Request for Proposal (RFP) 149/10
                                                                                                                  Date: July 29, 2010
Dear Sir/Madam,

Subject:  RFP for Mid-Term Evaluation of UNDP-GEF project “Developing Institutional and Legal Capacity to Optimize Information and Monitoring System for Global Environmental Management in Armenia”

1.     You are requested to submit a proposal for RFP for Mid-Term Evaluation of UNDP-GEF project “Developing Institutional and Legal Capacity to Optimize Information and Monitoring System for Global Environmental Management in Armenia” as per enclosed Terms of Reference (TOR).
2.     To enable you to submit a proposal, attached are:

i.     Instructions to Offerors …………… . (Annex I)

ii.     General Conditions of Contract……. .(Annex II)

iii.     Terms of Reference (TOR)………… .(Annex III)

iv.     Proposal Submission Form …………..(Annex IV)

3.     Your offer comprising of technical proposal and financial proposal, in separate sealed envelopes, should reach the following address no later than September 10, 2010, 17:00
     
UNDP Office Yerevan, Armenia

14 Petros Adamyan St., Yerevan, 0010, Armenia

Attention: Mr. Grigor Akhnoyan, Procurement Associate

Telephone number: 374 10 56 60 73 ext. 126
Fax:  374 10 54 38 11    

4.     If you request additional information, we would endeavor to provide information expeditiously, but any delay in providing such information will not be considered a reason for extending the submission date of your proposal.

5.     You are requested to acknowledge receipt of this letter and to indicate whether or not you intend to submit a proposal.

Yours sincerely,

 Dafina Gercheva
UN RC/UNDP RR CO Armenia
Annex I

Instructions to Offerors

A.     Introduction

1.     General

Purpose of RFP:
The “Developing Institutional and Legal Capacity to Optimize Information and Monitoring System for Global Environmental Management in Armenia” project was approved by GEF in July 2008. The project lifetime is 3 years. The total budget is 605,000.00 USD (GEF contribution is 475,000 USD, Government – 130,000 USD (100k in cash + 30k in kind). 

The goal of this project is to introduce a national integrated and coordinated environmental information management and monitoring system in order to strengthen the environmental information availability and the national environmental reporting capacity of Armenia to fulfil its obligations under the 3 Rio Conventions. The objective of the project is to introduce legislative and institutional changes needed to reform the existing environmental information management and monitoring system as well as ensuring that these reforms are well funded by the state budget for long term sustainability and standards and norms are developed for improving the national reporting capacity and the public access to environmental information.

2.     Cost of proposal

The Offeror shall bear all costs associated with the preparation and submission of the Proposal, the UNDP will in no case be responsible or liable for those costs, regardless of the conduct or outcome of the solicitation.

B.     Solicitation Documents

3.     Contents of solicitation documents

Proposals must offer services for the total requirement. Proposals offering only part of the requirement will be rejected. The Offeror is expected to examine all corresponding instructions, forms, terms and specifications contained in the Solicitation Documents. Failure to comply with these documents will be at the Offeror’s risk and may affect the evaluation of the Proposal.

4.     Clarification of solicitation documents

A prospective Offeror requiring any clarification of the Solicitation Documents may notify the procuring UNDP entity in writing at the organisation’s mailing address or fax number indicated in the RFP. The procuring UNDP entity will respond in writing to any request for clarification of the Solicitation Documents that it receives earlier than two weeks prior to the deadline for the submission of Proposals. Written copies of the organisation’s response (including an explanation of the query but without identifying the source of inquiry) will be sent to all prospective Offerors that has received the Solicitation Documents.

5.     Amendments of solicitation documents

At any time prior to the deadline for submission of Proposals, the procuring UNDP entity may, for any reason, whether at its own initiative or in response to a clarification requested by a prospective Offeror, modify the Solicitation Documents by amendment.

All prospective Offerors that have received the Solicitation Documents will be notified in writing of all amendments to the Solicitation Documents.

In order to afford prospective Offerors reasonable time in which to take the amendments into account in preparing their offers, the procuring UNDP entity may, at its discretion, extend the deadline for the submission of Proposals.

C.     Preparation of Proposals

6.     Language of the proposal

The Proposals prepared by the Offeror and all correspondence and documents relating to the Proposal exchanged by the Offeror and the procuring UNDP entity shall be written in the English.

7.     Documents comprising the proposal

The Proposal shall comprise the following components:

(a)     Proposal submission form;

(b)     Operational and technical part of the Proposal, including documentation to demonstrate that the Offeror meets all requirements;

(c)     Price schedule, completed in accordance with clauses 8 and 9;

8.     Proposal form

The Offeror shall structure the operational and technical part of its Proposal as follows:

(a)     Management plan

This section should provide corporate orientation to include the year and state/country of incorporation and a brief description of the Offeror’s present activities. It should focus on services related to the Proposal.

This section should also describe the organisational unit(s) that will become responsible for the contract, and the general management approach towards a project of this kind. The Offeror should comment on its experience in similar projects and identify the person(s) representing the Offeror in any future dealing with the procuring UNDP entity.

(b)     Resource plan

This should fully explain the Offeror’s resources in terms of personnel and facilities necessary for the performance of this requirement. It should describe the Offeror’s current capabilities/facilities and any plans for their expansion.

(c)     Proposed methodology

This section should demonstrate the Offeror’s responsiveness to the specification by identifying the specific components proposed, addressing the requirements, as specified, point by point; providing a detailed description of the essential performance characteristics proposed warranty; and demonstrating how the proposed methodology meets or exceeds the specifications.

The operational and technical part of the Proposal should not contain any pricing information whatsoever on the services offered. Pricing information shall be separated and only contained in the appropriate Price Schedules.

It is mandatory that the Offeror’s Proposal numbering system corresponds with the numbering system used in the body of this RFP. All references to descriptive material and brochures should be included in the appropriate response paragraph, though material/documents themselves may be provided as annexes to the Proposal/response.

Information which the Offeror considers proprietary, if any, should be dearly marked “proprietary” next to the relevant part of the text and it will then be treated as such accordingly.

9.     Proposal prices

The Offeror shall indicate on an appropriate Price Schedule, an example of which is contained in these Solicitation Documents, the prices of services it proposes to supply under the contract.

10.     Proposal currencies

All prices shall be quoted in AMD or USD; the payment will be done in AMD according to the UN monthly exchange rate. 

All prices/rates quoted must be exclusive of VAT tax only, since the UNDP is exempt from VAT tax.

11.     Period of validity of proposals

Proposals shall remain valid for ninety (90) days after the date of Proposal submission prescribed by the procuring UNDP entity, pursuant to the deadline clause. A Proposal valid for a shorter period may be rejected by the procuring UNDP entity on the grounds that it is non-responsive.

In exceptional circumstances, the procuring UNDP entity may solicit the Offeror’s consent to an extension of the period of validity. The request and the responses thereto shall be made in writing. An Offeror granting the request will not be required nor permitted to modify its Proposal.

12.     Format and signing of proposals

The Offeror shall prepare two copies of the Proposal, clearly marking each “Original Proposal” and “Copy of Proposal” as appropriate. In the event of any discrepancy between them, the original shall govern.

The two copies of the Proposal shall be typed or written in indelible ink and shall be signed by the Offeror or a person or persons duly authorised to bind the Offeror to the contract. Written power-of-attorney accompanying the Proposal shall indicate the latter authorization.

A Proposal shall contain no interlineations, erasures, or overwriting except, as necessary to correct errors made by the Offeror, in which case the person or persons signing the Proposal shall initial such corrections.

13.     Payment

UNDP shall effect payments to the Contractor according to TOR, based of the invoices submitted by the contractor after written approval by UNDP Programme manager.

D.     Submission of Proposals

14.     Sealing and marking of proposals

The Offeror shall seal the Proposal in one outer and two inner envelopes, as detailed below.

(a)     The outer envelope shall be:

·     addressed to –

UNDP Office Yerevan, Armenia 
14 Petros Adamyan St., Yerevan, 0010, Armenia

 Attention: Mr. Grigor Akhnoyan,

 Procurement Associate

and,

·     marked with –

“RFP: 149/10 for “Mid-Term Evaluation of UNDP-GEF project"

(b)     Both inner envelopes shall indicate the name and address of the Offeror. The first inner envelope shall contain the information specified in Clause 8 (Proposal form) above, with the copies duly marked “Original” and “Copy”. The second inner envelope shall include the price schedule duly identified as such.

