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1. Did the project pro-actively identified changes to the external environment and incorporated them into the project

strategy?

3: The project team identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new opportunities
or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives, assumptions were tested to determine if the project’s
strategy was valid. There is some evidence that the project board considered the implications, and documented

the changes needed to the project in response. (all must be true)

2: The project team identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new opportunities
or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives. There is some evidence that the project board
discussed this, but relevant changes did not fully integrate in the project. (both must be true)

1: The project team considered relevant changes in the external environment since implementation began, but
there is no evidence that the project team considered these changes to the project as a result.
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Evidence:

The project team proactively monitored changes in t
he external environment and assessed its implicatio
ns on project implementation, and achievement of it
s results. With the endorsement of the Project-Boar
d, and in alignment with the recommendations of the
mid-term review conducted in the first half of 2018 a
s per GEF guidelines, the project team continued to
adapt its management actions to strengthen stakeho
Iders engagement thereby mitigating potential confli
cts with local communities due to factors beyond the
control of the project and develop new opportunities
to secure representation and management improve
ments at the national and field levels; increased publ
ic consultation to support the CBPA Rules, and built
increased dialogues with numerous community mem
bers and CSOs for future natural resource manage
ment. Project risks were monitored and updated. SE
SP and RRF were revised.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 MTRReportv9FINAL_5439 301 (https://intra = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 5:31:00 AM
net.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/MTRReportvOFINAL_5439_301.pdf)

2 RevisedResultsFrameworkGEF5_SSPAM_5 = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 5:37:00 AM
439 301 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/RevisedResultsFr
ameworkGEF5_SSPAM_5439 301.pdf)

3  20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport_Fin =~ pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 5:40:00 AM
alJune2020_signed_5439_301 (https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport
_FinalJune2020_signed_5439 301.pdf)

4  4thPB_MeetingMinutes. WCSGEF5_Final_5  pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 5:41:00 AM
439 301 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/4thPB_MeetingMi
nutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5439_301.pdf)

5 FDendorsementonrevisedRRF_5439 301 (ht pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 5:41:00 AM
tps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFo
rmDocuments/FDendorsementonrevisedRRF
5439 301.pdf)

https://intranet-apps.undp.org/ProjectQA/Forms/ClosurePrint?fid=5439 2/21


https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/MTRReportv9FINAL_5439_301.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/RevisedResultsFrameworkGEF5_SSPAM_5439_301.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport_FinalJune2020_signed_5439_301.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/4thPB_MeetingMinutes_WCSGEF5_Final_5439_301.pdf
https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/FDendorsementonrevisedRRF_5439_301.pdf

3/4/22, 6:44 PM Closure Print

2. Was the project aligned with the thematic focus of the Strategic Plan?

3: The project responded to at least one of the development settings as specified in the Strategic Plan (SP) and
adopted at least one Signature Solution .The project’'s RRF included all the relevant SP output indicators. (all

must be true)

2: The project responded to at least one of the developments settings1 as specified in the Strategic Plan. The

project’s RRF included at least one SP output indicator, if relevant. (both must be true)

1: While the project may have responded to a partner’s identified need, this need falls outside of the UNDP
Strategic Plan. Also select this option if none of the relevant SP indicators are included in the RRF.

Evidence:

The Project responds to the output 1.3 and output 2.
5 of the UNDP Strategic Plan as follow:

Output 1.3: Solutions developed at national and sub-
national levels for sustainable management of natur
al resources, ecosystem services, chemicals and wa
ste:

Output 2.5: Legal and regulatory frameworks, policie
s and institutions enabled to ensure the conservatio

n, sustainable use, and access and benefits sharing

of natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems, in
line with international conventions and national legisl
ation.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By

1 CPDMyanmar2018-2022FinalEBApproved_5 pem.wangdi@undp.org
439 302 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/CPDMyanmar20
18-2022FinalEBApproved_5439 302.docx)

