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1. PROJECT GENERAL INFORMATION

	Project Title:
	Development of mercury risk management approaches in Latin America


	Executing Agency:
	Basel Convention Coordinating Centre and Stockholm Convention Regional Centre for Latin America and the Caribbean Region (BCCC-SCRC) hosted by Uruguay


	Project partners:
	UNEP


	Geographical Scope:
	REGIONAL



	Participating Countries:
	Argentina, Ecuador, Nicaragua, Peru and Uruguay


	GEF project ID:
	5494
	IMIS number*
:
	4E47

	Focal Area(s):
	Persistent Organic Pollutants/Chemicals
	GEF OP #:
	GFL-2310-2760-4E47



	GEF Strategic Priority/Objective:
	Strategic Objective 3: Pilot Sound Chemicals Management and Mercury Reduction 


	GEF approval date*:
	18th Nov 2013

	UNEP approval date:
	23/03/2014
	Date of first disbursement*:
	June 2014

	Actual start date
:
	9/06/2014
	Planned duration:
	36     months

	Intended completion date*:
	na
	Actual or Expected completion date:
	26/05/2017

	Project Type:
	Enabling Activities (EAs)
	GEF Allocation*:
	$916,000

	PPG GEF cost*:
	
	PPG co-financing*:
	-

	Expected MSP/FSP Co-financing*:
	$1,980,400
	Total Cost*:
	3,810,434

	Mid-term review/eval. (planned date):
	9/12/2015
	Terminal Evaluation (actual date):
	na

	Mid-term review/eval.

(actual date):
	20/10/2016
	No. of revisions*:
	na

	Date of last Steering Committee meeting:
	20/11/2014 
	Date of last Revision*:
	na

	Disbursement as of 30 June 2016*:
	$181,844
	Date of financial closure*:
	na

	Date of Completion
*: 
	-
	Actual expenditures reported as of 30 June 2016
:
	

	Total co-financing realized as of 30 June 2016
:
	
	Actual expenditures entered in IMIS as of 30 June 2016*:
	$153,608

	Leveraged financing:

	USD 3,810,434
	
	


	Project summary

	Mercury pollution is a serious concern in the Latin American and Caribbean (LAC) region.  The 2013 UNEP Global Mercury Assessment indicates that the Central America and the Caribbean and the South American Regions account for 15% of the global emissions of mercury to the atmosphere while mercury use in Artisanal and Small-scale Gold Mining (ASGM) accounts for 37% of the total emission of mercury from anthropogenic sources.   ASGM is still widely practiced in Latin American countries but its real magnitude has not been determined in detail. Participating countries have indicated that availability of data is a major challenge to design adequate strategies for mercury reduction.  For example, dental amalgam and waste incineration may be significant contributors of mercury releases in the region but are not accounted in the UNEP Global Mercury Assessment and are lacking from national records of mercury releases.   

Through this project, national mercury inventories and risk management approaches to reduce human and environmental exposure to mercury will be developed. By identifying activities to reduce risks in priority sectors in each participating country, the project will contribute positively to the protection of human health and the environment from mercury.  

Project components and Outcomes

Project Objective:  To strengthen the capacity of participating LAC countries (Argentina, Ecuador, Peru, Nicaragua and Uruguay) to identify mercury sources and the priority actions to be undertaken. 

Project Goal: To improve the sustainable development of the participating countries through reduced risk to human health and the environment from mercury releases. 

Project Components and expected results: The project will have four components, which are: 

· Component 1: Strengthening of the baseline and identification of information needs in participating countries. 
· Component 2: Development of mercury inventories in participating countries.
· Component 3: Development of prioritized national mercury plans and enhancement of regional understanding of key mercury challenges.
· Component 4: Lessons learned.
The execution of these components will be supported by the BCCC-SCRC based project team, local national staff and external international and regional specialists. 


	Project status FY2015

	The inception workshop was held in Montevideo (November 18th - 20th, 2014) and the report of this meeting was presented to UNEP (implementing Agency). The participants countries were: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Mexico, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru and Uruguay. 

Argentina, Ecuador, Nicaragua, Peru and Uruguay belong to this Project.

Bolivia, Chile, Dominican Republic and Paraguay belong to a Project named Minamata Initial Assessment, where UNEP is the Implementing Agency and the BCCC-SCRC is the Executing Agency. 

Brazil, Costa Rica and Mexico are executing their own similar projects on this topic.

At the inception workshop several items were identified for regional cooperation between the 12 participants' countries: 

• To coordinate the development of national/regional emission factors on mercury. To identify priorities sectors basing on the calculation of emissions (eg. mining); different countries / projects could develop different emission factors and exchange them with other countries in order to optimize efforts. 

