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UNDP EEG and GEF 

Annual Performance Report (APR) 

Simplified Project Implementation Review (PIR) /Progress Monitoring Template  
For Individual SLM MSPs under LDC-SIDS Global Targeted Portfolio Project

Reporting Period = 1 July 2008 to 30 June 2009

1. Basic Project Data

	Official Project Title: 




	Project Summary (as in PIMS and Project Document) 
 


	Country

 
	PIMS Number
	  

	
	Atlas Project Number
	 


Project Timeframe:

	Date of Delegation of Authority Letter
	 
	Planned Project Duration
	 

	Project Document Signature Date
	 
	Original Planned Closing Date
	 

	Date of First Disbursement
	 
	Revised Planned
 Closing Date
	 

	Is this the Terminal APR/PIR?
	YES 
	
	NO
	 
	Date Operationally Closed

(if applicable)
	 


Project documentation and information:  
	List documents/ reports/ prepared about the project.  
	

	List the Website address (URL) of project 
	 


Project contacts:

	Title
	Name
	E-mail
	Date
	Signature

	Project Manger 
	 
	
	
	

	UNDP CO Programme Officer
	
	
	
	

	Regional Technical Advisor
	
	
	
	


2. Progress towards Addressing Project Priorities and in Delivering Expected Products 
**** Please complete Annex 1: Project Implementation Status Questionnaire.   
Rating of Project Progress: 
	Level/Position
	2009

Rating
	Comments


	National Project Manager/Coordinator
	
	

	UNDP Country Office/ Programme Officer
	
	Additional:
Number of field visits by the CO staff:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 0   FORMCHECKBOX 
 1  FORMCHECKBOX 
 2  FORMCHECKBOX 
 3 FORMCHECKBOX 
 4  FORMCHECKBOX 
 5 or more

	UNDP Regional Centre/

Technical Advisor
	
	Additional:
Inception workshop attended by RTA:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Number of visits to the project by RTA:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 0   FORMCHECKBOX 
 1  FORMCHECKBOX 
 2  FORMCHECKBOX 
 3 FORMCHECKBOX 
 4  FORMCHECKBOX 
 5 or more


Please rate the project progress as per the following nomenclature:   

	Highly Satisfactory (HS) 


	Implementation of all components is in substantial compliance with the original/formally revised implementation plan for the project.  The project can be presented as “good practice”. 

	Satisfactory (S)
	Implementation of most components is in substantial compliance with the original/formally-revised plan except for only a few which are subject to remedial action.

	Marginally Satisfactory (MS)
	Implementation of some components is in substantial compliance with the original/formally-revised plan with some components requiring remedial action. 

	Marginally Unsatisfactory (MU)
	Implementation of some components is not in substantial compliance with the original/formally-revised plan with most components requiring remedial action.

	Unsatisfactory (U)
	Implementation of most components is not in substantial compliance with the original/formally-revised plan. 

	Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)
	Implementation of none of the components is in substantial compliance with the original/formally-revised plan. 


Action Plan to Address Marginally Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory or Highly Unsatisfactory Rating:

Where a rating of MU, U or HU is noted above describe the actions to be taken to address this:

	Action to be Taken
	By Whom?
	By When?

	 
	
	

	 
	
	

	 
	
	

	 
	
	


3. Adjustments to Project Timeframe
If the duration of the project or the project work schedule has been adjusted since project approval please explain the changes and the reasons for these changes. 

