects = What changes could have been made (if any) to the project in
order to improve its efficiency?
Review criteria: Impacts - Are there indications that the project has contributed to the development of climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the
drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan?
How is the = Will the project achieve its objective that is to develop climate " Changes in capacity: " Project documents = Documents analysis
Project resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the drought oTo pool/_mobilize resources = Key Stakeholders = Meetings with UNDP,
. prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan? o To provide an enabling environment, = Research findings Project Team and project
effective in o For implementation of related strategies and programmes Partners
achieving its thr(_)ugh adequate institutional frameworks and their
maintenance,
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Reviewed . . Data Collection
Sub-Question Indicators Sources
Component Method
Iong-term ® Changes in use and implementation of sustainable " Interviews with project
objectives? alternatives beneficiaries and other
’ = Changes to the quantity and strength of barriers such as stakeholders
change in:
o There is no systematic extension service and the
extension services which do exist tend to favor larger
farmers and do not take a climate change adaptation
perspective.
o There is no comprehensive early warning system in place
to guide water allocation and crop and pasture planning
and management.
o There is no government policy or financial incentives for
the large scale adoption of measures with strong
adaptation value.
o There are no integrated land use planning and policies for
landscape level rehabilitation and sustainable
management to allow for the functional integrity of the
arid landscapes and hence greater resilience to climate
change impacts.
How is the = What are the_ impacts or likely impacts of the project on? = Provide specific examples of impacts at those three levels, as | ® Project documents = Data analysis
Project ) ||50C3| enwrgnment; relevant = Key Stakeholders = Interviews with key
i X o Poverty; and, . indi stakeholders
impacting the o Other socio-economic issues. Research findings
local
environment?
Future ® How could the project build on its successes and learn from its ® Data collected throughout |® Data analysis
R i weaknesses in order to enhance the potential for impact of evaluation
dlrectlo_ns for ongoing and future initiatives?
the Project
Review criteria: Sustainability - To what extent are there financial, institutional, social-economic, and/or environmental risks to sustaining long-term project
results?
re = Were sustainability issues integrated into the formulation an = Evidence/Quality of sustainability strategy ® Project documents an = Document analysis
A inability i i d into the f lati d idence/Quality of inabili ject d d lysi
sustainability implementation of the project? = Evidence/Quality of steps taken to address sustainability evaluations = |nterviews
. = Does the project employ government implementing and/or = UNDRP, project staff and
Issues monitoring systems? project Partners
adequately = s the government involved in the sustainability strategy for = Beneficiaries
integrated in project outcomes?
Project
design?

Mid-Term Review of the UNDP-AF Project “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan” 84



Reviewed

Sub-Question

Indicators

Sources

Data Collection

sustainability
issues?

Are the recurrent costs after project completion sustainable?

funding sources for those recurrent costs

Component Method
Did the proj ect Did the project adequately address financial and economic Level and source of future financial support to be provided Project documents and Document analysis
adequately sustainability issues? to relevant sectors and activities after project end? evaluations Interviews

dd Evidence of commitments from international partners, UNDP, project staff and
a_ I‘ES_S governments or other stakeholders to financially support project Partners
financial and relevant sectors of activities after project end Beneficiaries
economic Level of recurrent costs after completion of project and

Organizations

Are results of efforts made during the project implementation
period well assimilated by organizations and their internal

Degree to which project activities and results have been
taken over by local counterparts or institutions/organizations

Project documents and
evaluations

Document analysis

sustainability

Did the project contribute to local Stakeholders’ acceptance of
the new practices?

pastoral communities in the drought prone parts of
Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan

UNDP, project staff and
project Partners
Beneficiaries

arrangements Y0 _ _ Interviews
systems and procedures? Level of financial support to be provided to relevant sectors UNDP, project staff and
and . . Is there evidence that project partners will continue their and activities by in-country actors after project end project Partners
continuation of activities beyond project support? Number/quality of champions identified Beneficiaries
activities Has there been a buy-in process, or was there no need to sell the
project and buy support?
What degree is there of local ownership of initiatives and results?
Are appropriate ‘champions’ being identified and/or supported?
Enabling Are laws, policies and frameworks addressed through the project, Efforts to support the development of relevant laws and Project documents and Document analysis
Environment in order to address sustainability of key initiatives and reforms? policies evaluations Interviews
Are the necessary related capacities for lawmaking and State of enforcement and law making capacity UNDP, project staff and
enforcement built? Evidence of commitment by the political class through project Partners
What is the level of political commitment to build on the results speeches, enactment of laws and resource allocation to Beneficiaries
of the project? priorities
Institutional Is the capacity in place at the national and sub-national levels Elements in place in those different management functions, Project documents and Interviews )
and individual adequate to ensure sustainability of results achieved to date? at appropriate levels (national and sub-national levels) in evaluations Documentation review
. terms of adequate structures, strategies, systems, skills, UNDP, Project staff and
capacity incentives and interrelationships with other key actors project Partners
building Beneflplarles
Capacity assessments
available, if any
Social and Did the project contribute to key building blocks for social and Example of contributions to sustainable political and social Project documents and Interviews
p0| itical political sustainability? change with regard to climate resilience of farming and evaluations Documentation review

