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Management Summary

Since 1994 UNIDO and UNEP cooperate specificallyesvablish and support National Cleaner
Production Centres/Programmes (NCPCs/NCPPs) in lafgmg countries and economies in
transition. For ease of reference this initiatis¢hroughout this evaluation referred to as the DA
UNEP Cleaner Production (CP) Programme. In the rafgsef a programme document, strictly
speaking, however, this is rather a collection afstty national and some multi-country projects.
Moreover, the roles and responsibilities of botbrages are in no way equal or comparable in terms
of finances, management and organisational mandddiDO administers the operation of
institutionally funded NCPCs/NCPCs and has the nitgjof the total resources available for the total
programme. UNEP provides strategic inputs, primatiirough separately-funded multi-country
projects on emerging topics in Sustainable Consiom@nd Production (SCP) and also involves the
NCPCs/NCPPs in its series of regional and globatesgic dialogues.

In 2007, the Programme encompassed activities ieaintries. UNIDO and UNEP view this CP
Programme as a cornerstone of their activitie®s$tef sustainable industrial development, and dgree
to undertake with funding support from the Governtaef Austria and Switzerland, this independent
programme evaluationid provide conclusive evidence with regard to theent status, the potential
and the needs of the NCPCs and related initiatiesill do this by carrying out an independent
programme evaluation of the CP programme, leadmgdncrete recommendations with regard to
the future strategy of the programime

The currensstatusis best summarised agouth stage. NCPCs/NCPPs have been established and are
reportedly undertaking CP and CP-related activifidgere is a richness of experience and expertise,
and reasonable progress has been made in puttimn @k agenda, delivering professional training
and implementation in particular of low to mediuvestinology options. There are pockets of excellent
results, but also of poorer quality work, and thlegPamme has the potential to effectively capture
and disseminate best practices through a stroriggrahip with the emerging network of CP support
institutions.

The relevance of CP is on the rise, due to worgenidustrial pollution, resource scarcity,
globalisation and resulting market pressure anerothctors, but the presence and significance of
these trends varies largely between the host desntncreased relevance can be expected to lead to
higher awareness and demand from public and praettors with regard to support for CP services.
The remaining gap between the performance of imglust developing countries and global best
practices is considerable which underlines theveglee and the potential of CP also from a technical
perspective.

The biggest challenge for the Programme is to attaphe changing interests and demands from
governments and private sector. For this, the Rrogre urgently needs a consistent Strategy that is
impact-focused, delivers and values excellencetakes due account of the specific situation of host
countries. The Strategy should drive the instindigation, positioning and profiling of
NCPCs/NCPPs into nationally appropriate niches witktomised service and capacity profiles. It
should effectively promote the sharing of leadimggtices within a competence based network of CP
support institutions, including qualifying NCPCs/RBs and other CP service providers not
established through the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme flimding, management and governance
models should then also be brought in line with deenands of a maturing Programme, including
more programme and less project-by-project funding a truly joint programme management by
UNIDO and UNEP. NCPCs will demonstrate performaagainst the Programme’s outcomes and
impacts to continue their association with the Paiogne.
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This vision of a strengthened and re-energisedrBnogne has been further expanded in twelve sets of
recommendations:

1.

10.

11.

12.

Relevancethe Programme should be continued to assist dewve and transition economies to
develop capacity to apply CP practices, technofygieethodologies and policies in support of
their national socio-economic and environmentajnies;

Impact: the NCPCs/NCPPs should capitalise on their achmemes and target their service
delivery better to increase impact of their sersioa the uptake of CP practices, technologies and
policies, in particular during the phase of supplrugh UNIDO-UNEP and donors;

Design and Strategyhe Programme should be guided by a succinctranagie document, with

a clear strategy, a justification of the interventiogic and the specific roles and contributions
from UNIDO, UNEP and local and international statielers;

Focus (Contents)the Programme should re-establish its primary oon CP and articulate a
dual strategy for its further development to enagecialisation(in policy and/or technology)
anddiversification(socially driven and/or environmentally driven) M€CPCs/NCPPs as they and
their national stakeholders see fit in their reipemational contexts;

Networking: the Programme should formulate a clear networlgtrgtegy with tangible and
realistic outcomes, outputs and activities, whiclld be realised by supporting a membership
based network that would be open to qualifyingiingons, including NCPCs established by the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme as well as eligible othBrservice providers;

Funding Model:the Programme should adopt a dual funding mod&ragramme and national
levels: (1) country-based block funding to suppd@PCs in their establishment phase; and (2)
programme funding for (i) competitive grants to tiplé eligible NCPCs and possibly qualifying
other CP service providers for project based speatn and/or diversification; and (ii)
networking initiatives;

Centre Modelthe Programme should articulate institutional ofbjyes and scenarios for a NCPC
so that institutionalisation of the NCPC can be itwvad and provisions be created to
accommodate both the public interest and privateetiefunctions of the NCPC services over
time;

NCPC Services:ithe Programme should support the NCPCs/NCPPs teriake periodic
assessments of the national status of CP, to defidereview their strategic niche with service
portfolios that are most appropriate and effecitivéheir respective national contexts;
Management and Monitoringhe Programme should adopt a results-based maeagenodel at
Programme and national levels and develop a corepsife system to monitor performance in
capacity building, institutional development anduiés and impacts from CP service delivery. It
should also monitor that agreed project structugesernance arrangements and contributions
from host countries and institutions are being ewd.

Administration: the Programme management should streamline progeaatministration and
shift to the extent feasible financial responsipiind accountability to the NCPCs/NCPPs and/or
national stakeholders;

Governance and Ownershighe Programme and the NCPCs should adopt trangparel
accountable governance structures at Programmeatiwhal levels, preferably with small boards
with participation of private sector, governmentanivil society, that assume accountability for
the success of the Programme and the NCPCs; and

Excellence: the Programme should establish a culture of ewpmriation and continuous
improvement in CP service delivery. Sufficient praagme funding should be made available for
that purpose.

These main recommendations provide an integrat@ehework for developing and managing the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme for growth and quality & tNCPCs/NCPPs and related CP
initiatives. It is a broad agenda for change thiflitrequire stepwise implementation.
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Executive Summary

The United Nations Industrial Development Orgamsa{UNIDO) and United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP) cooperate in the promotion of @edroduction, with funding support from
various donors, at present in particular the Aastiinistry of International and European Affairs
and the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Aff@dP is a preventive environmental strategy that
can be applied to processes, products and sertocesduce environmental impacts and improve
resource productivity.

Since 1994 UNIDO and UNEP cooperate specificallyestablish and support National Cleaner
Production Centres/Programmes (NCPCs/NCPPs) in Igsag countries and economies in
transition. For ease of reference this initiatiggtiroughout this evaluation report referred tdhes
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. In the absence of a progra document, strictly speaking, this is
rather a collection of mostly national and some tiraduntry projects. Moreover, the roles and
responsibilities of both agencies are in no wayaéqu comparable in terms of finances, management
and organisational mandate. UNIDO administers thgeration of institutionally funded
NCPCs/NCPCs and has the majority of the total nessuavailable for the total programme. UNEP
provides strategic inputs, primarily through sepelyafunded multi-country projects on emerging
topics in Sustainable Consumption and Producti@®P(Sand also involves the NCPCs/NCPPs in its
series of regional and global strategic dialogues.

In 2007, the Programme encompassed activities icddintries. UNIDO and UNEP view this CP
Programme as a cornerstone of their activitie®s$tef sustainable industrial development, and dgree
to undertake with funding support from the Governtaef Austria and Switzerland, this independent
programme evaluation.

Scope and MethodologyChapter 1)

This programme evaluation was initiated to documeemd asses the activities and results of the
NCPCs/NCPPs established by UNIDO in cooperatioh WINEP, taking the historic programme
documentation as a reference point. It was als@eito provide suggestions and recommendations
for strengthening the global network of NCPCs/NGHBs improving service delivery in the host
countries and for further catalysing sustainablugtrial development in developing countries and
economies in transition.

The evaluation considered six evaluation criteinaluding four primary criteria that relate to the
uptake of CP (respectively: relevance, effectivenefficiency and sustainability) and two secondary
criteria that assess two important overall quatitmensions for development assistance initiatives
(respectively: capacity development and ownership).

The evaluation is based on three information s@Jroespectively: review of programme and its
management; self-evaluations of the 38 current NSZRCPPs, and independent country evaluations
for 18 NCPC3 The findings were considered in an integrated mearno: analyse the diversity in
programme implementation at the national levgierffolio analysiy; assess the Programme against
the evaluation criteria; and provide overall cos@ns and recommendations.

The evaluation was executed between April and Deeer@007, by an international expert team,
assisted by national consultants in the visitedntiaes, operating under the guidance of a Steering
Committee of UNIDO, UNEP and donor representativieterim results including draft conclusions
and recommendations were presented for reviewadttAnnual Meeting of NCPC Directors, held
in Semmering (Austria) on 24-26 September 2007 ofkmrehensive draft was released in January

® Country reports will be made available by UNIDCakation Group upon request.
1]l
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2008. The report was then finalised in April 20@&img into due consideration the comments and
suggestions from UNIDO, UNEP and donor represerdsti

Programme Review(Chapter 2)

The explicit and implicit objectives of the UNIDONEP CP Programme were reviewed, and
activities of UNIDO and UNEP to achieve those objes were analysed.

It was found that the CP concept is well refledtethe Programme and that the original Programme
was a coherent approach to building CP into arrnatenal cooperation initiative. The consistency
and clarity of the Programme have diminished oireetas a result of the repeated attempts to re-
design and re-shape the Programme that were ontialpaincorporated into national project plans
and lacked a clear vision and logical frameworktf@ Programme as a whole. The NCPC model is
largely successful, given its replication withirdaoutside the Programme, and continued demand for
the set up of new NCPCs. Cooperation between UN&D@® UNEP as well as networking among
NCPCs/NCPPs have not yet been designed into thrgrdPnone. There is also no strategy to deal with
NCPCs that are no longer funded through the UNIDKEB CP Programme.

The Programme started with a programmatic approshith included a generic cooperation
agreement between UNIDO and UNEP, a programme dexurior establishing NCPCs in five
countries and a competence based application @doegstablishing these first NCPCs. Over time
this weakened considerably in favour of manageréimdividual CP projects (predominantly to set
up or support one, or several co-located, NCP@(#}) little steering and monitoring at programme
level. The approach has been successful in edialgisNCPCs/NCPPs. It limited however the
potential to learn from past and parallel experemdthin the Programme to improve quality and
effectiveness of CP interventions (including prtgewot exclusively related to NCPCs) and build and
exercise professional and thematic leadership in CP

The Programme has used a select group of CP sepxisgders to act as International Reference
Centres (IRCs) to the NCPCs/NCPPs. This has bemefibml for fostering coherence in programme

implementation among recipient countries, and tee af more experienced NCPCs as IRCs for
newly established NCPCs/NCPPs is being applaudeth the maturing of the Programme, more

attention is needed to expose NCPCs/NCPPs to eliffemethods and practices for CP service
delivery, and thereby enable NCPCs/NCPCs to develeihhods and practices that are most suited to
the local circumstances in their home countries.

The limited internal (within UNIDO) and externah{er-agency) cooperation presents a barrier for
wider impact at programme level. These shortcomingee in part outside the control of the CP

Programme due to systemic constraints within theDd@Nmanagement and administrative systems,
leading to a project-by-project approach and a igetack of programme-based funding.

Self Evaluation (Chapter 3)

The self evaluation was undertaken to obtain coaiparbaseline information on the operation,
management and activities of all NCPCs/NCPPs dyrdobm the Directors in charge of running
these on a daily basis. It was executed by meahsm$§urveys, one on operational, institutional and
managerial aspects of the NCPC (completed by 3608INFCPPs, i.e. response rate 95%) and one on
emerging topics and tools and available resourdenmass within the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme
(completed by 23 NCPCs/NCPPs, i.e. response rai&%j.

The majority of NCPCs/NCPPs operates with limitedependence, either as subsidiary of their host
organisation (formally or informally as an admingsively and financially isolated activity area) or
otherwise semi-autonomously, with only some 30%dpéillly independent. They therefore typically
assume the legal status of their host institutiarisch in about half of the countries is a pubkcter
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entity and in some 10% of the countries a privatga institution. About 30% of the NCPCs/NCPPs
describe their legal status as unresolved.

Just over 80% of the responding NCPCs/NCPPs raptotbave received some institutional funding
through the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, most often3féo 4 years, even though several centres
have been funded for much longer. The accumulatedifig amounts reported by the Directors vary
widely (70-fold), with an average of some USD 8@&® @er country. Reported annual budgets for the
NCPC/NCPP vary between USD 50,000 and USD 3,600@@0 an average (excluding the lowest
and highest outlying values) of USD 463,000. Therage percentage contribution to the operating
budget of all NCPCs/NCPPs is 28% from UNIDO-UNEP R#®gramme, 26% from private sector,
23% from other donor programmes, and 18% from natigovernments. The average staff strength
(upon exclusion of the outlying lower and highelues) is 11.3 full time equivalent, comprising 1.9
in management, 6.9 at professional level and 2ddlatinistrative and support levels.

The activity information confirmed that three o&tRrogramme’s key CP services are provided by at
least 80% of the NCPCs/NCPPs, respectively: inftiona dissemination, training and CP
assessments (and/or in plant demonstrations). Wuoe dther service areas (policy advice and
technology transfer) are delivered by about halftttd NCPCs/NCPPs. About one third of the
NCPCs/NCPPs delivers other services, most commaiited to Occupational Health and Safety
(OH&S), Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), L@gcle Assessment (LCA) and/or Design for
Environment/Sustainability (DfE/D4S). There is gexteagreement for the potential for service
delivery in some CP-related fields, in particulad&s, Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
(EERE), Hazardous Waste Management (HWM), EnvirariteileManagement Systems (EMS) and
Environmental Technology Assessment (EnTA). Abbuté quarters of the NCPCs/NCPPs claims to
have expertise in these areas, except for OH&Srefyard to key Multilateral Environmental
Agreements (MEAS), with the exception of the Magaetk process on Sustainable Consumption and
Production (SCP), reported expertise and involvemsnrelatively low and patchy among the
NCPCs/NCPPs.

The Directors also self-assessed their NCPC/NCP&nsty five of the evaluation criteria,
respectively: relevance, effectiveness, efficiersystainability and ownership (see Table S1). The
responses indicated a high level of confidence ftbenDirectors that their NCPC/NCPP performs
well. The self-assessment is most optimistic abelgvance and effectiveness, ratddgh’ by
respectively 67% and 61% of the respondents. THiesgsessment is also good for efficiency, rated
‘high’ and ‘medium by respectively 50% and 25% of the respondemtaoluld appear that there is
some more doubt about performance on sustainabitity ownership, with thehigh' scores for self
assessments falling to 39% and 28% of respondeitsnaedium ratings increasing to respectively
36% and 39%.

Table S1: Self assessment against evaluation @i{86 responses)

Evaluation Self Assessment Rating
Criteria High Medium Low Unknown or Total
No Response

1. Relevance 24 67% 7 19% 1 3% 4 11% 36| 100%
2. Effectiveness 22 61% 8 22% 0 0% 6 17% 36 | 100%
3. Efficiency 18 50% 9 25% 2 6% 7 19% 36 | 100%
4. Sustainability 14 39% 13 36% 3 8% 6 17% 36 | 100%
5. Ownership 10 289 14 39% 8 22% 4 11% 36 | 100%

Independent Country Evaluations(Chapter 4)

Independent evaluation missions were undertakaybtain first hand information from the Director
and staff of the NCPC, members of its board, natigovernment agencies, industry associations and
clients of NCPC services.
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The countries were selected with a view to achimaximum diversity among countries to be
evaluated in detail, in regard to location, dormrdnd maturity of the NCPC and size/structurehef t
national economy. The final sample was endorsedhiey Steering Committee and included 18
countries, respectively China, Columbia, Costa Ri@@atia, Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, India,
Kenya, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, P&outh Africa, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan and
Vietnam. Even though the results from these 18 tmmare considereitlustrative for the status of
the Programme, they anot representativéor the entire Programme due to nhon-randomiseahtcpu
selection and potential differences in the intagifen of data and judgements by individual
evaluators.

For the visited countries, the activities of Prognae management and NCPCs were reviewed,
including the establishment and operational stagesthe participation of the NCPCs in the global
Programme. It was found that the establishmentestdmave been dominated by the fund raising,
leading to minimalist approaches to project jusdifion and feasibility analysis. It was also fouhalt

in the operational stages there were shortcomingggdard to transparency and accountability of
governance (in particular to national stakeholdars) professionalisation of service delivery of the
NCPCs/NCPPs across all their service areas. Morgtha&re is no provision for ongoing interaction
with NCPCs that are no longer institutionally fudddéarough the Programme. The NCPCs/NCPPs
and their national stakeholders remain loyal to Pnegramme, but there is a strongly felt need to
streamline Programme administration and to increheeavailability and intensity of networking
opportunities within the Programme.

The national results in regard to the five coreviser areas were also analysed. Schemes were
established to classify and compare results betweentries. In over 75% of the visited countries
outputs were substantive for three service arederfhation dissemination technology transfer and
CP assessments). This was markedly lower for paibyice (some 60% of countries) and training
(some 50% of countries). Generally achievementsiims of outcomes are less substantive and data
availability in regard to outcomes and particularypacts is very limited. In spite of that, these i
typically reasonable ground to confirm some positoutcomes, which in turn is a weak leading
indicator for impact. There is however not alwaysaasal link between level of output and level of
outcomes, as outcomes have in some countries lobevad through non-NCPC activities.

The 18 visited NCPCs were also assessed on tlevaiMation criteria by the independent evaluators.
Figure S1 shows the frequency distributions otalintries. The distributions are quite similar thoe

Figure S1: Summary of results of national levelleaion on programme level evaluation criteria
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four primary evaluation criteria. The highest scor@chieved for sustainability, closely followed b
effectiveness, efficiency and relevance. For eddhease criteria 39% to 56% of the NCPCs achieved
a score in either of the two highest assessmeagoses excellent’ or ‘good). The evaluation on
the secondary criteria is markedly weaker, as§6% and 28% of the visited countries, respectively
on capacity development and ownership, attaindebiedf two highest assessment categories.

Portfolio Analysis (Chapter 5)

The portfolio analysis reviewed similarities andfefiences in the establishment and operation of
NCPCs/NCPPs to gain a better understanding of threert richness and diversity in the CP
Programme and identify possible avenues to bothese as the Programme develops further. The
current diversities at the national level are alltesf internal factors (those controlled or at least to a
considerable degree controllable by the Programmsuding centre-, project- and programme-
factors) andexternal factors (those that are not under the controlhef Programme but that the
Programme can adapt to, including state of enviemtrand the economy and status of knowledge).
The portfolio analysis was complemented with sutiges for further development of concept,
methods, tools and institutional arrangementsherRrogramme which illustrate how the findings of
the analysis shed new light on the design, strateggnagement and administration of the
Programme.

At the Centre level the portfolio analysis foundtteven though some kind of governance structures
exist for most NCPCs/NCPPs, considerable scopetseXia better governance to improve
transparency and accountability of decision makingparticular to national stakeholders, equally
from the private and public sectors.

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has over time expaitdestope to include new topics and tools,
but a major weakness remains that these have edlsebéen added ohinstead of integrated into

the key service areas and core CP concepts. leiilggbsuggested that a distinction be made in
‘specialisation’ (improving the rigour and depth of service delivezlated to CP implementation, for
policy and/or technology) andliversification’ (introducing services pertaining to topics related
CP, for CSR and/or SCP). NCPCs will also have tapadand some have started doing so, to the fact
that other national institutions have consider&fPecapacities, so that the traditional CP servicag

no longer be appropriate and/or sufficient. It Enlg suggested to differentiate in service tiers,
respectively: audit and training services (Tier teghnology and policy development services (Tier
2); and networking services (Tier 3). Each NCPC @awvelop its own niche, in regard to the balance
of its capabilities among core, specialised an@mdified CP topics, as well as balance between Tier
1, Tier 2 and Tier 3 services.

