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Strategic Quality Rating: Needs Improvement

1. Is the project pro-actively identifying changes to the external environment and incorporating them into the project
strategy?

3: The project team has identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new
opportunities or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives and the assumptions have been tested to
determine if the project’s strategy is still valid. There is evidence that the project board has considered the
implications, and documented any changes needed to the project in response. (all must be true)

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

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

Evidence:

The Project team may have considered changes in t
he external environment. As an example, Covid 19 p
andemic and the economic recession have created
a drastic change in the external environment. As per
the Project Team, they have considered this as an o
pportunity to advance the field implementation, espe
cially the assistance that the project can provide to t
he agricultural communities in the landscape. The te
am has expedited and proactively reached its benefi
ciaries to engage them in ecological agriculture prac
tices while understanding the key threats to biodiver
sity from agriculture in the past and starting to adopt
sustainable methods. But they have not initiated any
programmes on tourism or forestry which are key se
ctors of the project.

The Project Board had not discussed the changes a
nd there is no evidence on how these changes in th
e external environment were used to revise the work
plans originally agreed upon.
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2. Is the project aligned with the UNDP Strategic Plan?

3: The project responds at least one of the development settings® as specified in the Strategic Plan (SP) and
adopts at least one Signature Solution* and the project’s RRF includes at all the relevant SP output indicators.
(all must be true)

2: The project responds to one of the three areas of development work’ as specified in the Strategic Plan. The
project’s RRF includes at least one SP output indicator, if relevant. (both must be true)

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



Evidence:

The project responds to the outcome 03 of the strate
gic plan on "Building resilience to crises and shocks,
in order to safeguard development gains. resilience
building". The project RRF includes one indicator fro
m the strategic plan.

IRRF indicators relevant to this project are as follow
S;

1.3.1 Number of people accessing basic services
4.1.2 Natural resources that are managed under sus
tainable use, conservation, access and benefit shari
ng regime.

4.2.1 Number of people directly benefitting from mec
hanisms for biodiversity, water, oceans, and climate
solutions4. funded by public and/or private sector re
sources:

5.2.3 Volume of investment leveraged to support gre
en recovery (in US dollars
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Relevant Quality Rating: Needs Improvement

3. Are the project’s targeted groups being systematically engaged, with a priority focus on the discriminated and
marginalized, to ensure the project remains relevant for them?



3: Systematic and structured feedback has been collected over the past two years from a representative
sample of beneficiaries, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized, as part of the project’s
monitoring system. Representatives from the targeted groups are active members of the project’'s governance
mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) and there is credible evidence that their feedback informs

project decision making. (all must be true)

2: Targeted groups have been engaged in implementation and monitoring, with a priority focus on the
discriminated and marginalized. Beneficiary feedback, which may be anecdotal, has been collected over the
past year to ensure the project is addressing local priorities. This information has been used to inform project

decision making. (all must be true)

1: Some beneficiary feedback may have been collected over the past year, but this information has not been
used to inform project decision making. This option is also selected if no beneficiary feedback has been

collected.
Not Applicable

Evidence:

The project has no established clear mechanism to
engage target groups and consult them about the pr
oject activities. In the Project Document it has been
clearly defined the stakeholder engagement process
es but the management has not been able to imple
ment the provisions in the Project Document.

As per the project team, the project has adapted a u
nique criterion to select beneficiaries for the project
activities. The conventional beneficiary selection pra
ctice in Sri Lanka is to provide priority to low-income
groups. In the Managing Together project, together
with these income criteria, land-based criteria such
as degraded levels, pollution levels, environmental s
ensitiveness, etc. have been used as criteria. This a
pproach led to selecting the most suitable beneficiar
y group with minimum grievances of host communiti
es and administrative agencies as per the project te
am. Currently, the project is undertaking a compreh
ensive baseline survey on selected beneficiaries to
collect data on their economic status as well as the
current environmental conservation requirements at
their own land parcel level. This shows that some be
neficiary feedbacks have collected but there was no
evidence for using such feedback for decision makin
g processes.