• To ensure a standard implementation of the toolkit supported by a regional consultant, addressing issues of analysis sensitivity, uncertainty and data validation. To make possible the knowledge sharing between technical personnel in charge of inventories development among participant countries (eg. through webinars).
The Project Steering Committee met during the inception workshop.

The agreements with Argentina, Peru and Uruguay were signed (MOUs). These countries held their initial workshops and hired their respective national consultants.

The Peru’s funds are managed by the Centre, as was requested for this country, to facilitate the project implementation on it. 


	Project status FY2016

	· A Subregional Workshop on Enhancing Parties Capacities for Environmentally Sound Management of Mercury Wastes, in the framework of the Basel Convention, has been organized by the Joint Secretariat of the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Convention in cooperation with the Coordinating and Regional Centre for the Basel and Stockholm Convention, based in Montevideo, Uruguay (November 17th - 19th, 2015). It was attended by 35 participants representing governments of Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Venezuela and Uruguay, as well as several international experts on the subject. This 3-days workshop, has intended to improve capabilities of the environmentally sound management of mercury waste through awareness raising. Participants have also received training in the areas of Environmental Biomonitoring, Contaminated Sites, Assessment and Risk Communication. The participation of Dr. Davis Bellinger, from Harvard University, expert on Mercury in health sector was in charge of this Project.
· Argentina, Peru and Uruguay have advanced with their Mercury’s inventories but they have not finished them.
· The BCCC-SCRC has translated the mercury toolkit into Spanish to facilitate the use of it by the Region and other Spanish speaking countries. 
· Due to Peru’s funds are managed by the Center, the Centre has hired one consultant who are working in Peru, Ms. Aracelis Amadori, She has been working on the execution project since May 2015.
· Peru has developed the Mercury inventory level one, it was finalized in June 2016 but still in a draft version stage.

· Peru is still working on Mercury inventory level two, probable dates end of July, 2016. 

· Peru is organizing a National Workshop to present the results of inventories level one and two, probable dates end of July or beginning of August, 2016. 

· Peru has organized a National Conference on Measurement and Reduction of mercury emissions, It was held in Lima, June, 20th to 21st, 2016.  This meeting has allowed a space for the exchange of experiences with international experts on control technologies and measurement of mercury emissions, as well as an improvement in the implementation of Minamata Convention. The conference was attended by representatives of Governmental Agencies, specialists in the cement industry, chlor-alkali, mining, lime, consulting firms, etc.
· In Peru, the Project has contributed to the technical assistance in Madre de Dios Department, where 11 Districts in Madre de Dios were declared on emergency State by Mercury pollution. Three experts identified by United Nations have stayed in the place during one week (June, 20th to 24th, 2016), working together to take integrated actions by the country and for the establishment of a regional monitoring network (inside Peru).
· The project cooperation agreement between the BCCC-SCRC and Ecuador are in progress to be signed. The reasons of the delay on the signature of the MOU are basically they have changed their Environmental Minister 3 times since the initial workshop, and the focal point who management all the project information Ms. Paulina Villamar left the Environmental Ministry on December 2015. It is supposed the Ecuador’s funds will be managed by the Centre, as was requested by the country, to facilitate project implementation on it.
· Nicaragua has decided to quit de project due to the lack of funds (USD 43.000) to implement all the activities. The Minister of Environment Ms. Juanita Argeñal Sandoval has sent a letter to the BCCC-SCRC indicating her decision, March 15th, 2016. 

· Uruguay has hired a consultant who is working for the project, Mr. Anibal Andrade, he is working on the Uruguayan update inventory and He has developed a Survey Report of Importers of Medical Products and Technologies containing Mercury (May 2016). 
· At this time the BCCC-SCRC is defining the Terms of Reference for a Regional Consultant to ensure a standard implementation of the toolkit in the countries involved.

· At the moment the BCCC-SCRC is defining the Analytic Component to be developed. 


	Planned contribution to strategic priorities/targets

	In 1995, the GEF Council recognized the need to take action on mercury. The GEF has a deep commitment to the elimination of global contaminants, including mercury, and in recent years has taken significant action towards addressing global mercury pollution. 

Mercury is a neurotoxin, a substance which disperses into and remains in ecosystems for generations, like persistent organic pollutants (POPs), causing severe ill health and intellectual impairment to exposed populations. 

The Minamata Convention was opened for signature since October 2013 in Japan, and beyond it is not into force yet, the GEF is supporting developing countries to undertake mercury initial assessment and activities to promote ratification and the early implementation of the Convention. These include mercury inventories, reducing emissions from artisanal and small-scale gold mining, and reducing emissions into the atmosphere and into the health care waste stream. 
In GEF-6, these efforts are pursed along with the GEF Agencies, the Secretariat of the Minatama Convention, the countries, the private sector and civil society. 