The portfolio analysis found relatively minor diffmices among NCPCs/NCPPs in regard to
information dissemination and training, even thotlgtre remains a need for developing strategies to
maximise the impact of these services, includimguph the adoption of best professional practices.
The approaches to service delivery in the othezetlwore services are quite different between the
NCPCs/NCPPs. In regard to CP assessments starad@ndisand professionalism within each
NCPC/NCPP deserve improvement whilst there is ptgential to improve service delivery through
concepts and methods that are customised to nhtimoamstances. For policy advice, the degree of
pro-activeness of NCPCs/NCPPs differs quite sukistn Overall there is an opportunity to expand
the scope of policy advice beyond the traditiomalimnmental policy domain, to cover economic
and technology domains. Only some NCPCs have suttstaxperience in developing and delivering
technology transfer services. It is suggested ¢baient leading insights in EST transfer are used t
develop a balanced and integrated set of prograastigties on EST transfer within the UNIDO-
UNEP CP Programme.

As NCPCs/NCPPs find their strategic niches in thespective national contexts the UNIDO-UNEP
CP Programme will change qualitatively. This canfdstered by supportive changes in funding and

Vil
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network management. The funding basis could bé etiveen block funding (for specific countries
for establishment of a NCPC) and competitive gramiding (for eligible NCPC to develop and
deliver specific activities or services), with thalance between the two shifting towards competitiv
grants over the life-time of each NCPC. The netwookild be managed as a membership-based
association of CP service providers, with differergmbership categories having to meet different
membership criteria and having different rights adigations, including the ability to benefit from
services and funding through the UNIDO-UNEP CP RPaogne.

Programme AssessmenfChapter 6)

The Programme as a whole has been assessed bwté¢heaiional evaluation team on all six
evaluation criteria, using itemised scorecards dbase the various programme documents. The
assessments itself are based on the three mairgesoof information (programme review, self
evaluation and independent country evaluationsg dVerall result is presented in Figure S2. The
variation in the averaged programme level assedswegres for the six evaluation criteria is
relatively limited. Sustainability and relevancevlahe highest scores (respectively 3.0 and 2.9),
followed by effectiveness, efficiency and capaditylding (respectively 2.5, 2.5 and 2.4), and then
followed by ownership (score of 1.3). Figure S2wgfdhat the programme assessments are in the
range of being satisfactory. Given the high ambgjacomplexity and scope of the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme this should be regarded as a good asssssasult.

Figure S2: Averaged programme-level assessmeigtiferaluation criteria
Programme Scores: 1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = lowsatisfactory, 4 = good and 5 = excellent
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This programme assessment is underpinned by tleevioh key findings.

1. CPis of continued and rising relevance.

CP is generally considered relevant by governmprivate sector and other stakeholders in host
countries for the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. Sevenatent global trends cause the relevance of
CP to rise, but the presence and significanceesdltrends varies greatly between the host coantrie
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2. The UNIDO-UNEP CP programme has produced valuablatputs and outcomes in all 18
countries visited for an independent evaluation.

Its principal achievement has been in putting CRhenagenda of government and business, building

capacity for CP, development of information matsri@mplementation of good housekeeping and

low/intermediate technology options in selected panies and policy change in some countries.

3. The potential of the CP Programme has not been yutixploited.

The country visits demonstrated that each NCPigue in its institutional setting, activities and
achievements, with considerable differences from'‘ittealised’ NCPC as being portrayed by the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme and advocated by its manage The Programme has not yet
demonstrated flexibility to sufficiently adapt issipport to the specific needs and activities of the
different countries and to enable different typdsNECPCs to fulfil niche roles that are most
appropriate and effective in their specific naticcantexts. The absence of programme-based funding
has contributed to a scattered approach to netngréind learning, with limited opportunities for
capturing and advancing best practices and fongtihening and managing the network.

4. Design and strategy of the CP Programme have majoortcomings

There is no over-arching programme document. Theradlvobjectives of the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme are therefore not always explicit caustageholders’ expectations of the Programme to
vary. A logical means-end relationship betweenaberall objectives, impacts, outcomes and outputs,
and activities of the Programme has not been esiedol, which has led to a rather standardised
approach for the introduction of CP on a projecipbgject basis and to a lack of demand-based
models for national implementation of the Programthat customise to the unique national
institutional set up and capability portfolios @foh of the Centres.

5. Weak monitoring and reporting limits adaptive andfective programme management.
Monitoring of outcomes and impacts is generallyuffisient to allow reporting of Programme
achievements against Programme objectives. Thidehsnadaptive management and continuous
improvements in service delivery, at national ammgpamme levels.

6. The ‘win-win’ premise of CP is true only under spéic circumstances.

The‘win-win’ premise on which the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programmerngdly based is not universally
achievable in the host countries. The continuedregice to this premise has created expectations
among national stakeholders that cannot be met ianturn weakened their buy-in into the
Programme.

7. The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme was not very successfuEST Transfer

Some CP technology investments have been facditdteough the Programme, often by utilising
available green credit lines and/or deploymentocél engineering design and fabrication capacities.
Overall however the Programme has made little hagdw transferring ESTs, neither through the
regular activities of the NCPCs nor through spedifP technology transfer initiatives.

8. Creation of NCPCs/NCPCs is an appropriate way fapecity building in CP but attention for
their institutionalisation has been limited.

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has defined NCPCs &y thortfolio of standardised CP

services. The institutional dimension of the NCREg. the NCPC'’s role vis-a-vis other types of

institutions, the NCPC'’s role in the national inatien system) has therefore not been sufficiently

considered in many cases.

9. The potential for cooperation with other initiativehas not been exploited.

The evaluation found only limited evidence of omgprollaborations within the UN agencies, with
other UN Agencies, with donors other than therfent UNIDO CP Programme donors, and with
other initiatives in the field of industry, envinment and sustainability. Given the multitude oftsuc
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initiatives, there is an unexploited potential éodrage expertise and resources at the programthe an
national levels.

10. The valuable contribution of the programme to natial capacity building is not sufficiently
communicated

UNIDO, UNEP and Donors have a tendency to pres@RGE astheir’ institutions, despite of their

national ownership and governance structures, antially different activity portfolios and funding

models. This ignores the fact that many NCPCs dtonger have a close relationship with the CP

Programme and does not reflect the role of the i@mme in building up and supporting national

capacities and ownership.

11. There is a trade-off between financial independerared sustained impact

The evaluation showed that the sustainability & Brogramme’s achievements in building CP
capacity, implementing CP in companies and CP-ptimmg@olicies is generally high. It is however
noted that the priority assigned to financial siasthility (or rather independence) of the NCPC as a
national institution (largely through income fronergices) can become counterproductive to
achieving sustained effects and impacts as meabyrdte Programme’s objectives.

Conclusions and Recommendation&Chapter 7)

The evaluation team found that relevance and swidity of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme are
good, with scope for improvement particularly féieetiveness and efficiency, which could result in
better targeted, customised and streamlined intéores at the national level, which in turn could
further bolster relevance and sustainability, adl wapacity development and ownership. The
conclusions and recommendations are organisedaiveéwclusters, respectively: relevance; impact;
design and strategy; focus; networking; funding etpdentre model; NCPC services; management
and monitoring; administration; governance and owlmip; and excellence. The main
recommendations of these clusters provide an iatedrframework for developing and managing the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme for growth, impact and migtwf the NCPCs/NCPPs. The twelve
clusters with their main conclusion and overarchregommendation are provided in Table S2.
Detailed supportive conclusions and recommendatoaprovided for each cluster (see Section 7.2).

Table S2: Overview of main conclusions and oveliaghecommendations

Cluster Main Conclusion Overarching Recommendation

1. Relevance CP is relevant and its relevance is|ofrhe CP Programme should be continued to
the rise due to worsening industrial| assist developing and transition economies|to
pollution, resource scarcity, entering develop capacity to apply CP practices,

into force of MEASs, trade technologies, methodologies and policies in
liberalisation and globalisation, buyeisupport of their national socio-economic and
pressure and greater government andnvironmental priorities.
community awareness.

2. Impact The Programme was successful in| The NCPCs/NCPPs should capitalise on thei
establishing CP initiatives in each | achievements and target their service delive
host country and all were reported fobetter to increase impact of their services o
be active. For the visited countries it the uptake of CP practices, technologies an
could be confirmed that the NCPC | palicies, in particular during the phase of
had produced valuable outputs and| support through UNIDO-UNEP and donors.
outcomes in particular with regard tp
awareness raising, training,
implementation of low and
intermediate technology CP options
and, in some countries, policy
change.

- =
=

y

o o
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Cluster

Main Conclusion

Overarching Recommendation

3. Design &
Strategy

There is no programme document
covering the overall objectives, the
strategy and intervention logic and
the different expected contributions
from UNIDO, UNEP and local
stakeholders. Existing strategy
documents are not useful for
Programme management.

The Programme should be guided by a
succinct programme document, with a clear
strategy, a justification of the intervention
logic and the specific roles and contribution
from UNIDO, UNEP and local and
international stakeholders.

Focus
(Contents)

The expansion of the scope of the CFhe Programme should re-establish its
concept that has gradually occurreg

in the Programme over time

catalysed by interests of the donors

and the UN agencies, is not widely
understood by all programme
stakeholders and lacks widespread
endorsement by the NCPCs/NCPP
and their national stakeholders.

primary focus on CP and articulate a dual
strategy for its further development to enab
specialisation(in policy and/or technology)
anddiversification(socially driven and/or
environmentally driven) of NCPCs/NCPPs g
they and their national stakeholders see fit i
5 their respective national contexts.

\S

Networking

The Programme has not formulate
distinct strategy with tangible

objectives, outcomes and outputs f
networking among NCPCs and the

resource needs for its facilitation andnetwork that would be open to qualifying

technical support through the
UNIDO-UNEP Programme
management have not been
identified.

1 Bhe Programme should formulate a clear

networking strategy with tangible and realis
proutcomes, outputs and activities, which cou
be realised by supporting a membership ba

institutions, including NCPCs established by
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme as well 8
eligible other CP service providers

ic

sed

Funding Model

The predominant model for fundin

of the Programme as a collection of

country projects has hindered

effective networking and constrainedNCPCs in their establishment phase; and (2

the Programme in developing and
delivering specialist services on a
multi-country basis.

y The Programme should adopt a dual fundin
model at Programme and national levels: (1
country-based block funding to support

programme funding for (i) competitive grant
to multiple eligible NCPCs and possibly
qualifying other CP service providers for
project based specialisation and/or
diversification; and (ii) networking initiatives

7. Centre Model The capacity building model througfThe Programme should articulate institution|
NCPCs/NCPCs is relevant, even | objectives and scenarios for a NCPC so tha
though the Programme defines institutionalisation of the NCPC can be
NCPCs by their service categories | monitored and provisions be created to
without providing clear institutional | accommodate both the public interest and
perspective(s) for the NCPC, both | private benefit functions of the NCPC servig
during and beyond their phase of | over time.
institutional funding through the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.

8. NCPC Services| The Programme has outlived its | The Programme should support the

initial design of services which was
based on a standard package of
NCPC services to be delivered
through one single national centre,

countries that have built CP capacityand effective in their respective national

in different institutions require more|
tailor made NCPC services.

NCPCs/NCPPs to undertake periodic
assessments of the national status of CP, t¢
define and review their strategic niche with
aservice portfolios that are most appropriate

contexts.

—

~

U7
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Cluster Main Conclusion Overarching Recommendation
9. Management & | Reporting on Programme The Programme should adopt a results--based
Monitoring achievements is generally management model at Programme and

insufficient to assess outcomes ang
impacts against Programme
objectives which prevents adaptive
management and continuous
improvement of the Programme’s
performance.

national levels and develop a comprehensiy
system to monitor performance in capacity
building, institutional development and resu
and impacts from CP service delivery. It
should also monitor that agreed project
structures, governance arrangements and
contributions from host countries and
institutions are being achieved.

D

ts

10. Administration

The UNIDO CP Unit and
NCPCs/NCPPs have ultimately beg
able to meet administrative
requirements, including financial
administration and contracts’
management and disbursement of
funds, but repeatedly not in a timely
manner.

The Programme management should
nstreamline programme administration and
shift to the extent feasible financial
responsibility and accountability to the
NCPCs/NCPPs and/or national stakeholder

11. Governance &
Ownership

The Programme has not establishe
transparent and accountable
governance structure for gathering
feed back from stakeholders,
beneficiaries and NCPCs into its
strategic planning and ensuring
adequate oversight over
implementation of the Programme.
The governance of NCPCs is of
varying effectiveness, accountability
and transparency.

dBhe Programme and the NCPCs should ad
transparent and accountable governance
structures at Programme and national level
preferably with small boards with
participation of private sector, government
and civil society, that assume accountability
for the success of the Programme and the
NCPCs.

Dpt

Py

12. Excellence

Despite its ambition for excellence
thematic leadership in the
Programme management is weak,
well as its incentives and
opportunities for realising continuou
improvements in development,
adaptation and replication of CP

, The Programme should establish a culture
experimentation and continuous improveme
asn CP service delivery. Sufficient programm
funding should be made available for that
spurpose.

services and initiatives.

Df

4

The output of this evaluation study is a sound eva# basis on the status, potential and need®of th
NCPCs/NCPPs as well as practical recommendatiothsaggestions for improving the Programme.
It is hoped that the planned outcome will now discoforth-coming, namely'UNIDO management,
UNEP management, donors and other stakeholderaugdlthe conclusions and recommendations of
the evaluation to elaborate an evidence-based, celngmsive strategy for future assistance to and
cooperation with Cleaner Production Centres and dgteonmes and related initiatives and
institutions”. It is understood that the scope of recommendai®bsoad and that implementation of
recommendations should therefore be undertakerbstepep.

Xl




Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

Glossary

ADA
ADB
ARSCP
APRSCP
BAT

BEP

CL

CP

CP+
CPU
CSR
DESIRE
DfE

DTIE
D4Ss

EE
EECPEMS

EERE
EIA
EIP
EMA
EMS
EnTA
EP3
ERSCP
ESTs
FIP
GC
GEF
GERIAP
HWM
ILO
IRC
LatinNet
LCA
MDGs
MEAs
MVA
NCPCs
NCPPs
OH&S
Pol
PREMA
PRISMA
REAP
SCP
SDR
SECO
SIRM
TBL

Austrian Development Agency
Asian Development Bank

Africa Roundtable on Sustainable Consumpaiwh Production
Asia Pacific Roundtable on Sustainable Gopson and Production
Best Available Technology

Best Environmental Practice

Chemicals Leasing

Cleaner Production

Cleaner Production Plus

Cleaner Production Unit (UNIDO)

Corporate Social Responsibility

DEmonstrations in Small Industries for RedgavastE (India)
Design for Environment

Division of Industry, Technology and Economi¢/NEP)
Design for Sustainability

Eco-Efficiency

Energy Efficiency through Cleaner Producdod Environmental Management
Systems (GEF)

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

Environmental Impact Assessment

Eco-Industrial Park

Environmental Management Accounting

Environmental Management Systems

Environmental Technology Assessment

Environmental Pollution Prevention Project BP& and USAID)
European Roundtable on Sustainable Consamrgotd Production
Environmentally Sound Technology(ies)

Factory Improvement Programme

Global Compact

Global Environmental Fund

Greenhouse gas Emissions Reduction fromstnglin Asia Pacific
Hazardous Waste Management
International Labour Organisation

International Reference Centre

Latin-American Cleaner Production Network

Life Cycle Assessment

Millennium Development Goal(s)

Multilateral Environmental Agreement(s)
Manufacturing Value Added

National Cleaner Production Centre(s)

National Cleaner Production Programme(s)

Occupational Health and Safety

Johannesburg Plan of Implementation

Profitable Environmental MAnagement

Project Industrial Successes with Waste &rgon (The Netherlands)
Responsible Entrepreneur Achievement ProgefuiIDO)
Sustainable Consumption and Production

Sustainable Development Reporting

Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs

Sustainable Industrial Resource Management
Triple Bottom Line
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TEST
UNCED
UNEP
UNIDO
USAID
USEPA
WB
WBCSD
WSSD

Transfer of Environmentally Sound Technoledi@NIDO)
United Nations Conference on Environment Begelopment
United Nations Environmental Programme

United Nations Industrial Development Orgaation

United States Agency for International Deymhent

United States Environmental Protection Agenc

World Bank

World Business Council for Sustainable Depatent

World Summit on Sustainable Development
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Cleaner Production

The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEPhedithe term Cleaner Production (CP) at its
first International Expert Group Meeting on PrewentEnvironmental Strategies in Canterbury in the
United Kingdom in 1990. The meeting coincided wdfmonstration, research and policy projects on
preventive environmental management strategies [(e4]), the emergence of a network of national
pollution prevention programmeswiw.p2.org and the launch of federal and state Pollution
Prevention and Toxic Use Reduction legislationhi@ USA (e.g. [3, 5, 6]) and the completion of the
first set of waste prevention demonstration prgjéttEurope (e.g. [7, 8]).

The scope of CP has been subject of much debatgiicular in the early 1990s, with a consolidation
by about 1994 into a consensus definition thatdiase been widely used within the United Nations
System (including United Nations Industrial Devetggmt Organisation (UNIDO)),
intergovernmental banks (e.g. World Bank (WB) argiaA Development Bank (ADB)) and national
governments in different parts of the world. Thérdton states:

“Cleaner Production is the continuous applicatioham integrated environmental strategy to
processes, products and services to increase exffigi and reduce risks to humans and the
environment” [9].

A number of related terms exists that for practiparposes can be considered as essentially
equivalents for CP. Table 1.1 provides some exasnplbe overlap with Eco-Efficiency (EE) is
greatest. Championed by the World Business Codiocibustainable Development (WBCSD), Eco-
Efficiency is best characterised aing more with less’that is using materials, energy and other
natural resources more efficiently for the delivefymore valuable goods and services. In a similar
vein, CP can then be characterisedtasiing waste to profit’that is eliminating waste and pollutants
at source to reduce environmental impacts [10]c&Pnotionally be measured with a ratio of units of
pollution or resource use per unit of production Nanufacturing Value Added, MVA). EE can be
measured by the inverse ratio of units of producgier unit of pollution and/or resource use [11]

Table 1.1: Examples of CP-related terminology

Term Definition

Eco-Efficiency | The delivery of competitively pricepbods and services that satisfy human needs ang pr
quality of life, while progressively reducing ecgical impacts and resource intensjty
throughout the life-cycle, to a level at leastiirelwith the earth’s estimated carrying capacity

[12]
Green A broad strategy for enhancing productivity andismmental performance and leading|to
Productivity positive change in socio-economic development [13]
Pollution Reducing or eliminating waste at the source by fyodj production processes, promoting
Prevention the use of non-toxic or less-toxic substances, émginting conservation techniques, and|re-
using materials rather than putting them into tlaeste stream [6]
Waste Application of a systematic approach to reducing gieneration of waste at source.... It is

Minimisation about optimising all areas of the business to beemesource efficient and thus prevent, of at
least minimise, the production of waste [14]

CP combines technological and organisational dimess There is a tendency to view the
technological part or the cleaner process techigdo@.e. production technologies that are inhdyent

less resource intensive or less wasteful) as aesubEnvironmentally Sound Technologies (ESTS).
EST refers to a set of technologies that is apphedeliver environmental benefits. Chapter
34 of Agenda 21 provides a basic definition [15]:
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“ESTs protect the environment, are less pollutinmge all resources in a more
sustainable manner, recycle more of their wasteas @noducts, and handle residual
wastes in a more acceptable manner than the teogred for which they were
substitutes (34.1)"

ESTs include other subsets for example end-of-pipeclean-up) technologies, renewable energy
technologies, etc. Even though these are suppodivachieving CP outcomes, they are not
commonly understood as being part of core CP.

CP is strongly embedded in international environtaleand sustainable development policies and
strategies.

= Chapter 30 of Agenda 21 [15] calls upon nationalegoments, industry and international
organisations to collaborate on the disseminatioth isnplementation of CP technologies and
practices lttp://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/documents/agendaglisgbragenda?1chapter30.Htm

= CP is well aligned with the Millennium Developme@als (MDG), in particular MDG 7
(ensuring environmental sustainabilityXtp://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/Implementation of
CP can, on a case by case basis, also contributhéo MDGs, in particular MDG 1 (reducing
poverty, for example when CP enhances productiding to more jobs, or reduction of
environmental health burden on the poor), MDG 3offote gender equality and empower
women, for example when CP empowers working wonmehimproves their work environment)
and MDG 8 (developing a global partnership for depment, for example where government,
private sector and community collaborate on CR$telr development).