Note, if the inner envelopes are not sealed and marked as per the instructions in this clause, the procuring UNDP entity will not assume responsibility for the Proposal’s misplacement or premature opening.

15.     Deadline for submission of proposals

Proposals must be received by the procuring UNDP entity at the address specified under clause Sealing and marking of Proposals no later than September 10, 2010 17:00 local time.

The procuring UNDP entity may, at its own discretion extend this deadline for the submission of Proposals by amending the solicitation documents in accordance with clause Amendments of Solicitation Documents, in which case all rights and obligations of the procuring UNDP entity and Offerors previously subject to the deadline will thereafter be subject to the deadline as extended.

16.     Late Proposals

Any Proposal received by the procuring UNDP entity after the deadline for submission of proposals, pursuant to clause Deadline for the submission of proposals, will be rejected.

17.     Modification and withdrawal of Proposals

The Offeror may withdraw its Proposal after the Proposal’s submission, provided that written notice of the withdrawal is received by the procuring UNDP entity prior to the deadline prescribed for submission of Proposals.

The Offeror’s withdrawal notice shall be prepared, sealed, marked, and dispatched in accordance with the provisions of clause Deadline for Submission of Proposals. The withdrawal notice may also be sent by telex or fax but followed by a signed confirmation copy.

No Proposal may be modified subsequent to the deadline for submission of proposals.

No Proposal may be withdrawn in the Interval between the deadline for submission of proposals and the expiration of the period of proposal validity specified by the Offeror on the Proposal Submission Form.

E.     Opening and Evaluation of Proposals

18.     Opening of proposals

The procuring entity will open the Proposals in the presence of a Committee formed by the Head of the procuring UNDP entity.

19.     Clarification of proposals

To assist in the examination, evaluation and comparison of Proposals, the Purchaser may at its discretion, ask the Offeror for clarification of its Proposal. The request for clarification and the response shall be in writing and no change in price or substance of the Proposal shall be sought, offered or permitted.

20.     Preliminary examination

The Purchaser will examine the Proposals to determine whether they are complete, whether any computational errors have been made, whether the documents have been properly signed, and whether the Proposals are generally in order.

Arithmetical errors will be rectified on the following basis: If there is a discrepancy between the unit price and the total price that is obtained by multiplying the unit price and quantity, the unit price shall prevail and the total price shall be corrected. If the Offeror does not accept the correction of errors, its Proposal will be rejected. If there is a discrepancy between words and figures the amount in words will prevail.

Prior to the detailed evaluation, the Purchaser will determine the substantial responsiveness of each Proposal to the Request for Proposals (RFP). For purposes of these Clauses, a substantially responsive Proposal is one-which conforms to all the terms and conditions of the RFP without material deviations. The Purchaser’s determination of a Proposal’s responsiveness is based on the contents of the Proposal itself without recourse to extrinsic evidence.

A Proposal determined as not substantially responsive will be rejected by the Purchaser and may not subsequently be made responsive by the Offeror by correction of the non-conformity.

21.     Evaluation and comparison of proposals

A two-stage procedure is utilised in evaluating the proposals, with evaluation of the technical proposal being completed prior to any price proposal being opened and compared.  The price proposal of the Proposals will be opened only for submissions that passed the minimum technical score of 70% of the obtainable score of 700 points in the evaluation of the technical proposals. The total evaluation will be out of 1000 points: 700 for the technical evaluation and 300 for the price proposal evaluation. 

In the Second Stage, the price proposal of all contractors, who have attained minimum 70% score in the technical evaluation, will be compared.  Noting that the bidder with the lowest priced proposal will be awarded 300 points and other prices proposals will be awarded points in accordance with the following formula:

	Price Proposal score =
	Lowest Price x 300

	
	Price


The contract will be awarded to the contractor with total highest technical and financial score. 

Technical Evaluation Criteria

	Summary of Technical Proposal Evaluation Forms
	Points Obtainable
	Company / Other Entity

	
	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E

	1.
	Relevant Expertise of Firm / Organisation submitting Proposal
	300
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	Proposed Work Plan and Approach
	200
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	Personnel
	200
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	700
	
	
	
	
	


Evaluation forms for technical proposals follow on the next two pages. The obtainable number of points specified for each evaluation criterion indicates the relative significance or weight of the item in the overall evaluation process. The Technical Proposal Evaluation Forms are:

Form 1: Expertise of Firm / Organisation Submitting Proposal

Form 2: Proposed Work Plan and Approach

Form 3: Personnel

Note: The score weights and points obtainable in the evaluation sheet are tentative and should be changed depending on the need or major attributes of technical proposal.

	Technical Proposal Evaluation

Form 1
	Points obtainable
	Company / Other Entity

	
	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E

	Expertise of firm / organisation submitting proposal



	

	1.1
	Reputation of Organisation and Staff (Competence / Reliability)
	60
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2
	Litigation and Arbitration history
	20
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3
	General Organisational Capability which is likely to affect implementation (i.e. loose consortium, holding company or one firm, size of the firm / organisation, strength of project management support e.g. project financing capacity and project management controls)
	50


	
	
	
	
	

	1.4
	Extent to which any work would be subcontracted (subcontracting carries additional risks which may affect project implementation, but properly done it offers a chance to access specialised skills).
	20
	
	
	
	
	

	1.5
	Quality assurance procedures, warranty


	50
	
	
	
	
	

	1.6
	Relevance of:

· Specialised Knowledge

· Experience on Similar Programme / Projects

· Experience on Projects in the Region

Work for UNDP/ major multilateral/ or bilateral programmes
	100
	
	
	
	
	

	
	300
	
	
	
	
	


	Technical Proposal Evaluation

Form 2
	Points Obtainable
	Company / Other Entity

	
	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E

	Proposed Work Plan and Approach



	

	2.1
	To what degree does the Offeror understand the task?
	10
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2
	Have the important aspects of the task been addressed in sufficient detail?
	10
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3
	Are the different components of the project adequately weighted relative to one another?
	10
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4
	Is the proposal based on a survey of the project environment and was this data input properly used  in the preparation of the proposal? 
	20
	
	
	
	
	

	2.5
	Is the conceptual framework adopted appropriate for the task?
	40
	
	
	
	
	

	2.6
	Is the scope of task well defined and does it correspond to the TOR?
	70
	
	
	
	
	

	2.7
	Is the presentation clear and is the sequence of activities and the planning logical, realistic and promise efficient implementation to the project?
	40
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	200
	
	
	
	
	


	Technical Proposal Evaluation

Form 3


	Points Obtainable
	Company / Other Entity

	
	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E

	Expert/Evaluator

	3.1
	General Qualification


	20
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2
	Suitability for the Project
	30
	
	
	
	
	

	
	International Experience
	30
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Professional Experience in the area of specialisation
	50
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Prior experience and knowledge of in applying UNDP/GEF M&E policies and procedures
	50
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Language Qualifications
	20
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total Part 3
	
	200
	
	
	
	
	


F.     Award of Contract

22.     Award criteria, award of contract

The procuring UNDP entity reserves the right to accept or reject any Proposal, and to annul the solicitation process and reject all Proposals at any time prior to award of contract, without thereby incurring any liability to the affected Offeror or any obligation to inform the affected Offeror or Offerors of the grounds for the Purchaser’s action 

Prior to expiration of the period of proposal validity, the procuring UNDP entity will award the contract to the qualified Offeror whose Proposal after being evaluated is considered to be the most responsive to the needs of the organization and activity concerned.

23.     Purchaser’s right to vary requirements at time of award

The Purchaser reserves the right at the time of award of contract to vary the quantity of services and goods specified in the RFP without any change in price or other terms and conditions.

24.     Signing of the contract

Within 30 days of receipt of the contract the successful Offeror shall sign and date the contract and return it to the Purchaser.

25.     Performance security

Within 30 days of the receipt of the Contract from the Purchaser, the successful Offeror shall provide the performance security on the Performance Security Form provided in the Solicitation Documents and in accordance with the Special Conditions of Contract.