2.
PROJECT OBJECTIVE

State the global environmental objective(s) of the project

	To strength the capacity of participating LAC countries (Argentina, Ecuador, Peru, Nicaragua and Uruguay) to identify mercury sources and the priority actions to be undertaken.


Please provide a narrative of progress made towards meeting the project objective(s). Describe any significant environmental or other changes (results) attributable to project implementation. Also, please discuss any major challenges to meet the objectives or specific project outcomes (not more than 300 words)

	PROGRESS

1- The inception workshop was held in Montevideo, Uruguay, in November 2014. 
2- During the inception workshop took place the Toolkit inception training. 
3- The Project Steering Committee met for first time during the inception workshop.
4- Argentina and Peru have held their own initial workshop.
5- Argentina, Peru and Uruguay are finishing their respective inventories (levels 1 and 2).

6- Peru has organized a National Conference on Measurement and Reduction of mercury emissions.
7- A Subregional Workshop on Enhancing Parties Capacities for Environmentally Sound Management of Mercury Wastes was held in Montevideo (November 17th - 19th, 2015).
8- Uruguay has developed a Survey Report of Importers of Medical Products and Technologies containing Mercury (May 2016).
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL OR OTHER CHANGES (RESULTS) ATTRIBUTABLE TO PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION.
9- The BCCC-SCRC has translated the mercury toolkit into Spanish to facilitate the use of it by the Region and other Spanish speaking countries.
10- In Peru, the Project has contributed to the technical assistance in Madre de Dios Department.

MAJOR CHALLENGES TO MEET THE OBJECTIVES OR SPECIFIC PROJECT OUTCOMES
11- All the activities have been delayed because the agreements between countries and BCCC-SCRC were delayed due to countries bureaucratic issues (changes of countries authorities and priorities, usually the project focal point has a lot of duties together with the project activities).The countries had announced these issues in the inception workshop.
12- The agreement between BCCC-SCRC and Ecuador has not been signed. The reasons of the delay on the signature of the MOU are basically they have changed their Environmental Minister 3 times since the initial workshop, and the focal point who management all the project information left the Environmental Ministry on December 2015.
13- Nicaragua has decided to quit de project due to the lack of funds (USD 43.000) to implement all the activities. 
14- The five countries have different levels of development as the project text describes so the BCCC-SCRC has to maintain a specific treatment for each country. 




Please provide a narrative of progress towards the stated GEF Strategic Priorities and Targets if identified in project document 
(not more than 200 words)

	The GEF financial support of mercury related activities is included in the GEF V Focal Area Strategies document, which addresses mercury issues under the Strategic Objective 3 Pilot Sound Chemicals Management and Mercury Reduction, which has as an outcome 3.1 to build country capacity to effectively manage mercury in priority sectors.  

This project is aimed at facilitating the ratification and early implementation of the Minamata Convention by providing key national stakeholders in participating countries with the scientific and technical knowledge and tools needed for that purpose.  

Countries have received GEF support for mercury management and reduction of it, on a pilot basis. 


3. RATING PROJECT PERFORMANCE AND RISK

Based on inputs by the Project Manager, the UNEP Task Manager
 will make an overall assessment and provide ratings of:

(i) Progress towards achieving the project objective(s)- see section 3.1

(ii) Implementation progress – see section 3.2
Section 3.3 on Risk should be first completed by the Project Manager. The UNEP Task Manager will subsequently enter his/her own ratings in the appropriate column.
3.1
Progress towards achieving the project objective (s)

	Project objective and Outcomes
	Description of indicator

	Baseline level

	Mid-term target

	End-of-project target
	Level at 30 June 2016
	Progress rating 


	Objective
: To strengthen the capacity of participating LAC countries (Argentina, Ecuador, Peru, Nicaragua and Uruguay) to identify mercury sources and the priority actions to be undertaken.
	Mercury inventories developed for five participating countries.
	While some partial inventories have been completed for specific sectors in participating countries, no comprehensive inventories exist.
	5 draft Inventories.
	5 complete Inventories.
	1 complete Inventory- Uruguay, Uruguay actually is updating its last level 2 Inventory at 2015.