Replication

Were project activities and results replicated elsewhere and/or
scaled up?

What was the project contribution to replication or scaling up of
innovative practices or mechanisms to improve climate resilience
of farming and pastoral communities in drought prone parts of
Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan?

Number/quality of replicated initiatives
Number/quality of replicated innovative initiatives
Volume of additional investment leveraged

Other donor programming
documents

Beneficiaries

UNDP, project staff and
project Partners

Document analysis
Interviews

Mid-Term Review of the UNDP-AF Project “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan” 85




Reviewed
Component

Sub-Question

Indicators

Sources

Data Collection
Method

Does the project has a catalytic role?

Challenges to
sustainability
of the Project

What are the main challenges that may hinder sustainability of
efforts?

Have any of these been addressed through project management?

What could be the possible measures to further contribute to the
sustainability of efforts achieved with the project?

Challenges in view of building blocks of sustainability as

presented above

Recent changes which may present new challenges to the

project

Project documents and
evaluations

Beneficiaries

UNDP, project staff and
project Partners

Document analysis
Interviews

Future
directions for
the Project

Which areas/arrangements under the project show the strongest
potential for lasting long-term results?

What are the key challenges and obstacles to the sustainability of
results of project initiatives that must be directly and quickly
addressed?

How can the experience and good project practices influence the
strategies to develop climate resilience of farming and pastoral
communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan,
specifically Karakalpakstan?

Are national decision-making institutions (Parliament,
Government etc.) ready to improve their measures to develop
climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the
drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan?

Data collected throughout
evaluation

Data analysis
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Annex 6: List of Documents Reviewed

2017, Survey to Study Agriculture - Farmers are preparing for a series of leaders and specialists in the field
of fostering and developing the regional center of "State Unitary Enterprise (DOC)”

Adaptation Fund, Adaptation Fund Policy for Project/Programme Delays (Adopted in July 2013)
Adaptation Fund, Alignment of Project Objectives/Outcomes with Adaptation Fund Results Framework
Adaptation Fund, December 3, 2012, Proposal for Uzbekistan

Adaptation Fund, February 10, 2014, Intersessional Decision — Approval of Project in Uzbekistan
Adaptation Fund, February 12, 2013, Report of the Nineteenth Meeting of the Adaptation Fund Board
Adaptation Fund, March 20, 2013, Proposal for Uzbekistan

Adaptation Fund, March 10, 2011, Project Level Results Framework and Baseline Guidance Document
Adaptation Fund, March 2014, Methodologies for Reporting Adaptation Fund Core Impact Indicators
Adaptation Fund, May 2, 2013, Report of the Twentieth Meeting of the Adaptation Fund Board

Adaptation Fund, October 2017, Operational Policies and Guidelines for Parties to Access Resources from
the Adaptation Fund (Amended October 2017)

Adaptation Fund, October 2017, OPG Annex 7: Project/Programme Implementation
Adaptation Fund, October 24, 2013, Results Tracking

Adaptation Fund, Project/Programme Proposal

Adaptation Fund, Results Framework and Baseline Guidance — Project-Level

Adaptation Fund, Results Tracker Guidance Document

Adaptation Fund, September 25, 2017, Project/Programme Delays and Extension Procedures
Adaptation Fund, September 16, 2015, Decision to approve the Second Tranche of the project
Adaptation Fund, UNDP, Project Document

Aimbetov IK, Perspectives of using glauconite in the conditions of Karakalpakstan

Arakelova I.A., Semyonov A.A., 2017, Economic Feasibility Evaluation for Installation of the Automatic
Hydro-meteorological Equipment for Modernization of the Observational Network in the Republic of
Karakalpakstan

Asatov Sh., Guide on the technology of indoor growing vegetable crops in the northern regions of the
Republic of Karakalpakstan

Asia Development Bank, August 2012, Country Partnersip Strategy — Uzbekistan 2012-2016

Azat Tileumuratov, Organization of interaction between leshozes and local communities for the purpose of
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Annex 7: Interview Guide

Note: This is a guide for the Reviewing Team (a simplified version of the review matrix). Not all questions will be asked
to each interviewee; it is a reminder for the interviewers about the type of information required to complete the review
exercise and a guide to prepare the semi-structured interviews. Confidentiality will be guaranteed to the interviewees
and the findings once “triangulated” will be incorporated in the report.