= CP is also supportive of the Global Compact, intipallar for the environmental principles,
respectively: business should support a precautfoapproach to environmental challenges
(principle 7); business should undertake initiagivéo promote greater environmental
responsibility (principle 8) and business shouladtaemage the development and diffusion of
environmentally friendly technologies (principle 9)
(http://www.unglobalcompact.org/AboutTheGC/TheTenEiples/environment.htrl

= The Johannesburg Plan of Implementation (Pol) [it6)ides the most recent endorsement for
CP. Chapter 3 positions CP in the frameworkabfdnging unsustainable patterns of consumption
and productioit Paragraph 15 calls taricrease in investment in cleaner production and-ec
efficiency in all countries, through inter alia, dentives and support schemes and policies
directed at establishing appropriate regulatorynancial and legal frameworks. This would
include actions at all levels to establish and supgleaner production programmes and centres
and more efficient production methods by providinggr alia, incentives and capacity building
to assist enterprises, especially small and medgized enterprises and particularly in
developing countries, in improving productivity ansustainable development”(3.15)
(http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/documents/WSSD_POIER@ish/POIChapter3.htin

The Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Dpuedot (WSSD) has markedly expanded the
mandate of UNEP from CP into Sustainable Consumpind Production (SCP). Within the United
Nations System, UNEP is the custodian of the glafédrt to “develop 10 year frameworks of
programmes in support of national initiatives taalkerate the shift towards sustainable consumption
and production to promote social and economic dgwaent within the carrying capacity of
ecosystems by addressing and, where appropriatekadey economic growth and environmental
degradation through improving efficiency and susddility in the use of resources and production
processes, and reducing resource degradation, poliluand waste” (paragraph 14, chapter 3)
(http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/documents/WSSD_POIER@lish/POIChapter3.htn This effort

on 10 year framework programmes is commonly refetoeas theMarrakech process
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Considerable effort has been devoted to develapthdr understanding of SCP in local and regional

context. A recent summary states that [1Qgh&anging consumption and production patterns toward

more sustainable ones means improving:

» The technologies (or in some cases adopting thal lmxcligenous knowledge) and processes
involved in the productive activities;

» The way basic services are provided, managed sstdhited to the population;

= The way communication and information are provicsaugl

= The way consumers purchase”

Whilst CP continues to be an important buildingckléor SCP, UNEP has developed complimentary

SCP activities, including energy efficiency (botidustrial (typically part of CP) and non-industrial

(e.g. buildings, not typically part of CP)), Mu#tieral Environmental Agreements (MEAS),

sustainable procurement, sustainable consumptiasigB for Sustainability (D4S) and Global

Compact (GC).

1.2 Cleaner Production Programme

As summarised in section 1.1 the United Nationsf@amce on Environment and Development
(UNCED) in Rio in 1992 had provided in Agenda 25][5 clear mandate to the international
community to support developing countries and eogas in transition with capacity building and
implementation of CP. UNIDO and UNEP had alreadytstl to collaborate on specific projects, for
example on a collaborative CP audit manual [18Y #en both launched in 1993 a comparable CP
demonstration project [19], respectively in IndidN[DO) [20] and China (UNEP with funding
support from the World Bank). Despite a number dfetences, both projects were essentially
modelled on the Dutch PRISMA Project [7], and comeli in-plant demonstrations, with the
development of manuals and policy analysis, andagp building. Simultaneously, several other
donors funded bilaterally programmes on CP or edldabpics in developing countries, for example
the Environmental Pollution Prevention ProgrammB3Ein about a dozen countries (see [21] for a
summary of key pioneering initiatives on CP in depeng and transition economies). The UNIDO
and UNEP projects in India and China were succkdsfudlemonstrating the potential for CP
implementation in local industries, and identifib@ need for some ongoing platform at the national
level for fostering CP uptake. Hence the notiomNafional Cleaner Production Centres (NCPC) was
conceived, which some resemblance to the PolluBimvention Programmes in the USA and CP-
related centres in Europe.

The core idea was that NCPCs would be createdmuithiional host institutions, to establish an gntit
that provides four types of CP services:

1. CP assessments/in-plant demonstratideshnical assistance provision to companies dhdro
organisations for the identification, evaluatiord amplementation of CP opportunities;

2. Information dissemination and awareness raisidgvelopment and distribution of promotional
materials and delivery of awareness sessions dkshiops to put CP nationally on the agenda of
government and the private sector;

3. Training: delivery of training programmes to establish areaof CP professionals who could
assist businesses and other organisations witm@Rinentation; and

4. Policy advice liaison with government and other key stakehadder identify ways to create a
policy environment more conducive to CP.

In this initial set up the NCPC was perceived agmatity that could on an ongoing basieliver CP
demonstration projectsin a manner that UNIDO and UNEP had just gainegbegience with
respectively in India and China.'kan’ implementation model was adopted where NCPCs wgetld
some funding support to fund a Director and sonmgept activities, for a limited period of 3 to 5




Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

years. The local host institution would then previd kind support, in principle through a Deputy
Director and access to facilities and serviceshef iost institution. It was expected that such lean
model would have more chance to be locally susbéénia the longer run. Upon initial training, it wa
expected that the NCPC would launch activitiestsroivn, under the guidance and direction of an
International Reference Centre ((IRC) the term tewpart institution was initially used) with would
essentially twin’ with a NCPC.

The Government of The Netherlands provided seedesnoo kick start the Programme, and with

further funding support from UNEP, Denmark and Aiasthe first NCPCs were established in late
1994 in China, India, Tanzania, Zimbabwe, Mexicaail (self funded), Czech Republic and

Slovakia. A second generation of NCPCs was estadigrom 1998 onward when the Governments
of Switzerland and Austria provided funding to setNCPCs in Central America. A fifth core service

area was added, namely support for the identioagvaluation and transfer of ESTs. While some of
UNIDOQO’s activities in regard to EST transfer wererh then on channelled through the UNIDO-

UNEP CP Programme, other EST initiatives were uia#ten in isolation from this Programme (for

example the programmes on EST transfer for enviestial remediation of the Danube River and the
Black Sea).

From 1998 onward the programme gradually expandednaw has activities in some 35 countries.
About half of these (still) receive institutionalrfding through the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme,
while the other half is strictly speaking indepemidigom the Programme, even though they may still
be involved on a project basis. Figure 1.1 showatlap of the geographical scope of the Programme
in 2007.

Figure 1.1: Map of project locations in the UNIDONEP CP Programmehftp://www.unido.org/doc/4450

-

Though initially the management and programmingtre activities for the NCPCs was shared
between UNIDO and UNEP, this changed by the laB9Eas a result of multiple changes in project
staff, organisational support and organisationabrties within both agencies. In the following
period, UNEP had relatively little input to the @pment of NCPCs and the overall strategic
direction. UNEP worked on specific projects witheséed centres, for example with regard to energy
efficiency and product design. UNIDO maintained tcoin over the institutional funding for
establishment and operation of NCPCs, and therefmm&olled the bulk of the finances available to
the Programme and also providing a greater managecnatribution. Even though this programme
evaluation uses the term joint UNIDO-UNEP CP Progree this in no way implies that both
organisations have had, and/or will continue toehan equal role in programming, management and
administration of the programme.

Programme implementation is therefore currentlyiead through multiple project agreements,
mostly on a one-on-one basis for a given perioitiglly three years) with a donor and host country.
In addition some multiple country projects haverbeeplemented, many of these under the auspices
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of UNEP (for example projects funded by the Gldbavironment Fund (GEF) orEhergy Efficiency
through Cleaner Production and Environmental Marmagat Systerh§EECPEMS) and CP in
Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAS), midtiuntry projects funded by the Government of
Sweden on CP in Asia Pacific (including GreenhoHlseissions Reduction in Industries in Asia
Pacific (GERIAP), and a multi-country project fuddéy the Government of Norway on CP
financing). The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme is thupiimciple a theoretical notion as there is no
current, overarching programme strategy and impieation agreement between UNIDO and UNEP.
Most recently however there is a genuine commitnaribe highest levels in both organisations to
strengthen coordination and cooperation aroundngtevork of NCPCs. A tangible output from
renewed commitment is this programme evaluatiorichvhalso aimed to strengthen collaboration in
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme significantly.

The Programme has thus evolved as the sum of inputiguts and outcomes of a series of similar but
not identical projects with different timelinesases, budgets, donors and host institutions irecbfit
countries. Figure 1.2 provides a conceptual ewliidgram for the Programme. A distinction is made
between institutional funding (on left hand side)l roject based funding (on right hand sid®) (
However with the diversity of the different NCPMj&cts, many variations exist.

Figure 1.2: Schematic entity diagram for the UNIRINMEP CP Programme
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As per Figure 1.2, in the context of this programewaluation, the Programme is understood to
comprise of four components, respectively:

1. National Centres or ProgramméslCPCs/NCPPs): service delivery institutions dithbd in the
host countries that deliver CP and CP-related sesyi

2. Programme Managementhe activities of the CP Unit in UNIDO Headquastén charge of
project administration, strategy development, éimisvith donors, reporting and financial control;

& It should be pointed out that after an initialadsishment period, in some countries, other donpistergovernmental financial institutions
have become the source of institutional fundingtifier NCPC established through the UNIDO-UNEP Progna. The distinction between
institutional and project funding is therefore teextain degree fluid. In the remainder of thisorépthe term institutional funding will be
used for funding provided through the UNIDO-UNERG@amme for establishment and operation of the NOEEP and that is not, or not
exclusively, linked to specific service delivery the respective NCPC/NCPP to its national customers
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3. Technical Assistancgroviding access to know-how, expertise and skill CP and related areas
to the NCPCs, through training and provision oéinational experts; and

4. Regional Networkingactivities organised by UNIDO to achieve exchamdeknow-how and
experience between staff of the NCPCs/NCPPs irergifit countries, for example through
meetings of the directors, regional projects etc.

The NCPCs/NCPPs have highly similar features antivites in the different countries (as

summarised in particular in Chapters 3 and 4 of tieport). Other CP like entities have been
established with comparable roles by other donorsther countries, in relative isolation of the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. The Government of Denmaak sponsored sector and policy
specific CP projects for example in South Africa afietnam, both countries with a NCPC under the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, and Thailand and Malayls@h countries without a NCPC. The

Government of Germany sponsored GTZ for the impteat®n of training and capacity building in

profitable environmental management — some of tlaeseities have taken place in countries with
NCPCs (e.g. Egypt, India, Vietnam) and others iontnes without a NCPC (e.g. Indonesia and
Thailand).

Outside the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, it would applkeat the Regional Network of the World
Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBL&Dcurrently the only network with a
comparable global spread. The WBCSD regional nétwisr however business driven and
membership based, and includes activities on Eéicigtiicy as well as other corporate sustainability
topics (e.g. business for the poor, corporate seegponsibility, accountability and transparency).
The Regional Network of the WBCSD puts an emphasibusiness self-initiative, awareness raising
and business and policy dialogues, and does noiededervices as in the case of the NCPCs
(however in most of the developing countries théional secretariat does have a capacity to
undertake project-based services to member conmglamier information purposes, Figure 1.3 shows
the geographic distribution of the Regional Netwofkhe WBCSD. About half the NCPCs/NCPPs
are in countries where there is also a RegionahBaof the WBCSD. In some countries the Regional
Network and NCPC operate in relative isolation @ggample South Africa, China, India) whereas in
other countries there is a direct link (e.g. RegldPartner of the WBCSD being the host institution
for the NCPC (notionally in Mozambique and previgudso in Zimbabwe)).

Figure 1.3: Regional Network of the World Busine€ouncil for Sustainable Development
(http://www.wbcsd.org/templates/TemplateWBCSD5/lagep?type=p&Menuld=NjM&doOpen=1&ClickMen
u=LeftMeny

regional network

1.3 Independent Evaluation

This Independent Programme Evaluation for the UNHDREP CP Programme was initiated to
document and assess the activities and resulteedNCPCs/NCPPs established, taking the available
programme documentation as a reference point. B alao aimed to provide suggestions and
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recommendations for strengthening the global nétwair NCPCs/NCPPs, for improving service
delivery in the host countries and for further batimg sustainable industrial development in
developing countries and economies in transition.

Originally several related initiatives, in partiaulfrom bilateral donors, were meant to be incluthed
this evaluation project in order to broaden thepscof the evaluation and ensure learning effect for
CP implementation beyond UNIDO and UNEP. Howevér tomplexity of the programme
evaluation finally allowed only for the inclusiom @ne such initiative, by including two NCPCs
funded bilaterally by the Government of Switzerlandhe independent evaluations (Colombia and
Peru) and by reviewing evaluation reports preparetlCPCs/NCPPs.

1.3.1 Previous Evaluations

Even though this programme evaluation is uniquisirscope and coverage, there have been earlier
evaluations at programme level, in particular:

= 1996 Programme Evaluatidi22]: This evaluation was undertaken some 2 yaties selection of

the host countries for the first generation of NGPEleld visits were undertaken by evaluators of
the International Institute of Industrial Environnt@l Economics (IIIEE) (of Lund University,
Sweden) to China, India, Zimbabwe, Slovakia andc@£epublic (five of the eight first NCPCs)
to interview staff and clients of the NCPCs. Thalastion found that the NCPC programme was
relevant and viable, but needed adjustment, iniqoéett in regards to customising the NCPC
concept and its services' portfolio to national cainstances, increasing transparency in
programme management, improving networking, andsoreanent of programme success. It was
also pointed out by the evaluators that a NCPC withrimarily information and networking
function would not be a value proposition that dobke expected to become financially self-
sustainable on the short to medium term.

= UNIDO Programme Evaluationsn separate exercises UNIDO evaluated the perfocmaf the
NCPCs in Central Europe (2002) and developing ces1{1999) [23]. The evaluation found that
CP was a cost effective approach towards sustardehtelopment and that the CP methodology
as being advocated by the NCPCs was an effectiveftoo identification and prioritisation of
technology changes that yield both environmentdl @zonomic benefits. It was also found that
dissemination and application of the CP conceptrgremall and medium sized enterprises on
the basis of its economic merits did not occur lgamnd needed support through promotional
activities and policy changes. The Programme wamdoto be most effective in regards to
awareness raising, training of CP assessors amfirdtion of CP in university curricula and
policy frameworks, whilst economic and environmeérdanefits at industry level were rather
modest compared to the potential existent in tdastry sector. The evaluators found that NCPCs
should not be evaluated exclusively or primarilyilpact at the company level, but rather by the
impact at the industry level in terms of their ssgxin transferring the CP concept and its tools to
other organisations/consultants and their contigbuto the formulation of conducive CP policy
frameworks. On the basis of their findings theyaisstulated that the NCPC programme would
have better chances of achieving significant impacbuntries that have a larger segment of well
performing industry with consolidated managemerdtesys than in countries in which large
segments of industry face rudimentary problemsuofigal and are in need of restructuring and
consolidating management functions first.

= NCPC Lessons Learneth the lead up to the Johannesburg WSSD, UNEPapedpa booklet of
lessons learned from the NCPC programme [24].peas that the booklet was largely based on
information obtained from previous evaluations, axgerience of UNEP and UNIDO staff in
working with the NCPCs. The guiding messages agarosed according to the start up phase,
support phase and post-support phase for fundinigruthe NCPC programme. The messages
argue for targeted and focused service delivermnoiiment to information dissemination and
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liaison, outcome and result oriented service dglivéocal implementation and managing the
tension between private and public interest rolehef NCPC. Concern is also expressed that
emphasis on commercial service delivery drivesNIH#C into becoming a commercial service
provider to large, creditworthy businesses.

» SECO Impact Evaluatioj25]: the Swiss government commissioned a separgiact evaluation

for seven NCPCs or alike Sustainable Enterpriseeldgment (SED) centres funded by the
Government of Switzerland (respectively in Columb@osta Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala,
Morocco, Peru and Vietnam). Only direct impactsxfr€P implementation in companies were
considered. The evaluation focused on quality ef @ assessment services and reports of the
respective centres. The report stated that thesebgtter potential for impact from CP service
delivery in medium to large enterprises, and thedug based approaches with follow up
implementation support should be considered.

The centrepiece of this impact evaluation was damese of the financial benefits from CP
assessments. These were estimated on the baseeomading the percentage share of options
implemented in a selection (but not necessarilaraomised selection of assessment reports)
multiplied by the total savings identified in eamhthe CP assessment reports, and kept constant
for five years. A proxy cost benefit ratio was thealculated on the basis of 1/3 of the Swiss
donor contribution (cost) versus the financial agei achieved over the five year period in all
companies (benefit). In doing so, it was found tteasery dollar invested by SECO had resulted
in 3.5 dollar saved in a participating company

Even though an impact evaluation is in principleb®mapplauded, this particular SECO impact
evaluation could not be endorsed by this prograrerauation, for a number of inter-related
reasons. Full project benefits (CP implementatiane) related against partial costs (only part of
the costs of one of the project contributors), #imel methodology overestimates savings and
underestimates costs. The country datasets arestgstically unlikely. The limitations of this
impact evaluation have been reviewed in detaihan ¢ountry evaluation report for Vietham but
they apply to all countries covered by the impaetieation.

The findings of these programme evaluations hafleenced the overall direction and administration
of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. This is coveredhia results of the programme documents’
review in Chapter 2 of this report.

In addition to these programme evaluations theve lh@en several project level evaluations as part o
the funding cycles for most, but not all, of the RCs. All except one (Sri Lanka) of such country
level evaluations were performed by internationallgators assisted with national consultants [26].
The Sri Lankan experience showed that rigorous iaddpendent evaluation of a NCPC does not
have to depend on international consultants. Thmtcy level project evaluations are however not
reviewed here in any further detail. Instead, tidependent country level evaluations undertaken for
the selected NCPCs/NCPPs for this programme evafuaover key findings from any project
evaluations that have been undertaken in the r@gpamuntries (see chapter 4, and annex Il to this
main report).

1.3.2 Evaluation Methodology

This global programme evaluation was structuredirgddfour primary and two secondary evaluation
criteria. Theprimary criteria relate to the uptake of CP, and are:

1. Relevanceare the elements of the programme (i.e. the Gieam, the CP services, the NCPC
institution, the global network and the technicsdistance inputs) applicable and valuable for the
intended beneficiaries (i.e. the private sectovegoment, academia and research institutes in the
host country)? ;
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2. Effectivenessdoes the design of the programme (i.e. natioratres, global management and
networking, and technical assistance) and its implgation enable the Centres and beneficiaries
to achieve the programme’s intended results (pgake of CP)?;

3. Efficiency is the programme designed and implemented toewehoptimal benefit from its
available resources? Are the Centres and otheramroge activities managed and administered in
a manner that fosters service delivery to benefes&; and

4. Sustainability is it probable or likely that the benefits (e.gvailability of CP services,
environmental and productivity benefits in industetc) achieved from the programme will
continue into the future?

The secondarycriteria assess the success of the CP Programme @svelopment assistance
intervention. These represent two elements of pesttice for project execution and management,
and are therefore highlighted separately. Thesercov

5. Capacity Developmentdoes the programme develop essential capaciigs {h regards to
resource productivity, environmental managementirepreneurship, and/or public private
partnerships) for local stakeholders to improvértbarrent and future well-being?; and

6. Ownership do local stakeholders regard the programme aB then and do they make
commitments to advance the programme’s aims arettbgs and act on its outputs?

To a certain extent the primary criteria are higlharal and sequential, as a reasonable degree of
relevance is required to achieve some effectivenard effectiveness is conditional for both
efficiency and sustainability. There is also someerlap between the secondary and primary
evaluation criteria. Capacity development is morglated to effectiveness and efficiency. Ownership
on the other hand is principally influenced by valece and sustainability. This inter-relatedness of
the evaluation criteria is displayed in Figure 1.4.

Figure 1.4: Evaluation criteria for the programmeaduation

SECONDARY 5 SECONDARY 6
CAPACITY
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT EEYRERSHIP
INCREASED UPTAKE OF I i i 1
CLEANER PRODUCTION PRIMARY 1 PRIMARY 2 PRIMARY 3 PRIMARY 4
RELEVANCE EFFECTIVENESS EFFICIENCY SUSTAINABILITY

The evaluation was performed by an internationgleexteam comprising of three independent
consultants and one programme officer from UNID&&luation Group/Bureau for Organisational
Learning. It was overseen by a Steering Committigle representatives of UNIDO and UNEP (both
the programme units involved, as well as the respgeevaluation units) and the Governments of
Switzerland and Austria. Norway and Germany paréied partially as observers. The evaluation
kicked off in April 2007, and substantive interirmdings were presented to the Meeting of the
Directors of the NCPCs/NCPPs, held in Semmerings{#a) from 24-26 September 2007. This
report (including the annexed country evaluatiopores) have been finalised thereafter taking into
consideration the valuable feed back received duaimd after the Semmering meeting.

