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1. Did the project pro-aclively identified changes to the external environment and incerporated them into the project
strategy?

3: The project team identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new cpportunities
or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives, assumptions were tested to determing if the projsct's
siraiegy was valid. There is some svidence that the project board considered the implications, and documented
the changes neaded to the project in response. (all must be true)

2: The project team identified refevant changes in the external environment that may present new oppgortunities
or threats o the project’s abilily 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 begar, but
there is no evidence that the project team considered thase changes to the project as a result.

Evidence:

The project actively followed national developments

{changes in legislation on land and water, institution

al amendments of relevant ministries and departmen
ts, strategies and policies adopted) and incorporated
responses {o the degree these are found relevant as
part of project outcome 2 "Adaptation mainstreamed
in agricultural and water sector development strateg

y and policy”



List of Uploaded Documents
#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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

3: The project responded to at least one of the development seftings as specified in the Strategic Plan (SP) and
adopted at least one Signature Solution . The project's RRF included all the relevant 8P ouipuf indicators. {(afl
must be trie)

2: The project respondad to at least one of the developments setlings1 as specified in the Sirategic 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 1o 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 was aligned with the UNDP Strategic P
an 2018-2021, in particular, the Project operated wit
hin the Development Settings B. Accelerate structur
al transformations for sustainable deveiopment and
C. Build Resilience 1o shecks and crises and adopte

d the following 2 signature solutions in achieving its

ohjectives:

Signature solution 4: Promote nature-based solution
s for a sustainable planet;

Signature solution 8: Strengthen gender equality an

d the empowerment of women and girls

List of Uploaded Documents
#  Fiie Name Modified By Modified On

No documents gvailable.

Relevant Quality Rating: Satisfactory

3, Ware the project’s targeted groups systematically identified and engaged, with a prierity focus on the
discriminated and marginalized, to ensure the projéct remained relevant for them?



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

Not Applicable

Evidence:

Target group representatives of the agriculiurat com
munities of & farmers associations across 2 pilot regi
ons were actively engaged into the different project
activities, including trainings and awareness raising
activities, agriculturat consultations, the demonstrati
on and implementation of practical adaptation meas
ures as weil as the allocation of grants.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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 Workshoeps) backed by credible evidence from evaluation, corporate
policies/strategies, analysis and monitoring were discussed in projact board meetings and reflected in the
minutes. There is clear evidence that changes were made to the project to ensure its continuad 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
resuft to ensure ifs continued refevance. (both must be trug)

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



Evidence:

Throughout its implementation period, the project ge
nerated a multitude of knowledge products, includin
g review of lessans learned, which were described
n the annual progress reports. Knowledge products
and lessons learned were also presented {o, and dis
cussed in, project board meetings, and shared with
beneficiary communities and siakeholders as well as
government pariners.

List of Uploaded DPocuments

#  File Name Maodified By Madified On

1 Guidelinesonthausecfgenderdisaggregatedd  farhat.arunov@undp.org 4/15/2022 2:07:00 PM
ata_RL_12073_304 (htips/fintranet.undp.er
g/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Guide
linesontheuseofgenderdisaggregateddata_R
U 12073 304 .docx)

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

3: There was credible evidence that the project reached sufficient number of beneficiaries (either direcily
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 pface to scale up the project in the
future {e.g. by extending its coverage or using project resulis to advocate for policy change).

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

Evidence:

Throughout its implementation pericd, the project ha
s worked with rural cornmunities of eight farmers ass
ociations, focusing on project actlivities supporting th
e adaptive capacity and reduce the vuinerability of b
engficiaries in agricultural communities in two pilot r

egions in Turkmenistan. Climate resilient livelihcod a
pproaches demonstrated and supported by the proje
st have shown te aftract attention from wider farmer

commiunities within the pilot regicns and beyond, off
ering good potential for scaling up in the future after

EGP



List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Madified On

No documentis available.

Principled Quality Rating: Satisfactory

8. Wore the project’'s measures {through oulputs, activitiss, indicaiors) (o address gender inequalitfes and emaower
wamen relevant and produced the intended effect? If not, evidence-based adjustments and changes were made.

3: The project team gathered data and evidence through project monitoring on the relevance of the measures
te address gender inequalities and empower women. Analysis of data and evidence were used to inform
adiustments and changes, as appropriate. (both must be true)

2: The project team had some data and evidence on the refevance of the measures ta 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 fimited or no evidence on the relevance of measures to address gender inequalities
and empowering women. No evidence of adjustiments and/or changes made. This option should also be
setected if the project has no measures to address gender inequalities and empower women relevant o the
project results and activities.

