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PLEASE COMPLETE ALL SECTIONS  
Incomplete PIRs will not be accepted and will not be registered as submitted.
See background note for further guidance.
 

1.      Basic Project Data

 

	Official Project Title: Strengthening Global Capacity to Sustain Transboundary Waters: The International Waters Learning Exchange and Resource Network 

	 Project Summary (as in PIMS and Project Document): IW:LEARN aims to strengthen Transboundary Waters Management (TWM) by facilitating structured learning and information sharing among stakeholders. In pursuit of this global objective, IW:LEARN will improve GEF IW projects’ information base, replication efficiency, transparency, stakeholder ownership and sustainability of benefits through:

A.    Facilitating access to information about transboundary water resources among GEF IW projects
B.    Structured learning among GEF IW projects and cooperating partners
C.    Organizing biennial International Waters Conferences
D.    Testing innovative approaches to strengthen implementation of the IW portfolio
E.    Fostering partnerships to sustain benefits of IW:LEARN and associated technical support.

The project builds upon the achievements of the experimental pilot phase IW LEARN project, incorporating the findings of its final independent evaluation. In view of the great interest raised by and successes of the UNDP-implemented pilot, all three Implementing Agencies have committed to jointly propose and realize this operational phase IW:LEARN project.
 


 

	Country/ies: Global
 
	PIMS Number
	 2838

	
	Atlas Project Number

 
	 00039843

	
	Project Type
	FSP 
	X 
	MSP
	 
	EA
	 

	GEF Focal Area
	International Waters 

	GEF Focal Area Strategic Objective and Strategic Priority
	IW-2 Targeted IW Learning

	GEF Operational Programme
	10
 


 

Project timeframe:
	Date of Entry into Work Programme[1]
	21/MAY/2004 
	Planned Project Duration
	 

48 months

	Project Document Signature Date
	12/AUG/2004 
	Original Planned Closing Date
	 31/DEC/2007

	Date of First Disbursement
	 28/SEP/2004
	Revised Planned[2] Closing Date
	30/APR/2009 

	Is this the Terminal APR/PIR?
	YES 
	X 
	NO
	 
	Date Operationally Closed

(if applicable)
	07/NOV/2008 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


 
Project Supervision:
	Dates of Tripartite Project Review (TPR) Meetings during reporting period (if applicable)
	  

	Date of Project Steering Committee meetings during reporting period.
	09/JUN/2008, 12/APR/2008, 11/DEC/2007, 03/AUG/2007  


 
Project Evaluation:
	Date Final Evaluation1 carried out

(if applicable)
	 JUL/2008 - SEP/2008
( see www.iwlearn.net/te )
 
	Planned date of Final Evaluation
	 

 

	Date Mid Term Evaluation carried out

(if applicable)
	OCT/2006 - JAN/2007 
( see www.iwlearn.net/mte )
	Planned date of Mid Term Evaluation
	 

 

 

	If the project had a MTE or FE please ensure they are posted in PIMS and the UNDP Evaluation Resource Centre[3] before final submission or provide justification.

	Overall Rating of the project in the evaluation
	 See URLs above

	If the project had a MTE or FE, please attach the relevant tracking tool.  The tracking tool should correspond to the GEF Funding cycle:

For projects approved in GEF 2 and 3: use the tracking tools for GEF 3  

For projects approved in GEF 4:  use the tracking tools for GEF 4

	
	
	
	
	


 
Project documentation and information:  
	List documents/ reports/ brochures / articles that have been prepared about the project. 
	Too numerous to fit here, such materials are posted to: http://www.iwlearn.net/abt_iwlearn/pubs &/or listed in the newsletters posted there.

	List other monitoring and/or reporting requirements for this project.
	Performance tracking and verification is documented to activity level via links at:

http://www.iwlearn.net/abt_iwlearn/pns;

Reports to Steering Committee are transparently posted at:

http://www.iwlearn.net/sc 



	List the Website address (URL) of project.
	 www.iwlearn.net 


 
Project contacts:
	Title
	Name
	E-mail
	Date
	Signature

	National Project Manager/Coordinator
	 Dann Sklarew
	 dann@iwlearn.org
	 
	 DMS

	Government GEF OFP[4] (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Executing Agency (optional)
	 Andrew Menz
	 andrewM@unops.org
	 
	 


 

 2.      UNDP Country Officer ONLY (optional)
 
Please estimate the inputs delivered to this project in this reporting period as part of project implementation oversight[5].

 

	Name of UNDP Staff member
	Position and level 
(P3, G5 etc…)
	Work done 
for the Project
	Estimated days worked on project
	Estimated travel costs
	Other oversight costs
	Comments

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


 

 

	List the dates of site visits to project during this reporting period.

 

	General Comments:

 

 

 

 


 

UNDP Country Officers must sign this APR/PIR.  This indicates that you have checked it and to your understanding it is as complete and accurate as possible.
 
Name:  ___________________________________________________

 

Signature: ______________________________       Date:  _________________________________

 

3.      UNDP Regional Technical Advisor ONLY 
If not included in the above table, please estimate the inputs delivered to this project by the regional coordination unit/ practice team / service centre in this reporting period as part of project implementation oversight[6].

 

	Name of UNDP Staff member
	Position and level 
(P3, G5 etc…)
	Work done 
for the Project
	Estimated days worked on project
	Estimated travel costs
	Other oversight costs
	Comments

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


 

	List the dates of visits to project during this reporting period.

 

	General Comments:

 

 

 


 

Please insert the core performance information from the APR/PIR here before sending to the Principal Technical Adviser.    

	Key indicator
	 

	PIMS number
	 2838

	Pipeline Entry Date[7]  
	 

	CEO Endorsement Date  
	 

	Project Start Date  
	 

	Closing Date  
	 

	PDF Funding[8], if any
	 

	GEF Grant
	 

	Total GEF Funding  
	 

	Co-financing  
	 

	Total Project Cost 
	 

	Total GEF disbursement as of June 30, 2008  
	 

	Proposed co-financing (only if MTE or FE was conducted in reporting period)
	 

	Actual co-financing (only if MTE or FE was conducted in reporting period)
	 

	Delay in project completion (in months)
	16 

	Number of critical risks
	 

	Overall Rating[9] of project progress toward meeting objectives
	 

	Overall Rating of project implementation.
	 