I. RELEVANCE - How does the project relate to the main objectives of the AF, UNDP and to the
development of climate resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the drought prone parts of
Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan?

I.1. Is the Project relevant to the AF objectives?

I.2. Is the Project relevant to UNDP objectives?

1.3.  Is the Project relevant to Uzbekistan’s climate resilience and development objectives in general?
I.4.  Does the Project address the needs of target beneficiaries?

I.5.  Isthe Project internally coherent in its design?

I.6.  How is the Project relevant in light of other donors?

Future directions for similar projects

I.7.  What lessons have been learnt and what changes could have been made to the project in order to
strengthen the alignment between the project and the Partners’ priorities and areas of focus?

1.8.  How could the project better target and address priorities and development challenges of targeted
beneficiaries?

I1. EFFECTIVENESS - To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project been
achieved?

I1.1. How is the Project effective in achieving its expected outcomes?

o Institutional and technical capacity and mechanisms for drought risk management and early
warning developed

o Climate resilient farming practices established on subsistence dekhkan farms of Karakalpakstan

o Landscape level adaptation measures for soil conservation and moisture retention improves
climate resilience of 1,042,094 ha of land.

o Knowledge of climate resilient agricultural and pastoral production systems in arid lands
generated and widely available

I1.2.  How is risk and risk mitigation being managed?

Future directions for similar projects

11.3.  What lessons have been learnt for the project to achieve its outcomes?

I1.4.  What changes could have been made (if any) to the formulation of the project in order to improve the
achievement of project’s expected results?

I1.5.  How could the project be more effective in achieving its results?

I11. EFFICIENCY - Was the project implemented efficiently, cost-effectively and in-line with international
and national norms and standards?

I11.1. Is adaptive management used or needed to ensure efficient resource use?

I11.2. Do the Project Results Framework and work plans and any changes made to them used as
management tools during implementation?

I11.3.  Are accounting and financial systems in place adequate for project management and producing
accurate and timely financial information?

I11.4. How adequate is the M&E framework (indicators & targets)?

I11.5.  Are progress reports produced accurately, timely and respond to reporting requirements including
adaptive management changes?

I11.6. Is project implementation as cost effective as originally proposed (planned vs. actual)

I11.7. Is the leveraging of funds (co-financing) happening as planned?

111.8. Are financial resources utilized efficiently? Could financial resources have been used more
efficiently?

I11.9. How is RBM used during project implementation?
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I11.10. Are there an institutionalized or informal feedback or dissemination mechanism to ensure that
findings, lessons learned and recommendations pertaining to project formulation and implementation
effectiveness were shared among project stakeholders, UNDP Staff and other relevant organizations
for ongoing project adjustment and improvement?

I11.11. Does the project mainstream gender considerations into its implementation?

111.12. Is the government engaged?

111.13. To what extent are partnerships/ linkages between institutions/ organizations encouraged and
supported?

111.14. Which partnerships/linkages are facilitated? Which one can be considered sustainable?

I11.15. What is the level of efficiency of cooperation and collaboration arrangements? (between local actors,
UNDP, and relevant government entities)

111.16. Is an appropriate balance struck between utilization of international expertise as well as local
capacity?

111.17. Did the project take into account local capacity in design and implementation of the project?

Future directions for the project

111.18. What lessons can be learnt from the project on efficiency?

111.19. How could the project have more efficiently addressed its key priorities (in terms of management
structures and procedures, partnerships arrangements, etc., ...)?

IV. IMPACTS - Are there indications that the project has contributed to the development of climate

resilience of farming and pastoral communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically

Karakalpakstan?

IV.1. Will the project achieve its objective that is to develop climate resilience of farming and pastoral
communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan, specifically Karakalpakstan?

Future directions for the project
IV.2. How could the project build on its successes and learn from its weaknesses in order to enhance the
potential for impact of ongoing and future initiatives?

V. SUSTAINABILITY - To what extent are there financial, institutional, social-economic, and/or

environmental risks to sustaining long-term project results?

V.1. Were sustainability issues adequately integrated in project formulation?

V.2. Does the project adequately address financial and economic sustainability issues?

V.3. s there evidence that project partners will continue their activities beyond project support?