Evidence:

The proiect has delivered a series of activities that fo
cused on women empowerment, including targeted t
rainings on gender mainstrearning in agricuiture, an
d the proactive involvement of women in the develop
ment of Local Adaptation Plans, as well as targeted
awareness raising activities. For any project activity,
including practical trainings and demonsiration of ad
apiation approaches, the project promoted an aqual
engagemant of women and women-led farms, includ
ing to the grant facility aimed at promoting climate-re
silient efficient irrigation technologies and improved
crop preduction systems

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

Na documents available,

7. Were social and environmental impacts and risks successfully managed and monitored?



3: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where
required {1.2., Environmential and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for Substantial and High risk projects and
some level of sccial and envirenmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP).
Relevant management plan{s} developed for identified risks through consultative process and implemanted,
resourced, and monitored. Risks effectively managed or mitigated. If thera 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
he true)

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

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

Evidence:

The project was categorized as Low risk through the
SESP, as it did not generate potential adverse trans

boundary or global environmental concerns and did

not result in secondary or consequential developme
nt activities that could lead to adverse social and en

vironmental effects

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name WModified By Modified COn

1 05_5459 SCCF_Turkmenistan_SESP_1207  farhat.ocrunov@undp.org 4/15/2022 2:08:00 PM
3_307 (https:/intranet.undp.org/apps/Project
QA/QAFormDocuments/05_5459_SCCF_Tur
kmenistan_SESP_12073_307.docx)

8. Were grievance machanisms available lo project-affected people and were grievances (if any) addressed to
ensure any perceived harm was effectively mitigated?

3: Project-affected people actively informed of UNDF's Corporate Accountability Mechanism (SRMISECU) and
how to access it. If the projecl was categorized as High, Substantial, or Moderate Risk through the SESF, a
project-level grievance mechanism was in place and project affected people informed. i 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 Substantial or High Risk through the SESF, a project -level grievance mechanism
was in place and project affected people informed. If grievances were received, they were respohded to but
faced challenges in armving at a resolution.

1: Projeci-affacted people was not informed of UNDP's Carporate Accountability Mechanism. If grievances
were received, they were not responded to. (any may be trug)



Evidence:

The Project was naot categorized as High Risk throug
h the SESP. However, the project has established A

gro-information Centers in the bwo pilot regions with

local staff employed that provided for a grievance m

echanism available for project-affected people {if an

y) that allowed 1o effectively address any grievance r
eceived

List of Uploaded Documents
#  File Name NModified By Madified On

No documents available.

Management & Monitoring Quality Rating: Satisfactory

9. Was ihe project's M&E Plan adeguately implemented?

3: The project had a comprehensive and costed M&E plan. Baselines, targets and milesiones were fully
ropulated. Progress data against indicators in the project's RRF was reported regularly using credible data
sources and collected according to the frequancy stated in the Plan, including sex disaggregated data as
relevant, Any evaiuations 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 prafect 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
folfowing the frequency stated in the Plan and data sources was not afways reliable. Any evaluations
conducted, if relevant, met most decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were caplured but were
used to take corrective actions. (afl 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. Evaluafions did not meet
decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were rarely captured and used. Selact this option also if
the project did not have an M&E plan.

Evidence:

The Monitoring and Evaluation work plan and budge
t was agreed, scheduled and costed appropriately in
the Project Document. According to M&E plan appro
priate data collection and reporting, including on sex
disagyregated data as relevant, was carried out on q
uarierly basis, including of progress against indicator
s in the project’s SRF, using the best available credi
ble data sources



List of Uploaded Documents

#

File Name Modified By Modified On

Mo documents available.

10, Was the project's governance machanism (1.2, 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 mestings were all o file. There was regular (at
least annual) progress reporting o 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 oplion)

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 resufts,
risks and opportunities. (both must be true to select this oplion)

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 equivaient was not functioning as a decisior-making bedy for the project
as intended.

Evidence:

Throughout its implementation periad, the Project B
oard has met twice per year and minutes of the mee
tings are documented appropriately along with decisi
ons taken at the meetings, To date, 10 Project Board
meetings have been conducted tc discuss, review &

nd assess project progress, including risks and chall
enges. Annual prograss reports were prepared and

submitted to the project board and other relevant aut
horities. The final Project Board meeting has been ¢
onducted 30 March 2022

List of Uploaded Documents

#

File Name Modified By Modified On

MNo documents available.

11. Were risks to the project adequately monitored and managed?



3: The project monitored risks every guarter 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 thal 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 fo
management plans and mitigation measures.

1: The risk log was not updated as required. There was may te 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 iaken to mitigate risks.