	Has the project strategy been adjusted?
	Yes 
	 
	No
	 

	Comments
	 


 
UNDP RTAs must sign this PIR.  This indicates that you have checked it and to your understanding it is as complete and accurate as possible.
 
Name:  ___________________________________________________

 

Signature: ______________________________       Date:  _________________________________

 

4.      Progress towards achieving project objectives

NOTE TO READER: WITH REGARDS TO OUR PROJECT, INSTRUCTIONS FOR THIS SECTION ARE HIGHLY REDUNDANT WITH THE EXPECTATIONS FOR SECTION III.E. (International Waters Results Template – Technical Support and Portfolio Learning Projects) of the "GEF APR Results Template," submitted to UNDP along with this document. Thus, we have differentiated the two by focussing here more on high-level summary of outputs, with substantial supporting evidence for results provided in the other location. To fully grok our accomplishments and impacts, please review both sections. Thank you.
	Project Objective and Outcomes
	Description of Indicator [10]
	Baseline Level[11]
	Target Level
	Level at 30 June 2008

	Objective: To strengthen Transboundary Waters Management (TWM) by facilitating structured learning and information sharing among GEF stakeholders.
	1. From 2006 onward, all waterbodies developing country-driven, adaptive TWM programs  with GEF assistance benefit from participating in structured learning and information sharing facilitated by GEF via IW:LEARN.
	No water bodies benefiting
	All GEF-supported  waterbodies report benefits from structured learning and from information sharing
	HS: Over the period of this PIR, 70 historical, active and future GEF IW projects participated in the 4th GEF IW Conference, approximately half of the active portfolio participated in structured learning activities consecutively in 10 trainings and exchanges (13 AFR projects, 7 ASIA projects, 1 Oceania, 6 ECA, 4 LAC). Accrued benefits are detailed in section III. E. (International Waters Results Template – Technical Support and Portfolio Learning Projects) of the "GEF APR Results Template" submitted with this document.
S: Over the period of this  PIR, approximately half of the active portfolio participated in structured learning activities (2 ECA projects, 9 LAC projects and 10 AFR projects) reporting beneficial outcomes

	
	2.   From 2008 onward, successful IW:LEARN structured learning and information sharing services will be insitutionalized and sustained indefinitely through GEF and its partners.
	No services institutionalized
	IW-IMS (website resource center), 3 regional and 5 water body-specific learning services, plus biennial conferences, Gender and Water Exhibit, and IW Experience Notes series sustained by partnes
	HS: Biennial conferences expected to be continued via follow-on regional projects (PIF for IWC5 approved, IWC6 under preparation) & participant costs mainstreamed into GEF IW projects (per July 2008 SC directive); European IW learning continuing through UNECE;  IUCN-WANI has incorporated demand for replication of valuation, flows and PES workshops into WANI phase II planning; Africa structured learning sustained by partners & new Africa MSP; Economic valuation curricula transferred to host institution in W. Africa and recycled for LME project and disseminated to elist of over 1500 marine managers; marine governance, payment for ecosystem services, and public participation curricula being adapted by partners and re-delivered to additional  constituencies; TDA/SAP course materials available for free download via iwlearn.net; IWRM roundtable activities being sustained through GWP and APWP (Asia-Pacific); UNEP is transforming IW Bridges newsletter into on-line "e-bulletin;" SE Europe learning will continue with Athens Declaration and Petersberg Process  partners; G&W LAC Expo tour fully self-sustaining (over10 new events), Africa expo launched w/partner intending to sustain and new SE Asia expo launched in 2008; WB publishing IWEN series, Regional learning MSP/s expected to continue generating IWENs.

	Outcome 1: TWM improved across GEF IW project areas through projects’ and stakeholders’ access to TWM data and information from across the GEF IW portfolio and its partners.
	3.   Demand-Driven System Design Protocols and Prototype IW-IMS (linking IAs’ project info.) by 2005
	 
	 
	 [Addressed in PIR for UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project]


	
	4.   IW-IMS includes at least 4 modules focused on regional, thematic or process-based subsets of TWM information resources by 2008
	 
	 
	 [Addressed in PIR for UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project]

	
	5.   By 2006, help desk (or water-net) responds to at least 4 IW community requests per month, extending IW-IMS contents with demand-driven research
	 
	 
	 [Addressed in PIR for UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project]

	
	6.   At least 2 ICT Training Workshops over 4 years
	 
	 
	 [Addressed in PIR for UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project]

	
	7.   By 2008, 95% of IW projects have developed Web sites, with ICT tools and information resources inter-linked and accessible through IW-IMS (in years 1 (25%), 2 (50%), 3 (75%) and 4 (95%))
	 
	 
	 [Addressed in PIR for UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project]

	Outcome 2: Enhanced TWM capacity at project- and basin-levels through sharing of experiences among subsets of the GEF IW portfolio, including projects, their partners and counterparts.
	8. By 2008, 3 multi-project regional TWM learning exchanges organized to assist total of at least 10 projects:

B1.1 Caribbean Inter-linkages Dialog

B1.2 Africa IW Network

B1.3 Southeastern Europe and Mediterranean
	No regional exchanges among IW projects
	3 exchanges
	HS: Cumulative 3 multi-project exchanges held: 2 Pan-Africa (plus 1 more in 2008 with additional PAL cofinance) and one Eastern Europe and Central Asia, serving at least 16 projects; 
[UNEP-IW:LEARN PIR addresses additional Caribbean exchanges under that sub-project]
S: 2 multi-project exchanges held: Pan-Africa and SEE Europe, serving over 15 projects 

	
	9. By 2008, 5 multi-project thematic learning exchanges organized on a transboundary ecosystem basis assist at total of at least 15 projects: 
  B2.1 Freshwater

  B2.1.1 Groundwater/Aquifers
  B2.1.2 River Basins
  B2.1.3 Lake Basins
B2.2 LMEs (incl. MPAs)

B2.3 Coral Reefs
	No thematic learning exchanges targeting IW projects (several incl. them – e.g., INBO, ISARM, LakeNet IOC LME mtgs.)
	5 multi-project thematic exchanges
	HS: 6 major exchanges, at least 28 GEF projects served; and 6 smaller exchanges (groundwater, lake, coral), also online ecosystem-based e-groups, LME Governance manual

 

S: 2 major exchanges: African River & Lake Basins; LME projects serving approx 15 projects; and 3 smaller exchanges (groundwater, lake, coral), also online ecosystem-based e-groups


	
	10. 5-7 multi-week staff/stakeholder exchanges between pairs of 10-14 new (or pipeline) projects and experienced projects, at a rate of 1-4 exchanges per year for 4 years.
	No inter-project exchanges
	5-7 multi-week exchanges
	HS: 10 exchanges launched serving 23 projects, two exchanges produced guidance materials, two exchanges leveraged 4:1 cofinancing vs. GEF
HS: 4 exchanges supported

	
	11. Training for a least 15 projects (5 government-NGO partnerships trained each year for 3-4 years) to jointly develop, refine and/or implement activities to increase public access and involvement in IW decision-making
	 
	At least 15 projects receive training
	HS: 21 projects have received training, draft handbook (for replication) near production captures learning from (at least 3) GEF regions.
 