V.4. Are laws, policies and frameworks being addressed through the project, in order to address
sustainability of key initiatives and reforms?

V.5. Is the capacity in place at the national and local levels adequate to ensure sustainability of results
achieved to date?

V.6. Does the project contribute to key building blocks for social and political sustainability?

V.7. Are project activities and results being replicated elsewhere and/or scaled up?

V.8. What are the main challenges that may hinder sustainability of efforts?

Future directions for the project

V.9. Which areas/arrangements under the project show the strongest potential for lasting long-term results?

V.10. What are the key challenges and obstacles to the sustainability of results of project initiatives that
must be directly and quickly addressed?

Mid-Term Review of the UNDP-AF Project “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan” 92



Annex 8: Review Mission Agenda
Itinerary for Mid-Term Review - AGENDA

of the mission of Mr. Jean Joseph Bellamy, international consultant for the mid-term evaluation of the joint project of UNDP and the Center of Hydro-
meteorological Service under the Ministry for Emergency Situations “Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of
Uzbekistan” funded by the Adaptation Fund (AF)

November 22-29, 2017

| Date/time | Activity / participants | Place | Responsible party

Wednesday, November 22, 2017

07:15 on flight | Arrival in Tashkent by flight Istanbul-Tashkent and transfer from the airport | Tashkent International Airport

TK0368 to the hotel Hotel Wyndham UNDP/AF project
100000, Tashkent, Amir Temur Str.,
14:00-16:00 Meeting with the Project Manager and the project team: Project office in Uzhydromet,

* Presentation of general information about the project, its implementation 72, 1st passage Bodomzor Yuli Str.
and results achieved:;
* Review of targets identified in the project's logical framework and

assessment of the compliance of achievements with specific targets; UNDP/AF project
¢ Review of documentation confirming the results achieved by the
project.

16:00-18:00 Meeting with National Project Coordinator and other national partners

Thursday, November 23, 2017

09:00-11:00 Work with the Project Manager and the project team: Project office in Uzhydromet,
Discussion of the implementation progress of project activities and 72, 1st passage Bodomzor Yuli str.
achievements for each component of the project
11:00 -16:00 | Meeting with the main national partner organizations, members of the Project office in Uzhydromet, UNDP/AF project
appointed Interagency Working Group at the central level: 72, 1st passage Bodomzor Yuli Str. jointly with
e State Committee for Ecology and Environmental Protection; Uzhydromet

e  Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources;
e Ministry of Economics;
e Ministry of Finance.

16:00-18:00 Departure from the airport of local flights to Nukus, accompanied by the Local flights airport
Project Manager Hotel Jepek Jolly,

UNDP/AF project
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Date/time | Activity / participants Place Responsible party
| Arrival in Nukus and deployment in the hotel Nukus, Saraev Str., 29
Friday, November 24, 2017
09:00- 18:00 | Participation at demo workshop “Towards climate change resilience of Hotel Jepek Jolly,
farming at Northern Regions of Karakalpakstan - agro conservation and Nukus, Saraev Str., 29 UNDP/AE proiect
water saving technologies application” (including participants from the line pro)
ministries, project’s targeted groups and Academia)
Saturday, November 25, 2017
09:00-11:00 Meeting with the project team in the project office in Nukus, Project office in Nukus,
Karakalpakstan: 52, Ernazar Alakoz Str.
Discussion of the main challenges encountered during implementation of
the project activity and determination of ways to solve them.
Joint meeting with the project team and with the team of the UN Joint UNDP/AF project
Programme “Building the resilience of communities affected by the Aral Sea
disaster through the Multi-Partner Human Security Fund for the Aral Sea”
11:00-12:00 Visiting the Extension Service Center in Nukus branch of the Tashkent Nukus Branch of the Tashkent
Agrarian Agrarian University
12:00-17:00 Visiting the pilot sites of the project: Administration for .
1. Kipchak gauging station Hydrometeorology of the Republic Bmgsﬁifgoﬁx:;gd
2. Automated meteorological station in Nukus of Karakalpakstan g
17:00-18:00 Working with the project team in the project office in Nukus, Project office in Nukus, .
Karakalpakstan 52, Ernazar Alakoz Str. UNDP/AF project
Sunday, November 26, 2017
09:00- 18:00 Visiting the pilot sites of the project: Administration for
1. Plots for piloting agro and water-saving technologies in Kegeyli | Hydrometeorology of the Republic
district; of Karakalpakstan
2. Extension Service Center in Kanlykul district. Meeting with the | VCC"Zhandulla Yusuf uly" in
local administrative management; Kegeyli District UNDP/AF project
3. Plots for piloting agro and water-saving technologies in "Agrotekhservis"Ltd. in Kanlykul
Chimbay district; District
4. Nukus Branch of the Tashkent Agrarian University/Academy of
Sciences of the Republic of Karakalpakstan;