Evidence:

Throughout its implementation pericd, the Project an
nually has monitored and updated the risks; as relev
ant adaptive management and mitigation measures
were adopied. At the closure stage all risks associat
ad with project implementation were identified as ha
ving been comgpleted

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Meodified On

No documents available.

Efficient GQuality Rating: Highly Satisfactory

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

Yes
No

Evidence:

Qverall, the total project budget was sufficient to imp
lement all planned activities and achieve the intende
d results as evidenced by achieving the targets of in

dicators in the SRF. The project has proactively alloc
ated budgeted resources in support of plannad smalt
grant activities by members of rural communities ap

plying a cost-sharing mechanism.



List of Uplcaded Documents
#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No decuments available.

13, Ware project inputs procured and deliverad on time to efficiently contribute to resuits?

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 botllenecks to
procuring inputs in a timely manner and addressed them through appropriate management actions. (ail must be
true)

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

Evidence:

Annually, updated procurement plans have been ela
borated after Annual Work Plans were approved by §
he Project Board and appropriate national authoritie

s. Throughout the project’s implementation period, a
t regular intervals the implementation of the procure

ment plans was reviewed, with indication of the statu
s of each activity, and updated as relevant. |dentified
botttenecks and delays were addressed through ada
ptive management actions.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Meodified By Modified Cn

1 AnnexlV_ProcurementPlan2021-20225CRL_ farhat.orunav@undp.org 4/15/2022 2:09:00 PM
1TMar2t_12073_313 (https:/intranet.undp.or
g/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Annex
IV_ProcurementPlan2021-20225CRL_11Mar
21_12073_313.xisy

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 comparatars {e.g., other projects
or country offices} or indusiry benchmarks to ensure the project maximized results delivered with given
resources. The profect actively ceordinated with other reievant ongoing projects and initiatives (UNDP or other}
to ensure complementarity and sought efficiencies wherever possibie (e.g. joint activities. ) (both must be true)
2: The project monitared its own costs and gave anecdotal examples of cost efficiencies {e.g.. spending less to
get the same resull,} but there was no systernatic analysis of costs and no link to the expected quality of resulis
delivered. The project coordinated activities with other projects to achieve cost efficiency gains.

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

Evidence:

To assess cost efficiency of all adaptation measures
implemented by project in the piiot regions against n
ational and international benchmarks (as relevant), a |
national expert was recruited by the project. The proj

~ ect also engaged with parallel projects and initiatives -
for the coordinated implementation of joint activities
and the creation of financial benefits from cost-shari

ng.

List of Uploaded Documents
#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Effactive Quality Rating: Highly Satisfactory

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

Yes
No

tvidence:

The project was on track to deliver most of its expect
ed outputs, as evidenced by the approximations of t

he values of most SRF indicators towards their EQP
target values



List of Upioaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 2021-GEF-PIR-PIMS5459-GEFIDB960_1207  farhat.orunov@undp.org 4/18/2022 2:16:00 PM
3_315 {https:/Mintranet.undp.org/apps/Project
QA/QAFormDocuments/2021-GEF-PIR-PIM
$5459-GEFID6960_12073_315.docx)

2 SCRLProjectEvaluationReport_12073_315 farhat.orunov@undp.org 4/158/2022 2:11:00 PM
{https:ffintranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormBDocumenis/SCRLProjectEvaluationRep
ort_12073_315.docx)

16. Wers thare 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 mast likely to achiave the desired results. There is evidence that data and lessons learmed
{including from evaluations /or After-Action Reviews} were used ta 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 {o assessing if project activities were on
track to achieving the desired development results (i.e., outputs.) There may or may hot be evidence that data
or lessons learned were used to inform the review(s). Any necessary budget revisions have besn made.

1: While the project team may have reviewed the work plan at least ence 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:

During the course of project implementation, the proj
ect team regularly reviewed the work plan and asses
sed progress towards achieving 1he desired resulls.
Decisions on relevant necessary changes were deci
ded upon by the Project Beard during bi-annual mee
fings. As refevant, budget revisions were made as p
art of the approval process of the Annual Work Plan

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

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



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

2: The project targeted specific groups andfor 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)

i: 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 andfor excluded from development
opportunities relevant ta 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:

Since the start of the project, the participatory appro
ach adopted by the project has facilitated the involve
ment and participation of households of farmer and i
vestock associations, inciuding the vulnerable and m
arginalized members of the community (including wo
menj} in the planning and implementation of the proj
ect activities. Assessments of vulnerability and capa

© city have been instrumental in identifying targeted pr
oject activities, including training and awareness rals
ing initiatives, field dernonstrations, agro-consultatio
n on current and innovative farming practices, and g
rants designated for the practical implementation of
climate change adaptation practices. Monitoring by
project staff in the pilot regions provided avidence th
at target groups were being reached as intended.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating: Satisfactory

18, Were stakeholders and national partners fully engaged in the decision-making, implementation and monitaring 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,
nlaying a lead role in project decision-malking, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)

2 Natichal 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 pariners were aclively 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 andfor menitering of the project.