S: 9 projects have received training 

	Outcome 3: GEF IW portfolio-wide increase in awareness and application of effective TWM approaches, strategies and best practices; numerous new and enhanced linkages and exchanges between GEF IW and other TWM projects with shared TWM challenges
	12. 2 IWCs, with biennial needs assessments and portfolio-wide interactions, in 2005 (C1 in Brazil) and 2007 (C2 in South Africa)

 
	Only 1st and 2nd GEF IWCs
	2 IWC’s
	HS: 2 conferences held with roughly 300 participants and more than half of the portfolio involved at each conference.

IWC4 redesigned for highly needs-driven agenda & P2P interactive learning, in response to IWC3 feedback; very well received

	
	13. Documented recommendations from GEF IW portfolio to CSD-13 Policy Session (Spring 2005)
	 
	 
	HU: GEF IW conference was delayed until after CSD-13 when UN-SECORD directive resulted in change of IWC venue and dates 
.

	Outcome 4: A widely available suite of tested and replicated ICT and other tools and approaches for strengthening TWM.

 
	14. In 2004, SEA-RLC established to address regional TWM project needs (as identified during PDF-B)
	 
	 
	[Addressed in PIR for UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project]

	
	15. SEA-RLC Web site launched (by 2005), addressing project needs through roster of IW experts (>100 by 2007) and other information resource (>1000 by 2008)
	 
	 
	[Addressed in PIR for UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project]

	
	16 .Regional IW GIS database operational online by 2006, with at least 3 prototype GIS-based decision support applications featured by 2007 and applied by SEA projects by 2008
	 
	 
	 [Addressed in PIR for UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project]

	
	17. Five (5) 3-day Southeastern Europe Transboundary Waters Roundtables for senior officials and experts by 2006.
	No roundtables
	5 roundtables


	HS: 6 roundtables held to date, including 3 that were 100% co-financed.
 

HS: 3 roundtables held, 1 planned for Q42007 (groundwater), 1 for Q12008 (public participation)

	
	18. Internet-based targeted information exchange network on Transboundary Waters (for Southeastern Europe Transboundary River Basin and Lakes Management Program) launched by 2005, sustained through regional partners by 2006.
	No network
	Network launched
	S: Network launched and operational w/GWP-Med hosting (watersee.net), 3 electronic dialogues conducted, 8 capacity building documents prepared
 

S: Network launched and operational w/GWP-Med hosting (watersee.net)

	
	19. Network for dissemination of Mediterranean experience in transboundary aquifer management [for Mediterranean Shared Aquifers Management Program] – realized in conjunction with Activity B2.1
	No network
	Groundwater network operating
	U: Not established, no demonstrated interest from stakeholders, and no actionable language built into PAL contracts or workplans, TWIEN website does provide networking opportunities
 

U: (to be established in conjunction with groundwater roundtable in Q42007)

	
	20. One global roundtable meeting to clarify the role of IWRM  or related IW issue of common priority to the CSD and the GEF (in 2004) – e.g., bringing together select nations to build IWRM capacity to meet Millennium Development Goal for national IWRM strategies in 2005 and to support water-focus of CSD-12/CSD-13 biennium (2004-05)
	Ad hoc regional IWRM Roundtables (not explicitly involving GEF IW) in lead up to CSD-12/CSD-13
	1 global IWRM meeting
	HS: 1 global IWRM meeting (Tokyo) in 2006

TDA/SAP & IWRM joint Learning Centre session, CSD-12; substantial in-kind cost share (co-finance) resulted in 5-figure savings to GEF budget; Cap-Net partner sustains IWRM capacity-building support to GEF IW beneficiary nations, but plans for Cap-Net to facilitate portfolio learning in IWRM in conjunction with IWC3 and to help GEF portfolio inform CSD process were dropped when IWC3 had to be rescheduled to follow CSD-13.


	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Outcome 5: TWM learning and information sharing mechanisms mainstreamed and institutionalized into GEF IA and ongoing projects, as well as transboundary institutional frameworks of completed projects (e.g., Regional Seas and freshwater basin secretariats)
	21. By 2008, Sustainability Plans implemented, including l transfer of various services to appropriate organizations, SC acceptance of associated financing and personnel TORs, etc.

 

22. By end of project, IW:LEARN products and services are maintained and enriched in perpetuity through a network of partners
	No plan to continue.
	Implemented plan
	S: Iterations of sustainability plan drafted and presented to SC near final; some PAL's and IA's are acting or have pledged to continue various valued IW:LEARN services (see indicator #2 above)
 

MS: Overall plan yet to be finalized but partially developed: Africa MSP prepared  and launched (Sept 07); SEE partners supporting on-going activities; Basin EV curricula transferred to host partner; LME network supported by projects and partners; groundwater forum & Digital Aquifer Environments established by partners; GEF has begun mainstreaming some costs of IWC participation into IW projects; LME video translated into Chinese, Russian pending; Gender & Water Expo continuing, adding new region (Asia) & self-sustaining; Learning MSPs expected to continue to generate IWExperience Notes. 

	
	23. Side events at TWM meetings (e.g., CSD, WWF4, IUCN Assembly): 2 GEF IW presentations, information kiosks, or side events per year for 4 years; 2-3 GEF IW projects/year receive cost-sharing to participate; 

 

24. Outreach &/or learning products disseminated
	No GEF IW outreach at side events, learning products, etc.
	2 side events per year; 2-3 GEF projects/year get cost-sharing to participate; ; 1-2 outreach &/or learning products disseminated per year
	HS: 10 side events, 21 GEF projects supported; 12 IW Bridges newsletters, (500+ LME Governance Handbooks disseminated), 27 IW Experiences Notes disseminated online and at side events, LME video seen by over 100 country reps, translated in-kind by partners into Mandarin and Russian; draft Participation Handbook on-line and circulated to GEF projects in 3 GEF regions, to be finalized in 2008Q4.
  