Even though the project team has communicated th
at a grievance redress mechanism is in place, evide
nce was not available

Management Response:

1. Request the main implementing partner (Ministry

of Environment) and the Responsible Party (IUCN) t
o establish a clear, effective stakeholder consultatio

n mechanism including a Grievance Redress Mecha
nism

2. Request the MoE and IUCN to ensure the implem
entation of the stakeholder consultation plan & Griev
ance Redress Mechanism and report the progress i

n PIR 2023 and Project Board meetings.

3. UNDP to highlight the importance of the stakehol

der consultation mechanism at the Project Board Me
etings.



List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 CopyofSelectionCriteriaFormat_14969_203
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/CopyofSelectionCriteriaFor
mat_14969_203.xIsx)

ramitha.wijethunga@undp.org 12/19/2022 7:44:00 AM

2 EllawewaGNcluster_14969_203 (https://intra
net.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/EllawewaGNcluster_14969_203.pdf)

ramitha.wijethunga @ undp.org 12/19/2022 7:45:00 AM

3 BTOR-MTMonitoringmission2022Q4_14969 _
203 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/BTOR-MTMonitoring
mission2022Q4_14969_203.doc)

ramitha.wijethunga @undp.org 12/19/2022 7:45:00 AM

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

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

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

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

Evidence: Management Response:

There is limited evidence for collecting analyzing an
d using the knowledge and lessons from the project
implementation. Such lessons were not shared with
the National Project Steering Committee and there a
re no evidence for revising the Annual /Quarterly Wo
rk Plans based on the knowledge and lessons.

1. Request the main implementing partner (Ministry
of Environment) and the Responsible Party (IUCN) t
o establish an effective knowledge management me
chanism that will benefit informed decision making r
elated to the project implementation and monitoring.
2. Request the MoE and IUCN to ensure that they
will monitor the progress of the knowledge manage
ment mechanism and report the progress in PIR 202
3 and Project Board meetings.

3. UNDP to highlight the importance of the knowledg
e management mechanism at the Project Board Me
etings.



List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 MahakanadarawaBiodiversityProfile_ffmt09_  ramitha.wijethunga@undp.org 12/19/2022 7:53:00 AM
11_2022_14969_204 (https://intranet.undp.or
g/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Maha
kanadarawaBiodiversityProfile_ffmt09_11_20
22_14969_204.pdf)

2 | TLO2_TechnicalRecommendationfortheDairy = ramitha.wijethunga@undp.org 12/19/2022 7:54:00 AM
Project_CF27072022_14969_204 (https://intr
anet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/TLO2_TechnicalRecommendationforth
eDairyProject_CF27072022_14969_204.doc
X)

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

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

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

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

Evidence:

Currently the cumulative project delivery is around 1
0%. But there are plans to accelerate the project an
d achieve the scale anticipated through the project d
esign.
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Principled Quality Rating: Inadequate

6. Are the project’s measures (through outputs, activities, indicators) to address gender inequalities and empower

women relevant and producing the intended effect? If not, evidence-based adjustments and changes have been
made.

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

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

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



Evidence: Management Response:

The project design has very clear Gender Analysis a 1. Request the main implementing partner (Ministry
nd Action Plan which will facilitate addressing inequ of Environment) and the Responsible Party (IUCN) t
alities and lead to empowering women through the p o update, implement, monitor and report on the Gen
roject implementation process. But the project team der Action Plan of the project.

has not been able to implement the provisions stipul

ated in the Project Document and the Annexures. 2. UNDP to highlight the importance of implementin
Data collection mechanism related to indicator numb g gender action plan of the project at the Project Bo
er 2 under the project objective has been establishe ard Meetings.

d. However, the field implementation team requires
guidance on integrating gender-related information
when capturing the baseline and progress informatio
n.
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7. Are social and environmental impacts and risks being successfully managed and monitored?