2 RevisedResultsFrameworkGEF5_SSPAM_5 = pem.wangdi@undp.org
439 302 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/RevisedResultsFr
ameworkGEF5_SSPAM_5439 302.pdf)

3  MYANMARUNDAF2018-2022FINAL_5439 3 = pem.wangdi@undp.org
02 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/
QAFormDocuments/MYANMARUNDAF2018
-2022FINAL_5439_302.pdf)

Modified On

9/25/2020 5:42:00 AM

9/25/2020 5:42:00 AM

9/25/2020 5:42:00 AM

Relevant Quality Rating: Highly Satisfactory
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3. Were the project’s targeted groups systematically identified and engaged, with a priority focus on the
discriminated and marginalized, to ensure the project remained relevant for them?

3: Systematic and structured feedback was collected over the project duration from a representative sample of
beneficiaries, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized, as part of the project’s monitoring
system. Representatives from the targeted groups were active members of the project’'s governance
mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) and there is credible evidence that their feedback informs
project decision making. (all must be true)

2: Targeted groups were engaged in implementation and monitoring, with a priority focus on the discriminated
and marginalized. Beneficiary feedback, which may be anecdotal, was collected regularly to ensure the project
addressed local priorities. This information was used to inform project decision making. (all must be true to
select this option)

1: Some beneficiary feedback may have been collected, but this information did not inform project decision
making. This option should also be selected if no beneficiary feedback was collected

Not Applicable

Evidence:

Project collaborated well with its target groups partic
ularly in Htamanthi Wildlife Sanctuary Area in Upper
Sagaing Region. Local communities were consulted
and engaged in development of Htamanthi PA Mana
gement Plan, and in the CBPA Rules development p
rocesses. The South to South exchange with the Dir
ector General and several indigenous leaders visited
with UNDP Philippines and several ICCAs managin
g their own natural resources in June 2019. This res
ulted in exciting discussions for how ICCAs could be
supported in Myanmar and was followed up with a s
haring workshop in Naypyidaw on July 2019, and sh
own that there are numbers communities working to
identify ICCAs for themselves and there is a need to
support these communities.
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List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 CBPA_Rules_LessonLearned_Report_Final_ = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 5:43:00 AM
5439 303 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Pro
jectQA/QAFormDocuments/CBPA_Rules_Le
ssonLearned_Report_Final_5439 303.pdf)

2  CBPARuleDraftRevision-afterjuly17meeting- pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 5:43:00 AM
23-8-2019_5439_303 (https://intranet.undp.o
rg/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/CBP
ARuleDraftRevision-afterjuly17meeting-23-8-
2019_5439_303.pdf)

4. Did the project generate knowledge, and lessons learned (i.e., what has worked and what has not) and has this
knowledge informed management decisions to ensure the continued relevance of the project towards its stated
objectives, the quality of its outputs and the management of risk?

3: Knowledge and lessons learned from internal or external sources (gained, for example, from Peer Assists,
After Action Reviews or Lessons Learned Workshops) backed by credible evidence from evaluation, corporate
policies/strategies, analysis and monitoring were discussed in project board meetings and reflected in the
minutes. There is clear evidence that changes were made to the project to ensure its continued relevance.
(both must be true)

2: Knowledge and lessons learned backed by relatively limited evidence, drawn mainly from within the project,
were considered by the project team. There is some evidence that changes were made to the project as a
result to ensure its continued relevance. (both must be true)

1: There is limited or no evidence that knowledge and lessons learned were collected by the project team.
There is little or no evidence that this informed project decision making.