Failure of the successful Offeror to comply with the requirement of Clause 24 or Clause 25 shall constitute sufficient grounds for the annulment of the award and forfeiture of the Proposal security if any, in which event the Purchaser may make the award to the next lowest evaluated Offeror or call for new Proposals.

Annex II

This RFP is subject to UN General Conditions of Contract available at www.UNDP.ORG , which can be provided upon request.

Annex III

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Mid-Term Evaluation of UNDP-GEF project

“Developing Institutional and Legal Capacity to Optimize Information and Monitoring System for Global Environmental Management in Armenia”

I. INTRODUCTION 

This Mid Term Evaluation (MTE) is initiated by the UNDP Armenia as the Implementation Agency for this project and it aims to provide managers (at the Project Implementation Unit, UNDP Armenia Country Office and UNDP-GEF levels) with strategy and policy options for more effectively and efficiently achieving the project’s expected results and for replicating the results. It also provides the basis for learning and accountability for managers and stakeholders. 

This evaluation is to be undertaken taking into consideration the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation policy (http://thegef.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEPoliciesProcedures/mepoliciesprocedures.html) and the UNDP-GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy (http://www.undp.org/gef/05/monitoring/policies.html). 

The MTE is intended to identify potential project design problems, assess progress towards the achievement of objective, identify and document lessons learned (including lessons that might improve design and implementation of other UNDP-GEF projects), and to make recommendations regarding specific actions that might be taken to improve the project. It is expected to serve as a tool of validating or filling the gaps in the initial assessment of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency obtained from monitoring. The MTE provides the opportunity to assess early signs of project success or failure and prompt necessary adjustments. 

The evaluation will play a critical role in the future implementation of the project by providing advice on: (i) how to strengthen the adaptive management and monitoring function of the project; (ii) how to ensure accountability for the achievement of the GEF objective
; (iii) how to enhance organizational and development learning; and (iv) how to enable informed decision - making.  

The evaluation will have to provide to the GEF Secretariat with complete and convincing evidence to support its findings/ratings. The evaluator should prepare specific ratings on specific aspects of the project, as described in the section IV of this Terms of Reference. Particular emphasis should be put on the current project results and the possibility of achieving the objective and outcomes in the established timeframe, taking into consideration the speed, at which the project is proceeding.  

II. PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The “Developing Institutional and Legal Capacity to Optimize Information and Monitoring System for Global Environmental Management in Armenia” project was approved by GEF in July 2008. The project lifetime is 3 years. The total budget is 605,000.00 USD (GEF contribution is 475,000 USD, Government – 130,000 USD (100k in cash + 30k in kind). 

The goal of this project is to introduce a national integrated and coordinated environmental information management and monitoring system in order to strengthen the environmental information availability and the national environmental reporting capacity of Armenia to fulfil its obligations under the 3 Rio Conventions. The objective of the project is to introduce legislative and institutional changes needed to reform the existing environmental information management and monitoring system as well as ensuring that these reforms are well funded by the state budget for long term sustainability and standards and norms are developed for improving the national reporting capacity and the public access to environmental information.

The project is designed to produce three outcomes: 

Outcome 1. The legal and regulatory framework is strengthened to enable a coordinated multi-agency information management and monitoring system. 

Outcome 2. The institutional framework capacity is strengthened to enable a coordinated multi-agency information management and monitoring system. 

Outcome 3. Environmental information management and monitoring standards, norms, procedures and IT architectures are upgraded and respond to current national and international environmental information and monitoring needs. 

III. EVALUATION OBJECTIVES  

The MTE is initiated by UNDP Country Office in Armenia in line with the UNDP-GEF M&E guidelines in order to assess the overall project progress, make sure the project is on track to deliver the agreed outcomes, and produce recommendations on any adjustments needed.  

The purpose of the MTE is to: 

(i) Assess overall performance against the project objective and outcomes as set out in the Project Document, project’s Logical Framework and other related documents; 

(ii) Assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the project; 

(iii) Analyze critically the implementation and management arrangements of the project; 

(iv) Assess the progress to date towards achievement of the outcomes; 

(v) Review planned strategies and plans for achieving the overall objective of the project within the timeframe; 

(vi) Assess the sustainability of the project’s interventions; 

(vii) List and document initial lessons concerning project design, implementation and management; 

(viii) Assess project relevance to national priorities (including achieving gender equality goals); 

(ix) Provide guidance for the future project activities and, if necessary, for the implementation and management arrangements;

(x) Review the capacity development monitoring scorecard and compare new ratings with those from the inception phase.

In particular, this evaluation will assess progress in establishing the information baseline, reducing threats, and identifying any difficulties in project implementation and their causes, and recommend corrective course of action. Effective action to rectify any identified issues hindering implementation will be a requirement prior to determining whether implementation should proceed.

Project performance will be measured based on Project’s Logical Framework Matrix (see Annex 3), which provides clear performance and impact indicators for project implementation along with their corresponding means of verification. Success and failure will be determined in part by monitoring changes in baseline conditions. 

Recommendations of the evaluation should also include the following gender-related criteria: 

· Are women and men involved into project activity equally? 

· Is the project maintaining a positive gender equality situation in improving environmental information monitoring for Global Environmental Management in Armenia? 

· Is the project enhancing visibility and awareness of gender-related issues in Environmental Management in Armenia? 

· Will the project benefit to women and men equally? 

The evaluation team is expected to work with key project stakeholders, including UNDP Country Office in Armenia, Ministry of Nature Protection (MNP), its sub-divisions dealing with environmental monitoring and information management and State Non-Commercial Organisations (SNCO), Ministry of Agriculture (land and forest monitoring activities), Ministry of Health (noise and pollutants monitoring activities), National Statistical Service and NGOs dealing with environmental information centres; including women’s groups. 

IV. SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION 

The evaluation will focus on the range of aspects described below. In addition to a descriptive assessment, all criteria marked with (R) should be rated using the following divisions: Highly Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Marginally Satisfactory, Marginally Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory, Highly Unsatisfactory. All ratings given should be properly substantiated.

1. Project concept/design, relevance and strategy  

1.1 Project relevance, country ownership/drivenness (R): the extent to which the project is suited to local and national development priorities and organizational policies, including changes over time as well as the extent the activities contribute towards attainment of global environmental benefits: 

a. 
Is the project concept in line with the sectoral and development priorities and plans of the country, including MDGs?  

b. Are project outcomes contributing to national development priorities and plans? 

c. 
How and why project outcomes and strategies contribute to the achievement of the expected results. 

d. Examine their relevance and whether they provide the most effective way towards results. 

e. 
Do the outcomes developed during the inception phase still represent the best project strategy for achieving the project objectives (in light of updated underlying factors)?  Consider alternatives. 

f. 
Were the relevant country representatives, from government and civil society, involved in the project preparation? 

g. Does the recipient government maintain its financial commitment to the project? Has the government approved policies or regulatory frameworks in line with the project’s objectives? 

1.2 Preparation and readiness:  

a. 
Are the project’s objective and components clear, practicable and feasible within its timeframe?  

b. Were the capacities of executing institution and counterparts properly considered when the project was designed? 

c. 
Were lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated in the project design?  

d. Were the partnership arrangements properly identified and the roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to project approval? 

e. 
Were counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities), enabling legislation, and adequate project management arrangements in place at project entry? 

1.3 Stakeholder involvement (R): 

a. 
Did the project involve the relevant stakeholders through information-sharing, consultation and by seeking their participation in the project’s design? 

b. Did the project consult and make use of the skills, experience and knowledge of the appropriate government entities, NGOs, community groups (including women’s groups), private sector, local governments and academic institutions in the design of project activities?  

1.4 Underlying factors/assumptions: 

a. 
Assess the underlying factors beyond the project’s immediate control that influence outcomes and results. Consider the appropriateness and effectiveness of the project’s management strategies for these factors. 

b. Re-test the assumptions made by the project management and identify new assumptions that should be made. 

c. 
Assess the effect of any incorrect assumptions made by the project. 

1.5 Management arrangements (R): 

a. 
Were the project roles properly assigned during the project design? 

b. Are the project roles in line with UNDP and GEF programming guidelines? 

c. 
Can the management arrangement model suggested by the project be considered as an optimum model? If no, please come up with suggestions and recommendations. 