HS (2007): 7 side events; 18 GEF projects supported; 8 IW Bridges newsletters disseminated to all GEF IW projects, (100+ LME Governance Handbooks disseminated in 3rd-4th Q 2006),

18 IW Experience Notes disseminated on- line and at side-events. 


 

Rating of Project Progress towards Meeting Objective[12] 
Please see background note for further guidance.

	  
	2006 Rating
(from 06 PIR if available)
	2007 Rating
(from 07 PIR)
	2008
Rating
	Comments[13]

	National Project Manager/Coordinator
	 MS
	S 
	 HS
	Except once where UN-SECORD directive resulted in change of IWC venue and dates and once where partner has not realized its commitments, the project has generally met and largely exceeded most thresholds for indicators in ProDoc.

 

	Government GEF OFP[14] (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

 

	Executing Agency (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNDP Country Office (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNDP Regional Technical Advisor
	 
	 
	 
	 

 


 

Action Plan to Address Marginally Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory or Highly Unsatisfactory Rating
Where a rating of MU, U or HU is noted above describe the actions to be taken to address this:

 

	Action to be Taken
	By Whom?
	By When?

	For item # 13, Documented recommendations from GEF IW portfolio to CSD-13 Policy Session (Spring 2005), no corrective action can be taken, since CSD does not address water again during this project. Input stemming from the 3rd GEF IW conference could not be fed into the CSD policy session because the IWC could not be scheduled prior to CSD (due to UN-SECORD directive resulting in change of venue and dates). However GEF Secretariat participation in CSD, while not supported by IW:LEARN, ensured that GEF IW issues and concerns were represented.
	 N.A.
	 N.A.

	For item #19 Partner (IGRAC) has demonstrated system in public, but has yet to effectively deploy; insofar as IW:LEARN has not contracted specifically for this, a good will effort continues to be the expectation in fulfilling this objective.
	 IW:LEARN Deputy Director   
	 31 October 2008

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 


 

5.      Progress in Project implementation

 List the 4 key outputs delivered so far for each project Outcome:

	Project Outcomes
	Key Outputs

	Outcome 1: TWM improved across GEF IW project areas through projects’ and stakeholders’ access to TWM data and information from across the GEF IW portfolio and its partners.
	1.   

	
	2.   

	
	3.   

	
	4.   

[Addressed in PIR for UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project]

	Outcome 2: Enhanced TWM capacity at project- and basin-levels through sharing of experiences among subsets of the GEF IW portfolio, including projects, their partners and counterparts.
	1.  Delivered two regional workshop series in response to area IW capacity-building needs in ECCA and Africa regions. IW:LEARN contributed substantial cost-share to realize the 2nd of annual 5 UNECE-spearheaded "Capacity for Water Cooperation" workshops in Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia for ~60 participants from at more than 6 GEF IW project areas, and promoted series-wide outreach to and participation by GEF IW beneficiaries (foci: legal frameworks, participation and information sharing, joint M&E, water and health, institutional frameworks). IW:LEARN also partnered with InWEnT to deliver first Pan-Africa IWRM workshop with GWP, UNEP, WBI and others addressing basin-coastal linkages to 33 participants from 11 GEF projects. 2nd w/s for African basin projects with InWEnt, Lesotho Dept. of Water Affairs, ELI and others addressing Public participation (as noted in item 4 below). 3rd w/s with InWEnt, GWP and others for African basin projects (August 2008) addressing adaptation to climate change in basin management (50+ participants, 12 GEF projects represented).


	
	2.  Delivered regional and global training to address GEF agencies' and projects', as well as IUCN's, water and marine capacity-building priorities through  6 workshops on socio-economics and governance, environmental flows, economic valuation, and payment for ecosystem services (with IUCN’s Global Marine Program and Water and Nature Initiative, GWP, WBI and other regional partners), reaching 176 IW project stakeholders accross 28 GEF IW projects.

	
	3.  Conducted ten learning exchanges serving 23 GEF projects. A few of the exchanges produced guidance materials for the entire portfolio. Two exchanges, branded as targeted workshops in southeastern Europe for the Balkan transboundary lakes, leverage four times the initial GEF investment. 

	
	4.  Responding to greatest capacity-building need from IWC2, delivered 4 regional workshops on public participation in IW management (CWC in Eastern Europe/Central Asia, per above - 2005; Latin America/Caribbean - 2006; Africa - 2007; Asia - 2008) to  >150 participants and 30+ GEF projects, developing and freely disseminating a living "P2" handbook that incorporates projects' case studies across regions. (The handbook and records from all proceedings are also posted on-line via www.iwlearn.net/participation ) 
  

	Outcome 3: GEF IW portfolio-wide increase in awareness and application of effective TWM approaches, strategies and best practices; numerous new and enhanced linkages and exchanges between GEF IW and other TWM projects with shared TWM challenges
	1.  Delivered 4th GEF International Waters Conference in Cape Town, (with 314 participants from 68 countries and 70 GEF projects), with increasingly interactive and demand-driven design based on experiences and feedback from 3rd IWC in Salvador (with 93 participants from 84 nations and 85 GEF-supported IW projects).


	
	2.  Conducted participant assessment of GEF IWC3 and IWC4

	
	3.  Prepared, posted and disseminated IWC3 and IWC4 report

	
	4. Debuted a new active-learning format for 4th GEF IWC

	Outcome 4: A widely available suite of tested and replicated ICT and other tools and approaches for strengthening TWM.

 
	1.  Conducted 6 ‘Athens Declaration / Petersberg Process’ roundtable dialogues on Protection and Sustainable Use of shared groundwater resources in South-Eastern Europe (with GWP-Mediterranean, Germany, Greece, World Bank) which brought together water sector managers to discuss groundwater in Slovenia; all background materials and proceedings accessible via www.watersee.net, linked to www.iwlearn.net. Partially as a result of the meeting, environment ministers signed a protocol to the Sava River Basin declaration pledging cooperation on groundwater in the basin.  