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

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

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



Evidence:

Social and environmental risks have been tracked u
sing the risk log. The project implementation got del
ayed due to external environment and internal reaso
ns. Therefore, ESIA was not conducted as many fac
tors were changing in the external environment. As
an example, the project was identified as a high risk
project due to the fact that it was supposed to work i
n a geographical area where the government was pr
oposing to establish an elephant corridor and due to
that involuntary resettlements were due to happen.
But with the economic downturn experiencing in the
country, the government has stopped implementatio
n of the elephant corridor. The project is planning to
hire a Safeguard Specialist and take relevant action
s based on his/ her recommendations.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 ConsultantSafeguardSpecialistTOR-Draft_14 = ramitha.wijethunga@undp.org 12/19/2022 8:24:00 AM
969_207 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/ConsultantSafeg
uardSpecialistTOR-Draft_14969_207.docx)

8. Are grievance mechanisms available to project-affected people and are grievances (if any) addressed to ensure
any perceived harm is effectively mitigated?

3: Project-affected people have been actively informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism
(SRM/SECU) and how to access it. If the project is categorized as High, Substantial, or Moderate Risk through
the SESP, a project-level grievance mechanism is in place and project affected people informed. If grievances
have been received, they are effectively addressed in accordance with SRM Guidance. (all must be true)

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

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



Evidence:

Due to the delayed project implementation, the grou
nd level activities have been initiated only in October
2022. The project has been requested to set up their
own grievances redress mechanism through IUCN
(main implementing partner). As per the field visit re
port (BTOR) of the UNDP Project Coordinator, there
is no proper grievance redress mechanism even tho
ugh the project has been advised to establish a one
several time. Currently ad hoc grievance redress me
chanism is in place.
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Management & Monitoring Quality Rating: Needs Improvement

9. Is the project’'s M&E Plan sufficient and adequately implemented?

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

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

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



Evidence: Management Response:

As per the Project Implementation Team of IUCN, th 1. Request the main implementing partner (Ministry
e project is in the stage of finalizing systems to colle of Environment) and the Responsible Party (IUCN) t
ct activity-based indicator progress. The project doe o establish a clear, effective field monitoring mechan
s not have a dedicated monitoring officer but it is ex ism that include participatory monitoring techniques
pected to mainstream the responsibility of monitorin as well.

g in the duties of the Learning and Communication 2. UNDP to highlight the importance of the having a
Officer. Collecting information to develop content an n effective monitoring mechanism at the Project Boa
d strategies to share the knowledge that generates f rd Meetings.

rom the implementation of activities, will be done by
the LCO. This system will be effective to capture pro
gress information in order to develop learning produ
cts.
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10. Is project’s governance mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) functioning as intended?

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

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

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



Evidence:

Two project board meetings have been conducted,
an average of one per year. However, the project is
planning to conduct a minimum of 2 project board m
eetings per year. The project board is called as Nati
onal Steering Committee Meeting of the Managing T
ogether Project. The NSC is approving the annual w
ork plan and reviews the progress of the project. Maj
or decisions which are beyond the authority of the P
roject Director will be tabled in the NSC and seek ap
provals or guidance. The NSC comprised the Secret
ary of the Ministry of Environment, the Officer in Cha
rge of UNDP, the Officer in Charge of IUCN, senior
officers of the key invited government agencies, and
the project staff.
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11. Are risks to the project adequately monitored and managed?

3: The project has actively monitored risks every quarter including consulting with key stakeholders, including
security advisors, to identify continuing and emerging risks and to assess if the main assumptions remain valid.
There is clear evidence that relevant management plans and mitigating measures are being fully implemented
to address each key project risk, and have been updated to reflect the latest risk assessment. (all must be true)
2: The project has monitored risks every year, as evidenced by an updated risk log. Some updates have been
made to management plans and mitigation measures.