Monday, November 27, 2017
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Date/time Activity / participants Place Responsible party
09:00-10:00 Preparatory work to meeting with main partner organization in Nukus office | Office of the Administration for
10:00-15:00 Meeting with the main partner organizations of the project, members of the | Hydrometeorology of the Republic
appointed Inter-Agency Working Group at the regional level: of Karakalpakstan; UNDP/AF project and
e Administration for Hydrometeorology of the Republic of Project office in Nukus, UN Joint Programme
Karakalpakstan; 52, Ernazar Alakoz Str.
e State Committee for Ecology and Environmental Protection of the
Republic of Karakalpakstan;
e Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources of the Republic of
Karakalpakstan;
e Ministry of Economy of the Republic of Karakalpakstan;
e Council of Farmers of the Republic of Karakalpakstan
16:00-17:00 Final meeting with the local project staff and work in the office in Nukus:
e Obtaining clarification from the project’s team regarding unclear
issues.
17:00-18:00 Work in Nukus Office
20:00-23:00 Departure from international airport of Nukus and arrival to the airport | Tashkent’s local flights airport
of local flights in Tashkent. Deployment at hotel Hotel Wyndham UNDP/AF project
100000, Tashkent, Amir Temur Str.,
Tuesday, November 28, 2017
10:00-16:00 Final meeting with the project staff and work in the office in Tashkent: Project office in Uzhydromet,
. i(zgﬁ!snmg clarification from the project team regarding unclear 72, 1st passage Bodomzor Yuli Str. UNDP/AF project
e Meeting with national partners
16:00 —17:00 | Final meeting with National Project Coordinator UNDP CO UNDP/AF project and
41/3, Mirabad Str. Cluster on Sustainable
Development of UNDP
CO
17:00-18:00 Deployment at hotel Hotel Wyndham .
100000, Tashkent, Amir Temur Str., UNDP/AF project
Wednesday, November 29, 2017
10:00-16:00 Working in office of the project: Project office in Uzhydromet, .
e Preparation of debriefing 72, 1st passage Bodomzor Yuli str. UNDP/AF project
16:00 — 17:00 | Meeting with UNDP DRR in Uzbekistan, with the Cluster Leader on UNDP CO UNDP/AF project and
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Date/time Activity / participants Place Responsible party

Sustainable Development of the Country Office with the participation of the | 41/3, Mirabad str. Cluster on Sustainable
Climate Change Specialist of the unit: Mission debriefing Development of UNDP
Co
17:00-18:00 Deployment at hotel Hotel Wyndham
100000, Tashkent, Amir Temur Str., | UNDP/AF project
7/8
Thursday, November 30, 2017
30.11.17 by flight Tashk bul on fligh hk jonal Ai IAF proj
(04:00) Departure by flight Tashkent-Istanbul on flight TK0371 Tashkent International Airport UNDP/AF project
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Annex 9: List of People Interviewed

Name

Organization

Ms. Natalya Akinshina,

Biologist, National University of Uzbekistan (Author of the project
publication “Salt Tolerant Plans”),

Dr. Azizov

National University of Uzbekistan

Mr. Bahriddin Nishonov

Deputy Head of Uzhydromet

Mr. Sergey Klimov

Developer of the on-line manual on laser leveling, IT Consulting company

Mr. Khasan Mamarasulov

MAWR consultant, Holding “UZPOXTOSANOAT EXPORT” Deputy
Head of Investment and Production modernization department (legal and
policy analysis)

Ms. Antonina Kucherova

Ministry of Finance, member of Interagency Working Group

Mr. Salikh Hamzin

000 “Kelajak shahri revoji” (agro and water saving technologies)

Mr. Alexey Semenov

Developer of Project Information and Outreach strategy, Westminster
University

Ms. Malika Musaeva

Project PR specialist

Mr. Bakhadur Paluaniyazov

Manager of UN Joint Project (funded by UN Human Security Trust Fund,
cost shared by UN Agencies)

Mr. Elmurat Turaniyazov

Rector of the branch of Agrarian University in Karakalpakstan

Mr. Murat Turinbetov

Manager of Extension Centre under the University

Mr. Pulat Kunnazarov

Specialist of Uzhydromet

Mr. Alym Yuldashev

Kipchak Gauging station (Hydrological Centre)