	
	2.  Supported an additional (fully partner-funded) roundtable on Stakeholder Engagement which convened stakeholders in the Mesta-Nestos River Basin (to potentially catalyze a transboundary forum)

	
	3. A total of eight capacity-building documents have been produced by the GWP-Mediterranean under this activity. 

	
	4. The Slovenia meeting also helped to catalyze endorsement of the UNDP-GEF Dinaric Karst Aquifer project.

	Outcome 5: TWM learning and information sharing mechanisms mainstreamed and institutionalized into GEF IA and ongoing projects, as well as transboundary institutional frameworks of completed projects (e.g., Regional Seas and freshwater secretariats)
	1.  Produced 12 issues of Bridges newsletter reporting on IW:LEARN outputs and articles highlighting knowledge products emerging from GEF projects;

	
	2.  Produced 27 (to date) IW Experience Notes transferring knowledge on priority innovations and successful approaches emerging from GEF IW projects

	
	3.  Coordinated w/GWA production and launch of traveling Gender, Water and Climate exhibit in 12 LAC countries, launched Africa 'chapter' (intro to expo at WaterNet mtg. in Lilongwe) at GEF IWC4 (Cape Town 2007), and spawned additional (beyond original scope) GWA-led Asia 'chapter' launched at Stockholm Water Week 2008, and SPREP-IWP Gender /Water/Climate expo. GWA has sustained LAC expo beyond expectations (ongoing) and is expected to continue to support expansion of Africa and Asia traveling exhibits. 

	
	4.  Recruited and supported travel for 21 representatives (and GEF projects cumulatively) delivering GEF IW experiences at 10 IW-related international events. Most recently: the 4th Meeting of the International Nitrogen Initiative (3 projects in 2007) and the latest Global Ocean Conference (1 project in 2008). Also helped facilitate and disseminate GEF project information to and from the 6th Regional Conference of the Black-Sea Danube Basin and the Black Sea Final Seminar. IW:LEARN also assisted in organizing GEF sessions at WWF4 (Mexico, 2006) is supporting efforts to include GEF IW project proponents and learning in WWF5 (Turkey, 2009).

5. Produced multimedia products for GEF IW outreach: (1) 26-minute video documentary on GEF projects' sustaining of Earth's Large Marine Ecosystems (LMEs), viewed by Ministry-level representatives of over 100 nations, translated by partners into Mandarin Chinese (UNEP-GPA) and Russian (Black Sea project) and adapted into an educational packet for schools (by UNDP and NOAA), (2) 'Reflections' videos capturing participant perspectives at GEF IWC4; (3) video 'reflections' short for Africa Groundwater and Climate conference, Kampala, 2008.
 


Rating of Project Implementation[15]
Please see background note for further guidance. NOT FILLED OUT IN PREVIOUS PIR
	  
	2006 Rating
(from 06 PIR if available)
	2007 Rating
(from 07 PIR)
	2008
Rating
	Comments[16]

	National Project Manager/Coordinator
	 
	 
	 HS
	See Section 4 comments above. 

	Government GEF OFP[17] (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Executing Agency (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNDP Country Office (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNDP Regional Technical Advisor
	 
	 
	 
	 


 

Action Plan to Address Marginally Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory or Highly Unsatisfactory Rating
Where a rating of MU, U or HU is noted above describe the actions to be taken to address this:

NOT FILLED OUT IN PREVIOUS PIR 

	Action to be Taken
	By Whom?
	By When?

	 No MU, U or HU ratings currently indicated above. 
	 N.A.      
	 N.A.

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 


 

 

6.  Risks[18] 

NOT FILLED OUT IN PREVIOUS PIR- BELIEVE THAT UNOPS DOES THIS?

Please ensure that those risks listed as critical are real risks (not potential) and have a high probability of occurring which would result in the project not meetings its objectives.  The number of critical risks is used to determine whether the overall project is at risk.  

 

1.  Please annex to this report a print out of the corresponding Atlas Risk Tab (please use landscape format and only print the frame).

2. For any risks identified as “critical” please copy the following information from Atlas:

	Risk Type
	Date Identified
	Risk Description
	Risk Management Response

	 
	
	 
	

	 N/A   
	 16 Jul 08 
	 SC may not ratify final Sustainability Plan in time for UNOPS PCU to help implement it. (See section 8 for more details.)
	UNOPS PCU has extended deadline to 5 weeks after last SC meeting to incorporate residual inputs from GEF agencies, also playing shuttle diplomacy with Sustainability Plan, making headway where possible, despite substantial inter-agency conflict between GEF and World Bank SC members (extending far beyond IW:LEARN in scope). If UNOPS-executed IW:LEARN project reaches operational closure before agreement is reached, UNEP IW:LEARN team will be obligated to carry plans forward thereafter. 

	 X
	 X
	Otherwise, none other expected hereafter, as most objectives already met or exceeded, while project ends operationally in <70 days from time of writing this. 
	 N.A.

	 
	 
	 
	 


 

7.  Adjustments to Project Strategy

Please report any adjustments made to the project strategy, as reflected in the logical framework matrix, since the Project Document signature. 

 

	Changes have been reported in previous PIR and there are no additional changes to report
	Year reported:


	Change Made to:
	Yes/No
	Reason for Change

	Project Objective

 
	 
	 

	Project Outcomes

 
	Discontinue [UNEP-implemented] component D1
	MTE Recommendation

	Project Outputs/ Activities / Inputs

 
	IW:LEARN to test a ‘surgeries’ strategy for electronic fora - undertaken via peer-assist clinics at IWC4
	MTE recommendation

	 Project Outputs/ Activities / Inputs
	Workshops, cross-visits and exchanges designed to “identify” needs should be dropped in preference to a reduced number activities that will deliver shared and transferable solutions in the form of documented good practices and toolkits.
	MTE Recommendation


 

8.  Adjustments to Project Time Frame

If the duration of the project, the project work schedule, or the timing of any key events such as project start up, evaluations or closing date, have been adjusted since project approval please explain the changes and the reasons for these changes.

	Extending UNDP sub-project close date by ~2 months (to Oct 2008), rephrasing deliverables accordingly
	UNOPS Personnel hired ~2 months after Aug 2004 ProDoc signature.

	Extending UNEP sub-project by 1 calendar year (2009), re-phasing deliverables accordingly
	UNEP Personnel hired ~1 year after Aug 2004 ProDoc signature.