1: The risk log has not been updated as required. There may be some evidence that the project has monitored
risks (including security risks or incidents) that may affect the project’s achievement of results, but there is no
explicit evidence that management actions have been taken to mitigate risks. In the case of a deteriorating
security environment, no consultation has occurred with the UNDP Security Office on appropriate measures.



Evidence:

The project was categorized as a high-risk project at
the project approval stage. Therefore, UNDP is regu
larly monitoring the status of the risks and updates t
he risk log with the participation of the project partne
rs and project team. In 2022, one of the high-risk co
nditions of the project which is related to the potenti
al involuntary resettlement of the project communitie
s due to the establishment of elephant corridors, hav
e been reviewed. An internal NTF has been drafted
mentioning that there is no evidence for this risk and
suggested either remove from the risk log or review
the rating of the risk level.
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Efficient Quality Rating: Needs Improvement

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

Yes
No

Evidence:

At the beginning of the project implementation, the i

nception workshop has been conducted. As suggest
ed by the stakeholders and project partners, slight ¢
hanges have been done for the results framework. A
s a whole, the project has adequate resources to co

mplete all the interventions within the agreed time p

eriod.
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13. Are project inputs procured and delivered on time to efficiently contribute to results?

3: The project has an updated procurement plan. Implementation of the plan is on or ahead of schedule. The
project quarterly reviews operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner and addresses them
through appropriate management actions. (all must be true)

2: The project has an updated procurement plan. The project annually reviews operational bottlenecks to

procuring inputs in a timely manner and addresses them through appropriate management actions. (all must be

true)

1: The project does not have an updated procurement plan. The project may or may not have reviewed
operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner, however management actions have not been

taken to address them.

Evidence:

The project developed quarterly procurement plans
especially to submit to the UNDP when requesting ¢
ash advances from the implementing partner. Howe
ver, since there were significant implementation dela
ys from the 2nd quarter of 2022, including procurem
ent delays, regular updates on the procurement plan
were being prepared and were followed up on by se
nior management.

Despite these measures, the cumulative project pro
gress is still around 10% of the total budget (after tw
o years of project implementation), which shows the
lack of proper planning and addressing of the issues
by the main implementing partner and the responsib
le party hired to support the project implementation.

Management Response:

1. Request the main implementing partner (Ministry

of Environment) and the Responsible Party (IUCN) t
o develop a procurement plan and update it with acti
ons needed to achieve the full delivery.

2. UNDP to highlight the importance of effective deli

very of the outputs according to the agreed timeline i
ncluding implementation of the procurement plan at

the Project Board Meeting
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14. Is there regular monitoring and recording of cost efficiencies taking into account the expected quality of results?

3: There is evidence that the project regularly reviews costs against relevant comparators (e.g., other projects
or country offices) or industry benchmarks to ensure the project maximizes results that can be delivered with
given resources. The project actively coordinates with other relevant ongoing projects and initiatives (UNDP or
other) to ensure complementarity and seek efficiencies wherever possible (e.g. joint activities.) (both must be
true)

2: The project monitors its own costs and gives anecdotal examples of cost efficiencies (e.g., spending less to
get the same result,) but there is no systematic analysis of costs and no link to the expected quality of results
delivered. The project coordinates activities with other projects to achieve cost efficiency gains.