1.6 Project budget and duration (R):  

a. 
Assess if the project budget and duration were planned in a cost-effective way? 

1.7 Design of project M&E system (R): 

a. 
Examine whether or not the project has a sound M&E plan to monitor results and track progress towards achieving project objectives. 

b. Examine whether or not the M&E plan includes a baseline (including data, methodology, etc.), SMART indicators and data analysis systems, and evaluation studies at specific times to assess results and adequate funding for M&E activities. 

c. 
Examine whether or not the time frame for various M&E activities and standards for outputs are specified. 

1.8 Sustainability: 

a. 
Assess if project sustainability strategy was developed during the project design? 

b. Assess the relevance of project sustainability strategy 

2. Project implementation 

2.1 Project’s adaptive management (R): 

a. 
Monitoring systems 

· Assess the monitoring tools currently being used: 

· Do they provide the necessary information? 

· Do they involve key partners? 

· Are they efficient? 

· Are additional tools required? 

· Assess the use of the logical framework as a management tool during implementation and any changes made to it. 

· What impact did the retrofitting of impact indicators have on project management, if such? 

· Assess whether or not M&E system facilitates timely tracking of progress towards project’s objectives by collecting information on chosen indicators continually; annual project reports are complete, accurate and with well justified ratings; the information provided by the M&E system is used to improve project performance and to adapt to changing needs. 

b. Risk Management 

· Validate whether the risks identified in the project document and PIRs are the most important and whether the risk ratings applied are appropriate.  If not, explain why. 

· Describe any additional risks identified and suggest risk ratings and possible risk management strategies to be adopted. 

· Assess the project’s risk identification and management systems: 

· Is the UNDP-GEF Risk Management System
 appropriately applied? 

· How can the UNDP-GEF Risk Management System be used to strengthen the project management? 

c. 
Work Planning 

· Assess the use of routinely updated work plans. 

· Assess the use of electronic information technologies to support implementation, participation and monitoring, as well as other project activities. 

· Are the work planning processes result-based
? If not, suggest ways to re-orientate work planning.  

d. Financial management 

· Consider the financial management of the project, with specific reference to the cost-effectiveness of interventions.  (Cost-effectiveness: the extent to which results have been delivered with the least costly resources possible.). Any irregularities must be noted. 

· Is there due diligence in the management of funds and financial audits?  

· Did promised co-financing materialize (please fill out the co-financing form provided in Annex 1)? 

e. 
Reporting 

· Assess how adaptive management changes have been reported by the project management. 

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

f. 
Delays 

· Assess if there were delays in project implementation and what were the reasons. 

· Did the delay affect the achievement of project’s outcomes and/or sustainability, and if it did then in what ways and through what causal linkages? 

2.2 Contribution of Implementing and Executing Agencies: 

a. 
Assess the role of UNDP and the Ministry of Nature Protection against the requirements set out in the UNDP Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures
. Consider: 

· Participation in Steering Committees 

· Project reviews, PIR preparation and follow-up 

· GEF guidance 

· Operational support 

b. Consider the new UNDP requirements outlined in the UNDP Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures, especially the Project Assurance role, and ensure they are incorporated into the project’s adaptive management framework. 

c. 
Assess the contribution to the project from UNDP and assistance from the Ministry of Nature Protection (i.e. policy advice & dialogue, advocacy, and coordination). 

d. Suggest measures to strengthen UNDP’s soft assistance to the project management. 

2.3 Stakeholder participation, partnership strategy (R): 

a. 
Assess whether or not and how local stakeholders participate in project management and decision-making. Include an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the approach adopted by the project and suggestions for improvement if necessary. 

b. Does the project consult and make use of the skills, experience and knowledge of the appropriate government entities, NGOs, community groups, private sector, local governments and academic institutions in the implementation and evaluation of project activities?  

c. 
Consider the dissemination of project information to partners and stakeholders and if necessary suggest more appropriate mechanisms. 

d. Identify opportunities for stronger partnerships. 

2.4 Sustainability: 

a. 
Assess the extent to which the benefits of the project will continue, within or outside the project scope, after it has come to an end; commitment of the government to support the initiative beyond the project. 

b. The evaluators may look at factors such as mainstreaming project objectives into the broader development policies and sectoral plans and economies. 

The sustainability assessment will give special attention to analysis of the risks that are likely to affect the persistence of project outcomes. The sustainability assessment should also explain how other important contextual factors that are not outcomes of the project will affect sustainability. The following four dimensions or aspects of sustainability will be addressed: 

· Financial resources: Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes? What is the likelihood of financial and economic resources not being available once the GEF assistance ends (resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and private sectors, income generating activities, and trends that may indicate that it is likely that in future there will be adequate financial resources for sustaining project’s outcomes)? 

· Socio-political: Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes? What is the risk that the level of stakeholder ownership (including ownership by governments and other key stakeholders) will be insufficient to allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be sustained? Do the various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that the project benefits continue to flow? Is there sufficient public / stakeholder awareness in support of the long term objectives of the project? 

· Institutional framework and governance: Do the legal frameworks, policies and governance structures and processes pose risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project benefits? While assessing this parameter, also consider if the required systems for accountability and transparency, and the required technical know-how are in place. 

· Environmental: Are there any environmental risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes? The terminal evaluation should assess whether certain activities will pose a threat to the sustainability of the project outcomes. 

Each dimension of sustainability of project outcomes will be rated as follows: 

· Likely (L): There are no or negligible risks that affect this dimension of sustainability. 

· Moderately Likely (ML): There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of sustainability. 

· Moderately Unlikely (MU): There are significant risks that affect this dimension of sustainability 

· Unlikely (U): There are severe risks that affect this dimension of sustainability. 

3. Project results (outputs, outcomes and objectives)  

3.1 Progress towards achievement of intended outputs, outcomes/measurement of change:  

Progress towards results should be based on a comparison of indicators before and after (so far) the project intervention. 

To determine the level of achievement of project outcomes and objectives following three criteria should be assessed: 

· Relevance: Are the project’s outcomes consistent with the focal areas/operational program strategies and country priorities? 

· Effectiveness: Are the actual project outcomes commensurate with the original or modified project objectives? In case the original or modified expected results are merely outputs/inputs then the evaluators should assess if there are any real outcomes of the project and if yes then whether these are commensurate with the realistic expectations from such a project. 

· Efficiency: Is the project cost effective? Is the project the least cost option? Is the project implementation delayed and if it is, then does that affect cost-effectiveness? Wherever possible, the evaluator should also compare the cost-time vs. outcomes relationship of the project with that of other similar projects. 

Outcomes and the whole project should be rated as follows for relevance, effectiveness, efficiency: 

· Highly Satisfactory (HS): The project has no shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives. 

· Satisfactory (S): The project has minor shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives. 

· Marginally Satisfactory (MS): The project has moderate shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives. 

· Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU): The project has significant shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives. 

· Unsatisfactory (U): The project has major shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives. 

· Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The project has severe shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives. 

The Evaluator should also review the capacity development monitoring scorecard that is in Annex 4 of this TOR. This scorecard was completed during the inception phase of this project with a total score of 14 out of 39. It should be updated and justified during the mid-term evaluation. 

V. EVALUATION DELIVERABLES  

Two deliverables are expected from this assignment:

· An inception report containing a short understanding of the project, the methodology to be applied for this evaluation, the list of stakeholders to be interviewed, the list of documents to review and a schedule for the completion of the evaluation. This deliverable is expected to be submitted to UNDP Armenia 2-3 days after the start-up of this assignment.

· A Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) Report that will include: 

· Findings with ratings on performance; 

· Conclusions; 

· Recommendations for improving delivery of project outputs; 

· Lessons learned concerning best and worst practices in producing outputs; 

· Ratings on progress towards outputs. 

The MTE Report should also include the completed Rate Table as per Annex 5 of this TOR, a table of planned vs. actual project financial disbursements, and planned vs. actual co-financing in this project according to the table attached in Annex 6 of this TOR.