	Activity B1.1:
	UNEP failed to initiate internal contract with UNEP CAR/RCU pending outcomes of mid-term evaluation; UNDP staff declined voluntary contributions to operationalizing this regional activity until UNEP is prepared to proceed.

	Activity B1.2:
	Start-up delayed due to inability of 2 African partners to undertake contract; InWEnt recruited, activities begun in 2006 and expected to be successfully completed within the project period.

	Activity B4: Training materials to be prepared for first workshop in Dec 2005
	Training manual development and first workshop required more research and securing of more co-sponsorship than anticipated, including need to provide simultaneous English-Spanish translation. 

	Activity D2 extended through final year of project
	Overly ambitious schedule to deliver 3 regional workshops in original (2 year) timeframe

	Activity E1 Sustainability plan to be finalized in project year 3

Terminal Evaluation
Final Project Closeout
Operational Closure

	Unable to finalize draft of initial sustainability plan in project year 3 due to extended period for recruiting partners and limited staff time for strategic planning. Successive drafts provided to SC through 30 June 2008 without final sign-off at 16 July 2008 SC meeting. Once further inputs received from UNEP and WB are incorporated, final sign-off expected by SC. If not, given high level of inter-agency conflict and limited commitment across GEF agencies with respect to coordination of implementing IW:LEARN sustainability plan, it is quite possible that the plan will not be ratified in advance of UNOPS IW:LEARN's operational closure (2008Q4).
Relative to SC direction and UNOPS PCU pleas, a 6 monthly delay in UNEP recruitment, and further 1 month delay in hire, of Terminal Evaluator resulted in substantial delay in start (and hence completion of) UNDP portion of joint Terminal Evaluation. 
SC members have asked UNOPS-IW:LEARN to set aside funds to support GEF IW projects' representatives' participation in next World Water Forum (March 2009). As a result, residual funds will be maintained long enough for UNOPS to issue tickets and DSA to those participants.
Given delayed personnel hire (Oct 2004) and prudent and efficient financial management by PCU, sufficient funds remain to permit PCU team to deliver on remaining tasks through sometime in 4th Q 2008. UNOPS thus decided to extend PCU team's contracts several weeks beyond 4 years, thus ensuring all loose ends are tied up effectively.



9.  Financial Information: cumulative since project started to 30 June 2008.

	Name of Partner or Contributor
(including the Private Sector)
	Nature of Contributor[19]
	Amount used in Project Preparation
(PDF A, B)
	Amount committed in Project Document[20]
 
	Additional amounts committed after Project Document finalization11
	Estimated Total Disbursement to
30 June 2008
	Expected Total Disbursement by end of project

	GEF Contribution
	GEF
	 $.35m
	$4.93m 
	 
	 
	$4.93m 

	Cash Cofinancing – UNDP Managed
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNDP (TRAC)
	UN Agency
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	IISD/IIED/ Environment Canada+BU (extension of GWA activities)
	NGO/Government 
	     
	 
	$.006m
	$.003m 
	$.003m 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cash Cofinancing – Partner Managed
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNEP (and associated divisions
	UN Agency
	$.03m
	$.47m
	 
	 
	 

	World Bank Institute (IBRD)
	Other Multilateral
	$.025m
	$.10m
	
	$.095m

	$.10m

	European Union via Mediterranean Officer for Information, Culture and Sustainable Development
	Other Multilateral
	
	
	
	$.04m
	$.04m

	Gender and Water Alliance
	NGO
	
	$.03m
	
	$.03m
	$.03m

	GETF-targeted sponsors (various)
	Private Sector
	
	
	$.075m
	$.036m
	$.036m

	GTZ
	Bilateral Donor
	
	
	
	$.017m
	$.017m

	IAEA
	UN Agency
	
	
	$.05m
	$.05m
	$.05m

	Japan Water Forum
	NGO
	
	
	$.26m
	$.26m
	$.26m

	Tinker Foundation
	NGO
	
	
	$.06m
	$.06m
	$.06m

	UNESCO (and subagencies)
	UN Agency
	
	
	$.035m
	$.035m
	$.035m

	World Fish Center
	NGO
	
	
	$.4m
	$.4m
	$.4m

	In-Kind Cofinancing
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Boston University
	NGO 
	 
	 
	$.009m 
	$.009m 
	$.009m 

	(UNDP) Danube Regional Project
	Other Multilateral
	
	
	$.02m
	$.02m
	$.02m

	Environmental Law Institute
	NGO
	
	$.30m
	
	$.11m
	$.30m

	Francois Odendaal Productions - EcoAfrica
	NGO
	
	$.17m
	
	
	

	Germany MoE, NC, NS
	National Government
	
	$.15m
	
	$.13m
	$.15m

	GETF (and some sponsor)
	Private Sector
	$.015m
	$.35m
	
	$.24m
	$.24m

	Global Water Partnership
	NGO
	
	$.10m
	
	
	

	Global Water Partnership - Med
	NGO
	
	$.02m
	$.01m
	$.03m
	$.03m

	Greece MoFA
	National Government
	
	$.15m
	
	
	

	IUCN-GMP
	NGO
	
	$.30m
	
	$.078m

	$.30m

	IUCN-WANI
	NGO
	
	$.35m
	
	$.458m
	$.458m

	Japan Water Forum
	NGO
	
	
	$.19m
	$.19m
	$.19m

	LakeNET
	NGO
	
	$.048m
	$.003m
	$.045m
	$.045m

	NOAA (USA)
	National government
	
	$.20m
	$.09m
	$.29m
	$.29m

	SEA-START
	NGO
	
	$.29m
	
	[In UNEP PIR]
	[In UNEP PIR]

	UNDP CapNET
	
	
	$1.4m
	
	
	$0.0m

	UNECE
	UN Agency
	
	$.22m
	
	$.04m
	$.04m

	UNEP-DEWA 
	UN Agency 
	 
	$.73m 
	 
	$.11m 
	$.73m 

	UNESCO
	UN Agency
	
	$.03m
	
	$.025m
	$.025m

	University of Rhode Island
	NGO
	
	
	
	$.02m
	$.02m

	World Bank Institute (IBRD)
	Other Multilateral
	
	$.41m
	
	$.04m
	$.41m

	World Fish Center
	NGO
	
	
	$.004m
	$.004m

	$.004m

	Dann Sklarew (UNOPS CTA)
	Other
	
	
	
	$.013m
	$.013m

	Total Cofinancing
	 
	$.06m 
	$5.82m 
	$1.21m 
	 $2.88m
	 $4.35

	Total for Project
	 
	 $.42m
	$10.75m 
	$1.21m
	 $2.88m
	 $9.28


 Please present all financial values in US$ millions to 2 decimal places only (e.g. $3,502,000 should be written as $3.50m)

Note that this section must be fully completed and must match the project document.  