3 draft Inventories – Argentina, Ecuador (before this project execution) and Peru.
	MS

	
	National mercury risk management approaches with agreed priorities developed for five participating countries.
	No national mercury risk management approaches exist.
	5 draft national mercury risk management approaches developed.
	5 national mercury risk management approaches completed.
	2 draft national mercury risk management approaches developed by Argentina and Uruguay.
	MU

	Outcome 1:

Information needs identified in participating countries


	1.1 Workplan, budget and M&E plan endorsed by all participating countries
	0
	1
	1
	1
	MS

	
	1.2 Existing materials and information on mercury identified and utilized
	Each participating country has provided initial data to BCCC – SCRC pertinent to mercury uses and releases, and information on their regulation
	Baseline information collated by BCCC-SCRC for each of the 5 participating countries. 
	Comprehensive set of guidance documents used.
	Baseline information collected by BCCC-SCRC for each of the 5 participating countries.
	MS

	Outcome 2:

Comprehensive information on mercury sources and releases enable a better understanding of mercury risks to human health and the environment for participating countries
	2.1 Level 1 and Level 2 mercury inventories for each participating country, identifying key sectors
	UNEP Global Assessment (2008)
	>5 Level 1 mercury inventories, one for each participating country
, including detailed Level 2 inventories for key sectors identified in each country. 


	>5 Level 1 mercury inventories, one for each participating country, including detailed Level 2 inventories for key sectors

>2-3 key industrial sectors with Level 2 inventory in each participating country
	Uruguay finished Level 1 and 2 mercury inventories. Uruguay actually is updating its last level 2 Inventory at 2015.

Argentina finished Level 1 including detailed Level 2 inventories for key sectors identified. 
Ecuador has a draft of Level 1 and 2 mercury inventories (before this project execution).
Peru has a draft of Level 1 and 2 mercury inventories.
	MU

	Outcome 3:

Enhanced understanding of mercury priority sources and capacity for mercury management through the development/ identification of national mercury risk management approaches including the identification of management gaps and needs
	3.1 Number of mercury priorities set in each participating countries.
	Preliminary data from some countries.
	Inventories developed and available for setting priorities on each country, and a national priority setting workshop.
	3 National priorities clearly articulated in national mercury risk management approaches.
	Uruguay has a draft on National priorities.
	MU

	
	3.2 Number of assessments on  regulatory aspects and means for mercury emissions control

	The majority of participating countries have a lack of specific regulations related to mercury
	Inventories developed and available for use in the regulatory assessment.
	5 Regulatory assessments which should cover key mercury emissions sectors.
	Uruguay is working on a National Solid Waste Law including mercury containing waste. 
	MU

	
	3.3 Number of data sets collected and analysed greatly contribute to the development of national risk management approaches
	Scattered studies on mercury monitoring in humans or environment, lack of consistency in the approaches
	At least 5 datasets  identified and analysed
	At least 10 data sets identified, collected and analysed 

Populations living around priority sites defined and consulted on issues related to mercury pollution and development of risk management approaches.
	Uruguay is planning the monitoring process.
Peru is monitoring Madre de Dios Department.
	MU

	
	3.4 Number of prioritized national mercury risk management approaches for mercury reduction
	Some participating countries have partial inventories and have developed initial national mercury risk management approaches for some key mercury release issues
	Inventory data available and published in inventory, in 5 countries allowing for the development of national mercury risk management approaches in each country
	5 prioritized national mercury risk management approaches completed.
	Uruguay has a draft on National priorities.
Peru is monitoring Madre de Dios Department.
	MU

	Outcome 4:

Lessons learned available and shared regionally allow better practices in future projects


	4.1 Number of  regional key sector identifying mercury management gaps
	No detailed regional assessments of key sectors currently available
	To work focused on national level data collection
	10 key emissions sectors
	0
	MU

	
	4.2 Final project report on lessons learned and main outputs (inventories, national mercury risk management approaches) endorsed and diffused
	No regional lessons learned report currently available
	NA
	Endorsement of regional lessons learned report 

Lessons learned report disseminated among stakeholders in participating countries, and also to focal points in non participating countries
	0
	

	
	4.3 Number of Steering Committee Meeting reports available as part of the M&E plan
	0
	2 STC meeting reports
	3 STC meeting reports
	1 STC meeting
	MU


Overall rating of project progress towards meeting project objective(s) (To be provided by UNEP GEF Task Manager. Please add columns to reflect all prior year ratings)

	FY2015 rating
	FY2016 rating
	Comments/narrative justifying the current FY rating and explaining reasons for change (positive or negative) since previous reporting periods

	N/A
	MU
	The project is at risk of being severely delayed and urgent action should be taken to ensure delivery is increased


Action plan to address MS, MU, U and HU rating (To be completed by UNEP GEF Task Manager in consultation with Project Manager)

	Action(s) to be taken
	By whom?
	By when?

	Organise Steering Committee
	BCRC
	Oct 2016

	Finalise all agreements
	BCRC
	Sep 2016

	Organise MTE
	UNEP GEF
	Nov 2016


This section should be completed if project progress towards meeting objectives was rated MS, MU, U or HU during the previous Project Implementation Review (PIR) or by the Mid-term Review/Evaluation (To be completed by Project Manager).