Evidence:

The lessons learnt from CBPA Rules development p
rocess had been applied in Forest Rules Developme
nt as well through extensive consultations with CSO
s and local communities at State/Regional levels. Th
e project also set up a Myanmar Biodiversity Fund
(MBF) based on Regional Learning and Exchange V
isit to Philippine on ICCAs. The project also updated
the IUCN Red-list, forest coverage, monitoring and ¢
onservation gaps in the diverse ecosystems. Finally,
the project benefited from Mid-term and Terminal Ev
aluation Reviews conducted to share the project fina
| evaluation findings to related different stakeholders
at various levels to make informed management dec
isions.
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List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 ICCA_CPAworkshopreportJul19_final_5439  pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 5:45:00 AM
304 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/ICCA_CPAworkshopr
eportJul19_final_5439 304.pdf)

2 IUCNMammalRedListWorkshopReport. MM_ = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 5:46:00 AM
5439 304 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Pro
jectQA/QAFormDocuments/IUCNMammalRe
dListWorkshopReport. MM_5439 304.pdf)

5. Was the project sufficiently at scale, or is there potential to scale up in the future, to meaningfully contribute to
development change?

3: There was credible evidence that the project reached sufficient number of beneficiaries (either directly
through significant coverage of target groups, or indirectly, through policy change) to meaningfully contribute to
development change.

2: While the project was not considered at scale, there are explicit plans in place to scale up the project in the
future (e.g. by extending its coverage or using project results to advocate for policy change).

1: The project was not at scale, and there are no plans to scale up the project in the future.

Evidence:

The project supported the development of the Cons
ervation of Biodiversity and Protected Areas Law wh
ich was legally gazetted in May 2018. Consequently,
the project team submitted the Conservation on Biod
iversity and Protected Areas Rules to Forest Depart
ment and MONREC for approval. At the regional/sta
te level, PAMSC institutional mechanism was replica
ted by Sagaing for management of Alaung Daw Kat
hapa National Park which is not included in the proje
ct four PA models. Moreover, Htamanthi Wildlife San
ctuary was designed as ASEAN Heritage Park (AH
P) for its importance to conserve wildlife and natural
resources in the Park.
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List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 MBF_LegalFeasibilityAnalysisonEstablishme = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:00:00 AM
ntofBiodiversity TrustFund_5439_305 (https://
intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormD
ocuments/MBF_LegalFeasibilityAnalysisonE
stablishmentofBiodiversity TrustFund_5439 3
05.pdf)

2  CBPA_Rules_LessonLearned_Report_Final_  pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:00:00 AM
5439 305 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Pro
jectQA/QAFormDocuments/CBPA_Rules_Le
ssonLearned_Report_Final_5439 305.pdf)

3  5thPB_MeetingMinutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5  pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:00:00 AM
439_305 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/5thPB_MeetingMi
nutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5439_305.pdf)

4  CapacityDevelopment_ ENG_13thEdition_54  pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:01:00 AM
39_305 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Projec
tQA/QAFormDocuments/CapacityDevelopme
nt_ENG_13thEdition_5439 305.pdf)

5  MBFestablished_RegistrryandCommitteeme = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:00:00 AM
mbers_combined_July2019 5439 305 (http
s:/lintranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/MBFestablished_Registrryand
Committeemembers_combined_July2019_5
439_305.pdf)

Principled Quality Rating: Satisfactory

6. Were the project’s measures (through outputs, activities, indicators) to address gender inequalities and empower
women relevant and produced the intended effect? If not, evidence-based adjustments and changes were made.
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3: The project team gathered data and evidence through project monitoring on the relevance of the measures
to address gender inequalities and empower women. Analysis of data and evidence were used to inform
adjustments and changes, as appropriate. (both must be true)

2: The project team had some data and evidence on the relevance of the measures to address gender
inequalities and empower women. There is evidence that at least some adjustments were made, as
appropriate. (both must be true)

1: The project team had limited or no evidence on the relevance of measures to address gender inequalities
and empowering women. No evidence of adjustments and/or changes made. This option should also be
selected if the project has no measures to address gender inequalities and empower women relevant to the
project results and activities.