 
Comments
Please explain any other significant changes in project financing since Project Document signature, or differences between the anticipated and actual rates of disbursement/co-financing:

 

	 

Degree of interaction and partnership with Cap-net member networks and institutions in project activities has not materialized. To date one Cap-Net partner has hosted one workshop (EIER-ESCHER, Ouagadougou). It is not expected that the amount of cofinance originally anticipated will be realized by end of project.

 


 10.  Procurement Data.  DO NOT complete this section for projects or project components executed by UNOPs.
The following information has been requested by the donor countries to the GEF.  Please report the US$ value (in thousands, e.g. 70,000 = 70 / 2,000 = 2) of UNDP/GEF project funds in the amount of US$2,000 or more used to procure personnel, sub-contract, equipment and training from GEF Donor Countries only.  Please enter project expenditures accumulated from project start up to the date of this report.

	 
	Personnel
contracted that come from these countries
(US$ thousands)
	Sub-contracts 

that are with groups based in these countries
(US$ thousands)
	Equipment
purchased outside of the project country from these countries
(US$ thousands)
	Training[21]
with groups or individuals from these countries
(US$ thousands)
	 
 
 
 
Total

	Australia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Austria
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Belgium
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Canada
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	China
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Czech Republic
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Denmark
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Finland
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	France
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Germany
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Greece
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	India
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ireland
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Italy
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Japan
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Korea
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Luxembourg
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mexico
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Netherlands
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	New Zealand
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Nigeria
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Norway
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Pakistan
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Portugual
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Slovenia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	South Africa
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Spain
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sweden
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Switzerland
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Turkey
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	United Kingdom
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	United States
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


11.  Additional Financial Instruments used in the Project 

 

This section only needs to be completed if the project provides funds to any Financial Instruments such as: Trust Funds, Sinking Funds, Revolving Funds, Partial Credit Risk Guarantees, Microfinance services, Leasing or Insurance mechanisms.  If this project does not use any Additional Financial Instruments you do not need to complete this section.

 
	Financial Instrument
	Financial Institution Responsible for Management
	Basis for Selection of Financial Institution

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 


 

For Each Financial Instrument please complete the following two tables:

 

	Name of Financial Instrument:  
	 


 
	Source of Funds
(add rows for each source)
	Funds Committed in Project Document
	Amount Disbursed to Date
	Issues or Comments

	GEF
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 


 

Rating of Performance of Financial Instrument[22]
	 
	2006 Rating
(from 06 PIR if available)
	2007 Rating
(from 07 PIR)
	2008
Rating
	Comments

	National Project Manager/Coordinator
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Government GEF OFP (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Executing Agency (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNDP Country Office (optional)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNDP Regional Technical Advisor
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Overall Rating[23]
	 
	 
	 
	 


 

Action Plan to Address Marginally Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory or Highly Unsatisfactory Rating
Where a rating of MU, U or HU is noted above describe the actions to be taken to address this:

	Action to be Taken
	By Whom?
	By When?

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 


 

End of Project Situation
What is to happen to any funds remaining in the Financial Instrument at the end of the project? 

	UNOPS will apply SC-authorized residual funds towards travel support for GEF IW projects to World Water Forum (March 2009). Remainder thereafter is expected to be extremely small (<$10,000) and should be applied towards consultants' preparation or bridge for follow-on projects; in absence of such, funds should be transfered to or directed by UNEP-IW:LEARN sub-project manager.


 

12.  Good Practice in this reporting period.

 Were any problems encountered?  If so, how were they addressed?   

	Problem
	Solution

	As noted in section 7, MTE identified several areas where project could be improved.
	Where feasible and acceptable to SC, recommendations were enacted (e.g., other projects' participation on our SC). 

	Lack of gender & water considerations in IW:LEARN pilot phase activities and delivery
[Pre-dates current reporting period, but not noted earlier:]
Transparency and Stakeholder Participation in Governance and M&E, e.g., SC, MTE and TE materials, deliberations and decisions were initially inaccessible to GEF IW:LEARN beneficiaries. 

	See "gender" discussion in response to "relevance" question, below.
With SC blessing, IW:LEARN PCU removed password protection from all 8 years of SC materials, minutes and inputs, placing IW:LEARN at the vanguard of transparency among GEF IW projects. All materials related to independent evaluation processes (MTE and TE) are also accessible through our Web site (www.iwlearn.net)



 

General Comments:
 
Is there anything noteworthy/special/critical that was learned this year that is important to share with other projects so they can avoid this mistake/make use of this opportunity?

 
	Projects can structure their workshops and training activities to include more interactive learning approaches such as conversation tables and peer-to-peer clinics, which increase active participation and learning outcomes from such events.


 
What would you do differently if you were to begin the project again?

 
	-Please refer tothe IW:LEARN sustainability plan for a variety of new ideas on IW:LEARN's service line and specific recommendations to not only sustain them but expand and improve them. 
-Any future IW:LEARN should have all its components implemented and executed by a single GEF agency (with steering committee oversight from all GEF Agencies), in order to assure consistency, accountability and efficiency in realizing project goals.
-The project document should include a bit more flexibility -- focusing more on programmatic service lines than pre-determined activities, in order to enable the project to adapt to meet emerging portfolio learning needs. For example, projects could benefit from a budget line with small amounts of money keyed to leveraging learning opportunities. Essentially, a flexible spending option for small grants for project staff or key project partners to attend relevant capacity building events or to undertake peer learning exchanges with other projects or relevant partners. 



 

To what extent have UNDP GEF projects been relevant to national / local efforts to reduce poverty and/or enhance democratic governance and/or strengthen crisis prevention and recovery capacity and/or promote gender equality and empowerment of women.  Please explain.