The evaluation methodology is displayed in Figure There are three maipiflars’ on which this
global programme evaluation is based, respectivpiyogramme review, self evaluation and
independent evaluations.
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Figure 1.5: Overview of the evaluation methodology
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1. Programme reviewa review of developments in the Programme owvewrtiwith particular
emphasis on programme strategy, management andiattation, and adaptive management and
learning over time. This review is largely basedaoreview of various strategies, business plans
and reports produced by the CP Unit in UNIDO inrgeaof the day-to-day management and
administration of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.

2. Self Evaluations (by Centre Directors): comparative analysis of the experiences andsvigw
the directors of the NCPCs/NCPPs, as expressetidmy in response to two email-administered
guestionnaires. The first survey covered charastiesi of the NCPC/NCPP (e.g. its institutional
set up, budget, staffing, activities) and an assess of the performance of their NCPC/NCPP
against five evaluation criteria (relevance, effentess, efficiency, sustainability and ownership).
The follow up survey explored in greater detail kxeel of interest and involvement in various
CP and CP-related service areas (such as sustipaidurement, occupation health and safety,
Multilateral Environmental Agreements, etc.)). Thaelf assessment covered all NCPCs and
NCPPs (total of 38) in the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.

3. Independent Country Evaluations (by evaluation feamembers of the international evaluation
team visited a selection of the participating NCR&@san independent review and assessment of
the results and experiences of the NCPC from arpnoigpe level perspective. These independent
evaluations were based on document reviews andsiismms with NCPC staff, board members,
clients and relevant government and industry remtasives. One member of the international
team spent between 2 and 5 working days in thetopand was assisted by a national consultant
who was independent from the NCPC. The selectiotoahtries to be visited was made by the
Steering Committee at the suggestion of the intenmal evaluation team. In doing so, it was
attempted to arrive at an illustrative selectioncluiding NCPCs in different stages of
establishment and funding, with different typeshokt institutions, with different donors and in
different parts of the world. Visits were undertake 19 countries, between April and September
2007. These were: China, Colombia, Costa Rica, tiaroagypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, India,
Kenya, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, P&lovakia, Sri Lanka, South Africa,
Uzbekistan and Vietnam. For 18 countries detailedntry evaluation reports were prepared.
Slovakia was excluded as it turned out that thes&ddNCPC no longer fulfils a public role in
advocating CP to industry and government (albeitaiaing active as commercial CP service
provider to the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme and otlients).
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These three components provide the factual infaomafor ‘evidence basg’for the independent
evaluation. The analysis and evaluation was algdetil in three constituent parts, respectively:

1. Portfolio Analysis an analysis of the status quo of the UNIDO-UNEP Brogramme in the
participating countries, on the basis of a set istriminating factors in the establishment,
operation, management and governance of the NCRIE¥?N in the programme countries. The
aim was to find common trends in development of RERCPPs and potentially clusters of
common activities or areas of common need in grafipdCPCs.

2. Programme Assessmemin overall assessment of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programagainst the
primary and secondary evaluation criteria, i.eevehce, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability,
capacity building and ownership.

3. Conclusions and Recommendatiora integrated set of conclusions from the independ
evaluation and associated recommendations orgaiiseldisters, that each provide a lever for
improvement of the Programme.

The evaluation was executed between April and Dbeen2007. Interim results including draft
conclusions and recommendations were presentecefiew to the ¥ Annual Meeting of NCPC
Directors, held in Semmering (Austria) on 24-26 t8efer 2007. A comprehensive draft was
released in January 2008, and was finalised inl 008 taking into consideration the comments and
suggestions from UNIDO, UNEP and donor represerdsti

The evaluation faced several practical limitatiogsicumentation was mainly available at the

project/country level, not at the programme lewel;financial figures at programme level were made
available to the evaluation team; for some of thegmamme documents analysed the respective
period of validity was not clear; and due to thedgeriod covered not all people involved in design

and implementation could be consulted.

1.4 Report Overview

The remainder of this main evaluation report isctured in three main parts and six chapters.

Part | (Findings) constitutes the evidence basi$his programme evaluation. The three chapterls eac
cover one of the main informatiorpillars’, respectively findings from the programme review
(Chapter 2), findings from the self evaluation (ftes 3) and findings from the independent country
evaluations (Chapter 4).

Part Il (Analysis and Assessment) provides for aalysis and assessment of the Programme,
integrated from the findings of the three sourdeiindings. Chapter 5 (Portfolio Analysis) focus®s

the current status of the Programme and attemptigblight parallels and synergies between
activities of NCPCs/NCPPs in different countrieshmiarying degrees of industrial development and
national socio-economic and environmental pricgig@d objectives. Chapter 6 (Evaluation) contains
the programme level assessment by the evaluatéon té the performance of the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme against the primary and secondary evatuatiteria, as well as an overall summary
assessment of the Programme’s main achievements.

Part 1l (Conclusions and Recommendations) providesomprehensive set of conclusions and
recommendations (Chapter 7).

This main report is accompanied by two sets of rifouting reports that will be made available on
request by the UNIDO Evaluation Group. The firstt smntains country profiles for all
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NCPCs/NCPPs. These have been based on the susmynses from the respective directors. The
second set contains the independent evaluatiomtsefoo the 18 visited countries by the internasiion
consultants. These are comprehensive reviews o$tdias of development and achievement of the
respective NCPC by the respective evaluator whitedishe country and contain specific conclusions
and recommendations at the national level.
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Part I:

Findings
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2. Programme Review

2.1 Overview

This chapter looks at the design, implementatioth thwe results of the programme level activities in
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. As noted before, énahsence of an overarching project strategy
and programmatic funding, the Programme evolved timee as a set of projects. Also roles and
responsibilities were not equally shared, with UBIChaving the lead role in programming,
implementation and ongoing review.

The programme review presented here therefore diddke as the basis the explicit and implicit
objectives of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. It thealysed the activities undertaken by UNIDO
and UNEP to achieve these objectives, including dbeperation and coordination with donors
(especially the current main donors Austria andt&aliand).

The need to include implicit objectives (i.e. oltjges not formulated explicitly in a programme

document) into the analysis of programme desigsearifrom the fact that there is not a single,
comprehensive programme document that would prawidemation with regard to the scope, actors
and objectives of the Programme (see 2.2. beloiwg. @rogramme design is first reviewed (section
2.2), followed by reviews of programme implemertat{section 2.3) and programme level results
(section 2.3). The final section contains the Kaglihgs (section 2.5).

2.2 Programme Design

2.2.1 Programme Concept

The basis for the design of the UNIDO-UNEP CP pmogmne is the concept of Cleaner Production
(CP) itself (see section 1.2). The CP adoptedérinfial programme document is consistent with the
consensus definition arrived at in the mid 1990&P is the continuous application of an integrated
preventive environmental strategy to processesjymts and services to increase eco-efficiency and
to reduce risks to humans and the environment’[9]

This definition explicitly includes life cycle apmaches for products. However, early programme
documents point out that the emphasis of prograetieities is on the production process and not so
much on products. The concept of energy efficida@lso covered by the CP definition, even though
it is not explicitly singled out as one of the apations of CP.

The above core definition of CP has been maintaamthe centrepiece of the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme until today. This is consistent with tise of CP in the international community. While
UNIDO, given its mandate to promote industrial proiibn processes, has focused its activities
within the core concept’s scope, UNEP has widengdivn programme to include consumption
issues into Sustainable Consumption and Production (S@Rigramme (see also section 1.1), in
response to the Johannesburg Plan of Implementaifothe World Summit on Sustainable
Development (WSSD). Furthermore, there is an irgingatendency to use the NCPCs/NCPPs as
local partners for the implementation of donor pamgmes in areas related to, but not necessarity par
of the core concept of CP (in particular Corpor&ecial Responsibility (CSR) (or social
entrepreneurship), and implementation of Multilat&Environmental Agreements (MEAS), including
their financing mechanisms, like Clean Developmeéviechanism (CDM) and transfer of
Environmentally Sound Technologies (ESTS)). Rentagkdowever, UNIDO has implemented its
own programmes on CSR and EST transfer at arm{gHesf the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme (e.g.
the projects on EST transfer for environmental &nafion of the Danube and Black Sea and REAP
(Responsible Entrepreneurs Achievement Programmav(unido.org/index.php?id=042159).
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It can already be pointed out here that this evmlndound ample evidence that the relevance of the
CP concept has been high throughout the implementperiod. International developments such as
trade liberalisation, increasing energy prices, aades in environmental legislation, all tend to

increase the relevance even further. The extenthich these developments have influenced the
performance of particular NCPCs/NCPPs and the impatheir activities depends heavily on the

specific framework conditions (legislation, enfar@nt, resource prices, etc.) in the different
countries and hence there continues to be vatgalmlithe relevance of the CP concept, in particula

for the private sector.

2.2.2 Programme Strategy and Objectives

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme was designed as a itpdadlding programme. It has been
applying an‘indirect’ approach to introducing CP in developing countibgsfirst creating local
capacities that are then for a defined period metsupported and further strengthened. These can
then be utilised for implementation of national angrnational interventions. The specific approach
to capacity building was to the set up new entitib® NCPCs, most often created as (semi-)
autonomous centres, within existing host institugior creating completely new institutions.

The original programme strategy had an almost siaiufocus on the establishment of NCPCs. The
programme was then referred to as the UNIDO-UNEPBPC Programme’Later both organisations
developed documents that referred t€® Programme’indicating a wider scope of the Programme,
including interventions other than establishing andporting NCPCs.

Based on the experience from the set up of theé fiets of NCPCs, so-called National CP
Programmes (NCPPs) were defined as alternativiCCs. NCPPs were applied in countries where
some demand for CP promotion existed but no sefiictapacity was available for the establishment
of a NCPC. The activities of NCPPs resemble torgelaxtent those of NCPCs (demonstration
projects, training, information dissemination) andsome cases are designedpmepare the terraih

for the set up of a NCPC later on. This deviatimmf the exclusive focus on NCPCs indicates that
the programme management started considering made¢és than NCPCs to promote CP at the
country level. The NCPP concept, however, was egpdnly in a small number of cases. Of the 34
NCPCs and NCPPs listed in 2007 on the UNIDO wele mady Armenia and Lao PDR are officially
registered as NCPP (Bulgaria, Romania, UkraineMadtenegro do have ongoing NCPPs but these
are not listed on the webpage).

As NCPCs in different countries matured, the nemdgieneral capacity building support to those
NCPCs diminished. As a result, over time some efgéswere introduced to reflect a wider approach
of CP promotion. This includes regional networkingiatives (such as the CP-LatinNet network in
Latin America) and, more recently, also specifichtd@cal initiatives such as Chemical Leasing (CL)
and SAICM (Strategic Approach to International Cheals Management). Arguably the Latin
American experience could, if proven successfutobee a model for replication globally. In the
other three key regions for the programme howdwenetare reasonably active Regional Roundtables,
that could be better utilised by the Programme aseans for regional networking (respectively in
Asia Pacific, Africa and Europe).

As early as 1997 plans were made to create a gloBahetwork that would be open not only to
NCPCs supported by UNIDO but also to other CP-edlanstitutions [27]. This plan has been
reiterated throughout the years (see for exampeMayrhofen CP Programme Declaration from
2003). However, with exception of the Latin Amenaagional network, the networking activities of
the programme have until now not been developedsystematic way.

This might be related to the fact that no cleaatstyy, objectives and outcomes have been definmed fo

the global network. Instead, the definition of thetwork always started at the activity and output
levels, listing the possible lines of activitiesdasutputs without clearly explaining what the ukbii@
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aims of these activities would be. Obviously thashalso limited the possibilities to assess the
potential effectiveness of a NCPC/NCPP network avids other possible interventions (e.qg.

establishing a global information centre for CPH ahe possible complementary nature of the
UNIDO-UNEP network in relation to other networkimgtiatives (e.g. the regional roundtables on

SCP, GTZ network on profitable environmental mamaget, and regional network of the WBCSD,

etc). Furthermore, no additional resources wereengasilable for global networking. Given the very

limited staff and funding resources of the UNIDO-EM CP Programme pro-active facilitation and

support for networking could not be provided inghat with the ongoing activities for the set-up of

new and the support to existing NCPCs/NCPPs.

More has been achieved in the area of regional orktng. The formation of the “CP LatinNet”, a
networking initiative for the Latin American NCPQsee box 2.1), overcomes most of the barriers
described above. Separate resources were mobdisdn effort was made to establish clear goals
for the network.

Apart from the common definition of the CP concapd a generic Letter of Agreement (LoA) [28]

on interagency co-operation (see below) and despithe frequent references to the joint UNIDO-

UNEP CP Programme, at the time of evaluation in720@re was no joint document spanning the
activities of both agencies for CP promotion in gyah or the management of the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme specifically.

Objectives:
The overall objectives of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Prognagnare referred to in numerous documents,
the most important of which are:

¢ The programme documents for the support for thebéshment of the first batch of NCPCs

in 1994 (the 6ld’ NCPCs") [29];

¢ The information brochure of the UNIDO-UNEP NCPC graomme [30];

e The UNIDO Holistic and Sectoral CP strategy 20030&[31];

¢« The UNIDO CP Programme Business Plan 2003 — 202 §d

¢« The UNIDO NCPC webpage (www.unido.org/index.php@bit33).

The following development objectives have beenaetéd from these programme documents. They
provide testimony for the wide scope of the objexgithat have been formulated over the years:

* Reductions in risk to human health and the enviremin

* Enhanced industrial productivity;

* Increased application of CP in the industrial secto

» Incorporation of CP in the national environmentaliqy and legislation;

« Transfer of CP information and CP technology froeveloped and developing countries to
industrial enterprises and environmental manageagencies in (other) developing countries
or economies in transition; and

* Economy-wide productivity gains for sustainableremoic and social development.

The ‘Holistic CP strategy[31] issued by UNIDO only, introduced further ebjives, among them
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGSs) 1 (poveatieviation), 7 (sustainable development) and
8 (global partnership) (see also section 1.1)lsk aefers to improved international market acadss
companies in developing countries.

UNIDO'’s business plan 2003-2005 for the CP Unif] [@&ablished a number dttategic objectives
for managing the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, such as:

e Strengthening the network of NCPCs and NCPPs;

* Fostering international business cooperation anesiments in ESTSs;

» Integration between CP and other tools (e.g. ffdecassessment);

* Promoting NCPCs and NCPPs as partners for the mesieation of MEAS; and

« Fostering and establishing regional networking.
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These objectives, and indeed the business plamediéfe scope and activities of the CP programme
management unit in UNIDO instead of the objectifiegghe UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme itself.

Currently the UNIDO web-page lists another set dfjectives of the NCPC programme
(www.unido.org/index.php?id=05133):

* Increase competitiveness;

* Open access to new markets;

e Stimulate public-private partnerships; and

* Promote CP investments and CP technology developamehtransfer.

A review of these formulations of objectives shotveat some are rather outputs (e.g. the
establishment of regional network of NCPCs, intégraof LCA into CP), and others are outcomes
(incorporation of CP in legislation) or impacts dguctivity gains). Some are also simply activities
(strengthening the network, promoting NCPCs aspastfor MEASs). The formulation of objectives

reflects that strategy documents have defined thectves and activities of the programme
management unit without clarifying the Programnselft which in turn presents a barrier to more
results-oriented programme management.

More importantly, there is no distinction betwedode objectives that constitute the Programme’s
development objectives and those that are notttlireelated to the Programme, but where positive
contributions can be expected depending on speagications. The main issue in this context
appears to be the question whether poverty alieviathould be among the direct objectives of the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme or not. Similar to whatIwbe discussed below in regard to
‘outcomes; in many instances a trade-off between povergwration and reduction of environmental
impact can exist. Cleaning up a pollution hotsp@hnrequire measures that do not directly (i.e. at
least not in the short term) alleviate poverty (etlge preventive CP approach promotes the
introduction of more efficient technologies whiaghturn might be less labour intensive and lead to
loss of employment opportunities for poor families)

It is not argued here that poverty alleviation aznipe a direct objective of the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme. However if it is, there should be arcigaderstanding what is being understood as
poverty alleviation (e.g. better working conditiprimetter environmental health conditions in poor
communities, or narrowly speaking only more jobshagher incomes). Likewise not all of the
Programme’s interventions will contribute to poyeralleviation, productivity gains and
environmental impact reduction at the same time tandhe same extent. So when a component or
project is designed to achieve the Programme’ssgdtathould be explicitly and clearly stated which
of the Programme’s goals will be aimed at and achdlgmeans-end relationship between the
objectives and the planned outputs and activitiesilsl be established)(

Outcomes

The concept of CP implies that a programme fopismotion would contribute to uptake of CP
practices, technologies and policies (outcome) with parallel lines of benefits or impacts: reduced
environmental impacts of industrial activities (uding processes and products) and increased
productivity of industrial activities (less resoascused for same output or same resources used for
higher output).

From an analysis of documents from the early phaé#ise Programme it would appear that at that
time the focus of expected outcomes was clearlyreductions in risk to human health and the
environmerit Apparently less importance was assignedttoenhance industrial productivity29],

even though the CP definition used listed eco-iefficy (combined economic and ecological
efficiency) as its first aim. It is however notdtiat there was always a strong emphasis on cost-

’ For example, the activities and outputs needec f6P intervention that aims at poverty reductiagghinbe very different from what is
required for an intervention that focuses primawityproductivity gains or reduced environmentalactp
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efficiency of CP options (i.e. on options that fedeasonably short pay back time in light of local
environmental standards and their status of enfioeod).

Looking at more recent documents, it appears that the years the emphasis has shifted from the
first to the latter main benefit. For example, Bugsiness Plan 2003 — 2005 for the UNIDO CP Unit
[32] defines the mission of the CP Programme dsVi@: “assist the national industries in improving
their productivity and competitiveness to facitahe access to new and more demanding markets
through the diffusion of quality and productivityh@ncing ESTs, following a holistic and sectoral CP
approach”. The document however falls short in defining #jpeadly what is understood aolistic

and ‘sectoral, and how this would be different or superior ther CP approaches.

This apparent shift in emphasis is probably reldtedhe evolution of the institutional model of
NCPCs/NCPPs towards financially independent serpiceviders, who naturally depend on their
good relations with client companies and the peivsgctor in general. For the implementation of CP
assessments in companies the productivity arguimeettainly the better entry point, unless theee a
urgent issues in regard to enforcement and congdianth environmental legislation.

By and large the Programme appeared to have sadigglcome to terms with the existence of these
two seemingly equally important outcomes, tryingraintain the concept of‘avin-win” situation, in
which it is possible to achieve both benefits a same time. It might be argued that this can be
realistically expected only when environmental deds and legislation is being implemented and
enforced and resource prices reflect environmesdsis to some extent. In the absence of a cost to
non-compliance or a reward for voluntary compliarme eventually beyond-compliance (e.g.
improved market access through a recognised e@b-tatbuyer requirements), thein-win’ premise

is limited mainly to the implementation ojood housekeepingind other no or low cost CP options
(as reflected in the lower levels of implementatmihigher cost options reported by the visited
NCPCs for the independent country evaluations (lespter 4)).

An emphasis on the reduction of environmental ihpaould probably imply a focus on:
enforcement of existing, and where needed developrok new, more stringent, environmental
legislation; capacity building in the public se¢t@nd more proactive targeting of sectors with
significant environmental impact or most affectegions (pollution black spots). It would define
public policies and maybe even raise awareness @igih society as to what can be expected from
companies in terms of CP (Best Available Technas#iBest Environmental Practices).

The emphasis on competitiveness/productivity gdies,the benefits for the enterprises concerned,
implies being (private-) demand-driven with limitégdvolvement in the promotion of enforcement
and stricter environmental legislation, implemeotabf only the economically attractive (profitaple
solutions. This in turn means that many solutidmst would in principle be economically viable
under existing environmental legislation (i.e. omreble pay-back time, low risk) remain
insufficiently attractive to warrant investment.

Both approaches have their pros and cons. Whichsotie better approach for the CP Programme in
a specific country or region depends on the localtext and the priorities defined by stakeholders.
This diversity is reflected in the different oriatibns of the NCPCs visited for this Programme
evaluation (see Chapter 4). However, it is noted#ld in the design of the Programme and the
projects to support the establishment and strengtheof NCPCs, which in general assign a rather
standardised role to a NCPC.