Evidence:

The Project has a gender marker rating of "1". The p
roject conducted an assessment in gender perspecti
ves in Htamanthi Wildlife Sanctuary site in Feb 2017
with the aims of considering gender in the conservati
on activities and preparing a plan to enhance the wo
men and local communities involvement in natural re
sources management and community conservation
practices. The project had undertaken activities to re
spond to gender inequalities and women's empower
ment. For instance, 73% of women benefited from e
ngagement in conservation activities and improved li
velihoods. During Community Forestry Participatory
Research Action, findings and analysis related to ge
nder and women's role in natural resources manage
ment were identified and included them in the Com
munity Forestry Committee Members and conservati
on related capacity building activities.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 CommunityVoicesforWildlifeConservationinHt = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:02:00 AM
amanthi_7May2018_5439 306 (https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/CommunityVoicesforWildlifeConservatio
ninHtamanthi_7May2018_5439_306.pdf)

2  2019-GEF-PIR-PIMS5162-GEFID5159_FINA = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:02:00 AM
L_5439 306 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/
ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/2019-GEF-PI
R-PIMS5162-GEFID5159_FINAL_5439 306.
docx)

7. Were social and environmental impacts and risks successfully managed and monitored?
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3: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where
required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of
social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant
management plan(s) developed for identified risks through consultative process and implemented, resourced,
and monitored. Risks effectively managed or mitigated. If there is a substantive change to the project or change
in context that affects risk levels, the SESP was updated to reflect these changes. (all must be true)

2: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where
required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of
social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant
management plan(s) developed, implemented and monitored for identified risks. OR project was categorized as
Low risk through the SESP.

1: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. For projects categorized as High or Moderate
Risk, there was no evidence that social and environmental assessments completed and/or management plans
or measures development, implemented or monitored. There are substantive changes to the project or changes
in the context but SESP was not updated. (any may be true)

Evidence:

The project team monitors and updates the risks an

d risk log on Atlas and the updates status were repo
rted in PIR 2019. In line with the recommendation of
the mid-term review, the SESP was revised in early

2019. The revised SESP categorizes the project as

"High" risk on accounts of the risks associated with |
ands and territories claimed by Indigenous Peoples.
No grievances and complaints had been expressed

by beneficiaries.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 SSPAMMSESPWCSupdate15Dec2019 543  pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:04:00 AM
9 307 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Project
QA/QAFormDocuments/SSPAMMSESPWC
Supdate15Dec2019_5439 307.docx)

2  2019-GEF-PIR-PIMS5162-GEFID5159_FINA pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:05:00 AM
L_5439 307 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/
ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/2019-GEF-PI
R-PIMS5162-GEFID5159_FINAL_5439_307.
docx)

8. Were grievance mechanisms available to project-affected people and were grievances (if any) addressed to
ensure any perceived harm was effectively mitigated?
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3: Project-affected people actively informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism (SRM/SECU) and
how to access it. If the project was categorized as High or Moderate Risk through the SESP, a project -level
grievance mechanism was in place and project affected people informed. If grievances were received, they
were effectively addressed in accordance with SRM Guidance. (all must be true)

2: Project-affected people informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism and how to access it. If the
project was categorized as High Risk through the SESP, a project -level grievance mechanism was in place
and project affected people informed. If grievances were received, they were responded to but faced
challenges in arriving at a resolution.

1: Project-affected people was not informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism. If grievances
were received, they were not responded to. (any may be true)

Evidence:

The CO had put in place a Stakeholder Response M
echanism (SRM) through an SRM focal point. UNDP
conducted capacity building on SES including on ac
countability mechanisms to concerned UNDP staff a
nd Implementing Partners including Wildlife Conserv
ation Society (WCS) for further dissemination to com
munities on the ground. Following the categorization
of the project as high risk, WCS had been advised to
put in place a project level grievance mechanism.
Accordingly, the project had prepared community pa
rticipation strategy which clearly articulates that the
project during its implementation will mobilize and fa
cilitate local communities to promote effectiveness a
nd sustainability of PA management.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 SRM-MemoattachedwithTOR_5439 308 (htt = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:07:00 AM
ps:/lintranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/SRM-MemoattachedwithTOR _
5439 _308.pdf)

2  TOR_UNDPMMRStakeholderResponseMec pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:08:00 AM
hanism_5439 308 (https://intranet.undp.org/
apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/TOR_U
NDPMMRStakeholderResponseMechanism_
5439 _308.docx)

Management & Monitoring Quality Rating: Satisfactory
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9. Was the project’'s M&E Plan adequately implemented?