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



Evidence:

As a result of movement restrictions in 2021 especia
lly due to the measures taken by the government to
control the covid-19 spread, the project used and ad
apted online platforms for planning and progress rev
iewing and also conducted some training using onlin
e platforms. This resulted in saving the project cost
allocated for activities. It is expected to utilize this all
ocation for more community and ground-level work.
Due to the price level increase caused by inflation in
Sri Lanka in 2022, the price of project-related cost it
ems increased significantly. Therefore, management
agreed to review the benefits and alternative options
for those high-cost items. For example, due to the hi
gh price level of micro irrigation systems, the project
has done a scoping review and identified feasible nu
mber of systems required. The field missions have f
ound no evidence for collaboration with other project
s operating in the region or on the same subject. Pro
ject has completed some procurement activities suc
h as hiring IUCN own staff for project related assess
ments without prior approval from the Implementing
Partner or UNDP.
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214 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/BTOR-MTMonitoring
mission2022Q4_14969_214.doc)

Effective

Quality Rating: Needs Improvement

15. Is the project is on track to deliver its expected outputs?

Yes
No



Evidence:

It is very clear that the project is off-track and will be
unable to achieve the expected outputs (even by en
d of 2022, after two years of project operation, cumu
lative project progress is around 24% of the total). U
NDP Senior Management started having discussion
s with the IUCN Senior Management to emphasize t
he importance of expediting work. Still the progress i
s at sub optima levels.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 MeetingwithUNDPandIUCN-Minutes-04.10.2 = ramitha.wijethunga @undp.org 12/27/2022 6:39:00 AM
022_14969_215 (https://intranet.undp.org/ap
ps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Meetingwit
hUNDPandIUCN-Minutes-04.10.2022_14969
_215.docx)

2 MeetingwithUNDPandIUCN-Minutes-Final_1 ramitha.wijethunga @undp.org 12/27/2022 6:40:00 AM
4969_215 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Pro
jectQA/QAFormDocuments/MeetingwithUND
PandIUCN-Minutes-Final_14969_215.pdf)

3  MinutesoftheMeetingBetweenUNDPandIUC ramitha.wijethunga@undp.org 12/27/2022 6:40:00 AM
NSeniorManagementonlUCNGEF6Delivery-
Final_14969_215 (https://intranet.undp.org/a
pps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Minuteso
ftheMeetingBetweenUNDPandIUCNSeniorM
anagementonlUCNGEF6Delivery-Final_1496
9_215.docx)

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

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

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

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



Evidence:

The progress against the work plan is measured by
multiple progress review meetings. Some of the me
etings are fully dedicated to capturing the progress o
f the project and some meetings are conducted to m
easure the progress of the overall institutional level.

The following are some progress review meetings h

eld by the project.

1. Monthly progress meeting led by the project direct
or. Entire project staff representatives from the three
key agencies are participating in this meeting.

2. National steering committee which is the supreme
decision-making platform gathers bi-annually to appr
ove the work plan and review the progress.

3. The senior management of the ministry of an envi
ronment comprising the honorable minister, secretar
y of the ministry, and directors of the ministry are gat
hering weekly under the facilitation of the Director G

eneral planning division to review the progress of th

e ministry-implemented projects. The Managing Tog
ether project is being considered the largest donor-f

unded project of the ministry project portfolio of 202

2.

4. UNDP and IUCN Senior Management have regul

ar meetings to monitor the progress and identify me

chanisms to expedite the project progress since Ma

y 2022

Unfortunately, the project teams have not been able
to expedite the project progress despite having moni
toring meetings regularly and project team was advi

sed to accelerate the project implementation.
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17. Are targeted groups being systematically identified and engaged, prioritizing the marginalized and excluded, to
ensure results are achieved as expected?

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

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

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

Not Applicable



Evidence:

In order to implement the activities at the ground lev
el, especially with the communities and grass root le
vel organizations, it was essential to select beneficia
ries who are living in the identified project landscap
e. In order to facilitate the selection of beneficiaries,
beneficiary selection criteria have been developed in
consultation with the administrative authorities at the
Divisional and village level and obtained approval fr
om the administrative authorities.