	Problem(s) identified in previous PIR
	Action(s) taken
	By whom
	When

	All the activities have been delayed because the agreements between countries and BCCC-SCRC were delayed by countries bureaucratic issues
	the BCCC-SCRC have "leaded" the Project’s Focal Point  (Mails, Formal letters to the competent authorities, telephone calls) 
	BCCC-SCRC staff 
	Along the years 2015 and 2016


3.2
Project implementation progress

	Outputs 

	Expected completion date 

	Implement-ation status as of 30 June 2015 (%)
	Implement-ation status as of 30 June 2016 (%)
	Comments if variance
. Describe any problems in delivering outputs
	Progress rating


	Output 1: Workplan, budget and M&E plan endorsed by all participating countries and use to guide the achievement of the project
	4 month then start
	100%
	100%
	
	MS

	Activity 1: Organize an inception workshop to confirm stakeholder’s commitment to the project and revise and agree on the work plan and budget
	4 month then start
	100%
	100%
	
	S

	Output 2: Basic information and guidance on mercury management available to relevant stakeholders
	8 month then start
	50%
	60%
	During the inception workshop, guides and reference materials on mercury were presented. This should be updated if new or relevant materials have been generated
	MS

	Activity 2: Identify initial guidance materials and existing studies and information needs
	8 month then start
	50%
	60%
	As inventories are developed, gaps of information are found.
	MU

	Output 3: Mercury level 1 and 2 inventories available in each participating country
	16 month then start
	40%
	50%
	Develop and/or upgrade mercury inventories have been delayed because the agreements between countries and BCCC-SCRC took so long to be signed, due to countries bureaucratic issues. Also has been difficult to access to private industry information.
	MU

	Activity 3: Develop and/or upgrade mercury inventories in participating countries
	16 month then start
	40%
	50%
	
	MU

	Output 4: National priorities identified in each participating country
	22 month then start
	0
	30%
	Develop and/or upgrade mercury inventories have been delayed so this activity which uses the inventories results has been delayed as well.
	MU

	Activity 4: Develop criteria and prioritize mercury sources in each participating country
	22 month then start
	0
	30%
	
	MU

	Output 5: National regulatory framework for mercury assessed (report) and recommendation provided in each participating country
	22 month then start
	0
	20%
	
	MU

	Activity 5: Assess the regulatory aspect of mercury management in each participating country
	22 month then start
	0
	20%
	
	MU

	Output 6: Good quality data on mercury levels in the environment, biota and humans, and on mercury in emissions from key sectors in participating counties  collected and supporting the mercury risk management approaches
	22 month then start
	0
	
	
	MU

	Activity 6: Collect data of good quality on mercury levels in the environment, including biota and humans, and mercury emissions at the source
	22 month then start
	0
	
	
	MU

	Output 7: Risk management approaches for mercury reduction developed including long, medium and short term measures to decrease mercury releases 
	30 month then start
	0
	
	
	

	Activity 7: Identify and/or develop national mercury risk management approaches in each participating country
	30 month then start
	0
	
	
	

	Output 8: Report on existing lessons learned in key sectors developed
	
	0
	
	
	

	Activity 8: Compile regional lessons learned in key sectors and develop regional report and organize 1st lessons learned workshop 
	4 month then start
	100%
	100%
	Inception workshop
	S

	Activity 9: Compile regional lessons learned in key sectors and develop regional report and organize 2 nd lessons learned 
	16 month then start
	0
	100%
	“Sub-regional Workshop on Enhancing Parties Capacities for Environmentally Sound Management of Mercury Wastes under the Basel Convention”, it was organized by the Secretariat of the Basel Convention and the Basel Convention Coordinating Centre (BCCC), Stockholm Convention Regional Centre (SCRC), for Latin America and the Caribbean, Montevideo, Uruguay,  November 17th -19th, 2015.
	S

	Activity 10: Compile regional lessons learned in key sectors and develop regional report and organize 3 rd lessons learned
	32 month then start
	0
	
	
	

	Output 9: Final regional lessons learned report developed and disseminated
	36 month then start
	0
	
	
	

	Activity 11: Develop and disseminate a final report on lessons learned report and organise last lessons learned workshop
	36 month then start
	0
	
	
	

	Output 10: Monitoring and evaluation plan fully implemented assess rate of project’s success
	During all the project
	0
	
	
	MS


Overall project implementation progress 
 (To be completed by UNEP GEF Task Manager. Please add columns to reflect prior years’ ratings):
	FY2015 rating
	FY2016 rating
	Comments/narrative justifying the rating for this FY and any changes (positive or negative) in the rating since the previous reporting period

	N/A
	MU
	Project is progressing albeit much more slowly than planned. Urgent action needs to be taken now that all the agreements are finally in place


Action plan to address MS, MU, U and HU rating. (To be completed by UNEP Task Manager in consultation with Project Manager
)
	Action(s) to be taken
	By whom?
	By when?