Mr. Aybek Aminov

Deputy Minister of Agriculture and Water Resources Karakalpakstan

Mr. Marat Kurbaniyazov

Head of Economic Department, MAWR Karakalpakstan

Mr. Ismurat Adinbaev

Head of Basin Management for Irrigation Systems

Mr. Sultan Baltashev

Deputy Chair of Council of Farmers

Mr. Arsenbay Seytnazarov

Chairman, Council of Farmers of Karakalpakstan

Mr. Aydos Kaybergenov

Deputy Minister of Economy

Mr. Baranbay Ibragimov

Head of Information Analytical Department, Ecology and Nature Protection

Committee

Mr. Valijan Niyazinbekov

Deputy Head, Ecology and Nature Protection Committee

Ms. Irina, Arakelova

Head of Financial Department, Uzhydromet

Mr. Aleksandr Merkushkin

Project Manager

Mr. Polat Reymov

National Field Coordinator

Mr. Azat Tileumuratov

Specialist on landscape level adaptation measures
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Mr. Alisher Utemisov Project Field Assistant

Ms. Rano Baykhanova Climate Change Specialist, UNDP

Mr. Hurshid Rustamov Head of UNDP Sustainable Development Cluster in Uzbekistan

Ms. Natalia Olofinskaya Regional Technical Advisor (RTA), UNDP-Istanbul

Visit of:

Automated meteorological station in Nukus

Kipchak gauging station

Visit of the Extension Service Center in Nukus branch of the Tashkent Agrarian

Kegeyli pilot site: “Zhandullal Yusuf ulu” farming
e Abdukadir Yusupov, farmer
e Fahriddin, National Consultant (Kelajak Shahri Rivoji)

Chimbay pilot site: “Jahsilik” farming
e Bayniyaz Kadirniyazov, farmer
e Hojabergen, informal leader of community

Kanlikul pilor site:
e Sabit Sadikov, Extension Service Consultancy Director
e Mels Khosnazarov, Khakim of Kanlikul district

Participated to the November 24, 2017 Seminar in Nukus with 85 participants in attendance.

Met about 40 people (5 women and 35 men) plus villagers at Kegeyli, Chimbay and Kanlikul site visits
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Annex 10: MTR Rating Scales

As per UNDP-AF guidance, the MTR Review Team used the following scales to rate the project:

e A 6-point scale to rate the project’s progress towards the objective and each project outcome as well
as the Project Implementation and Adaptive Management: Highly Satisfactory (HS), Satisfactory
(S), Moderately Satisfactory (MS), Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU), Unsatisfactory (U), or Highly
Unsatisfactory (HU).

e A 4-point scale to rate the sustainability of project achievements: Likely (L), Moderately Likely
(ML), Moderately Unlikely (MU), and Unlikely (U).

Ratings for Progress Towards Results: (one rating for each outcome and for the objective)

Highly Satisfactory

The objective/outcome is expected to achieve or exceed all its end-of-project

6 targets, without major shortcomings. The progress towards the
(HS) H H [13 H tE)
objective/outcome can be presented as “good practice”.
. The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets,
5 | Satisfactory (S) with only minor shortcomings.
4 Moderately The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets
Satisfactory (MS) but with significant shortcomings.
3 Moderately The objective/outcome is expected to achieve its end-of-project targets with
Unsatisfactory (HU) | major shortcomings.
2 | Unsatisfactory (U) :[I;t;se?:jectlve/outcome is expected not to achieve most of its end-of-project
1 Highly The objective/outcome has failed to achieve its midterm targets, and is not
Unsatisfactory (HU) | expected to achieve any of its end-of-project targets.

Ratings for Project Implementation & Adaptive Management: (one overall rating)

Highly Satisfactory

Implementation of all seven components — management arrangements, work
planning, finance and co-finance, project-level monitoring and evaluation

6 systems, stakeholder engagement, reporting, and communications — is leading
(HS) L ; o X )
to efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive management.
The project can be presented as “good practice”.
Implementation of most of the seven components is leading to efficient and
5 | Satisfactory (S) effective project implementation and adaptive management except for only few
that are subject to remedial action.
Implementation of some of the seven components is leading to efficient and
Moderately . S . g i
4 . effective project implementation and adaptive management, with some
Satisfactory (MS) - . .
components requiring remedial action.
Implementation of some of the seven components is not leading to efficient
Moderately . . o ; ) .
3 . and effective project implementation and adaptive, with most components
Unsatisfactory (MU) s X .
requiring remedial action.
. Implementation of most of the seven components is not leading to efficient and
2 | Unsatisfactory (U) . o ; )
effective project implementation and adaptive management.
1 Highly Implementation of none of the seven components is leading to efficient and
Unsatisfactory (HU) | effective project implementation and adaptive management.