In 2022, the selection of beneficiaries only in 2 clust

ers (Mahakanadarawa and Thanthirimale clusters) h
ave been completed. While the selection of benefici

aries in other clusters is being carried out, the projec
t has moved with the agriculture sector interventions
engage in the communities that have been selected

for the two clusters mentioned previously. So, there i
s no evidence for a uniform and agreeable beneficia
ry selection criterion applicable for the whole project.
Further there is no proper Grievance Redress Mech
anism in place. Therefore, it's not possible to determ
ine the degree of engagement the project had with t
he beneficiaries.
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Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating: Needs Improvement

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

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

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

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

Not Applicable

Evidence: Management Response:

The project has engaged district and divisional level

stakeholders related to agriculture development to a
significant level. But it needs improvement at the nat
ional and provincial level. Further the project has not
been able to effectively engage with the national lev

el stakeholders related to tourism, and forestry. The

project has not shared adequate evidence on its eng
agement with the national stakeholders who could pl
ay a key role in the project designing, implementatio
n and monitoring.
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Modified By
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1. Request the main implementing partner (Ministry
of Environment) and the Responsible Party (IUCN) t
o develop a clear, effective stakeholder consultation
mechanism and ensure that the plan will be effective
ly implemented. MoE and IUCN will be requested to
share the progress on stakeholder engagement with
the Project Board and in PIR 2023.

2. UNDP to highlight the importance of the stakehol
der consultation/ partnership development mechanis
m at the Project Board Meetings.

Modified On

12/27/2022 6:59:00 AM

19. There is regular monitoring of changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems relevant to the
project, as needed. The implementation arrangements® have been adjusted according to changes in partner
capacities.



3: In the past two years, changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems have been
comprehensively assessed/monitored using clear indicators, rigorous methods of data collection and credible
data sources including relevant HACT assurance activities. Implementation arrangements have been formally
reviewed and adjusted, if needed, in agreement with partners according to changes in partner capacities. (both
must be true)

2: In the past two years, aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and
systems have been monitored by the project using indicators and reasonably credible data sources including
relevant HACT assurance activities. Some adjustment has been made to implementation arrangements if
needed to reflect changes in pariner capacities. (both must be true)

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

Not Applicable

Evidence:

Due to the limitations experienced by the governme
nt in implementation of the project activities, IUCN h
as been requested to increase the number of activiti
es its responsible for implementation. There were no
capacity assessments of the Ministry of Environmen
t or IUCN within last two years but required actions
have been taken to assess the capacities and impro
ve implementation arrangements such as conductin
g financial spot checks.
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20. The transition and phase-out arrangements are reviewed regularly and adjusted according to progress (including
financial commitments and capacity).

3: The project’'s governance mechanism has reviewed the project’s sustainability plan, including arrangements
for transition and phase-out, to ensure the project is on track in meeting the requirements set out by the plan.
The plan has been adjusted according to progress as needed. (both must be true)

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

1: The project may have a sustainability plan, but there has not been a review of this strategy since it was
developed. Also select this option if the project does not have a sustainability strategy.

Evidence: Management Response:
The project is experiencing significant delays in impl The project is experiencing significant delays in impl
ementation of activities and reaching the outputs. Th ementation of activities and reaching the outputs. Th
e Project Board has never discussed about the sust e Project Board has never discussed about the sust
ainability plans / phase out plans. ainability plans / phase out plans.
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QA Summary/Project Board Comments

This project is in the second year of implementation. whilst the project has attained some progress in agriculture rela
ted ground level work and some initiatives related to knowledge management. But it needs significant improvements
in overall strategic development plan formulation, forestry and tourism sector interventions. Further attention require
s in updating/ formulating and implementing gender, field monitoring, sustainability and communication related actio
n plans. The project's cumulative delivery is well below target - at around 24%. This project has been classified unde
r the Environment and Social safeguards standards. However, an Environmental and Social Management Plan is yet
to be developed. A properly functioning grievance mechanism and stakeholder engagement plan do not exist. The p
roject has already commenced a midterm evaluation. UNDP awaits the findings of this evaluation to put in place me
asures to bring the project back on track.