3: The project had a comprehensive and costed M&E plan. Baselines, targets and milestones were fully
populated. Progress data against indicators in the project's RRF was reported regularly using credible data
sources and collected according to the frequency stated in the Plan, including sex disaggregated data as
relevant. Any evaluations conducted, if relevant, fully meet decentralized evaluation standards, including
gender UNEG standards. Lessons learned, included during evaluations and/or After-Action Reviews, were
used to take corrective actions when necessary. (all must be true)

2: The project costed M&E Plan, and most baselines and targets were populated. Progress data against
indicators in the project’s RRF was collected on a regular basis, although there was may be some slippage in
following the frequency stated in the Plan and data sources was not always reliable. Any evaluations
conducted, if relevant, met most decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were captured but were
used to take corrective actions. (all must be true)

1: The project had M&E Plan, but costs were not clearly planned and budgeted for, or were unrealistic.
Progress data was not regularly collected against the indicators in the project’'s RRF. Evaluations did not meet
decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were rarely captured and used. Select this option also if
the project did not have an M&E plan.

Evidence:

The project level monitoring had included field monit
oring, and reporting against Annual Work Plans and
revised RRF at regular monthly meetings organized
in 2019, quarterly reports and PIR submitted to UND
P/GEF. Additional monitoring tools include METT, C
apacity Development Scorecard and Financial Susta
inability Scorecard, all of which measure progress at
the project start, mid-term and end. As part of the mi
d-term review and project final evaluation, the MET
T, Capacity Development Scorecard, Financial Sust
ainability Scorecards and management effectivenes
s were assessed through national and regional FD o
ffices, and for four model PAs.
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List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 PIMS5162_MTRReport_Myanmar_Final_v.2 = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:10:00 AM
2.02.2019_5439_309 (https://intranet.undp.or
g/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/PIMS
5162_MTRReport_Myanmar_Final_v.22.02.2
019_5439_309.pdf)

2 20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport_Fin = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:10:00 AM
aldJune2020_signed_5439 309 (https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport
_Finaldune2020_signed_5439_309.pdf)

10. Was the project’s governance mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) function as intended?

3: The project’s governance mechanism operated well, and was a model for other projects. It met in the agreed
frequency stated in the project document and the minutes of the meetings were all on file. There was regular (at
least annual) progress reporting to the project board or equivalent on results, risks and opportunities. It is clear
that the project board explicitly reviewed and used evidence, including progress data, knowledge, lessons and
evaluations, as the basis for informing management decisions (e.g., change in strategy, approach, work plan.)
(all must be true to select this option)

2: The project’s governance mechanism met in the agreed frequency and minutes of the meeting are on file. A
project progress report was submitted to the project board or equivalent at least once per year, covering results,
risks and opportunities. (both must be true to select this option)

1: The project’s governance mechanism did not meet in the frequency stated in the project document over the
past year and/or the project board or equivalent was not functioning as a decision-making body for the project
as intended.

Evidence:

The project board meetings co-chaired by UNDP an
d FD served as the project's decision making body,
and the meetings were regularly organized twice per
year, but three times in the year of 2019. At every P
B meeting, the project progress over the six-months
period and project achievements against approved
AWP/RRF were reviewed and discussed. The projec
t board is responsible for providing the strategic guid
ance and oversight to project implementation to ens
ure that it meets the requirements of the approved P
roject Document and achieves the stated outcomes.
The PB meeting minutes were agreed and recorded
on file as the basis for informing management decisi
on and follow-up actions.
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1 4thPB_MeetingMinutes. WCSGEF5_Final_5
439_310 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/4thPB_MeetingMi
nutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5439_310.pdf)