 
	In the context of water and fisheries as transboundary resources essential to human life and livelihoods, UNSP GEF IW projects which target increased collaboration among nations sharing and sustaining those resources across international boundaries are HIGHLY relevant to poverty reduction and prevention of and  resilience to crises.
By contrast, GEF IW projects have not traditionally focussed on promoting gender equality and female empowerment, as reflected in the scarcity of women in authoritative positions in UNDP GEF projects; the paucity of outcomes, outputs and activities aimed at promoting women's participation and empowerment with respect to water and fisheries management; and the virtual absence of indicators or tracking in any GEF IW project of progress towards promoting gender equality.    
In this latter respect, IW:LEARN -- with its high percentage of women in SC decision-making and authoritative implementation roles, a specific activities aimed at promoting gender awareness in IW management (Gender and Water expo,* and explicit part of participation training, for example), explicit tracking of training involvement by gender -- may serve as a model for how IW projects might incorporate gender and empowerment of women into project design, implementation and M&E.
* IW:LEARN's Gender and Water expo (Activity E2.3) has been a joint undertaking with Gender & Water Alliance, designed to help GEF projects take stock of gender issues and identify expertise in order to address  issues identified, despite successful efforts on the part of GWA partners the GEF response has with one exception (SPREP-IWP) illustrated the adage, "you can lead a horse to water but you cannot make it drink!" and served to highlight a profound lack of awareness and interest in the majority of GEF IW projects in understanding or addressing gender equity and justice; this needs to be addressed at the GEF agency and  portfolio level. 

UNDP GEF (IW) projects also have a huge role to play with respect to conflict prevention (and recovery). By their very nature, these transboundary projects promote and foster cooperation over shared resources to the extent possible. For its part, IW:LEARN's involvement with Activity D2 has made incremental contributions to transboundary cooperation in a former war-torn region, southeastern Europe. The greatest visible outcome so far has been the signing of a groundwater protocol in the Sava River Basin (Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and Slovenia). 



 


Has this project been able to generate global environmental benefits while also contributing to the achievement of national environmental management and sustainable development priorities?  If yes, please elaborate.

 
	Though challenging to demonstrate substantial direct global benefits for any global learning project which has only directly reached a few thousand human beings, the capacity multiplier --and investment leveraged through knowledge sharing fostered by IW:LEARN -- is both real and apparent in various assessments and anecdotes provided by this project's stakeholder/beneficiaries. For instance, incorporation of IW:LEARN-conveyed economic valuation or payment for ecosystem services financial tools into marine governance in development countries may have both immediate and long-term positive impacts in nations' ability to justify and sustain investments in large marine ecosystem management. 


13.      Project Contribution to GEF Strategic Targets in International Waters

 

The International Waters Results Template is designed to be cumulative and updated on an annual basis (using a new color each year).  Based on the results from the FY 07 reporting year, please update last year’s results template using green color font to highlight new and revised sections.


[1] All dates should be in the following format:  day/month/year

[2] Please explain any entry here in section 8

[3] The UNDP Evaluation Resource Center can be found a http://erc.undp.org/index.aspx?module=Intra
[4] In the case of a project involving more than 1 country, it is suggested that for simplicity only the OFP (optional) and Country Office Programme Manager from the lead country sign-off.  If representatives from more than 1 country sign off, please add additional rows as necessary indicating the country name for each signature.

[5] Note that in addition to the UNDP country office environment team staff, other staff might include the Resident Representative, DRRs, ARRs, Finance Division Staff, drivers etc…

[6] Note that in addition to the UNDP country office environment team, staff might include the Resident Representative, DRRs, ARRs, Finance Division Staff, drivers etc…

[7] All dates should be in the following format:  day/month/year

[8] Figures should be in US$ million

[9] Overall rating can be determined as follows.  For each rating assign the following figures to the rating:  HS = 1, S = 2,  MS = 3, MU = 4, U = 5, HU = 6.  The total of these figures should be divided by the number of ratings given (maximum 5).  Enter the final rating not figure (1 = HS, 2 = S, 3 = MS, 4 = MU, 5 = U, 6 = HU)   

[10] This should describe the quantitative indicator

[11] This should be a quantitative numerical value

[12] Ratings:  See instruction sheet for definitions of ratings.  Use only:  HS - Highly Satisfactory; S – Satisfactory; MS – Marginally Satisfactory; MU - Marginally Unsatisfactory; U – Unsatisfactory; HU – Highly Unsatisfactory.

[13] Comment on the rating for 2008 and also on any observable trends from 2006 – 2008.

[14] In the case of a project involving more than 1 country, it is suggested that for simplicity only the OFP (optional) and Country Office Programme Manager from the lead country sign-off.  If representatives from more than 1 country sign off, please add additional rows as necessary, clearly indicating the country name for each signature.

[15] Ratings:  See instruction sheet for definitions of ratings.  Use only: HS - Highly Satisfactory; S – Satisfactory; MS – Marginally Satisfactory; MU - Marginally Unsatisfactory; U – Unsatisfactory; HU – Highly Unsatisfactory.

[16] Comment on the rating for 2008 and any observable trends from 2006 - 2008

[17] In the case of a project involving more than 1 country, it is suggested that for simplicity only the OFP (optional) and Country Office Programme Manager from the lead country sign-off.  If representatives from more than 1 country sign off, please add additional rows as necessary, clearly indicating the country name for each signature.

[18] Note that having a “high risk” project is not a problem, it is how the risks are managed that are important and a well managed “high risk” project is better than a poorly managed “low risk” one.

 

[19] Specify if: UN Agency, other Multilateral, Bilateral Donor, Regional Development Bank (RDB), National Government, Local Government, NGO, Private Sector, Other. 

[20] Committed amounts are those shown in the approved Project Document.  These may be zero in the case of new leveraged project partners.

[21] Those not included under personnel and sub-contracts.

[22] For ratings, use only: HS - Highly Satisfactory; S – Satisfactory; MS – Marginally Satisfactory; MU - Marginally Unsatisfactory; U – Unsatisfactory; HU – Highly Unsatisfactory.

[23] Overall rating can be determined as follows.  For each rating assign the following figures to the rating:  HS = 1, S = 2,  MS = 3, MU = 4, U = 5, HU = 6.  The total of these figures should be divided by the number of ratings given (maximum 5).  Enter the final rating not figure (1 = HS, 2 = S, 3 = MS, 4 = MU, 5 = U, 6 = HU)   