Outputs

The programme has produced outputs at the programngecountry levels. At the programme level
the development of the NCPC model can be regarddedniain output, while the establishment of
individual NCPCs is the core output at the counéwel. The NCPCs themselves then have also
produced outputs (e.g. delivered training, undemakP assessments), leading to outcomes (capacity
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built, and CP options being implemented) and impécetduced environmental impact and improved
resource productivity).

The establishment of a NCPC requires consideralolseraffort than the mere conduction of training
programmes or the implementation of demonstratimjepts. It implies a long-term co-operation for
institution building and requires continued effotts create local ownership and commitment for
sustainability of the CP concept and the NCPC mscgeproviding institution.

While no evidence has been presented as to thealagdggsign process that lead to the conclusion that
establishment of NCPCs would be the most effectefficient and sustainable way to achieve
programme level objectives, the long-term apprdaglicit in the establishment of NCPCs appears
to be warranted in most cases. However, it shogll lze noted that in some cases direct support to a
number of existing institutions with ongoing adties in CP and with sufficient capacities for CP
uptake might have been more effective, and shduldaat have been considered as an alternative to
establishing a new NCPC. Most importantly, the NCPGdel developed at the outset of the
programme remained largely unchanged since thencantinues to be abhe-size-fits-al’model,

with no a-priori differentiation in services or tiigtional nature according to the very differeleeds

and framework conditions found in countries aseddht as India and Nicaragua (see also paragraph
2.2.4). Other important outputs at the programmeelleare: networking of NCPCs; technical
assistance through a pool of International RefereBentres (IRCs); fund raising; information and
training materials; and monitoring & evaluationgsection 2.3.)

2.2.3 Rationale and Logical Framework

There are many ways to conceptualise the rationflthe UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. One
possible way is to use the concept of a logicah&aork, establishing thereby an idealised means-
end relationship between the programme’s objectavad outcomes on one side and the different
outputs and activities at programme and countrgllen the other. The framework can then be used
as a mechanism for systematic and periodic consuitaamong programme stakeholders, especially
UNIDO and UNEP. The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme haslfitsot yet produced such a logical
framework.

For the purpose of analysing the Programme’s iatexoherence, i.e. in how far the above-mentioned
logical and consistent means-end relationship €xibe evaluation team undertook an attempt to re-
construct a logical framework of the current Progmee. As a result of the analysis of the different
strategy documents, including UNIDO and UNEP iniNtes, the overall programme logic found by
the evaluation team is described in Figure 2.1ulhlbgical framework would require the definition
of indicators, means of verification for such iratimrs and critical assumptions or risks that nedakt
observed in order to ensure timely response togdthnircumstances.

The programme management of UNIDO, in close codiperavith donors, made considerable efforts
to develop a set of meaningful indicators for maiitg of outcomes at country level, in particulae t
projected environmental and economic benefits aehile from in plant demonstrations. Less
emphasis was on indicators at the programme lewlah the country level for institutional capacity
development and ownership. Risk management, ieecéimtinuous monitoring and observation of a
set of critical assumptions and/or potential rigksthe programme’s success in achieving the
objectives, has not been systematically undertétdkghe programme. This is true for both, country
and programme levels. An example for risk managénvenld be the continuous monitoring of some
international tendencies that influence the releeaand effectiveness of CP, such as international
resource prices, trade liberalisation and envirartaidarriers to trade, etc.
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Figure 2.1: Re-constructed Logical Framework of BidIDO-UNEP CP Programme
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2.2.4 NCPCs and Core Services

As mentioned above, very early in the process ogr@mme design it was decided that there was a
need to establishNational Cleaner Production Centre¢NCPCs) as the principal output of the
programme. The NCPCs were designed as vehiclelteed a set of services (activities). The
services were adapted from earlier CP demonstratiojects (see also Section 1.2) in the expectation
that Programme level objectives could then be aekieThe initial four core services were [29]:

* Information dissemination;

* In-plant demonstrations/cleaner production assestsne

» Training and capacity building; and

» Policy advice.

In the second generation NCPCs (established &8@8)1a fifth core service has been added, namely:
» Transfer of Environmentally Sound Technologies (EST

These services constituted the backbone of the N@B@el. They were applied in all cases and the
evaluation team found them even in the bilatenainaged NCPCs that were established outside the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. The scope of these senvimdudes some that can be offered on a
commercial basis with potential for private bergef@t least under certain circumstances) and others
that are of public nature and therefore need pubhding support. It is this broad scope that makes
the institutional model of the NCPCs suitable foumtries or regions where no capacity and no
specialised institutions exist to deliver some lugste services. The model seems less adequate for
countries or regions where considerable capaciigtexXor some of these services in different
institutions (for example in university departmenssearch/technical institutes or business service
providers (management consultants, engineeringgdefiims, etc.)). In such cases either a CP
Programme providing direct support to existing itn§bns or an alternative model for a networked
CP centre might have been more effective. In tlterl@ase the CP centre (or maybe a centre with a
different name) could be more of a niche playeorie or more of the service areas. An example for
such a niche strategy could be a technology referecentre that specialises in technology
information and assessment (see the further discuss centre models and services in the portfolio
analysis, in particular sections 5.3 and 5.4).

The design of the NCPC model does not include ergi¢®n of the institutional nature of the NCPC,
in particular with regard to its relationship tdet institutions. Such a description would reqiire
conceptual design of a number of possible modelgedding on the institutional, environmental and
economic framework conditions for CP.

2.3 Programme Implementation

This Section looks at the different aspects ofitm@ementation of the CP programme, starting with a
general view on the programme management and ihjgogugiven to the set-up and operation of
NCPCs. Then the aspects of networking, technicals@ce and information management are
discussed.

2.3.1 Programme Management

Programme management in UNIDO is the responsibilitthe Cleaner Production Unit (CPU). The
unit has four professional officers and one uniethOver the implementation period the position of
unit chief has been occupied by four different vidlials (and has been vacant from September 2007
to May 2008). One of the present professional siththe unit has been involved in the Programme
from 1998, while other professional staff has jditiee CP unit more recently.

At UNEP programme management is with the DivisidnTechnology, Industry and Economics
(DTIE), based in Paris. DTIE’s launched its CP Paogme in 1990, in partnership with many
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organizations including OECD, EU, UNIDO, and the MidBank [33] (see also section 1.1). At the
outset of the Programme the cooperation and divisiblabour between UNIDO and UNEP was
described in a Letter of Agreement (LOA) in whictNIDO was assigned the role oéXecuting
agency, whereas UNEP was thedoperating agencyThe executing agency (UNIDO) would then
take the lead in setting up 20 NCPCs in two phaskde the cooperating agency (UNEP) would
provide professional support in terms of method@s@nd information (see also paragraph 2.3.1.2.).

It is noteworthy that the first phase of the CPdgPamnme applied a strong programmatic approach to
the establishment of NCPCs. For the set-up ofiteeffive NCPCs a project document with common
objectives existed. Since the project was fundedutih UNIDO by a single donor (Government of
The Netherlands, with co-funding by UNEP), the niegaeffects of patchwork funding that later on
affected the programmatic character of the UNIDOHPNCP Programme did not exist during this
early stages.

Another feature of the programmatic approach wasdblicitation and application proce'sdn the

first phase | 39 Institutions from 25 countries][2@untries participated by submitting a proposal f
establishing a NCPC (including administrative ardhnical approaches and a budget) along the
guidelines defined by UNIDO and UNEP. Among thelaagions, UNIDO and UNEP first selected
the countries with the best perceived potentiald8rand assimilative capacity for hosting a NCPC.
This was followed by a competitive selection pracesthin the countries to select the most capable
host institution. This process shows that in thdyephase programme level activities were more
pronounced and a clear strategy was developechgpidmented.

In the later phases of the programme (i.e. apprateiy from 1998 onwards), these programme level
activities became less important and a more oppistia approach to establish NCPCs was followed.
Attempts were made taipscalé the NCPC model, by developing tools for countriesestablish
NCPCs by themselves [34]. However, available giegburces of the UNIDO CP Unit were largely
used to establish new NCPCs in the same way diredrly phase (i.e. with direct involvement of
UNIDO staff in the NCPC management) wherever aestjfrom recipient countries and donor funds
were available.

The UNIDO CP Programme management faced a numbarterhal systemic constraints within
UNIDO, which made pro-active programme developnaent effective thematic leadership difficult:

« Starting in the early 90’s UNIDO had to downscalestantially its staff after the withdrawal of
Canada, the USA and Australia from the Organisatidris resulted in increased pressure on
remaining staff with less time for forward-lookiragtivities like programme development and
strategic planning.

* Not only in the case of the CP Programme, but timelihg of UNIDO'’s technical cooperation in
general, has been to a large extent on a projeptdjgct and nobn a programme basis. This
makes programme management more difficult, evereif-qualified staff is available.

» CP as a concept lends itself for being promotedaatvibcated by arepistemic community{i.e.
a network of knowledge-based experts) [35] UNID@&pendence and/or focus on funding for
technical assistance on a project-by-project badiswed little room for programme-level
activities (such as research, expert group meeteigy and thus did not facilitate the emergence
of such a group of experts with oversight over, /andnfluence on, the state-of-the-art in
development and implementation of CP concepts, oalstitechnologies and policies.

* UNIDO has a political mandate to be active in &@lmember countries. Requests for cooperation

from the countries are taken as a basis for theldpment of technical cooperation activities.
Management and staff therefore are bound to responslich requests which precludes the
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possibility of strategic selection of countries i@gions and for more innovative CP pilot
activities.

« UNIDO implements technical cooperation with therameexecution modef), At the same time
country support capacities of UNIDO (through cowrdffices or cooperation with UNDP) are in
many cases very limited. This usually requires fitd@ project managers a close involvement in
operational issuesnjicro-managemeny}; draining valuable staff resources away from essaf
strategic importance (guidance and coaching of N&ZIRCPPs, peer review of products and
services, innovation in services delivery, lessarning, etc.).

The above-mentioned systemic internal constrairégsnat only faced by the UNIDO CP Unit in its
management and administration of the UNIDO-UNEPRZ&gramme. However, they are important
barriers for effective programme development anchagament and to some extent they might
explain why no strategy existed from the beginnioghow UNIDO and UNEP would deal with
NCPCs after the direct support has ended. Nevedbgethe lack of such a strategy is certainly dne o
the central weaknesses of the Programme and neette taddressed as soon as possible (see
recommendations in section 7.2).

Adaptive management

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has not remained static the years. While the NCPC concept
was not changed significantly and was kept as thre element of the Programme, some new
elements were introduced and efforts were madedocome identified barriers. Overall this shows a
degree of adaptability in programme managementechds a large extent on an active dialogue
between programme management, donors, NCPC Disectocal counterpart institutions and
International Reference Centres (IRCs). Howevethatsame time, it should be noted that not all of
the changes and modifications produced good reaulisin general a lack of strategic and thematic
leadership of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme limitkd translation of pilot project results and
studies into a continuous development and cond@itaf the Programme. The most important
issues in this context were:

» CP Finance:already relatively early in the programme it wasicen by the parties involved that
lack of finance (or of access to it) representaedagor barrier for the introduction of CP at the
company level. UNEP with support from the Governtn@hNorway implemented a dedicated
project with several studies and pilot projectstwitCPCs in five countries were carried out to
develop resource materials (e.g. [36]). UNIDO’sgyeanme management also made an effort to
strengthen in-house cooperation with the investmpesrnotion division.

The Swiss donor, partly in cooperation with the DRFUNEP programme, launched another
successful initiative in this respect. It is thee&n Credit Trust Fund of SECO, which was
launched in 2004 and is being implemented in séwetantries and is producing valuable results
(see country reports Peru and Colombia).

« EST Transferanother problem area that was soon identified Wwagransfer of Environmentally
Sound Technologies (ESTs). Most of the CP optionglémented in companies fall into the
category fow (or even no) investmentr ‘good housekeeping’Programme management, in
cooperation with donors, realised that generaléy éffectiveness of the Programme in achieving
further reaching process changes and substitufitechnologies was rather low. As an answer to
this problem two pilot projects were carried outndia and China, providing special resources to
the NCPCs in order to produce tangible and replecabsults in the field of EST transfer.
Unfortunately these projects did not eventuatexgeaed. The Indian project is still on track to

8 “Agency execution entails management by UN Agendiese activities require technical sector expertimespecific management
capacity and access to international networks;dbeernment lacks the required management or sutds¢éacapacity; or the parties prefer

agency execution for other reasons. Under agenegugion, the UN Agency may plan and carry out ttegm@amme or project activities

applying its own procurement proceduregdefinition from UNDP website). Alternatives to exgy execution are National Execution
(NEX), Direct Execution (DEX) and NGO execution.
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achieve some EST transfer, but the Chinese prbogstbeen abandoned. Nevertheless, through
implementing these projects, important lessons weegned and barriers to EST transfer
identified. Increasing effectiveness in EST trandfi@cluding adaptation and replication of
ESTs), however, remains one of the big challenfi#lseoCP programme.

* Environmental Management Systeras:the outset of the CP programme in the early 5990
Environmental Management Systems (EMS) were notagspread tools (the British Standard
BS 7750, which can be regarded the prototype of EMS&s published in 1992, and its
international companion ISO 14001 was published986)). Thus it is not surprising that EMS
did not figure prominently among the tools to beptagyed by NCPCs in the original documents.
However, the Programme, through its direct relatmm set of International Reference Centres
who are familiar with state-of-the-art environmeéngaractices in industrialised countries,
introduced EMS into the work of NCPCs quite sucliglys Since then, EMS has become an
important service area and source of income inraéMCPCs.

* New Servicesin recent years the programme engaged more and imdne introduction of new
services in the NCPCs. This was partly motivatedheyaspiration of UNIDO and UNEP to fulfil
its role as innovators and opinion leaders wittia global CP community. To some extent it
followed the request from the donors to introducehs services through the NCPCs. The
relevance and applicability of the different seegdrom the perspective of the NCPCs/NCPPs
will be discussed in more detall in Section 3.3f{assessment results). From a programme level
perspective it is important to mention two issuedated to the new services. First, not all of these
services fall into the CP concept (especially C8R eonsumption related services). Second, the
two agencies involved, UNIDO and UNEP, and the dsritave not yet come to a common
understanding what kind of services should be effdry NCPCs. While UNIDO has established
set of new services under the heading of CP+, UMERmMIng at the integration of sustainable
consumption related services to better match wihniandate for SCP. Overall it would be
necessary to strike a balance between perceivediti@s of the countries (as reported by the
NCPCs/NCPPs) and the global priorities (reflectethe mandates of the UN agencies).

The issue of new services has been discussediwggngith NCPCs, but at present no clear strategy
has been defined as to what should and what shmtlde part of the CP Programme’s area of
services. It appears that the approach so far wask Wwhat could the NCPCs do next to sustain
themselves~instead of askingwhat needs to be done to achieve widespread apiplicaf CP in a
given national context?The latter approach would imply more developmehhew and innovative
methods and policies within the Programme, based otre regular and in-depth assessment of the
demand and the experiences in different counsesprs, companies and activity areas.

Internal collaboration within UNIDO

It is noteworthy, that despite many attempts frawjgrt managers to enhance cooperation with other
relevant UNIDO technical branches (e.g. Investm@nmbmotion, ICS Trieste) no significant
cooperation between the CP Unit and other areaNIDO has been achieved so far. This is
particularly surprising, given the CP-related dti'g of UNIDO in the following environmental
areas: Montreal Protocol, CDM and Climate Changeck®holm Convention. All these areas are
closely related to the concept of CP. The capdumitit up through the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme
in many countries could have been enhanced in thesgs and NCPCs/NCPPs could have been
invited more frequently for the implementation ofre of the before mentioned activities. To some
extent related to this situation and as shown lyrésults of the self evaluation survey (see Sectio
3.3) the NCPCs/NCPPs report that their activityeleand perceived competence in the areas of
multilateral environmental agreements (MEAS) is déswvin the fields of Montreal Protocol and
Stockholm Convention.

Several factors have contributed to this situatibinst, UNIDO’s policy to deliver its technical
cooperation in so calledntegrated programmesit the country level did, in many cases, not sedce
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in establishing synergies and cooperation among uleedat the country level. Second, the
cooperation at the programme level between diftekdNIDO programmes has not been a high
priority for management and no particular incerdiveere created for such a co-operation. Third, the
funding of UNIDO's technical cooperation in geneisato a large extent based on project-by-project
funding from different bilateral donors. This sitiea does not only make programmatic approaches
difficult, it also represents a barrier to coopiemtbetween programmes, as the alignment of
strategies and approaches to requirements at tecpievel reduces the flexibility of UNIDO to
optimise its programmes through synergies at tbgramme level.

Interagency collaboration

CP as a concept spans the mandates of several eitiag. CP is at the core of the mandates of
UNIDO and UNEP and the leadership exercised bywheagencies reflects well the combination of
industrial development aspects with the need feirenmental sustainability. As mentioned before
the LoA signed at the outset of the Programme Wwadbasis for the cooperation between UNIDO and
UNEP. However, actual cooperation between the tgeneies was ad-hoc and depended to a large
extent on the personal relationship between kdy istalved in both agencies. It was not based on a
mechanism with established procedures for joingmming, adaptive programme management and
decision-making on the basis of monitoring and eatibn at the programme level. The absence of
procedures and shared aims and objectives wasefucthmplicated by differing mandates in both
agencies (e.g. the question whether consumptiateceissues should be dealt with by NCPCs).

In addition to the cooperation between UNEP and DI which is directly related to the concept of
CP, cooperation was established in a few countvigs ILO for the provision of environmental and
CSR (corporate social responsibility) related smrwi through NCPCs within ILO’sFactory
Improvement and Decent Work Programimé&she cooperation is based on a Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU) between the two organisationd SECO. It was signed during the World
Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg002. The MoU foresees pilot cases in
Swiss-financed centres. Four such cases locatedtinm American countries were evaluated on behalf
of SECO in 2005. The evaluation report concludedt tthe introduction of Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) on the basis of the ILEattory Improvement Programn{EIP)’ was largely
successful and led to local adaptation of the N® evidence has been presented with regard to the
collaboration strategy of the Programme in genandl it is not known to what extent cooperation was
undertaken with some of the more important muéilalt and bilateral donor initiatives in the fielfl o
CP (e.g. GTZ, NORAD, IADB, and ADB).

Donor Involvement and Fund Raising

One of the principal activities of UNIDO’s managerhef the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme was
the raising of funds for the different NCPCs. Therkveffort related to this activity was significant
and resulted in a total funding volume of approsteha USD 30 million {) channelled through
UNIDO to the different NCPCs. Additional funds wechannelled through UNEP to the NCPCs
within multi-country projects. More than 60% ofd4hamount was provided by the two main donors:
the Governments of Switzerland (SECO) and Aus@ner donors of the programme were Brazil,
Canada, Czech Republic, European Union, Finlandiggity, Italy, Japan, The Netherlands, Norway,
South Korea, Slovenia, Sweden and WKv{v.unido.org/index.php?id=051R3

The main donors of the UNIDO-UNEP programme liaiggth programme management with very
different intensity. While SECO participated vergtigely, both at headquarters and field levels in
programme strategies, country selection and imphkatien (e.g. through the development of
indicators and evaluations of NCPCs commissionedhbydonor), the Austrian donor was mainly
involved at the field level and left implementatigenerally to UNIDO as the executing agency of the
Programme. At the suggestion of SECO, the programma@agement for example introduced
business plans for the NCPCs, and overall, thelpethéo improve viability of the NCPCs, as well as
their financial independence from the UNIDO-UNEP Ri@gramme.

° Based on figures included in Table 2.1 , projeti®r than NCPCs not included
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The only example of funding that was not grantedaf@pecific country is the contribution from the
Government of the Netherlands for the establishroéfiie first five NCPCs. Given the long lasting
partnership and the relation of mutual understap@ind trust between the two main donors of the
Programme and UNIDO, it is surprising that the fiesiexperience of a more programmable funding
from the beginning of the Programme was not repleatdater stages of the Programme. This has
limited the potential to further develop the Pragnae and to move strategically to the next level.

Monitoring and Reporting

Monitoring and reporting has been done on a sydterasis mostly at the level of individual NCPCs
through reports prepared by the NCPCs/NCPPs to NIR set of indicators was developed
together with SECO and applied by the NCPCs/NChieg 4998/1999.