2  5thPB_MeetingMinutes WCSGEF5_Final_5
439 310 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/5thPB_MeetingMi
nutes WCSGEF5_Final_5439 310.pdf)

3  6thPB_MeetingMinutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5
439 310 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/6thPB_MeetingMi
nutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5439_310.pdf)

4  20200619_GEF_7thPB_MeetingMinutes_Fin
al_5439 310 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/
ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/20200619_G
EF_7thPB_MeetingMinutes_Final_5439_31
0.pdf)

11. Were risks to the project adequately monitored and
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pem.wangdi@undp.org

pem.wangdi@undp.org

managed?

Modified On
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9/25/2020 6:11:00 AM
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9/25/2020 6:12:00 AM

3: The project monitored risks every quarter and consulted with the key stakeholders, security advisors, to
identify continuing and emerging risks to assess if the main assumptions remained valid. There is clear

evidence that relevant management plans and mitigating measures were fully implemented to address each

key project risk and were updated to reflect the latest risk assessment. (all must be true)

2: The project monitored risks every year, as evidenced by an updated risk log. Some updates were made to

management plans and mitigation measures.

1: The risk log was not updated as required. There was may be some evidence that the project monitored risks

that may affected the project’s achievement of results, but there is no explicit evidence that management

actions were taken to mitigate risks.

Evidence:

The project team monitors and updates the risks an

d risk log on Atlas and the updates status were repo
rted in PIR 2018. In line with the recommendation of
the mid-term review, the SESP was revised in early

2019. The revised SESP categorizes the project as

"High" risk on accounts of the risks associated with |
ands and territories claimed by Indigenous Peoples.
No grievances and complaints had been expressed

by beneficiaries.
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rojectQA/QAFormDocuments/2019-GEF-PIR
-PIMS5162-GEFID5159_FINAL_5439_311.d
ocx)

2  SSPAMMSESPWCSupdate15Dec2019 543
9 311 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Project
QA/QAFormDocuments/SSPAMMSESPWC
Supdate15Dec2019_5439_311.docx)

Efficient
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12. Adequate resources were mobilized to achieve intended results. If not, management decisions were taken to
adjust expected results in the project’s results framework.

Yes
No

Evidence:

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name

1 20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport_Fin
aldJune2020_signed_5439 312 (https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport
_Finaldune2020_signed_5439 312.pdf)

2  CompletionReportGEF_Final_Version.Aug.2
020 _5439 312 (https://intranet.undp.org/app
s/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Completion
ReportGEF_Final_Version.Aug.2020_5439_
312.pdf)

13. Were project inputs procured and delivered on time to efficiently contribute to results?
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3: The project had a procurement plan and kept it updated. The project quarterly reviewed operational
bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner and addressed them through appropriate management
actions. (all must be true)

2: The project had updated procurement plan. The project annually reviewed operational bottlenecks to
procuring inputs in a timely manner and addressed them through appropriate management actions. (all must be
true)

1: The project did not have an updated procurement plan. The project team may or may not have reviewed
operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs regularly, however management actions were not taken to address
them.

Evidence:

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 WCSMyanmarFinanceManualV0.5_5439 31  pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:18:00 AM
3 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/Q
AFormDocuments/WCSMyanmarFinanceMa
nualV0.5_5439_313.pdf)

2 MMR10_PAM_ActionPlan_PhyuPhyuSan_9 pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:18:00 AM
April2020.WCS_5439 313 (https://intranet.u
ndp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/
MMR10_PAM_ActionPlan_PhyuPhyuSan_9
April2020.WCS_5439_313.xlsx)

3  ReportforUNDPIPAudit-WCS_5439 313 (htt = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:19:00 AM
ps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/ReportforUNDPIPAudit-WCS_
5439_313.pdf)

14. Was there regular monitoring and recording of cost efficiencies, taking into account the expected quality of
results?