The expected length of the MTE report should be about 30 pages in total (excluded annexes). The first draft of the report is expected to be submitted to the UNDP Country Office in Armenia within 2 weeks of the in-country mission for subsequent circulation to the key project stakeholders for comments. Any discrepancies between the interpretations and findings of the evaluator and key project stakeholders will be explained in an annex to the final report. 

The MTE report is proposed to adhere to the following basic structure: 

1. 
Executive summary 

· Brief description of project 

· Context and purpose of the evaluation 

· Main conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned 

2. 
Introduction 

· Project background 

· Purpose of the evaluation 

· Key issues to be addressed 

· Outputs of the evaluation and how will they be used 

· Methodology of the evaluation 

· Structure of the evaluation 

3. 
The project and its development context 

· Project start and its duration 

· Implementation status 

· Problems that the project seeks to address 

· Immediate and development objectives of the project 

· Main stakeholders 

· Results expected 

· Analysis of the situation with regard to outcomes, outputs and partnership strategy 

4. 
Findings and Conclusions 

4.1 Project formulation 

· Project relevance 

· Implementation approach 

· Country ownership/Driveness

· Stakeholder participation 

· Replication approach 

· Cost-effectiveness 

· Sustainability 

· Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector 

· Management arrangements 

4.2 Project implementation 

· Financial management 

· Monitoring and evaluation 

· Management and coordination 

· Identification and management of risks (adaptive management) 

4.3 Results 

· Attainment of outputs, outcomes and objectives 

· Project Impact 

· Prospects of sustainability 

5. 
Conclusions and recommendations 

· Findings 

· Corrective actions for the design, duration, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project 

· Actions to strengthen or reinforce benefits from the project 

· Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives 

· Suggestions for strengthening ownership, management of potential risks 

6. 
Lessons learned 

· Good practices and lessons learned in addressing issues relating to effectiveness, efficiency and relevance 

7. 
Annexes 

· Evaluation TOR  

· Itinerary 

· List of persons interviewed 

· Summary of field visits 

· List of documents reviewed 

· Questionnaire used (if any) and summary of results 

· Comments by stakeholders (only in case of discrepancies with evaluation findings and conclusions) 

VI. METHODOLOGY  

An outline of an evaluation approach is provided below, however it should be made clear that the evaluation team is responsible for revising the approach as necessary.  Any changes should be in-line with international criteria and professional norms and standards (as adopted by the UN Evaluation Group
). They must be also cleared by UNDP before being applied by the evaluation team. 

The evaluation must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. It must be easily understood by project partners and applicable to the remaining period of project duration. 

Evaluators should seek guidance for their work in the following materials, which could be found at (www.undp.org/gef): 

· UNDP Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluation for Results 

· UNDP/GEF M&E Resource Kit 

· Measuring Results of the GEF Biodiversity Programme  

It is recommended that the evaluation methodology include the following: 

· Documentation review (desk study), to include Project Document, GEF Project Implementation Reviews, Minutes of the Project Steering Committee meetings, GEF quarterly project updates; 

· Interviews with Project Management Unit and key project stakeholders, including UNDP Country Office in Armenia, GEF Regional Coordination Unit in Bratislava, Ministry of Nature Protection (MNP), its sub-divisions dealing with environmental monitoring and information management and State Non-Commercial Organisations (SNCO), Ministry of Agriculture (land and forest monitoring activities), Ministry of Health (noise and pollutants monitoring activities), National Statistical Service, NGOs dealing with environmental information centres; including women’s groups and other stakeholders, as necessary; 

· In-country field/site visits. 

VII. EVALUATION TEAM 

The evaluation will be undertaken by a Company/Evaluator with support of UNDP Country Office and Project Management Team.  

The evaluator selected should not have participated in the project preparation and/or implementation and should not have conflict of interest with project related activities.  

The Evaluator will be responsible to deliver the expected output of this MTE. Specifically, he/she will perform the following tasks: 

· Design the detailed evaluation methodology and plan; 

· Conduct desk-reviews and interviews in order to obtain objective and verifiable data to substantive evaluation ratings and assessments, including: 

· Assessment of Annual Plan implementation; 

· Assessment of the participation process of project’s stakeholders; 

· Assessment of methodologies that being developed; 

· Assessment of technical studies; 

· Draft the evaluation report and share with key stakeholders for comments; 

· Finalize the evaluation report based on the inputs from key stakeholders. 

VIII. MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS 

The principal responsibility for managing this evaluation lies with UNDP Country Office in Armenia. It will be responsible for liaising with the project team to set up the stakeholder interviews, arrange the field visits, coordinate with the Government.  

These Terms of Reference follow the UNDP-GEF policies and procedures and will be agreed upon by the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit and UNDP Country Office in Armenia. UNDP Country Office in Armenia will receive a draft of the final evaluation report and provide comments on it prior to its completion. 

The evaluation will take place during the period September – October 2010. The total duration of the assignment will be 21 calendar days. The following timetable is recommended for the evaluation: 

· Conduct desk review, develop methodology and draft inception report
3 days 

· Interview stakeholders






7 days 

· Draft MTE Report






8 days 

· Finalize MTE report 






3 days 

ANNEXES:

· Annex 1: GEF terminology and project review criteria  

· Annex 2: List of documents to be reviewed by the evaluators 

· Annex 3: Revised project logical framework 

· Annex 4: Capacity Development Monitoring Scorecard

· Annex 5: Rate table

· Annex 6: Co-financing table

ANNEX 1. GEF TERMINOLOGY AND PROJECT REVIEW CRITERIA 

Implementation Approach includes an analysis of the project’s logical framework, adaptation to changing conditions (adaptive management), partnerships in implementation arrangements, changes in project design, and overall project management.  

Some elements of an effective implementation approach may include: 

· The logical framework used during implementation as a management and M&E tool 

· Effective partnerships arrangements established for implementation of the project with relevant stakeholders involved in the country/region 

· Lessons from other relevant projects (e.g., same focal area) incorporated into project implementation  

· Feedback from M&E activities used for adaptive management. 

Country Ownership/Driveness is the relevance of the project to national development and environmental agendas, recipient country commitment, and regional and international agreements where applicable. Project Concept has its origin within the national sectoral and development plans 

Some elements of effective country ownership/driveness may include: 

· Project Concept has its origin within the national sectoral and development plans 

· Outcomes (or potential outcomes) from the project have been incorporated into the national sectoral and development plans 

· Relevant country representatives (e.g., governmental official, civil society, etc.) are actively involved in project identification, planning and/or implementation 

· The recipient government has maintained financial commitment to the project  

· The government has approved policies and/or modified regulatory frameworks in line with the project’s objectives 

For projects whose main focus and actors are in the private-sector rather than public-sector (e.g., IFC projects), elements of effective country ownership/driveness that demonstrate the interest and commitment of the local private sector to the project may include: 

· The number of companies that participated in the project by: receiving technical assistance, applying for financing, attending dissemination events, adopting environmental standards promoted by the project, etc. 

· Amount contributed by participating companies to achieve the environmental benefits promoted by the project, including: equity invested, guarantees provided, co-funding of project activities, in-kind contributions, etc. 

· Project’s collaboration with industry associations 

Stakeholder Participation/Public Involvement consists of three related and often overlapping processes: information dissemination, consultation, and “stakeholder” participation. Stakeholders are the individuals, groups, institutions, or other bodies that have an interest or stake in the outcome of the GEF-financed project. The term also applies to those potentially adversely affected by a project. 

Examples of effective public involvement include: 

Information dissemination 

· Implementation of appropriate outreach/public awareness campaigns 

Consultation and stakeholder participation 

· Consulting and making use of the skills, experiences and knowledge of NGOs, community and local groups, the private and public sectors, and academic institutions in the design, implementation, and evaluation of project activities 

Stakeholder participation 

· Project institutional networks well placed within the overall national or community organizational structures, for example, by building on the local decision making structures, incorporating local knowledge, and devolving project management responsibilities to the local organizations or communities as the project approaches closure 

· Building partnerships among different project stakeholders 

· Fulfilment of commitments to local stakeholders and stakeholders considered to be adequately involved. 

Sustainability measures the extent to which benefits continue, within or outside the project domain, from a particular project or program after GEF assistance/external assistance has come to an end.  Relevant factors to improve the sustainability of project outcomes include:  

· Development and implementation of a sustainability strategy. 