	Speed up project delivery
	BCRC
	Continuous

	Weekly implementation report to UNEPGEF 
	BCRC
	Continuous


This section should be completed if project progress was rated MS, MU, U or HU during the previous Project Implementation Review (PIR) or by the Mid-term Review/Evaluation (To be completed by Project Manager).

	Problem(s) identified in previous PIR
	Action(s) taken
	By whom
	When

	
	
	
	

	All the activities have been delayed because the agreements between countries and BCCC-SCRC were delayed by countries bureaucratic issues
	the BCCC-SCRC have "leaded" the Project’s Focal Point  (Mails, Formal letters to the competent authorities, telephone calls) 
	BCCC-SCRC staff 
	Along the years 2015 and 2016

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


3.3.
Risk

There are two tables to assess and address risk: the first “risk factor table” to describe and rate risk factors; the second “top risk mitigation plan” should indicate what measures/action will be taken with respect to risks rated Substantial or High and who is responsible to for it.

	RISK FACTOR TABLE

	Project Managers will use this table to summarize risks identified in the Project Document and reflect also any new risks identified in the course of project implementation. The Notes column should be used to provide additional details concerning manifestation of the risk in your specific project, as relevant. The “Notes” column has one section for the Project Manager (PM) and one for the UNEP Task Manager (TM). If the generic risk factors and indicators in the table are not relevant to the project rows should be added. The UNEP Task Manager should provide ratings in the right hand column reflecting his/her own assessment of project risks.


	
	
	
	
	Project Manager Rating
	Notes
	Task Manager Rating

	Risk Factor
	Indicator of Low Risk
	Indicator of Medium Risk
	Indicator of High Risk
	Low
	Medium
	Substantial
	High
	Not Applicable
	To be determined
	
	Low
	Medium
	Substantial
	High
	Not Applicable
	To be determined

	INTERNAL RISK

	Project management

	Management structure
	Stable with roles and responsibilities clearly defined and understood
	Individuals understand their own role but are unsure of responsibilities of others
	Unclear responsibilities or overlapping functions which lead to management problems
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	PM : The authorities in the countries change frequently
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM: All agreements have not been signed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Governance structure
	Steering Committee and/or other project bodies meet periodically and provide effective direction/inputs
	Body(ies) meets periodically but guidance/input provided to project is inadequate. TOR unclear
	Members lack commitment Committee/body does not fulfil its TOR
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	PM :
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM: Non organisation of Steering Committee led to miscommunication with countries
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Internal com​munications
	Fluid and cordial
	Communication process deficient although relationships between team members are good 
	Lack of adequate communication between team members leading to deterioration of relationships and resentment
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	PM: All the activities have been delayed because the agreements between countries and BCCC-SCRC are delayed by countries bureaucratic issues
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM: Better communication on the progress with UNEP GEF is needed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work flow
	Project progressing according to work plan
	Some changes in project work plan but without major effect on overall timetable
	Major delays or changes in work plan or method of implementation
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	PM: All the activities have been delayed because the agreements between countries and BCCC-SCRC are delayed by countries bureaucratic issues
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM: More efforts have to be put on this issue
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Co-financing
	Co-financing is secured and payments are received on time
	Is secured but payments are slow and bureaucratic
	A substantial part  of pledged co-financing may not materialize
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM: Co-financing report is missing
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Budget
	Activities are progressing within planned budget
	Minor budget reallocation needed
	Reallocation between budget lines exceeding 30% of original budget
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	PM: The analytic component and regional consulters
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM: Overhead costs are accumulating while the delivery is slower than planned
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Financial management
	Funds are correctly managed and transparently accounted for
	Financial reporting slow or deficient
	Serious financial reporting problems or indication of mismanagement of funds
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reporting
	Substantive reports are presented in a timely manner and are complete and accurate with a good analysis of project progress and implementation issues
	Reports are complete and accurate but often delayed or lack critical analysis of progress and implementation issues
	Serious concerns about quality and timeliness of project reporting
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM: Increased reporting to UNEP GEF is needed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Stakeholder involvement
	Stakeholder analysis done and positive feedback from critical stakeholders and partners
	Consultation and participation process seems strong but misses some groups or relevant partners
	Symptoms of conflict with critical stakeholders or evidence of apathy and lack of interest from partners or other stakeholders
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	PM:
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM: Better communication with stakeholders is needed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	External com​munications
	Evidence that stakeholders, practitioners and/or the general public understand project and are regularly updated on progress
	Communications efforts are taking place but not yet evidence that message is successfully transmitted
	Project existence is not known beyond implementation partners or misunderstand​ings concerning objectives and activities evident
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Short term/long term balance
	Project is addressing short term needs and achieving results with a long term perspective, particularly sustainability and replicability
	Project is interested in the short term with little understanding of or interest in the long term
	Longer term issues are deliberately ignored or neglected
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Science and technological issues
	Project based on sound science and well established technologies
	Project testing approaches, methods or technologies but based on sound analysis of options and risks
	Many scientific and /or technological uncertainties
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Political influences
	Project decisions and choices are not particularly politically driven
	Signs that some project decisions are politically motivated
	Project is subject to a variety of political influences that may jeopardize project objectives
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM: Need steering committee meeting to re-engage countries
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other, please specify. Add rows as necessary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	PM:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM:
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	Project Manager Rating
	Notes
	Task Manager Rating