The quantity and relevance of these indicators el ag the rigour of application varies widely and
many NCPCs/NCPPs used erroneously expected beagfissubstitute for effective benefits in their
reporting (potential savings of CP options suggkesteenterprises were being reported as if theyewer
savings actually made by enterprises). Indicator$raining were often purely quantitative and did
not comprise indications on the quality of trainiagd achievements of trainees (test results,
certification etc.). In many cases no significarito was made to ensure the accuracy and
comparability of data presented by NCPCs. As altrdéilsel information provided in annual reports of
NCPCs/NCPPs varies a great deal in quality and racgu This indicates that programme
management did not consider monitoring an imporissite and did not pay enough attention to
results. This is definitely an important issue thoe next stage of support and should become a focus
of attention.

Starting in 2003 UNIDO has carried out an annukltsevey of the NCPCs. The survey instrument
was applied by an increasing number of NCPCs: 0320y 18 NCPCs, in 2004 by 26 NCPCs, in
2005 by 26 NCPCs and in 2006 by 23 NCPCs. The gumeresents a tracking tool of the current
situation of UNIDO related NCPCs/NCPPs with regiardhe following information areas: industrial
sectors covered by the NCPC; staffing situation expkrtise; type of services provided and demand
for these services (number of customers); CP ratesavironmental legislation; degree of financial
independence and cost/income structure by seryjpe implementation level of recommended CP
options; and environmental benefits achieved (nmeasby a set of quantity indicators).

That self-surveys have to be carried out to comipdlsic information on NCPCs illustrates the fact
that many NCPCs have no or very limited relatiorilte Programme (hence they do not report to
programme management) and those who have useedifféormats and produce information of
varying quality. If annual reporting of NCPCs/NCFiBowed a common standard, there would be
no need for generic surveys. It is recognised, wewehat those NCPCs that are no longer (parjially
funded through the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, carretexpected to report to UNIDO and
UNEP unless there is a concrete benefit attachéd4ach as membership in a network that provides
effective services to the NCPCs).

The application of the survey instrument is in pifie a step towards more proactive programme
management as far as it does not duplicate existiogmation (contained in annual or other reports)

However, the quality of the returned survey questares varies highly and many lack the

information that is more difficult to provide, i.the information regarding outcomes and impact of
the NCPCs’ interventions and services. Thus thdulreess of the survey for a more results based
management of the Programme is yet limited.

Also UNEP has carried out surveys of NCPCs/NCPPE.[they aimed at an assessment of needs for
support from UNEP and UNIDO rather than on resoft€CP interventions. Such needs survey is
certainly a good way of ensuring continued releeaoicthe support provided by UNEP and UNIDO
to the NCPCs.
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2.3.2 National Centres

For analytical purposes the support provided byptiogramme to the NCPCs can be divided into the
following phases: pre-establishment phase, estabést phase, support phase and post support
phase. The cooperation activities of the UNIDO paogme concentrated mainly on the establishment
and the support phases.

Prior to the establishment of the NCPC the coopmeraif UNIDO was in the design of the project
document. UNIDO acted here as a partner for ing&itg in recipient countries, offering its
experience from other countries. This function oNIDO is central to the success and the
sustainability of the NCPC. The cooperation dutinig phase was not based on an analytical tool or
method to determine the specific demand for CP @uipp a country. It was based on the standard
NCPC model and the personal and professional judgesnd experience of the UNIDO officers in
charge, hence quality of this support dependedidoge extent on the availability of appropriataffst
resources.

The cooperation during the establishment and tpp@t phase was characterised by a very deep and
detailed involvement of UNIDO project managershia taily operations of the NCPCs. This included
frequent participation of project managers in nmegtiof the executive boards, revision and approval
of business plans of the NCPCs, authorisationadf stcruitment and participation in selection gane
and close control of the NCPCs budget (especiallthe many cases where the bulk of the NCPC
budget came from UNIDO). With a growing number &RCs in the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme
this close administrative oversightnficro-managemetfjt put considerable stress on the limited
resources of the programme management and divattetion from strategic and programme level
issues to the project administration of individN&PCs.

Some examples for activities during the post supploase exist, such as the two UNIDO projects for
transfer of EST carried out in cooperation with Gieinese and the Indian NCPCs and the UNEP
project on energy efficiency, implemented in 6 doies: China, Vietnam, India, Hungary, the Czech
Republic and Slovakia (EECPEMS: Energy Efficienchirough Cleaner Production and
Environmental Management Systems). The more restesiiegy documents of UNIDO mention the
importance of turning the NCPCs into long-term pars for the implementation of UNIDO and other
agencies’ projects. So far this has not materidlisea significant extent.

2.3.3 Networking activities

There are several initiatives world-wide that toy dffer some kind of networking to CP-related
institutions. These are brought together in theiéted Roundtables for Sustainable Consumption and
Production, which have been established in Eurgped 1994), Asia Pacific (since 1998), Africa
(since 2001) and Latin America (ad hoc only). E¥eough in many cases the NCPCs are active
contributors to these roundtables, as are UNIDOWNE&P, the Roundtables operate at arm’s length
from the Programme and are governed by indepereamts at the regional levels.

At the global level, the UNIDO-UNEP network is @nly the most important networking initiative.
However, so far, the UNIDO-UNEP global network hbheen exclusively based on those
NCPCs/NCPPs that at some stage have receivedaasgistom UNIDO-UNEP.

The Programme has not addressed the important @suestitutional status of UNIDO-UNEP
NCPCs. The question for how long after the UNIDO-UNE$sestance a NCPC can or should use the
respective UN logos has not been answered yetintfaduction of quality standards to ensure that
only compliant NCPCs are eligible participants floe network has been discussed but no concrete
steps have been taken for the implementation di stemdards. Furthermore the NCPCs have been
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frequently referred to a$JNIDO-UNEP Centres(*®), which suggests at least a certain institution
relationship between the Centres and the UN agen8igch a relationship does not exist in many

al
of

these Centres, in particular those who do not vecany further funding from UNIDO or UNEP. This

situation is of particular concern and requiresatgction from UNIDO-UNEP management.

Some other important unresolved issues relateaetglobal networking are:

* The issue of exclusiveness: who is or could be mipee of the network is not entirely clear at the

moment. For example, are members of a regional arkiwike the network in Latin America,

who have not received funding through the UNIDO-UNEP Programme automatically
members of the global network? Should there be only member per country (normally the
NCPC) or could several institutions (including al, local and or sectoral CP Centres)

participate?

« Complementary operation of the global and regionatworking initiatives: currently the

programme supports both types of initiatives with@wlear strategy and definition of roles, thus

creating a risk of duplication and reduced efficien

* Types of members: should only institutions be memmloé the network or could CP consultants

Box 2.1: Regional networking

Networking and co-operation among NCPCs has hapgpadéoc and as a result of specific interventions

and outside the UNIDO/UNEP programme. Several ekasnexist where the programme facilitated the (co-

operation between individual NCPCs on a projectsblast also in some cases mature NCPCs helped nes/ o

to build up its capacity (e.g. Viet Nam NCPC in tiase of Lao PDR and Cambodia). Examples for nédwgr,

outside the UNIDO/UNEP programme are GTZ fundedavoeks in Latin America and Africa (e.g. the ‘Andres

Bello Network for CP in Latin America’) or the regial CP roundtables in Africa, Asia, Europe andirLat
America.

Within the UNIDO/UNEP programme, thHeP LatinNetis the most important regional networking initi@iso
far. UNIDO, with cooperation of UNEP, is executiagproject to set up and strengthen the regionaborét

which aims atthe establishment of an efficient Latin AmericarCé&ribbean CP Network that promotes the

increased application of a holistic and sector Glen Production approach and enhances Environmental

Sound Technology transfeFunding for the initial period is provided byetiAustrian and Swiss Governments.

The long-term plan foresees the network to becomléasministered and sustainable on the basig
membership-fees. The incentive for the individuan@es to contribute to the CP LatinNet is basedhan
expected benefits to be derived from a set of dietsr

» Regional projects: NCPCs cooperate in the desigrj@nt implementation of regional projects;

* A Mechanism of regional experts exchange;

» Joint promotion of the Regional Programme to obgalditional members and interest from donors;

* A Knowledge Management System; and

e Training and CP awards

The evaluation team found that the progress ofitfiiigtive is encouraging. Most of the 14 memblease paid
their fees into a trust fund and an information agament platform has been established currentlyding

more than 500 technical documents in the data lbasessible for close to 400 registered users. Memenost
of the stakeholders (especially member NCPCs) bapeessed concerns about the effectiveness, effigiand
sustainability of the network and not much progiess been made yet in the development and impletiemt
of regional projects. Before replicating the expede of LatinNet in other regions, it would seemisable to
carry out a mid-term evaluation of the LatinNetiative, with special reference to the overall roferegional
networking within the UNIDO/UNEP programme and wis4s other networking initiatives at the globalda
regional levels.

>

10 For example: Operationalising UNIDO Corporate Stratey. 66 ‘the Organization will continue to develop the téchhcooperation
services offered through its worldwide network aftibhal Cleaner Production Centres (NCPCs) and bl Cleaner Production
Programmes (NCPPs).”; or page 83: “The cleaner asubtainable production (CP) strategy of UNIDO aiatsutilizing the National
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and professionals join in? Should institutions froleveloping countries have a different
status from such in industrialized countries ansughthe latter be members at all?

As mentioned in section 2.2.2., the objectives #uedstrategy for the global networking activitids o
UNIDO have not been made entirely explicit and #pmefunding was available only on an ad-hoc
basis, primarily for the organisation of trenhual Directors’ meetinggsee below). These meetings
of the NCPC directors and a number of CP experte We most important networking activities of
the Programme. They were designed to facilitatestiaing of information, the dissemination of best
practices among NCPCs/NCPPs and the participafibédC® Cs/NCPPs in the strategy discussions at
the programme level.

UNIDO has also supported the establishment of mnagjnetwork of NCPCs in Latin America (see
box 2.1). The regional network has a number ofr@sing features that go beyond the services
currently offered by the global network. More imgamtly, the regional network is open to such
institutions that have never been part of the UNIDREP global network and who have not received
any assistance through these agencies.

2.3.4 Technical Assistance

Throughout the Programme specialised firms or tustns with experience in CP supported the
institutional capacity building of the NCPCs. Thesxed as International Reference Centres (IRCs).
For the multilateral NCPCs (those that come under UNIDO-UNEP progranmamagement) the
two functions of administrative management andn@ai assistance were separated, i.e. UNIDO was
in charge of the administrative and institutionsanagement (e.g. budget and disbursement to the
Centre, contracts of NCPC staff, monitoring of NCP&formance, participation in the executive
board of the NCPC) and the IRCs provided techniopluts (e.g. training, advice for in-plant
assessments). For thbilateral NCPCs (those without UNIDO-UNEP involvement) bath the
above mentioned two functions were exercised bylR@. It is however worth mentioning that
typically the bilateral centres have been fundedeskls 3 to 4 times higher than the NCPCs
established under the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.

Both arrangements have their pros and cons. Wéleriultilateral approach is less efficient and ¢ead
to longer administrative processes, the bilateggbr@ach puts two ideally separated functions
(administration and technical advice) under theaoasibility of the same institution, thereby limig

the potential for a beneficiary country driven detly of consultancy services. There is no clear
evidence that one of the two approaches is morct@fe with regard to the creation of national
capacity. The cases analysed show that NCPCs castéiglished by bilateral agencies as well as by
multilateral one with similar results (see analysfsindependent country evaluations and overall
programme assessment). In both cases, there izaney to engage too much and for too long a
period in the administrativeriicro-managemehbf the NCPCs, including the recruitment of natibn
staff and the management of the operational buadetse centres.

The multilateral approach harbours a greater piaefior creating a growing pool of IRCs with broad
sectoral and country experience. This was actagllysaged to be turned into a main value added of
the Programme over time [27]. Whether or not suctleffect has materialised is not fully clear (no
specific reporting available on this). However, @wal evidence exists that IRCs that have deldvere
successful services to some centres, are lateseuoh ly other NCPCs to deliver the same services. A
case in point is the successful ECO Profit modelmmted by Stenum. On the other hand, the
multilateral approach adds complexity to the ovaranagement of technical assistance, sometimes
obstructing a more efficient direct relationshigvizeen reference centres and NCPCs.
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2.3.5 Publications and Information Management

The CP programme has produced a considerable numhlmeanuals, training materials, sectoral CP
guides and issue papers on specific CP issues. UNMBEPUNIDO maintain specific CP websites
offering most of these documents to the public (8lBs® section 2.4. and the self evaluation of
publications by the NCPCs/NCPPs in section 3.3)).

The information produced and provided by the Pnogna has not yet been assembled into an
information and/or knowledge management systermabe case of the CP LatinNet. Prior to the
launch of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, UNEP operdte the 1990’s the Ihternational
Cleaner Production Information Clearinghotg¢CPIC) — an compilation of case studies, techhic
manuals and fact sheets on CP, initially providgdthee United States Environmental Protection
Agency, but complemented with the results from UNEP working groups. It was planned that the
NCPCs would contribute their results and experisno® ICPIC, but this did not materialise. With
the increased availability of the Internet, UNER Hescontinued ICPIC.

2.4 Programme Results

As per the re-constructed logical framework for th¢IDO-UNEP CP Programme results include the
different dimensions, namely outputs, outcomesianghct (see also Figure 2.1). This section covers
outputs at programme level. Outcomes and impaetsaehieved principally at the national level in
the host countries and are therefore analysed ynainl the basis of the independent country
evaluations undertaken by the evaluation team@éepters 4 and 6).

24.1 NCPCs

The implementation of the CP programme foresawetsiablishment of 20 NCPCs in a five-year
period from 1994 to 1999 in two phases. In Phdke first NCPCs in China, India, Mexico, Tanzania
and Zimbabwe (all funded by The Netherlands) westal#ished. This was then followed by the
NCPCs in Slovak Republic and Czech Republic (funidgdAustria), and Brazil (self financed by
Brazil). These NCPCs have been referred to fredyiantthe first generation NCPCgor ‘old’).

After this first set of NCPCs was established,dbal to create 20 NCPCs was achieved according to
plans and later on further 14 NCPCs/NCPPs werdlestad by the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.
In 2007 another four (Bulgaria, Romania, Serbia lslothtenegro) are either in the phase of NCPP or
at the initial phase of NCPC establishment. Tahle shows the 37 countries covered by this
evaluation with the respective funding amounts. theo three countries are on the NCPC list
(Armenia, Panama and Paraguay) but no budgetanyaoagement information was available to the
UNIDO CP Unit. The list includes four NCPCs thatv@anot received any funding through the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme but were to some degreeemad to it either through original
support in the design of a NCPC support project than led to funding by a different source or
through the bilateral funding through the SECO Paogne on Sustainable Enterprise Development
Centres which maintained close cooperation withithkDO-UNEP CP Programme.
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Table 2.1: Donor funding for NCPCs

UNIDO Start (expected) End of Donor Total Amount Amount per
NCPCs Operation UNIDO/Donor support received (USD) tY) | Year (*3 (USD)
Armenia 2005 2007 Austria 221,240 110,620
(NCPP)
Bolivia® 1995 2007 (ongoing) Switzerland, - -
USA, Denmark
Brazil 1995 1998 Brazil 330,000 110,000
Cambodia 2004 2007 (extension planned)  Switzerland | 802,000 267,000
China 1995 1998 The Netherlands 310,000 103,000
Colombia® 1998 2006 Switzerland 2,800,000 40000
Costa Rica 1998 2006 Switzerland 1,854,000 206,000
Croatia 1997 1999 Czech 175,000 58,100
Cuba 2001 2007 Austria 596,000 (4 years) 155,000
490,000 (3 years)
Czech 1994 1999 Austria 603,000 120,600
Republic
Egypt 2004 2010 Austria, 600,000 150,000
Switzerland
El Salvador 1999 2006 Switzerland 1,860,000 232,500
Ethiopia 2000 2008 Italy 900,000 (incl. 100,000
extension to 2008)
Guatemala 1999 2006 Switzerland 1,588,000 198,500
Honduras” 2000 2005 Canada *
Hungary 1997 2001 Austria 404,000 101,000
India 1995 1998 The Netherlands 310,500 103,000
Kenya 2000 2004 UNDP 637,200 127,440
Laos 2004 2007 (extension planne@l)  Switzerland 008D, 256,000
Lebanon 2002 2008 EU/Austria 310,000 52,000
Macedonia 2001 2007 Czech Republic, 300,000 50,000
Austria
Mexico 1995 1998 The Netherlands 310,000 103,000
Morocco 2000 2007 Switzerland 1,580,000 226,000
Mozambique 2000 2007 Italy 678,000 84,750
Nicaragua 1997 2007 Austria 1,561,800 156,100
Peru® 2002 2007 (ongoing) Switzerland, USA  1,800'00 360,000
Republic of 2001 2005 Republic of Korea 593,000 118,600
Korea
Russia 2001 2007 United Kingdom, 1,068,000 178,000
Austria
Slovakia 1995 2001 Austria 513,500 86,000
South Africa 2002 2007 Switzerland, 1,619,000 324,000
Austria
Sri Lanka 2001 2007 Norway 1,030,000 172,000
Tanzania 1995 1998 The Netherlands 310,000 103,000
Tunisia 1996 1998 Norway 66,500 33,200
Uganda 2001 2007 Austria, Norway| 1,586,000 264,000
Uzbekistan 2005 2007 Austria 102,000 34,000
Vietnam 1998 2007 Switzerland 3,985,000 443,000
Zimbabwe 1995 1998 The Netherlands 310,000 103,000
" these NCPCs have not had funding support thradugtyNIDO-UNEP CP Programme

With funds mobilisation being one of the most intpat outputs of programme management, it is
obvious that a lot has been achieved in this réspecdhe same time it should be made clear that
more of the limited time and resources of progranma@agement could have been devoted to more
substantive issues if funding would have been akkal at the programme level. The annual support

™ Includes technical assistance provided by inté@nat experts or International Reference Centreanded figures, source: UNIDO
infobase as of October 2007

2 Total amount received divided by duration of furglsupport period

13 Approximation from budget data of annual reports

4 Does not include specific project on cleaner tetgy promotion

% Includes specific project on Sustainable IndusRizsource Management (SIRM)

16 Estimated amount, no exact figures for contrimgirom both donors available
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provided to NCPCs ranges from USD 33,000 (Tunigid)SD 443,000 (Vietnam), indicating a wide
range of funding volumes employed to support NCPXIso the duration of funding support varies
widely (between 3 and 9 years).

The volume and duration of support can be compavigd ‘ex-ante’ criteria, i.e. such that are
commonly applied in the planning stage of an NCEB&utry size, level of industrial development,
importance of industrial pollution, etc.; see formeore detailed discussion Chapter 5, portfolio
analysis) and ex-post’ criteria, i.e. primarily the level of success rms of sustainability and
effectiveness. With regard to the ex-ante comparis@an be observed that there is no correlation
between the volume of funding and the size of emwivental and economic challenges to be
addressed by the NCPC. Some small countries wigtiwely limited industrial pollution, like the
ones in Central America, received relatively higid dong support, while some big countries with
significantly higher environmental pollution probis (e.g. China, India, and Mexico) received
relatively low and short support.

With regard to the ex-post analysis Table 2.2 mlesian overview of the NCPCs reviewed by this
evaluation, including past and present linkageshtss UNIDO-UNEP CP programme and current
status of the NCPC as a leading agency in its cpyh). Also here no easy lesson can be learned.
There is no correlation between the fact that a GUBIZPP has positioned itself as lead agency and
the volume or duration of financial support. Howevihe fact that funding support through the
Programme is still ongoing shows a clear relatmithe strength of the current linkage between the
UNIDO-UNEP CP programme and the respective NCPGQk.eijht NCPCs or NCPPs listed as
maintaining a strong relationship with the prograemare currently receiving funds through the
Programme. While this might seem obvious, it cleanticates that the Programme so far has not
been able to establish a substantive relationshWGPCs beyond the funding period.

Apart from the support to the establishment of NEBZ UNIDO, UNEP also implemented a number
of projects in cooperation with NCPCs, primarilytest new and innovative approaches to enhance
the application of CP. The most important of thesgects are:

* Cleaner Production Financing, In 1999 UNEP stagefur-year project aiming at increasing
investments in cleaner production in developing ntoes. The project, focused on five
demonstration countries: Guatemala, Nicaragua, ardaz Vietham and Zimbabwe and was
conducted under a trust fund created by the NomveGiovernment.

» Cleaner Production/EE projects: ‘Promoting IndastEnergy Efficiency through a Cleaner
Production/Environmental Management System Framew@ECPEMS). The pilot projects
were carried out in six countries: China, Vietndmdia, Hungary, The Czech Republic and
Slovakia.