· Establishment of the financial and economic instruments and mechanisms to ensure the ongoing flow of benefits once the GEF assistance ends (from the public and private sectors, income generating activities, and market transformations to promote the project’s objectives). 

· Development of suitable organizational arrangements by public and/or private sector. 

· Development of policy and regulatory frameworks that further the project objectives. 

· Incorporation of environmental and ecological factors affecting future flow of benefits. 

· Development of appropriate institutional capacity (systems, structures, staff, expertise, etc.) .

· Identification and involvement of champions (i.e. individuals in government and civil society who can promote sustainability of project outcomes). 

· Achieving social sustainability, for example, by mainstreaming project activities into the economy or community production activities. 

· Achieving stakeholders consensus regarding courses of action on project activities. 

Replication approach, in the context of GEF projects, is defined as lessons and experiences coming out of the project that are replicated or scaled up in the design and implementation of other projects. Replication can have two aspects, replication proper (lessons and experiences are replicated in different geographic area) or scaling up (lessons and experiences are replicated within the same geographic area but funded by other sources). Examples of replication approaches include:  

· Knowledge transfer (i.e., dissemination of lessons through project result documents, training workshops, information exchange, a national and regional forum, etc). 

· Expansion of demonstration projects. 

· Capacity building and training of individuals, and institutions to expand the project’s achievements in the country or other regions. 

· Use of project-trained individuals, institutions or companies to replicate the project’s outcomes in other regions. 

Financial Planning includes actual project cost by activity, financial management (including disbursement issues), and co-financing. If a financial audit has been conducted the major findings should be presented in the TE. 

Effective financial plans include: 

· Identification of potential sources of co-financing as well as leveraged and associated financing
. 

· Strong financial controls, including reporting, and planning that allow the project management to make informed decisions regarding the budget at any time, allows for a proper and timely flow of funds, and for the payment of satisfactory project deliverables 

· Due diligence due diligence in the management of funds and financial audits. 

Co-financing includes: grants, loans/concessional (compared to market rate), credits, equity investments, in-kind support, other contributions mobilized for the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral development cooperation agencies, NGOs, the private sector and beneficiaries. Please refer to Council documents on co-financing for definitions, such as GEF/C.20/6. 

Leveraged resources are additional resources—beyond those committed to the project itself at the time of approval—that are mobilized later as a direct result of the project. Leveraged resources can be financial or in-kind and they may be from other donors, NGO’s, foundations, governments, communities or the private sector. Please briefly describe the resources the project has leveraged since inception and indicate how these resources are contributing to the project’s ultimate objective. 

Cost-effectiveness assesses the achievement of the environmental and developmental objectives as well as the project’s outputs in relation to the inputs, costs, and implementing time. It also examines the project’s compliance with the application of the incremental cost concept. Cost-effective factors include: 

· Compliance with the incremental cost criteria (e.g. GEF funds are used to finance a component of a project that would not have taken place without GEF funding.) and securing co-funding and associated funding. 

· The project completed the planned activities and met or exceeded the expected outcomes in terms of achievement of Global Environmental and Development Objectives according to schedule, and as cost-effective as initially planned. 

· The project used either a benchmark approach or a comparison approach (did not exceed the costs levels of similar projects in similar contexts) 

Monitoring & Evaluation. Monitoring is the periodic oversight of a process, or the implementation of an activity, which seeks to establish the extent to which inputs, work schedules, other required actions and outputs are proceeding according to plan, so that timely action can be taken to correct the deficiencies detected. Evaluation is a process by which program inputs, activities and results are analyzed and judged explicitly against benchmarks or baseline conditions using performance indicators. This will allow project managers and planners to make decisions based on the evidence of information on the project implementation stage, performance indicators, level of funding still available, etc, building on the project’s logical framework.  

Monitoring and Evaluation includes activities to measure the project’s achievements such as identification of performance indicators, measurement procedures, and determination of baseline conditions.  Projects are required to implement plans for monitoring and evaluation with adequate funding and appropriate staff and include activities such as description of data sources and methods for data collection, collection of baseline data, and stakeholder participation.  Given the long-term nature of many GEF projects, projects are also encouraged to include long-term monitoring plans that are sustainable after project completion. 

ANNEX 2. LIST OF DOCUMENTS TO BE REVIEWED BY THE EVALUATORS 

General documentation 

· UNDP Programme and Operations Policies and Procedures 

· UNDP Handbook for Monitoring and Evaluating for Results  

· GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy 

Project documentation  

· Project document 

· Annual Project Reports 

· Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs)

· Quarterly Reports 

· Steering Committee Meeting minutes 

ANNEX 3.  PROJECT LOGICAL FRAMEWORK 

	Project Strategy
	Revised Indicators

	
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target at E. of Project
	Sources of verification
	Risks

	Goal
	 To introduce a national integrated and coordinated environmental information management and monitoring system in order to strengthen the environmental information availability and the national environmental reporting capacity of Armenia to fulfil its obligations under the 3 Rio Conventions.

	Objective: To introduce legislative and institutional changes needed to reform the existing environmental information management and monitoring system as well as ensuring that these reforms are well funded by the state budget for long term sustainability and standards and norms are developed for improving the national reporting capacity and the public access to environmental information.
	· Adequate national budget allocation to environmental monitoring
	· A government budget of $2.676M (2008) is allocated to environmental monitoring.
	· A government budget of $2.75M (2011) is allocated to environmental monitoring.
	· National budget

· MNP financial reports
	· Due to election, political changes or other events, changes in governmental priorities might happen and the GOA might not remain committed to improving the environmental information management and monitoring system (political);
· The objective of the project might be too ambitious and the support from the project resources and the government resources may not be adequate to initiate the changes required by the project strategy (strategic);

· Lack of relevant expertise in local market may result in delay of required outputs and distortion of targeted deadlines (operational);
· The variation of the exchange rate between the USD and the Arm Dram might require significant reconsideration of the project budget and particularly the revision of cost for local services; considering the recent trends of appreciation of the local currency (financial);

	
	· Capacity development monitoring scorecard rating
	Capacity for: 

· Engagement: 1 of 9

· Generate, access and use information and knowledge: 5 of 15

· Policy and legislation development: 1 of 3

· Management and implementation: 3 of 6

· Monitor and evaluate: 4 of 6

(total score: 14/39)
	Capacity for: 

· Engagement: 5 of 9

· Generate, access and use information and knowledge: 10 of 15

· Policy and legislation development: 2 of 3

· Management and implementation: 5 of 6

· Monitor and evaluate: 6 of 6

(targeted total score: 28/39)
	· Mid-term and final evaluation reports

· Annual PIRs

· Capacity assessment reports
	· 

	
	· Quality of monitoring reports and communications to measure implementation progress of the Rio Conventions
	· Current reports are produced with limited data, weak analysis and weak trend analysis

· There are not responding to the national and international requirements
	· Reports present adequate disaggregated data at regional and local levels, are informative and present environmental trends over time
	· MNP reports

· Environmental reports such as the State of Environment and  Communications to the Conventions
	· 

	Outcome 1: The legal and regulatory framework is strengthened to enable a coordinated multi-agency information management and monitoring system.
	· Adequate legislation for monitoring the environment developed; detailing the institutional set-up, the mandate of each institution involved in monitoring the environment and the coordination and reporting mechanisms
	· The current legislation contained in the relevant Laws are not comprehensive for the implementation of an adequate national environmental monitoring system
	· The body of Laws includes a comprehensive framework for a national environmental information management and monitoring system responding to national and international information requirements
	· Body of Laws

· Official Journal

· Final evaluation report
	· The government does not fulfil its international obligations; including those from the 3 Rio Conventions (political);

· New legislation proposed by the project is not adopted by the Government and/or the Parliament (political);

	Outcome 2: The institutional framework capacity is strengthened to enable a coordinated multi-agency information management and monitoring system.
	· The environmental monitoring institutional set-up is adequate for monitoring the state of the environment and responding to international obligations of Armenia
	· Various institutions are currently mandated to monitor some environmental elements with no national coordination and duplication of some functions
	· The institutional framework is simplified, the relevant organizations have clear mandates reflected in their statutes and the relevant institutions are well coordinated for an adequate national environmental monitoring system
	· Statutes of relevant institutions