	Risk Factor
	Indicator of Low Risk
	Indicator of Medium Risk
	Indicator of High Risk
	Low
	Medium
	Substantial
	High
	Not Applicable
	To be determined
	
	Low
	Medium
	Substantial
	High
	Not Applicable
	To be determined

	EXTERNAL RISK

	Project context

	Political stability
	Political context is stable and safe
	Political context is unstable but predictable and not a threat to project implementation
	Very disruptive and volatile
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental conditions
	Project area is not affected by severe weather events or major environmental stress factors
	Project area is subject to more or less predictable disasters or changes
	Project area has very harsh environmental conditions
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social, cultural and economic factors
	There are no evident social, cultural and/or economic issues that may affect project performance and results
	Social or economic issues or changes pose challenges to project implementation but mitigation strategies have been developed
	Project is highly sensitive to economic fluctuations, to social issues or cultural barriers
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Capacity issues
	Sound technical and managerial capacity of institutions and other project partners 
	Weaknesses exist but have been identified and actions is taken to build the necessary capacity
	Capacity is very low at all levels and partners require constant support and technical assistance
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	PM:
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	TM:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Others, please specify
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


If there is a significant (over 50% of risk factors) discrepancy between Project Manager and Task Manager rating, an explanation by the Task Manager should be provided below

	The project is now 24 months in implementation and project delivery, both in terms of financial and substantial aspect is still very limited. Increased supervision has to be implemented through weekly reporting to the IA and the organisation of monthly calls. A monitoring mission of the IA to the BCRC will be organised in November 2016.


	TOP RISK MITIGATION PLAN

	Rank – importance of risk

Risk Statement – potential problem (condition and consequence)

Action to take – action planned/taken to handle the risk

Who – person(s) responsible for the action

Date – date by which action needs to be or was completed 


	Rank
	Risk Statement

	Action to Take
	Who
	Date

	
	Condition
	Consequence
	
	
	

	1
	Lack of communication
	Countries lost ownership
	Organise steering committee urgently
	BCRC
	Q4 2016

	2
	Slow process
	Slow delivery
	Organise MTE
	UNEP GEF
	Q4 2016

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Project overall risk rating (Low, Medium, Substantial or High) (Please include PIR risk ratings for all prior periods, add columns as necessary):

	FY2015 rating
	FY2016 rating
	Comments/narrative justifying the current FY rating and any changes (positive or negative) in the rating since the previous reporting period

	N/A
	S
	The project needs to improve its delivery and communication if the implementation period is to be respected.

	
	If a risk mitigation plan had been presented for a previous period or as a result of the Mid-Term Review/Evaluation please report on progress or results of its implementation

	
	


4. RATING MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Based on the answers provided to the questions in 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 below, the UNEP Task Manager will provide ratings for the following aspects of project monitoring and evaluation:

(i) 
Overall quality of the Monitoring & Evaluation plan

(ii)
Performance in the implementation of the M&E plan

4.1. Does the project M&E plan contain the following:

· Baseline information for each outcome-level indicator

Yes x

No □

· SMART indicators to track project outcomes



Yes x

No □

· A clear distribution of responsibilities for monitoring project progress.
Yes x

No □

4.2. Has the project budgeted for the following M&E activities:

· Mid-term review/evaluation





Yes x

No □

· Terminal evaluation






Yes x

No □

· Any costs associated with collecting and analysing indicators’ 

related information






Yes x

No □

Please rate the quality of the project M&E plan (use HS, S, MS, MU, U, HU): 

S. The plan is in place

4.3 Has the project:

· Utilized the indicators identified in the M&E plan to track progress 

in meeting the project objectives;




Yes x

No □

· Fulfilled the specified reporting requirements (financial, including 

on co-financing and auditing, and substantive reports)

Yes x

No x
· Completed any scheduled MTR or MTE before or at project 

implementation mid-point;





Yes □

No x
· Applied adaptive management in response to M&E activities

Yes x

No x
· Implemented any existing risk mitigation plan (see previous section)
Yes □

No □

Please rate the performance in implementing the M&E plan (use HS, S, MS, MU, U, HU):

MS. Improve monitoring will be put in place to ensure a better tracking of the delivery.
4.4. Please describe activities for monitoring and evaluation carried out during the reporting period

	


4.5. Provide information on the quality of baseline information and any effects (positive or negative) on the selection of indicators and the design of other project monitoring activities

	


4.6. Provide comments on the usefulness and relevance of selected indicators and experiences in the application of the same.