Not Applicable

Evidence:

From the design stage, the project goals, activities a
nd targets were planned, decided upon, implemente
d and monitored with the full engagement of all relev
ant key stakeholders, including national partners (Mi
nistry of Agriculture and Environmental Protection, S
tate Commitiee on Water Resources, Parliament, Mi
nistry of Finance and Economy, and others), as well
as regional stakeholders (farmers associations, prov
incial and district authorities). In addition, in line with
stakehaolder engagement planning, the Project invite
d other refevant and interested institutions being eng
aged into targeted project activities, as appropriate

List of Uploaded Documents
#  File Name Modified By Modified On

Neo documents available.

19. Were there regular monitoring of changes in capacities and performance of inslitutions and systems relevant to
the projeci, as needed, and were the implementation arrangements® adiusted according to changes in partner
capacities?

3: Changes in capacities and performance of national institutions and systems were assessed/monitored using
clear indicatars. rigorous methods of data collection and credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activitiss. Implementation arrangements were formally reviewed and adiusted, if needed, in
agreemant with pariners 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
maonitared by the project using indicators and reasonably credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activities. Some adjustment was made to implemenltation arrangements If needed to reflect changes
in partner capacities. (all must be true)

1: Same aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems may
have heen manitored by the project, however changes to implementation arrangements have not been
considered. Alsc 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:

Throughout its implementation period, the project m
aintaired regutar monitoring of the institutionat struct
ure and systems in place in Turkmenistan, their cap
acities and performance. Following political reforms,
due to which the mair implementing project partner
has been changed twice, the project applied adaptiv
£ management to minimize delays and upheaval in
project management, supported by the fact that duri
ng the lifespan of the project the National Project Co
ordinator (NPC) fortunately was niot changed, and m
aintained the ability to support the planning and impl
. ementation of project activities at national and local | -
" evels

List of Uploaded Documents
# | File Name Meodified By Modified On

Mo documents available.

20. Were the transition and phase-out arrangements were reviewed and adjusted according to progress (including
financial commitment and capacity).

3: The project’s governance mechanism regularly reviewed the project's sustainability plan, inciuding
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 frack 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:

The Project designated sustainability plans of action
at the provincial and local level, which specifically in

the last year of project implementation have been re
vised and agreed on a regular basis. Aspects of tran
sition and hand-over were elaborated, specifically fo
r ensuring the continued operationality of the Agricul
tural Information Centers estabiished by the project,

in support of broad capacity building effort designed

to create a critical mass of efficient climate-smart ag
ricultural practitioners. Trainings were 2 key compon
ent of this pragram, and in particular with an emphas
is on learning by doing.



List of Upioaded Documents
it File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

QA Summary/Final Project Board Comments

Due o COVID-19 pandemic related delays in implementation of planned activities, the project has been extended fo
t 6 months until 31 March 2022, which has enabled the project to complete activities and achieve targets setforalt k
ey indicators. The project continued to support the implementation of the gender-sensitive Local Adaptation Plans ad
opted for 6 pilot farmers associations and 2 livestock farms through alflocation of smalf grants te local agriculture com
munities. In all preject activities implemented, due attention was paid to the integration of gender related issues. Spe
cifically, the project encouraged grant preposals submitted by female-headed communities or aiming at strengthenin
g women empowerment. The project has been successiul in synergizing with other projects {inctuding UNDP)and a
gencies (USAID and FAQ) in relation to cocperation an developing agricultural extension services, legal aspects, ge
hder issues and revisian of the NDC. Qverall, 11 Project Management Board meetings took place throughout the pro
ject duration. As in years past, all national and local partners aclively participated in the Project Managernent Board
meetings, discussing project implementation progress, key issuas and potential solutions. During the PB meeting on
30 March 2022, the main project’ achievements and findings of the Terminal evaluation process were presented, and
TE recommendations were discussed. Recently the project has completed the process of the Terminal Evaluation. T
he TE report assessed the achtevement of project results against what was expected to be achieved, assess the eff
ectiveness, efficiency, relevance, performance and resulis/outcomes of the project. Lessons learned were described

in detail that can both improve the sustainability of bensfits from this project, and aid in the overali enhancement of U
NDP programiming.