· Laws legislating government institutions involved in environmental monitoring 

· PIRs

· Final evaluation report
	· Despite new legislation for a coordinated multi-agency information management and monitoring system, no institutional changes occur (strategic);

· The institutional changes might not be followed by appropriate level of resources (HR and $$) to implement the changes (operational);

· The in-service training system for public servants might not be interested in integrating into its catalogue the training curricula developed with the support of the project (operational);

	
	· The in-service training programme for public servants include course(s) covering environmental information management and monitoring system
	· The current in-service training programme for public administrators does not include any course on environmental information management and monitoring system
	· The catalogue of in-service training programme include course(s) on environmental information management and monitoring system
	· Catalogue of in-service training programme

· PIRs
	· 

	
	· Number of public servants trained by taking the course(s) on EIM and monitoring system
	· 0
	· 100 Public Servants are trained using the new training programme
	· Proceeding of courses delivered

· PIRs

· Project management reports
	· 

	Outcome 3: Environmental information management and monitoring standards, norms, procedures and IT architectures are upgraded and respond to current national and international environmental information and monitoring needs.
	· Adequate environmental indicators monitored
	· The existing set of environmental indicators is not comprehensive and does not respond to the information requirements
	· Set of environmental indicators in place and responds to national and international information requirements
	· List of official environmental indicators monitored by relevant institutions

· Final Evaluation report
	· New standards, norms and procedures are identified but might not be adopted by the Government (operational);

· New indicators are adopted but they require additional resources to be monitored; which might not be available (operational);

	
	· Adequate national standards, norms, procedures for monitoring these environmental indicators are officially in place
	· There is no unified set of standards, norms and procedures to collect data, conduct observations and make sampling
	· Adequate official standards, norms and procedures are in place and use by the relevant institutions
	· List of official Standards, Norms and Procedures

· Assessment reports

· Final Evaluation report
	· 

	Outcome 4: Monitoring, Learning, Adaptive Feedback & Evaluation
	· Good practices and lessons learned packaged as knowledge products and disseminated through national and international networks
	· No knowledge products are available to the relevant stakeholders
	· Good practices and lessons learned are packaged into knowledge products

· Knowledge products are easily accessible and are accessed by relevant stakeholders and by the general public at large 
	· Project web site

· Stakeholders web sites

· Publications, brochures

· References to this products and reports, and seminars
	


ANNEX 4.  CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT MONITORING SCORECARD

	Capacity Result / Indicator
	Staged Indicators
	Rating
	Score at Inception
	Comments
	Next Steps
	Outcome Contribution

	CR 1: Capacities for engagement
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 1 – Degree of legitimacy/mandate of lead environmental monitoring organizations
	Institutional responsibilities for environmental monitoring are not clearly defined
	0
	1
	Clear mandates is one of the major barriers for a better environmental information management and monitoring system
	
	1, 2, 3

	
	Institutional responsibilities for environmental monitoring are identified
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Authority and legitimacy of all lead organizations responsible for environmental monitoring are partially recognized by stakeholders
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Authority and legitimacy of all lead organizations responsible for environmental monitoring recognized by stakeholders
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 2 – Existence of operational co-management mechanisms
	No co-management mechanisms are in place
	0
	0
	Many organizations are involved in environmental information management and monitoring; but lack co-management mechanisms 
	
	1, 2

	
	Some co-management mechanisms are in place and operational
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Some co-management mechanisms are formally established through agreements, MOUs, etc.
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Comprehensive co-management mechanisms are formally established and are operational/functional
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 3 – Existence of cooperation with stakeholder groups
	Identification of stakeholders and their participation/involvement in decision-making is poor
	0
	0
	Lack clarity of stakeholders; who is doing what. 
	
	1, 2

	
	Stakeholders are identified but their participation in decision-making is limited
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Stakeholders are identified and regular consultations mechanisms are established
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Stakeholders are identified and they actively contribute to established participative decision-making processes
	3
	
	
	
	

	Total score for CR1
	1
	
	
	

	CR 2: Capacities to generate, access and use information and knowledge
	
	

	Indicator 4 – Degree of environmental awareness of stakeholders
	Stakeholders are not aware about global environmental issues and their related possible solutions (MEAs)

	0
	2
	Good knowledge about global environmental issues but no clear path for the way forward.
	
	1, 2

	
	Stakeholders are aware about global environmental issues but not about the possible solutions (MEAs)
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Stakeholders are aware about global environmental issues and the possible solutions but do not know how to participate
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Stakeholders are aware about global environmental issues and are actively participating in the implementation of related solutions
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 5 – Access and sharing of environmental information by stakeholders
	The environmental information needs are not identified and the information management infrastructure is inadequate
	0
	0
	Lack of clarity of environmental information needs and limited infrastructure in place to provide information access.
	
	2, 3

	
	The environmental information needs are identified but the information management infrastructure is inadequate
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	The environmental information is partially available and shared among stakeholders but is not covering all focal areas and/or the information management infrastructure to manage and give information access to the public is limited
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Comprehensive environmental information is available and shared through an adequate information management infrastructure
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 6 – Existence of environmental education programmes
	No environmental education programmes are in place
	0
	1
	Lack of targeted training on environmental information management and monitoring
	
	2

	
	Environmental education programmes are partially developed and partially delivered
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Environmental education programmes are fully developed but partially delivered
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Comprehensive environmental education programmes exist and are being delivered
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 7 – Extent of the linkage between environmental research/science and policy development
	No linkage exist between environmental policy development and science/research strategies and programmes
	0
	1
	Linkage does not exist and will be developed once the information management infrastructure will be in place.
	
	1, 2

	
	Research needs for environmental policy development are identified but are not translated into relevant research strategies and programmes
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Relevant research strategies and programmes for environmental policy development exist but the research information is not responding fully to the policy research needs
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Relevant research results are available for environmental policy development
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 8 – Extent of inclusion/use of traditional knowledge in environmental decision-making
	Traditional knowledge is ignored and not taken into account into relevant participative decision-making processes
	0
	1
	Issue of integrated local knowledge into environmental decision-making will be addressed once the environmental information management infrastructure will be in place. 
	
	3

	
	Traditional knowledge is identified and recognized as important but is not collected and used in relevant participative decision-making processes
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Traditional knowledge is collected but is not used systematically into relevant participative decision-making processes
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Traditional knowledge is collected, used and shared for effective participative decision-making processes
	3
	
	
	
	

	Total score for CR2
	5
	
	
	

	CR 3: Capacities for strategy, policy and legislation development
	
	
	

	Indicator 9 – Extent of the environmental planning and strategy development process
	The environmental planning and strategy development process is not coordinated and does not produce adequate environmental plans and strategies
	0
	n/a
	
	
	

	
	The environmental planning and strategy development process does produce adequate environmental plans and strategies but there are not implemented/used
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Adequate environmental plans and strategies are produced but there are only partially implemented because of funding constraints and/or other problems
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	The environmental planning and strategy development process is well coordinated by the lead environmental organizations and produces the required environmental plans and strategies; which are being implemented
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 10 – Existence of an adequate environmental policy and regulatory frameworks
	The environmental policy and regulatory frameworks are insufficient; they do not provide an enabling environment
	0
	n/a
	
	
	

	
	Some relevant environmental policies and laws exist but few are implemented and enforced
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Adequate environmental policy and legislation frameworks exist but there are problems in implementing and enforcing them
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Adequate policy and legislation frameworks are implemented and provide an adequate enabling environment; a compliance and enforcement mechanism is established and functions
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 11 – Adequacy of the environmental information available for decision-making
	The availability of environmental information for decision-making is lacking
	0
	1
	This is going to be addressed when better reports will start to be produced from the improved environmental information management and monitoring system.
	
	3

	
	Some environmental information exists but it is not sufficient to support environmental decision-making processes
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Relevant environmental information is made available to environmental decision-makers but the process to update this information is not functioning properly
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Political and administrative decision-makers obtain and use updated environmental information to make environmental decisions
	3
	
	
	
	

	Total score for CR3
	1
	
	
	

	CR 4: Capacities for management and implementation
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 12 – Existence and mobilization of resources
	The environmental organizations don’t have adequate resources for their programmes and projects and the requirements have not been assessed
	0
	2
	Some resources for environmental information management and monitoring system are already made available to relevant organizations and the government is committed to provide more where needed.
	