* The follow up project Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction from IndustrpAsia and the
Pacific (GERIAP) was established to develop and applyPaBE methodology in four energy-
intensive sectors in the Asia Pacific region ang s@pported by the Government of Sweden.

* Project on CP and Multilateral Environmental Agresens (ACME) building capacity in India
and Ukraine to use CP to support implementatioMaftilateral Environmental Agreements
(MEA).

" The ratings are based no the judgment of the at@i In some cases no such judgment could beestbrdue to lack of information.
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Table 2.2: Results of NCPC/NCPP establishment

a leading agency?
Techni-| Institu-
Country past linkage to UNIDO-UNEP | current linkage to UNIDO-UNEP | cally tionally
Bolivia none margina
Brazil Strong margina|
Cambodia Strong strog
China Strong none yes| yes
Colombia nong margingl yes| no
Costa Rica Strong margingl yes yes
Croatia Strong margingl yes
Cuba Strong medium yes| yes
Czech Republic Strong marginal yes
Ecuador nong none no no
Egypt Strong strong
El Salvador Strong mediumn yes yes
Ethiopia
Guatemala Strong medium ye yes
Honduras nong margingl no no
Hungary Strong nong¢ no no
India Strong none yes yes
Kenya Marginal none yes
Laos Strong strong
Lebanon Strong margingl
Macedonia Strong strong
Mexico Strong marginal yes no
Morocco Strong yes yes
Mozambique Strong medium yey no
Nicaragua Strong medium yeq yes
Peru noneg margingl no no
Rep of Korea
Russia (St. Petersburg) Strong mediym yes yep
Slovak Republic Strong margingl yes
South Africa Strong marginal no no
Sri Lanka Strong strong no yes
Tanzania Strong nong
Tunisia Marginal none yes yes
Uganda
Uzbekistan Strong stroig
Vietnam Strong strong yes no
Zimbabwe Strong nonge
7 2 0 28 9 13 6 8 64% 58%

Source: Assessment by evaluation team

* Norwegian Project to support establishment of anicAfi Roundtable on Cleaner Production.

* CP in the African Brewery Sector (ABREW, a firsage demonstration project for a larger scale
second phase). The project includes demonstratlragdessments in two breweries in Uganda
and a Pan-African review of the potential for CRha African brewery sector.

» Finnish Task Force on Sustainable Buildings ands@antion and UNEP Sustainable Buildings
and Construction Initiative (SBCI): Finland is hogtthe Marrakech Task Force on Sustainable
Buildings and Construction, in which UNEP’s Susédile Buildings and Construction Initiative
(SBCI) is a close partner and has provided subatanipport. Involves a compilation of a list of
joint policy recommendations for the CSD (Commiasfor Sustainable Development) in May
2007 and the publication of best policy practiddslEP Sustainable Building and Construction
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Initiative (SBC) is a close partner of the Finnish TF and they ljairgly published a baseline
report entitledBuildings and Climate Change: Status, Challenges@pportunitiesn 2007.

* UNEP-INWENt projects on capacity building in CleaReoduction Centres.

» Application of Environmental Technology Assessm@&mTA). NCPCs were trained in a
methodology to assess environmental technologies.

2.4.2 Networking

As mentioned in paragraph 2.3.3 the most importetvorking activities were the international
meetings for the directors of the NCPCs/NCPPs asgdrby UNIDO and UNEP. Table 2.3 lists the
time and location of the nine annual meetings thate been held since establishment of the
Programme in 1994 (13 years).

Table 2.3: NCPC ‘Annual’ Meetings
NCPC Annual Meetings have been held as follawv

Place Host Country Date

Vienna Austria 13-15 December 1995
Nyangz Zimbabwe 25-30 November 1996
Bangkok Thailand 6-9 November 1997
Prague Czech Republic 7-12 March 1999
Berne Switzerland 7-12 May 2000

Seoul Republic of Korea 5-9 November 2001
Mayrhofen Austria 7-9 May 2003
Interlaken Switzerland 7-12 June 2004
Semmering Austria 24-26 September 2007

Source: UNIDO website

In addition to these annual meetings UNEP carrietitbe following networking activities in the

period between 1992 and 2005:

» 8 International high level Seminars on (SustainaBleaner Production;

» Support to S(CP) regional roundtables: twenty irgptions;

* International Declaration on Cleaner Productiorl(isigning ceremonies; declaration brochure
and poster); and

* CP website (on-going).

It is very difficult to assess the effectivenessoth meetings, since the benefits of social intema
between CP experts can hardly be quantified. Howéram interviews with NCPC Directors it can
be concluded that the annual meetings are a vasahirce of information and experience exchange
between professionals.

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has made an importantribution to the development of an
international CP community by bringing together extp on CP from all over the world and by
facilitating the experience exchange between teaperts. In this context it should be noted that th
main part of the technical assistance of the Progra was provided by a select number of
International Reference Centres, i.e. qualifieditutsons with experience in different fields of CP
(see Table 2.4). The relation between the CP Pmugex and some of these institutions was
maintained throughout the programme. While no ipthleanalysis has been undertaken of the
interactions between these centres and the progearitroan be said that the approach to establish
long-term relationships with internationally renaehinstitutions is mutually beneficial (to some
extent the Programme might also have helped thessigutions to position itself in the international
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community of CP) and represents a best practigse.dbnsidered more effective and sustainable than
relying on a network of individual consultants asghie case in many other UNIDO programmes.

The use of the select group of IRCs appears to h@en beneficial for fostering coherence in

programme implementation among recipient countiaes, the use of more experienced NCPCs as
IRCs for newly established NCPCs/NCPPs is beindaaled. With the maturing of the Programme,

more attention is needed to expose NCPCs/NCPP#feoedt methods and practices for CP service
delivery, and thereby enable NCPCs/NCPCs to develeihods and practices that are most suited to
the local circumstances in their home countries édso portfolio analysis in Chapter 5).

Table 2.4: International Reference Centres utilibggdhe UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme

International Reference Centres Country Period of Service
Delivery (*)
IVAM Environmental Research, University of Amstenda The 1995-1998
Netherlands
Erasmus Centre for Environmental Science, Erasnmirgeltsity The 1995-1998
Netherlands
Danish Technological Institute Denmark 1995-1996
Danish Technological University Denmark 1995-1998
University of Massachusetts at Lowell USA 1995-1998
World Cleaner Production Society Norway 1995-1997
STENUM Austria 1995-ongoing
Fach Hochschule Nordwest Schweiz (University of WggpLife Sciences, Switzerland 1998-ongoing
Northwest Switzerland) (FHNW, formerly FHBB)
EMPA Switzerland 1998-ongoing
Bob Partners Switzerland Ongoing
Urbaplan Switzerland Ongoing
Slovak Cleaner Production Centre Slovakia Ongoing
Czech Cleaner Production Centre Czech Ongoing
Republic

(*) This refers to the period of active engagenentan International Reference Centre for any oNB®Cs. This excludes some minor

project-related consultancies through UNEP projecisporting NCPCs and/or collaborative projectsveen IRC and selected NCPCs
outside of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.

2.4.3 Resource Materials

UNIDO and UNEP have produced a large number ofureso materials for the NCPCs/NCPPs
(training tools, guidelines, sectoral CP guides,)efThese are typically also available to CP servi
providers outside the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. @igefulness of the most important of these
resource documents has been analysed based ores ammong NCPCs (see section 3.3 for a detailed
analysis).

In accordance with the originally envisaged divisad labour between UNIDO and UNEP, the latter
has been more active in producing such materialsiraisome cases in providing the corresponding
training to NCPCs. Some examples are:

* Support to the development of the D4S (Design fstathability) Manual and UNEP’s D4S
activities.Including publication ofD4S A practical approach for emerging economies][3

* How to use Environmental Management Tools (calledirenmental Management Navigator).
With Wuppertal Institute, NCPCs were trained ors tivieb-based tool that explains a number of
environmental management tools and how they cdrebeapplied.

* Facilitating implementation of Multilateral Enviromental Agreements through Cleaner
Production, Integrating Cleaner Production and @irsable ConsumptionBoth modules were
delivered to NCPCs.
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* Cleaner Production and Environmental Managemenhdustrial Estates (follow up project with
Slovak NCPC).The module was developed and initially givenhia Philippines and piloting is
being carried out in Slovakia, one of the NCPC# #tiended the first training.

* Building upon UNEP's projects in the area, a trainpackage was prepar¢Bnergising CP)
[39].

Both organisations have organised their informatbonCP on their respective websites. No joint
website and no central information management systast for the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.

2.5 Key Findings

2.5.1 Quality of Design

The concept of CP is well reflected in the desifthe Programme and originally the Programme was
a coherent approach to building CP into an intéwnat cooperation initiative. Over time, the
consistency and clarity of the Programme has dshid to some extent, given the frequent attempts
to re-design and re-shape the Programme, withouwtlear strategy and logical framework.
Simultaneously, insufficient provisions were madeehsure ongoing input from both UN agencies
over time in particular on strategic matters.

The NCPC model can be described as largely suctessd demand oriented, given its replication at
a large scale and the continued demand for thepset new NCPCs.

Not all of the interventions of the Programme wihtribute to poverty alleviation, productivity gai
and environmental impact reduction to the samenéxt€hus, when a component or project is
designed it should be clearly stated which of ttagRamme’s goals is being primarily aimed at.

Already the NCPC Programme evaluation carried nut996 recommended the establishment of a
‘firm programme conceptand the éstablishment of a dialogue between UNIDO-UNEP #rel
partners [22]. The evaluation team concludes that the gpoténtial of the Programme for increased
effectiveness and relevance can be exploited éully if a solid programming exercise is carried.out

A strategy to deal with NCPCs that do no longeeie funds through the Programme does not exist
and this presents a major weakness, which shoudditdeessed by the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme
in the immediate future.

2.5.2 Quality of Implementation

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme started in the earlg 9th a strong programmatic approach,
including a clear strategy and the target to sevfupO NCPCs in the medium term. Over the years,
this programmatic approach has weakened consigeraidl was replaced by a focus on the
implementation of individual CP projects (mainlyt sgp of NCPCs) with little steering and
monitoring at the programme level. This approach lea to the establishment of 34 NCPCs and
NCPPs world-wide and a continued demand for thabéishment of new centres. On the other hand,
the reduced importance given to programme aspiecisiding systematic programme-level planning,
monitoring and evaluation) has limited the potdrafahe UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme to build on
past experience for improved quality and effectesmnof CP interventions and to exercise thematic
leadership within the Programme as well as in theader international community. Also the
relatively limited internal (within UNIDO) and extgal (inter-agency) cooperation in the UNIDO-
UNEP CP Programme represented a barrier for widpact at the programme level.
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The main reasons for these shortcomings are UNIm&+al systemic constraints and a general lack
of programmatic funding. The institutional statusl @he objectives of networking activities alsodee
urgent clarification.

The provision of technical assistance through thiDO-UNEP CP Programme has been largely
effective and of good quality. Efficiency howevesens to be improved by reducing the degree of
micro-management (in particular on administrativetters) and centralised agency execution and by
establishing a more direct relationship between QE€Rs contractors and international reference
centres as technical advisors.

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has produced a largabeu of outputs and valuable outcomes.
A commendable effort has been made to support steblesshment of NCPCs in more than 30
countries and the sustainability of these effostcansidered good. The main contribution of the
programme to the institution building at countrydehas been in the planning and funds-mobilisation
as well as in the organisation of technical asscgdo the NCPCs.

So far the programme has been less effective infithe of networking and up-stream services.

Efficiency has been relatively low, given the sysieconstraints inherent in the current modalités
technical cooperation through multilateral agencies
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3. Self Evaluation

3.1 Introduction

The secondgpillar of the independent evaluation reported here wsalfeevaluation by the centres.
The primary aim of the self evaluation was to abtabmparable baseline information on the
operation, management and activities of all NCPC$§/Rs directly from the Directors who run these
on a daily basis. The secondary aim was to assibtthe selection of countries to be visited by a
member of the international evaluation team to uwa#te an independent country evaluation (as
covered in Chapter 4 of this evaluation report).

The self evaluation was based on two independewmegs conducted by email among the nominated
Directors of 38 NCPCs/NCPPs covered by this prograravaluation.

= Survey 1. a broad based survey into the curretusstaf the NCPC/NCPP, covering management
information, activity information, results and ass@ent.

= Survey 2: a specialist survey into emerging topitd tools in the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.
It was undertaken in response to suggestions afirdtemeeting of the Steering Committee to
assess in greater detail the level of interestetige and experience of the NCPCs/NCPPs, in
regard to such new service areas, Multilateral Eenvhental Agreements (MEASs) and resource
materials (publications and training materials).

The first survey was issued immediately after tnenth of the evaluation study (on 20 April 2007),
and after repeated follow up, a total of 36 respertzad been received by 7 October 2007. The two
missing responses are Costa Rica (but Costa Risangluded in the list of countries visited for an
independent country evaluation) and Ethiopia (forination obtained at all). For each respondent a
country profile was compiled, and these are avkdlah request from the UNIDO Evaluation Group.

The second survey email was distributed on 10 20087, and after repeated follow up, a total of 23
responses had been received by 20 September 2007e3ponding countries are listed in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Survey responses

Region [total number Respondents
of NCPC/NCPPs] First Survey Second Survey
[total responses] [total responses]
= Africa [10] Egypt, Morocco, Mozambique, South Afiic Egypt, Kenya, Morocco,
Tanzania, Tunisia, Kenya, Uganda and Mozambique, Tanzania and
Zimbabwe [9] Zimbabwe [6]
= Asia[9] Cambodia, China, India, Laos, Lebanon, Cambodia, China, India, Laos,
Republic of Korea, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan and| Lebanon, Republic of Korea,
Vietnam [9] Uzbekistan and Vietnam [8]
= Central America | Cuba, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador, Guatemala Mexico
[8] Mexico, Nicaragua and Paraguay [7] and Nicaragua [4]
= Central Eastern | Armenia, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, | Croatia, Czech Republic and
Europe [7] Russia North West Region (St Petersburg), Slovakia [3]
Russia (Oil & Gas Centre, Moscow) and
Slovakia [7]
= South America [4]| Bolivia, Brazil, Columbia and Bé4] Bolivia and Colombia [2]
Total: 38 Total: 36 responses [95%)] Total: 23 oeses [61%)]

The lower, but still very acceptable, response lléoethe second survey most likely reflects that
fewer NCPCs/NCPPs have experience on the exparadenf $opics covered in the second survey,
while also a degree of survey-fatigue among the GKZRCPPs may have been at play. The
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responding countries appear an illustrative sarmplsiCPCs/NCPPs in regard to their geographic,
location, size and age, but no further analysis peaformed to confirm that the respondents were a
representative sample of all NCPCs/NCPPs in theDONUNEP CP Programme.

The findings from both surveys are summarised @viewed here in an integrated manner. First,
section 3.2 covers management, governance andutigtal issues. Section 3.3 then covers the
activities and services of the NCPCs/NCPPs, antiose8.4 covers the self-evaluation from the
Directors on the competencies of their centres agdinst the evaluation criteria set for this
programme evaluation.

3.2 Management Information

Table 3.2 contains the data for the history of M@PCs/NCPPs on the basis of their reported
establishment date. There are two peak periodshichnmost were established, respectively a first
wave in 1993-1995 (9 Centres) and a second wa¥898-2001 (14 Centres). A relatively large share
of the current NCPCs/NCPPs should be regarded agen&8 (78%) were established prior to 2002
and thus have each an operational history of at egears.

Table 3.2: Reported establishment date for the N&NCPPs (36 responses)

Year
‘93 | 94 | '95 | '96 | ‘97 | ‘98 | ‘99 | ‘00 | ‘01 | ‘02 | ‘03 | ‘04’ | ‘05 | ‘06 | ‘O7

= New Centresg 2 1 6 1 1 3 4 6 4 3 1 2 1 ] (
Established

= Total Centres 2 3 9 10 11 14 18 24 P8 PBl1 32 |34 |3% | 36

The current institutional set up of these NCPCs/REB summarised in Table 3.3. The majority of
the Centres (61%) operates with limited independgeither as subsidiary of the host organisation
(44%) or otherwise semi-autonomously (17%). Only%3lof NCPCs/NCPPs operate fully
independently. In their operation, many therefalep the legal status of their host. A large sludre
Centres operates with legal status of a publictyerf86%) or other NGO (typically a business
association, respectively 17%). The host instindi@are quite diverse, but public sector entities
prevail with 14% hosted in a University, 19% in anbdtry/Department and 25% in other public
entities. The large shares of the other categdoielegal status (30%) and host institution (28%@ a
reflective of the fact that the institutional statf these centres is not resolved (for exampleating

as a joint project of different public and/or ptieaector entities), does not follow any of thendtad
categories used for the survey and/or that categ@ie understood differently within the respective
national legal systems. Overall however, greateritgl on institutional set up would add to the
achieving stability for the NCPC/NCPP and ultimgatifle sustainability of the CP programme in the

Table 3.3: Institutional information (36 responses)

Degree of Independence Legal Status Host Institution
= Fully 11| 31%]| = Association 3 8% = Industry 4| 11%
independent Association/
Chamber
=  Semi 6| 17%]| = Other Non| 6| 17%]| = University 5/ 14%
autonomous Governmental
Organisation
= Subsidiary  of| 16| 44%| = Registered Private 1 3%| = Ministry/ 71 19%
existing Company Department
organisation
=  Unknown 3 8%]| = Public Entity 13| 3694 = Other Publici 9| 25%
Entity
= Other 11| 309 = Other 10| 28%
= Unknown 2 6%| = Unknown 1 3%
Total | 38 | 100% Total | 36/ 1009 Total 36| 100%
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respective countries.

Most of the NCPCs/NCPPs reported to have some &fral board to guide their activities (32, or

89%). These include broadly constituted advisorgrtie (28%), smaller management or governing
boards (44%) or steering committees (typicallypitite with only host and donor governments
represented, and UNIDO and the NCPC) (17%).

Table 3.4 provides the summary data provided byDhectors on institutional funding for their
NCPCs/NCPPs received through the UNIDO-UNEP CP farome. These could within the context
of this programme evaluation not be reconciled wigmagement records of the UNIDO CP Unit. Six
respondents (17%) reported to have never receiadutional funding through the UNIDO-UNEP
CP Programme. Those that received institutionadlifumtypically did so for 3 to 4 years (respectyel
19% and 17% of respondents). However, some NCP@sreaeived institutional funding support for
much longer (17% received institutional funding jso for 7 or more years). 11 of the 30 countries
that have been institutionally funded through tilDO-UNEP CP Programme still received support
in 2007. 19 have continued to operate without tustinal funding. About one third of these (37%, 7
countries) are in their first year of operationheitit institutional funding. However a considerable
number has continued to operate without instit@idanding for considerable time, for example 10
(33% of the Centres once funded) now operate ¥@rdr more years without institutional funding.

Table 3.4: Centres by institutional support cy@é (esponses)

Number of NCPCs/NCPPs Total Number of Years
0]|1]2|3|4|5|6]|7]|8]|9]|10]11

= Length of institutional funding period 36 b |0 |3 |7 |@&|4]| 2 1] 1| 1] 1

= Length of operation after institutional funding 3011 | 7| 1| 1| 0o 1} 1 1 2 4 1 (

There is a distinct underlying pattern in the furgdi The first batch of NCPCs was funded by the
Governments of The Netherlands and Austria (BraZitech Republic, China, India, Mexico,
Slovakia, Tanzania and Zimbabwe). With the exceptib India and Tanzania, all of these NCPCs
received relatively low institutional funding thigiu the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, and support
was only given for an initial period of 3 years. $®f the centres established thereafter have been
able to secure higher funding levels in the firstipd and a second or even third institutional fogd
phase, implying much longer and higher financigpart. Austria and Switzerland have been and are
the main donors, as they contribute to the fundihigespectively 12 and 11 Centres. There are also a
number of smaller donors that contribute fundingyao one or two Centres, e.g. Italy, Canada,
Hungary, Czech Republic, European Union, Unitedglom and Norway.