3: There is evidence that the project regularly reviewed costs against relevant comparators (e.g., other projects
or country offices) or industry benchmarks to ensure the project maximized results delivered with given
resources. The project actively coordinated with other relevant ongoing projects and initiatives (UNDP or other)
to ensure complementarity and sought efficiencies wherever possible (e.g. joint activities.) (both must be true)
2: The project monitored its own costs and gave anecdotal examples of cost efficiencies (e.g., spending less to
get the same result,) but there was no systematic analysis of costs and no link to the expected quality of results
delivered. The project coordinated activities with other projects to achieve cost efficiency gains.

1: There is little or no evidence that the project monitored its own costs and considered ways to save money
beyond following standard procurement rules.
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Evidence:

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 2019-GEF-PIR-PIMS5162-GEFID5159_FINA = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:20:00 AM
L_5439 314 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/
ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/2019-GEF-PI
R-PIMS5162-GEFID5159 FINAL_5439 314.

docx)

2 GEF_QuarterlyProjectProgressReviewRepor = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:20:00 AM
t_Quarter1_Apr_2019_5439 314 (https://intr
anet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/GEF_QuarterlyProjectProgressRevie
wReport_Quarter1_Apr_2019_ 5439 314.doc
X)

Effective Quality Rating: Highly Satisfactory

15. Was the project on track and delivered its expected outputs?

Yes
No

Evidence:
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List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 CompletionReportGEF_Final_Version.Aug.2 pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:21:00 AM
020_5439 315 (https://intranet.undp.org/app
s/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Completion
ReportGEF_Final_Version.Aug.2020_5439_
315.pdf)

2  20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport_Fin = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:22:00 AM
aldJune2020_signed_5439 315 (https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport
_FinalJune2020_signed_5439_315.pdf)

16. Were there regular reviews of the work plan to ensure that the project was on track to achieve the desired
results, and to inform course corrections if needed?

3: Quarterly progress data informed regular reviews of the project work plan to ensure that the activities
implemented were most likely to achieve the desired results. There is evidence that data and lessons learned
(including from evaluations /or After-Action Reviews) were used to inform course corrections, as needed. Any
necessary budget revisions were made. (both must be true)

2: There was at least one review of the work plan per year with a view to assessing if project activities were on
track to achieving the desired development results (i.e., outputs.) There may or may not be evidence that data
or lessons learned were used to inform the review(s). Any necessary budget revisions have been made.

1: While the project team may have reviewed the work plan at least once over the past year to ensure outputs
were delivered on time, no link was made to the delivery of desired development results. Select this option also
if no review of the work plan by management took place.

Evidence:
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1 4thPB_MeetingMinutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5  pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:23:00 AM
439_316 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/4thPB_MeetingMi
nutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5439_316.pdf)

2  5thPB_MeetingMinutes WCSGEF5_Final_5 @ pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:23:00 AM
439 316 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/5thPB_MeetingMi
nutes WCSGEF5_Final_5439 316.pdf)

3  6thPB_MeetingMinutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5  pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:23:00 AM
439 316 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/6thPB_MeetingMi
nutes_ WCSGEF5_Final_5439_316.pdf)

4 20200619_GEF_7thPB_MeetingMinutes_Fin = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:24:00 AM
al_5439 316 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/
ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/20200619_G
EF_7thPB_MeetingMinutes_Final_5439_31
6.pdf)

17. Were the targeted groups systematically identified and engaged, prioritizing the marginalized and excluded, to
ensure results were achieved as expected?

3: The project targeted specific groups and/or geographic areas, identified by using credible data sources on
their capacity needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area
of work. There is clear evidence that the targeted groups were reached as intended. The project engaged
regularly with targeted groups over the past year to assess whether they benefited as expected and
adjustments were made if necessary, to refine targeting. (all must be true)

2: The project targeted specific groups and/or geographic areas, based on some evidence of their capacity
needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area of work.
Some evidence is provided to confirm that project beneficiaries are members of the targeted groups. There was
some engagement with beneficiaries in the past year to assess whether they were benefiting as expected. (all
must be true)

1: The project did not report on specific targeted groups. There is no evidence to confirm that project
beneficiaries are populations have capacity needs or are deprived and/or excluded from development
opportunities relevant to the project area of work. There is some engagement with beneficiaries to assess
whether they benefited as expected, but it was limited or did not occurred in the past year.