	Change
	Reason for Change
	Scope of delay (in months)

	
	
	

	
	
	


4. Financial Information: cumulative since project started to 30 June 2009

	Name of Contributor 


	Type of Contributions        
In-kind/cash-UNDP managed only 
	Amount Carried Over from PDF-A into Project

US$
	Amount Committed in Project Document 
US$
	Amount Committed After Project Approval 

US$ 
	Estimated Total Disbursement to

30 June 2009

US$
	Expected Total Disbursement by end of project

US$

	 GEF
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Co-financing /Nature (Gov, Multilateral, etc.)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


5.  Challenges and Difficulties in Project Start Up and Implementation and Lessons-Learnt 

Please describe any technical and managerial challenges or constraints you encountered or anticipate during the project start up and implementation for the reporting period, as well as mitigation measures, which you applied or plan to apply.  Also, indicated any lessons-leant and assistance you would need from your respective CO, Regional Centre and Regional Centre of Excellency to overcome these difficulties.

	Challenges
	Constraints
	Mitigation Measures
	Lessons Leant 
	Required Assistance

	Administrative 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Technical 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


6.  Good Practice in this reporting period 
Key Achievements in this reporting period:

	


Best Problem Solving Practices Demonstrated: 

Were any problems encountered?  If so, how were they addressed?   

	Problem
	Solution

	 
	 

	 
	 


General Comments:

Is there anything noteworthy/special/critical that was learned this year that is important to share with other projects so they can avoid this mistake/make use of this opportunity?

	


What would you do differently if you were to begin the project again?

	


Annex I: Project Implementation Status Questionnaire 
	PIMS Number, Project Title and Country 
	PIMS:          Title:                                                                                      Country: 

	Implementation Status
	Monitoring & Evaluation 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Before Inception 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  At Inception 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  1st Year 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  2nd Year 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
  3rd Year 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  4th Year 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Completion 


	 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Mid-Term Review Completed 

When: 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Final Evaluation Completed 

When:

	SLM Capacity Development 
	NAP Elaboration
	SLM Mainstreaming
	SLM Impacts 

  

	Project Developed? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  National Policy Capacity 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  National Institutional Capacity 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Local Policy Capacity 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Local Institutional Capacity 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Individuals Capacity (farmers, etc.)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  NGO Capacity 

Others: 

Capacity on SLM at Project Start?

National Capacity 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Weak 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Average  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Strong

Local Capacity 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Weak 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Average  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Strong

Capacity on SLM after intervention?

National Capacity 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Weak 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Average  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Strong

Local Capacity 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Weak 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Average  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Strong


	NAP Elaboration Done?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  NAP Drafted

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  NAP Adopted 

When: 

Government Support? 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Not Sufficient 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Sufficient 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  More than Sufficient 

Linkages with other Global Environmental Conventions Strategies/Plans Made? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  NBSAP  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  NAPA 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  2nd Nat’l Comm. 

      to UNFCCC


	Attended DIFS Workshop?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No 

IFS Elaboration Done?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  IFS Drafted

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  IFS Adopted 

When: 

SLM Mainstreamed?

Line-Ministries/Sectors
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Finance 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Planning 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Agriculture/Forestry

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Water Resources 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Economic Development 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Private Sector

Financial Flow to SLM Increased?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  0% 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  1~5% 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  6~ 15%

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  16~ 30%

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Over 30%

Mostly from:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Internal Sources

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  External Sources 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Innovative Sources
	Government Support? 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Not Sufficient 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Sufficient 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  More than Sufficient 

Stakeholder Interest Increased?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Transport/Infrastructure 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Social Development  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public Health 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Local Government 

Others:   

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  International Donor

Indigenous SLM Knowledge Mainstreamed? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

If yes, into which sector(s):  

Gender Mainstreamed? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No

If yes, into which sector(s): 
	Project Contributed to Policy Reform? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No 

Which policy:

SLM field-Tested?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No 

If no, planned when:

SLM Land Coverage Increased? 

Before Project

_____ha. /____% of total land area 
After Project Intervention

_____ha. / ____% of total land area 
Land Productivity Increased? 

Average Yield Increase due to Project Intervention 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  0% 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  1~5% 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  6~ 15%

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  16~ 30%

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Over 30%




� Please explain any entry here in Section 3


� Comment on the rating for 2009 and also on any observable trends from the project commencement.
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