	


4.7. Describe any challenges in obtaining data relevant to the selected indicators; has the project experienced problems to cover costs associated with the tracking of indicators?

	


4.8. Describe any changes in the indicators or in the project intervention logic, including an explanation of whether key assumptions
 are still valid

	


4.9. Describe how potential social or environmental negative effects are monitored

	


4.10. Please provide any other experiences or lessons relevant to the design and implementation of project monitoring and evaluation plans.

	


5. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION EXPERIENCES AND LESSONS

5.1. Please summarize any experiences and/or lessons related to project design. Please select relevant areas from the list below:

· Conditions necessary to achieve global environmental benefits such as (i) institutional, social and financial sustainability; (ii) country ownership; and (iii) stakeholder involvement, including gender issues.

· Institutional arrangements, including project governance;

· Engagement of the private sector;

· Capacity building;

· Scientific and technological issues;

· Interpretation and application of GEF guidelines;

· Factors that improve likelihood of outcome sustainability;

· Factors that encourage replication, including outreach and communications strategies;

· Financial management and co-financing.

5.2.  Please highlight a few major achievements resulting so far from the project implementation, including but not limited to: 
· Concrete results, both on-the-ground and normative

· Gender and indigenous peoples issues
· Private Sector
· Sustainability 

· Innovation

· Upscaling

� Fields with an * sign (in yellow) should be filled by the Fund Management Officer


� Only if different from first disbursement date, e.g., in cases were a long time elapsed between first disbursement and recruitment of project manager.


� If there was a “Completion Revision” please use the date of the revision.


� Information to be provided by Executing Agency/Project Manager


� Projects which completed mid-term reviews/evaluations or terminal evaluations during FY16 should attach the completed co-financing table as per GEF format. See Annex 1


� See above note on co-financing


� As in project document


� Please add additional lines to keep prior year implementation status (if any)


� Progress made during current reporting period (one paragraph stating key changes since previous reporting period)


� For Full Size Projects this information is found in the front page of the project Executive Summary; for Medium-Sized Projects the information appears in the MSP brief cover page.


� Or immediate project objective


� Projects that did not include these in original design are encouraged to the extent possible to retrofit specific targets.


� For joint projects and where applicable ratings should also be discussed with the Task Manager of co-implementing agency.


� Add rows if your project has more that 3 key indicators per objective or outcome.


� Depending on selected indicator, quantitative or qualitative baseline levels and targets could be used (see Glossary included as Annex 1). 


� Many projects did not identify Mid-term targets at the design stage therefore this column should only be filled if relevant.


� Use GEF Secretariat required six-point scale system: Highly Satisfactory (HS), Satisfactory (S), Marginally Satisfactory (MS), Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU), Unsatisfactory (U), and Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). See Annex 2 which contains GEF definitions.


� Add rows if your project has more than 4 objective-level indicators. Same applies for the number of outcome-level indicators.


� Uruguay and Peru have completed Level 1 inventories and will focus on Level 2. 


� Including mercury: production; import; transport, distribution, storage; waste (treatment, final disposal); information exchange; releases to soil and water. 





� Outputs and activities as described in the project logframe or in any updated project revision.


� As per latest workplan (latest project revision)


� Variance refers to the difference between the expected and actual progress at the time of reporting.


� To be provided by the UNEP Task Manager


� Use GEF Secretariat required six-point scale system: Highly Satisfactory (HS), Satisfactory (S), Marginally Satisfactory (MS), Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU), Unsatisfactory (U), and Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)


� UNEP Fund Management Officer should also be consulted as appropriate.


� Only for Substantial to High risk. 


� Do not include routine project reporting. Examples of M&E activities include stakeholder surveys, field surveys, steering committee meetings to assess project progress, peer review of documentation to ensure quality, etc.


� Assumptions refer to elements of the “theory of change” or “intervention logic” (i.e, the problem is a result of A, therefore, if we change B, this will lead to C) and not to pre-conditions for project implementation. It is a common mistake to include statements such as “political will” as an assumption. This is rather a necessary condition to implement the project.
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