Not Applicable

Evidence:
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#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 CommunityVoicesforWildlifeConservationinHt =~ pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:24:00 AM
amanthi_7May2018_5439_ 317 (https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/CommunityVoicesforWildlifeConservatio
ninHtamanthi_7May2018_5439_317.pdf)

Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating: Satisfactory

18. Were stakeholders and national partners fully engaged in the decision-making, implementation and monitoring of
the project?

3: Only national systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) were used to fully implement and
monitor the project. All relevant stakeholders and partners were fully and actively engaged in the process,
playing a lead role in project decision-making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)

2: National systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) were used to implement and monitor the
project (such as country office support or project systems) were also used, if necessary. All relevant
stakeholders and partners were actively engaged in the process, playing an active role in project decision-
making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)

1: There was relatively limited or no engagement with national stakeholders and partners in the decision-
making, implementation and/or monitoring of the project.

Not Applicable

Evidence:

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 CapacityDevelopment_ ENG_13thEdition_54 = pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:25:00 AM
39_318 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Projec
tQA/QAFormDocuments/CapacityDevelopme
nt_ENG_13thEdition_5439 318.pdf)

19. Were there regular monitoring of changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems relevant to
the project, as needed, and were the implementation arrangements® adjusted according to changes in partner
capacities?
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3: Changes in capacities and performance of national institutions and systems were assessed/monitored using
clear indicators, rigorous methods of data collection and credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activities. Implementation arrangements were formally reviewed and adjusted, if needed, in
agreement with partners according to changes in partner capacities. (all must be true)

2: Aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems were
monitored by the project using indicators and reasonably credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activities. Some adjustment was made to implementation arrangements if needed to reflect changes
in partner capacities. (all must be true)

1: Some aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems may
have been monitored by the project, however changes to implementation arrangements have not been
considered. Also select this option if changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and
systems have not been monitored by the project.

Not Applicable

Evidence:

There was regular monitoring of project performance
against the indicators and annual targets. These are
captured in PIR. HACT assurance activities were or
ganized, and corrective and mitigation actions were
undertaken.
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et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/20200624UNDPMyanmarPAMTEReport
_FinalJune2020_signed_5439 319.pdf)

20. Were the transition and phase-out arrangements were reviewed and adjusted according to progress (including
financial commitment and capacity).
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3: The project’s governance mechanism regularly reviewed the project’s sustainability plan, including
arrangements for transition and phase-out, to ensure the project remained on track in meeting the requirements
set out by the plan. The plan was implemented as planned by the end of the project, taking into account any
adjustments made during implementation. (both must be true)

2: There was a review of the project’s sustainability plan, including arrangements for transition and phase-out,
to ensure the project remained on track in meeting the requirements set out by the plan.

1: The project may have had a sustainability plan but there was no review of this strategy after it was
developed. Also select this option if the project did not have a sustainability strategy.

Evidence:

A Project Exit and Sustainability Strategy was prepa
red and endorsed by the 7th Project Board Meeting.

List of Uploaded Documents
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1 9 GEF-5_SSPAMM_SustainabilityPlan_Exit pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:31:00 AM
Strategy_5439 320 (https://intranet.undp.or
g/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/9_GE
F-5_SSPAMM_SustainabilityPlan_ExitStrate
gy_5439 320.pdf)

2 20200619_GEF_7thPB_MeetingMinutes_Fin =~ pem.wangdi@undp.org 9/25/2020 6:31:00 AM
al_5439 320 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/
ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/20200619_G
EF_7thPB_MeetingMinutes_Final_5439 32
0.pdf)
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