Ratings for Sustainability: (one overall rating)

Negligible risks to sustainability, with key outcomes on track to be achieved

4 | Likely (L) by the project’s closure and expected to continue into the foreseeable future

3 Moderately Likely Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some outcomes will be sustained
(ML) due to the progress towards results on outcomes at the Midterm Review

5 Moderately Unlikely | Significant risk that key outcomes will not carry on after project closure,
(MU) although some outputs and activities should carry on

1 | Unlikely (U) Severe risks that project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustained
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Annex 11: Audit Trail

“Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan”

State Committee of the Republic of Uzbekistan for Ecology and Environment Protection,
Ministry of Economy
State Forestry Committee

Section Item # Comments Response
Section 1.1 Edits/updates Done. Kept the description of the context
as is (it is part of the justification of the
project at the time) but added that it was
the situation at the outset of the project
(part of the justification of the project).
Added also the current reforms that are
underway as a footnote.
Section 1.2 a) Please, see my comments above. Possibly you shall indicate that above is background for | Kept paragraph as is. Agreeing that
the period of development of the Project Document that is 2010-2013. This would be section 1.1 is a summary of situation
more consistent with what you state in this para during the formulation of the project
(added a note (see above)).
f) This change is being implemented since January 2017 as per PB Decision adopted in Paragraph edited as per the comment.
December 2016.
Section 1.3 Rec. 1 Partners: Feedback added in the recommendation
State Committee of the Republic of Uzbekistan for Ecology and Environment Protection,
Ministry of Economy
State Forestry Committee
Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources KK,
Basin Department of Irrigation Systems,
Council of farmers, dehkan farms and owners of household plo KKs,
Ministry of Economy of KK
Feedback:
It is necessary to continue the study of existing legal framework and monitor national
policy trends, especially in the area of food security, with special emphasis on ensuring
measures to reduce the potential damage resulting from dangerous climate-related
phenomena such as drought.
Rec. 2 Partners: Feedback added in the recommendation
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Section

ltem #

Comments

Response

Ministry of Economy of KK

Feedback:

In order to ensure the achievement of the output 1.4 Creation of science-based extension
services for the dissemination of knowledge to farmers and dehkans, it is necessary to
revise the allocation of the budget within component 1 towards increasing the budget for
output 1.4. The initial allocation for output 1.4 ('$ 58,000 (1.2% of the AF grant) is
clearly not enough.

Rec. 4

Partners:

Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources KK,
Basin Department of Irrigation Systems,

Forestry Committee KK

Ministry of Economy of KK

Feedback:

Achievement of such indicator as: "70 000 hectares of arid lands of Karakalpakstan will
be covered with plantations of saxaul and tamarisk", within the framework of this project
seems impossible, taking into account needed financial recourses and time required to
achieve this indicator. However, it’s possible to come closer to this indicator, provided
that resources are mobilized both at the national and international levels by establishing a
framework agreement between the interested parties, for example, between UNDP, the
State Forestry Committee and IFAS.

The framework agreement (memorandum of cooperation) should create the basis for a
sharp increase in the efficiency of forest reclamation work carried out by these
organizations by combining efforts aimed at providing technical, methodological
support, as well as supporting the reclamation work with labor resources, which, as a
result, will make it as close as possible to achieving the established for the project of
indicators related to forest reclamation activities.

Outputs 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 won’t be possible to achieve within the framework of this project
taking into account financial recourses and timeframe required to achieve this indicators.
Indicators should be revisited or reformulated in a way that the results will be achieved
not only from direct project intervention.

Feedback added in the recommendation,
including the importance of partnering
with other stakeholders that are
establishing a framework agreement to
save the Aral Sea.

Rec. 5

Partners:

Feedback added in the recommendation
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Section Item # Comments Response

State Committee of the Republic of Uzbekistan for Ecology and Environment Protection,
Ministry of Economy
State Forestry Committee

Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources KK,
Basin Department of Irrigation Systems,

Forestry Committee KK

Ministry of Economy of KK

Committee, Forest Department KK

Feedback:

Taking into account objective reasons (coordination with the Government, delay in
obtaining the 2nd tranche from the donor), which caused a backlog in the
implementation of the planned activities, it is proposed to extend the project
implementation period without changing the budget for a period of 6 to 9 months,
complying with the necessary requirements from the donor (AF) and the International
Implementing Agency (UNDP).