	1, 2, 3

	
	The resource requirements are known but are not being addressed
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	The funding sources for these resource requirements are partially identified and the resource requirements are partially addressed
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Adequate resources are mobilized and available for the functioning of the lead environmental organizations
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 13 – Availability of required technical skills and technology transfer
	The necessary required skills and technology are not available and the needs are not identified
	0
	1
	The project will support the development of a related course that will contribute to increasing the availability of skills and knowledge.
	
	2

	
	The required skills and technologies needs are identified as well as their sources
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	The required skills and technologies are obtained but their access depend on foreign sources
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	The required skills and technologies are available and there is a national-based mechanism for updating the required skills and for upgrading the technologies
	3
	
	
	
	

	 Total score for CR4
	3
	
	
	

	CR 5: Capacities to monitor and evaluate
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 14 – Adequacy of the project monitoring process
	Irregular project monitoring is being done without an adequate monitoring framework detailing what and how to monitor the particular project or programme
	0
	2
	A well laid out monitoring plan exists to monitor the project progress
	
	4

	
	An adequate resourced monitoring framework is in place but project monitoring is irregularly conducted
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Regular participative monitoring of results in being conducted but this information is only partially used by the project/programme implementation team
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Monitoring information is produced timely and accurately and is used by the implementation team to learn and possibly to change the course of action
	3
	
	
	
	

	Indicator 15 – Adequacy of the project evaluation process
	None or ineffective evaluations are being conducted without an adequate evaluation plan; including the necessary resources
	0
	2
	An evaluation plan exists with a mid-term evaluation and a final evaluation.
	
	4

	
	An adequate evaluation plan is in place but evaluation activities are irregularly conducted
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Evaluations are being conducted as per an adequate evaluation plan but the evaluation results are only partially used by the project/programme implementation team
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Effective evaluations are conducted timely and accurately and are used by the implementation team
	3
	
	
	
	

	 Total score for CR5
	4
	
	
	

	Combined total score for CR1-CR5
	14
	
	
	


ANNEX 5.  RATE TABLE

	
	Measurable Indicators from Project Logframe
	End-of-Project Target
	Status of Delivery
	Rating

	Objective: To introduce legislative and institutional changes needed to reform the existing environmental information management and monitoring system as well as ensuring that these reforms are well funded by the state budget for long term sustainability and standards and norms are developed for improving the national reporting capacity and the public access to environmental information
	· Adequate national budget allocation to environmental monitoring
	· A government budget of $2.75M (2011) is allocated to environmental monitoring.
	
	

	
	· Capacity development monitoring scorecard rating
	Capacity for: 

· Engagement: 5 of 9

· Generate, access and use information and knowledge: 10 of 15

· Policy and legislation development: 2 of 3

· Management and implementation: 5 of 6

· Monitor and evaluate: 6 of 6

(targeted total score: 28/39)
	
	

	
	· Quality of monitoring reports and communications to measure implementation progress of the Rio Conventions
	· Reports present adequate disaggregated data at regional and local levels, are informative and present environmental trends over time
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome 1:The legal and regulatory framework is strengthened to enable a coordinated multi-agency information management and monitoring system
	· Adequate legislation for monitoring the environment developed; detailing the institutional set-up, the mandate of each institution involved in monitoring the environment and the coordination and reporting mechanisms
	· The body of Laws includes a comprehensive framework for a national environmental information management and monitoring system responding to national and international information requirements
	
	

	Outcome 2: The institutional framework capacity is strengthened to enable a coordinated multi-agency information management and monitoring system.
	· The environmental monitoring institutional set-up is adequate for monitoring the state of the environment and responding to international obligations of Armenia
	· The institutional framework is simplified, the relevant organizations have clear mandates reflected in their statutes and the relevant institutions are well coordinated for an adequate national environmental monitoring system
	
	

	
	· The in-service training programme for public servants include course(s) covering environmental information management and monitoring system
	· The catalogue of in-service training programme include course(s) on environmental information management and monitoring system
	
	

	
	· Number of public servants trained by taking the course(s) on EIM and monitoring system
	· 100 Public Servants are trained using the new training programme
	
	

	Outcome 3: Environmental information management and monitoring standards, norms, procedures and IT architectures are upgraded and respond to current national and international environmental information and monitoring needs.
	· Adequate environmental indicators monitored
	· Set of environmental indicators in place and responds to national and international information requirements
	
	

	
	· Adequate national standards, norms, procedures for monitoring these environmental indicators are officially in place
	· Adequate official standards, norms and procedures are in place and use by the relevant institutions
	
	


Status of delivery colouring codes:

Green

indicator shows successful achievement (completed)

Yellow

indicator shows expected completion by the end of the project

Red

indicator show poor achievement - unlikely to be completed by end of Project

ANNEX 6.  CO-FINANCING TABLE
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Co financing

(Type/

Source)

Proposed Actual Proposed Actual Proposed Actual Proposed Actual Proposed Actual

Grant 0.100 0.100 0.100

Credits

Loans

Equity 

In-kind  0.030 0.030 0.030

Non-grant Instruments

Other Types

TOTAL 0.130 0.130 0.130

Total

Disbursement

(mill US$)

Other Sources*

(mill US$)

Total

Financing

(mill US$)

IA own

 Financing

(mill US$)

Government
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· Other Sources refer to contributions mobilized for the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral development cooperation agencies, NGOs, the private sector etc.

· “Proposed” co-financing refers to co-financing proposed at CEO endorsement.

· Describe “Non-grant Instruments” (such as guarantees, contingent grants, etc):

· Source/amount/in-kind or cash/purpose.

· Explain “Other Sources of Co-financing”:

· Source/amount/in-kind or cash

· …

· …

Annex IV

PROPOSAL SUBMISSION FORM

Dear Sir / Madam,

Having examined the Solicitation Documents, the receipt of which is hereby duly acknowledged, we, the undersigned, offer to provide Professional Consulting services (profession/activity for 

Project/programme/office) for the sum as may be ascertained in accordance with the Price Schedule attached herewith and made part of this Proposal.

We undertake, if our Proposal is accepted, to commence and complete delivery of all services specified in the contract within the time frame stipulated.

We agree to abide by this Proposal for a period of 90 days from the date fixed for opening of

Proposals in the Invitation for Proposal, and it shall remain binding upon us and may be accepted at any time before the expiration of that period.

We understand that you are not bound to accept any Proposal you may receive.

Dated this day /month of year

E.     Signature
(In the capacity of)

Duly authorised to sign Proposal for and on behalf of

� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8 ���








� Moreover, according to the Guidelines on Gender Mainstreaming at the GEF, analysis of the monitoring and evaluation reports from the GEF projects shows that the projects usually do not monitor or report the progress on gender issues. Gender is one of the mandatory cross-cutting requirements in the UNDP and GEF and should be incorporated into any UNDP/GEF project cycle.


� UNDP-GEF’s system is based on the Atlas Risk Module.  See the UNDP-GEF Risk Management Strategy resource kit, available as Annex XII at http://www.undp.org/gef/05/monitoring/policies.html


� RBM Support documents are available at http://www.undp.org/eo/methodologies.htm


� Available at http://content.undp.org/go/userguide/results/project/


� See http://www.uneval.org/


� Please refer to Council documents on co-financing for definitions, such as GEF/C.20/6. The following page presents a table to be used for reporting co-financing


� 	Multilateral Environmental Agreements.
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_1340627185.xls
Sheet1

		Co financing		IA own				Government				Other Sources*				Total				Total

		(Type/		Financing				(mill US$)				(mill US$)				Financing				Disbursement

		Source)		(mill US$)												(mill US$)				(mill US$)

				Proposed		Actual		Proposed		Actual		Proposed		Actual		Proposed		Actual		Proposed		Actual

		Grant						0.100								0.100		0.000		0.100

		Credits														0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		Loans														0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		Equity														0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		In-kind						0.030						0.000		0.030		0.000		0.030

		Non-grant Instruments												0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		Other Types														0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		TOTAL		0.000		0.000		0.130		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.130		0.000		0.130		0.000

																				`