Rec. 6 Partners: Feedback added in the recommendation,
State Committee of the Republic of Uzbekistan for Ecology and Environment Protection, [including the emphasis to develop a
Ministry of Economy platform from which hydro-
State Forestry Committee meteorological information would be
Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources KK, made available.

Basin Department of Irrigation Systems,
Council of farmers, dehkan farms and owners of household plo KKs,
Ministry of Economy of KK

Feedback:

Consideration should be given to creating an information portal / platform for hosting
hydrometeorological, agrometeorological, climatic data, statistical data, forecast
information and information on the risk of dangerous hydrometeorological phenomena
with varying levels of detail and access levels. The purpose of such an information portal
/ platform is to create an information basis for assessing the likely damage from
hazardous hydrometeorological phenomena for the justified inclusion of measures to
reduce damage in the country's economic development plans.
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not make changes to log-frames that would result in the downscaling of impacts. When
discussing this recommendation, please refer to the following document from the
Adaptation Fund website.

e OPG ANNEX 7: Project/Programme Implementation (Approved in October

2017)

| cut & pasted some of relevant text below, from page 2:
“12. For changes in project output or outcome indicators and/or associated targets,
including modifications and deletions, on the understanding that such changes would
only be accepted in exceptional circumstances and up to the submission of the first
Project Performance Report for the project/programme, the implementing entities
should: (i) obtain prior approval from the Board following a full technical review of the
revised fully-developed project/programme document by the Project and Programme
Review Committee; (ii) communicate such changes to the secretariat; and (iii) submit a

Section Item # Comments Response
Rec. 8 Partners: Feedback added in the recommendation
State Committee of the Republic of Uzbekistan for Ecology and Environment Protection,
Ministry of State Committee of the Republic of Uzbekistan for Ecology and
Environment Protection,
Ministry of Economy
State Forestry Committee
Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources KK,
Basin Department of Irrigation Systems,
Council of farmers, dehkan farms and owners of household plo KKs,
Forestry Committee KK
Ministry of Economy of KK
Feedback:
It is proposed to organize "Open days of farmers and forestry workers" in the pilot
districts of the project, with the participation of decision-makers with the aim of getting
closer to the results of work and monitoring the results of fieldwork, as well as sharing
knowledge and experience.
Rec. 9 It is under implementation since January 2017, see above Paragraph edited as per the comment.
Section 1.3 All Rec. | For each recommendation, indicate which organization/agency is responsible for Added and completed a line titled Who
carrying it out.
Section 1.3 Rec. 4 The report recommends reviewing and revising some targets. We are always careful to Indeed, good addition to the context of

changing these targets.
No changes made to the report
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https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/opg-annex-7-projectprogramme-implementation/

Section Item # Comments Response
letter from the designated authority endorsing such changes to the secretariat, for the
purposes of such technical review and approval.”
Section 2. Par. 1 See all my relevant comments above to this section Paragraph edited as per the comment.
Par. 4 Would be reasonable to refer to TNC as well Paragraph edited as per the comment.
Par. 5 See my comments and suggestions above to the same section Paragraph edited as per the comment.
Par. 8 Edits Done
Section 4.1.1. | Par.22 | Please use TNC as the latest available official document of the situation analysis. Paragraph edited as per the comment.
See my comment above
Par. 30 | Edits Done
Section 4.2.1. | Table5 | Propose to include the legend from TOR that explain the rating above Done
Section 4.3.1. | Par. 73 | Edits Done
Par. 73 | Edits Done
Par. 75 | Edits Done
Par. 76 | Edits Done
Section 4.3.1 Page 34- | More details could be provided on the adequacy of UNDP’s support to the project. Was [Added reference to quality of UNDP’s
36 there an appropriate focus on results? Was the support timely? support to the project in paragraph #76.
What was the quality of risk management? The management of risks were reviewed
in section 4.4.1 and the recommendation
#10 ask for adding 3 more risks in the
risk log to be monitored.
Section 4.3.4. | Par. 88 | Edits Done
Section 4.4.2. | Par. 123 | Edits Done
Annex 5 Complete the annex Completed
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Annex 12: Evaluation Report Clearance Form

EVALUATION REPORT CLEARANCE FORM
for the Mid-Term Evaluation Report of the UNDP-AF-Government of Uzbekistan Project:

“Developing climate resilience of farming communities in the drought prone parts of Uzbekistan ”
(PIMS 5002)

Evaluation Report Reviewed and Cleared by

UNDP Country Office

Name:

Signature: Date:

UNDP RTA

Name:

Signature: Date:
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