The Directors also reported on the total institogilofunding they received. Responses were obtained
from 22 countries showing a range of USD 60,000&D 4.2 Million, with an average of USD
863,000. These responses are not internally censisind there could have been differences in
interpretation of this question. It was impossitdereconcile data from different sources within the
context of this programme evaluation. It sufficesehthat directors reported as their total institl
funding between 19 and 331% of the funding levetasted from UNIDO records (and reported in
Table 2.1). The responses from directors thus tEvisubstantially from the management records, as
many directors reported lower total support buddefsto five times lower) while some reported
higher total support budgets (up to 3.3 times highe

There is thus a large spread between the totalrfigrabntributions made to different countries (ie t
order of magnitude of the NCPC with the highestding received at least 5 times more than the
NCPC with the lowest funding levels). Moreoverslitould be noted that the financial contribution to
the NCPC does not relate to the size of the econamitg structure. Or in other words, the funding
commitment made to the NCPC is not linked to theepital need or market for CP and CP-related
services.
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The reported annual budgets (i.e. resources atdihposal of the NCPC including national
government support, fee-for-service income, anérotdonor funding) vary between USD 50,000 and
USD 3.6 Million (data for 29 countries). This highdigure (for Republic of Korea) is nearly three
times higher than the second highest (Vietnam, USB83,000) and therefore excluded from
calculation of the average annual budget. Foréh@aining 28 countries the average annual budget is
USD 438,000. The relative shares of the variousrme sources are displayed in Figure 3.1. This is
based on 35 centres that provided information ensthurces of their income. The diamonds in the
figure show the average values for all NCPCs/NCRRd,the error bars show the variation between
the highest and lowest. The average percentageitmatiins from various sources are: 28.2 % for
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme; 26.2 % for private se¢tee-for-service); 22.9 % for other donor
programmes and 18.2 % for national government. ddméributions from other sources and other
UNIDO projects are negligible on average, but ddhbe substantive for some centres.

Figure 3.1: Sources of income (35 responses)

sources of income
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Figure 3.2: Staffing of the NCPCs/NCPPs (34 respshs
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The variability in funding levels and annual budges reflected in the staff size of the
NCPCs/NCPPs. Data on staff were obtained fromeadtres, but the highest (Tunisia, 112 staff) and
lowest Panama (no staff) were further excluded frilv@ analysis. Data for the remaining 34
responses are presented in Figure 3.2. The avdéoagal centres is represented by the squares,
whereas the range bars point to the lowest andebigiumbers in this subset of centres. The average
staff strength is 11.3 full time equivalent, consprg 1.9 in management, 6.9 at professional leveél a
2.5 at administrative and support levels. The gehd&ance is well attained, respectively on average
5.5 female and 5.9 male staff members.

3.3  Service Delivery

In the first survey, the centres were requestqatdside their current activity levels in each oé thive

key service areas within the UNIDO-UNEP CP Progrannrespectively: information
dissemination/awareness creation; training; in{plassessments; policy advice and transfer of
Environmentally Sound Technologies (ESTs). The oasps are summarised in Table 3.5. It shows
that three core services are very common in thgrprome as they are delivered by at least 80% of
the responding NCPCs/NCPPs, i.e. information digsation, training and in-plant assessments. The
other two service categories are less commonlywelad throughout the programme, respectively
56% of the respondents is involved in policy advaoel 47% in EST transfer. Furthermore, 36 % of
the responding NCPCs/NCPPs stated to be activéhier service areas. The other category is quite
diverse, and includes e.g. Occupational Health @afitty, environmental impact assessment, life
cycle assessment and design for sustainability.

Table 3.5: Core service delivery (36 responses)

Service Category Number of Countries
Active Not active No Response Total
1. Information 29 81% 3 8% 4 11% 36 100%
Dissemination
2. Training 29 81% 3 8% 4 11% 36 100%
3. In-plant 29 81% 3 8% 4 11% 36 100%
Assessments
4. Policy Advice 20 56% 12 33% 4 11% 36 100%
5. EST transfer 17 47% 15 42% 4 11% 36 100%
6. Other 13 36% 18 50% 5 14% 36 100%

3.3.1 Potential for CP-related Service Delivery

The first part of the second survey addressed thengial for CP-related service delivery. 16 such
areas were identified from among the topics covesetdNIDO under the termCP Plus;, by UNEP
under the termSCP and donors under the terr@SR: The NCPCs/NCPPs were requested to assess
the opportunity these service areas presenteceindbuntries, on the basis of their assessmetiteof
potential for service delivery and the perceivegriast of key stakeholders in their countries. dsw
also requested to identify whether and how theyewastive in regard to service delivery on these
topics. As the initial discussions with Centre Biges and the Steering Committee had revealed a
lack of common understanding on the meaning angesobthe different terms, an attempt was made
to define all 16 CP-related service areas, ashgefailowing ¢%):

1. Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERBplication of CP methods, tools and practices
to increase energy productivity and use of renesvablergy sources, and reduce net greenhouse
gas emissions;

8 The umbrella terms (CSR, SCP and CP+) were pulpkeseout to avoid further confusion.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Hazardous Waste Management (HWMpplication of CP principles and practices toursl
hazardous waste generation and achieve environllyestiand treatment and/or disposal;

Eco-Industrial Parks/ Environmental Management wdiustrial Estates (EIPs)application of
environmental best practices in planning, estabiesit and ongoing management of industrial
zones, estates and/or parks;

Life Cycle Assessment/ Management (LCA/Mgthodology for assessing the environmental
impacts of products, services or processes comsifall life cycle stages;

Environmental Management Systems (EM8anning, implementation, audit and review of
organisation’s effort to manage its environmentgegts in accordance with its objectives and
targets;

Environmental Management Accounting (EMAse of materials and energy flow data and
associated costs in decision making;

Environmental Technology Assessment (EnTassessment of the environmental aspects of
alternative technologies (and/or the systems theyart off);

Financing CP/EST Investment Promotion (CP Finanagplication of (advanced) financing
methods and investment promotion strategies fotempntation of CP and ESTSs;

Sustainable Industrial Resource Management (SIRMplementation of resource efficiency/
dematerialisation and closed loop approaches idymtmon chains;

Chemicals Leasing (CLyervice oriented business model for provisiomlegmicals/materials to
industrial consumers;

Design for Sustainability/ Design for EnvironmenEco-Design (D4S) integration of
environmental (and possibly social) aspects ink@asgpects of product and service development
and delivery;

Sustainable Procurement/ Greening of Supply Ch#&8issProc) inclusion of environmental
criteria in procurement of products and servicegtyernments and/or businesses;

Global Compact (GC)a set of overarching corporate responsibilityeotb which companies
can make a voluntary commitment;

Triple Bottom Line/Sustainability Management (TBinclusion of environmental and social
dimensions into all aspects of (business) decisiaking;

Sustainability Development Reporting/Global Repaytinitiative (SDR) public disclose of the
organisation’s environmental, social and econoreifggmance; and

Occupational Health & Safety/Labour Practices (OH&8&chieving a safe, clean and productive
workplace for all.
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Figure 3.3: Estimated applicability of the servicategories at the national level (23 responses)
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Figure 3.4: Perceived interest of stakeholdersatianal level in the service areas (23 responses)
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The results in regard to estimated applicabilitytioé service area and perceived interest from
stakeholders in the country are presented in FigBi& and 3.4 respectively. These figures show that

» There are five service areas that are commonlyrdegaapplicable, as evidenced by the fact that
more than 90% of respondents estimated their petexs high' or ‘medium These are: Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), Hazardousast&/ Management (HWM),
Environmental Management Systems (EMS), Environaiefechnology Assessment (EnTA)
and Occupational Health & Safety (OH&S). The eviteis strongest for EERA (rated dégh'’
potential by 18 respondents amdedium by the remaining 5 respondents) and lowest fof&n
(rated ashigh’ potential by 8 respondents, andediumby 13 other respondents).

» Three service areas form a middle group as theenpial is ratedhigh’ or ‘medium by at least

75% of the respondents. These are Environmentalalylement Accounting (EMA), Cleaner
Production Finance (CP Finance) and Sustainablgstridl Resource Management (SIRM).
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» There is high uncertainty about the applicabilifyfaur service areas, as more than 20% of the
respondents did not know-how applicable these wdngldn their home countries. These are:
Chemical Leasing (CL), Global Compact (GC), Susthia Development Reporting (SDR) and
Eco-Industrial Parks (EIPS).

» The perceived interest (in Figure 3.4) is an alneasict copy of the estimated potential (in Figure
3.3). There are only minor changes, typically oflyor 2 countries moved their response for
stakeholder interest either one category highenercategory lower than their rating of perceived
applicability. The trend is that for Life Cycle Assment/Management (LCA/M) and
Occupational Health and Safety (OH&S) the perceivedrest from stakeholders is somewhat
higher than the estimated potential. On the contierceived interest from stakeholders appears
to be slightly lower than the estimated potentml,Hazardous Waste Management (HWM), Eco-
Industrial Parks (EIPs), Sustainable IndustrialdRese Management (SIRM), Chemical Leasing
(CL), Design for Sustainability (D4S), SustainaBleocurement (SusProc), Triple Bottom Line
Management (RBL) and Sustainable Development Riegof{$DR).

» Some respondents added CP-related service delaergs which they felt had significant
potential in their countries. These were: Corporateial Responsibility (CSR) (Kenya and
Morocco), eco-labelling (Egypt), Profitable Envirmantal Management (PREMA) (Egypt),
Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) (Mexico), Enviramtal Impact Assessment (EIA)
(Morocco), chemicals management (Slovakia) and Eleg$slation and compliance (Slovakia).

Overall there is thus general agreement aboutéheepved potential for service delivery in areas th
are focused on factories and technologies, i.ergynEfficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE),
Hazardous Waste Management (HWM), Environmentalddament Systems (EMS), Environmental
Technology Assessment (EnTA) and Occupational Heafid Safety (OH&S). Many respondents
have also commented in the survey but also duhiagbuntry visits that these have always been part
of CP. There is a high appreciation for the potgntif Environmental Management Accounting
(EMA), CP Finance and Sustainable Industrial Resouvlanagement (SIRM). The potential for
SIRM, however appears to be somewhat opporturosteven misleading due to the broad nature and
appeal (orjazziness’)of the term as two profound practical exampleSBRM have been given a
rather low rating (Eco-Industrial Parks (EIPS) &lttemicals Leasing (CL).

Figure 3.5: Activity level of NCPCs in CP-relateshgice delivery (23 responses)
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Figure 3.6: Types of services delivered in CP-metbareas (23 responses)
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Figure 3.7: Partners for CP-related service deliyg23 responses).
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The NCPCs were also requested to assess whethet threy are active in service delivery and/or had
established partnerships for service delivery eséhareas. The results are summarised in Figlses 3.
3.6, and 3.7 and Table 3.6.

» Figure 3.5 shows that 75% or more of the responbi6fCs had experience in service delivery
and most often also established partnerships endivthe CP-related service areas, respectively:
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), IHimas Waste Minimisation (HWM),
Environmental Management Systems (EMS), Environaieiianagement Accounting (EMA),
and Environmental Technology Assessment (EnTA).reduhese (except EMA) were also the
high potential areas (as per Figures 3.3 and 3ab)le 3.6 lists the countries that have claimed
experience and/or partnerships in the respectiveet@fed service areas.

» Overall it appears that the NCPCs claim to havesegpce and established partnerships in more
service areas than which they perceive to havenpaté€as per Figures 3.3 and 3.4), with the only
exception for Occupational Health and Safety (OH&®)is may be caused by opportunistic

47




Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

interpretations by the respondents of what coriestexperience’and partnerships It would
appear that these topics are touched upon in meamstservice delivery (e.g. CP assessments and
policy discussions) rather than made into sepasateice areas. To a certain extent, one could
therefore also interpret Figure 3.5 as a staterokekpressions of interest for service areas the
NCPCs want to be in.

» Figure 3.6 shows that training and capacity bugdsby far the most common way in which the
NCPCs are involved in the CP-related service aredlswed by pilot projects/implementation.
Only for EnTA there are more respondents indicatimgf they are active in pilot projects than
active in training.

» Figure 3.7 shows a more diverse result in regaqghttners for CP-related service delivery. As a
general observation it appears that NCPCs attemmngage with government and industry
associations in their CP-related service delivEigyr. some topics they are slightly more focused
on government (EERE, HWM, LCA/M, SusProc and TBLil for others they are slightly more
focused on industry associations (EIP, EMS, EMATENCP finance, SIRM, CL, D4S, SDR and
OH&S). The involvement of UN agencies and donorglso very prominent, evidencing that
international cooperation and donor funding areiraportant catalyst for extension of service
delivery into CP-related fields.

3.3.2 Multilateral Environmental Agreements

The second part of the second survey concerneadtidties of the NCPCs/NCPPs in regards to

implementation of MEAs. The Directors were askedéati-assess their level of expertise (relative in

the country) and indicate whether or not they vaareially involved at the national level (prepamtio

of national strategies and action plans) or atpifigect level (actual implementation in a company,

city or otherwise). The five most applicable MEAshe CP area were included, respectively:

1. Johannesburg Plan of Implementation/Marrakech Bsoder Sustainable Consumption and
Production (SCP), further referred to MatrakecH;

2. Framework Convention on Climate Change, includingtd Protocol and Clean Development
Mechanism, further referred to d§yoto;

3. Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollst@AOP), further referred to &&tockholm’;

4. Basel Convention on Hazardous Waste Managemettigfureferred to aBasel; and

5. Montreal Protocol on Ozone Depleting SubstancesQurther referred to adontreal.

Two respondents replied to be involved in other MEAespectively the UNEP International

Declaration on Cleaner Production (Czech NCPC) #med European Union’s REACH directive

(Slovak NCPC).

The detailed results are provided in Figures 3.8 a®, and Table 3.7. The following can be
concluded:

» Figure 3.8 shows the result of the self evaluatibthe NCPCs/NCPPs of their expertise level on
the different MEAS. The expertise level is highiestSCP (Marrakech) for which just over 40%
of the responding centres considers itself as digaexpert in the country, with an additional
40% of the centres claiming to have some experii$e expertise level is lowest on ODS
(Montreal).

» Figure 3.9 shows that the activity level of NCPQighest for SCP (Marrakech), Climate Change
(Kyoto) and POPs (Stockholm), with between 40 ad% ®f the responding NCPCs claiming to
be involved in preparation of national plans amdtegies or development and implementation of
specific projects (most commonly with a particudampany or business). The reported activity
levels on HW (Basel) and ODS (Montreal) are railber with only a quarter of the responding
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Table 3.6: Experience and partnerships in CP-raladervice delivery (23 responses)

CP-related service area

Respondent countries with claimed experience

Respondent countries with established
partnership

bn,

N

1. Energy Efficiency and Bolivia, Cambodia, China, Colombia, Croatia, Bolivia, Cambodia, China, Colombia, Croatia,
Renewable Energy Czech Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala,| Czech Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala,
(EERE) India, Kenya, Laos, Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco, | India, Kenya, Laos, Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco,

Mozambique, Nicaragua, Republic of Korea, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Republic of Korea,
Slovakia, Tanzania, Uzbekistan ,Vietham and Slovakia, Tanzania, Uzbekistan, Vietham and
Zimbabwe Zimbabwe

2. Hazardous Waste Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Czech Republic, Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Czech Republic, E

Management (HWM) | Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, India, Kenya, LaosSalvador, Guatemala, India, Kenya, Laos, Leban
Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua,
Nicaragua, Republic of Korea, Slovakia, Tanzanig, Republic of Korea, Tanzania, Uzbekistan, Vietna
Uzbekistan, Vietham and Zimbabwe and Zimbabwe

3. Eco-Industrial Parkg Cambodia, China, Colombia, Egypt, India, Cambodia, China, Colombia, Egypt, India,
(EIPS) Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique,

Nicaragua and Republic of Korea Nicaragua and Republic of Korea,

4. Life Cycle | Cambodia, Colombia, Czech Republic, Egypt, Colombia, Czech Republic, Egypt, India, Kenya,
Assessment/ India, Kenya, Lebanon, Mexico, Mozambique, Laos, Lebanon, Mexico, Mozambique, Nicaragua,
Management Nicaragua, Republic of Korea, Uzbekistan , Republic of Korea, Uzbekistan, Vietham and
(LCA/M) Vietnam and Zimbabwe Zimbabwe

5.  Environmental Cambodia, China, Colombia, Croatia, Czech Cambodia, China, Colombia, Croatia, Czech
Management Systemss Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Kenya, Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, India,
(EMS) Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Kenya, Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique|

Nicaragua, Republic of Korea, Slovakia, Tanzania, Nicaragua, Republic of Korea, Slovakia, Tanzani
Uzbekistan, Vietham and Zimbabwe Uzbekistan ,Vietham and Zimbabwe

6. Environmental Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Croatia, Czech Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Croatia, Czech
Management Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, India, | Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, India,
Accounting (EMA) Kenya, Lebanon, Mexico, Mozambique, NicaragyaKenya, Lebanon, Mexico, Mozambique, Nicaragya

Republic of Korea, Slovakia, Uzbekistan, Vietnam Republic of Korea, Uzbekistan, Vietham and
and Zimbabwe Zimbabwe

7. Environmental Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Croatia, Czech Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Croatia, Czech
Technology Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Kenya, Laos,| Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Kenya, Laos,
Assessment (EnTA) Mexico, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Republic of Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua,

Korea, Tanzania, Uzbekistan and Vietnam Republic of Korea, Tanzania, Uzbekistan and
Vietnam

8. Cleaner Production Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Czech Republic, Bolivia, Colombia, Czech Republic, Egypt, El

Finance (CP Finance)| Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, Kenya, Lebanon, Salvador, India, Kenya, Lebanon, Mexico,
Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Slovakia, Tanzania,
Slovakia, Tanzania, Vietham and Zimbabwe Vietnam and Zimbabwe

9. Sustainable Industria] Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Czech Republic, Bolivia, Colombia, Czech Republic, Egypt, El
Resource Management Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala, India, Kenya, LagsSalvador, Guatemala, India, Kenya, Laos, Mexica,
(SIRM) Mexico, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Republic of Mozambique, Nicaragua, Republic of Korea,

Korea, Uzbekistan, Vietnam and Zimbabwe Uzbekistan, Vietham and Zimbabwe

10. Chemicals Leasing Cambodia, Colombia, Egypt, Guatemala, India, | Cambodia, Colombia, Egypt, India, Kenya,

(CL) Kenya, Lebanon, Mexico, Nicaragua and Lebanon, Mexico, Nicaragua and Uzbekistan
Uzbekistan

11. Design for | Cambodia, Colombia, Czech Republic, Egypt, Cambodia, Colombia, Czech Republic, Guatema

Sustainability (D4S) Guatemala, India, Kenya, Mexico, Morocco, India, Kenya, Mexico, Morocco, Nicaragua,
Nicaragua, Republic of Korea, Tanzania, Vietnam Republic of Korea, Tanzania, Vietham and
and Zimbabwe Zimbabwe

12. Sustainable Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Czech Republic, Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Czech Republic,
Procurement Egypt, El Salvador, India, Kenya, Mexico, Egypt, El Salvador, India, Kenya, Mexico,
(SusProc) Nicaragua, Republic of Korea and Zimbabwe Nicaragua, Republic of Korea and Zimbabwe

13. Global Compact (GC) Cambodia, Colombia, Egypt,dn#ienya, Mexico,| Cambodia, Colombia, Egypt, India, Kenya, Mexico,

Morocco, Tanzania, Vietnam and Zimbabwe Morocco, Vietham and Zimbabwe

14. Triple Bottom Line| Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Croatia, Egypt, El | Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Croatia, Egypt, El

Management (TBL) Salvador, Guatemala, India, Kenya, Mexico, Salvador, Guatemala, India, Kenya, Mexico,
Nicaragua and Zimbabwe Nicaragua and Zimbabwe

15. Sustainable Bolivia, Colombia, Egypt, India, Kenya, Mexico, | Bolivia, Colombia, Egypt, India, Kenya, Mexico,
Development Nicaragua, Republic of Korea and Zimbabwe Nicaragua, Republic of Korea, Vietham and
Reporting (SDR) Zimbabwe

16. Occupational Health Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Egypt, India, Kenya, Bolivia, Cambodia, Colombia, Egypt, Guatemala,

and Safety (OH&S)

Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua,

India, Kenya, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique,

Uzbekistan, Vietham and Zimbabwe

Nicaragua, Uzbekistan, Vietham and Zimbabwe
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Figure 3.8: Self-evaluation of expertise level @PCs/NCPPs in regard to MEAs (23 responses)
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Figure 3.9: Activity level of NCPCs in regard toglamentation of MEAs (23 responses)
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NCPCs being involved in some form in implementatiéthese agreements. Table 3.7 details
which countries claim to be involved in activities each of the MEAs.

An opportunity was also provided for the NCPCs &dad their support needs. There were only
responses to this from 3 or 4 NCPCs on this foh@dEA, and the support needs were not specific,
but rather generic for information materials andining (in particular on consumption (for

Marrakech) and Clean Development Mechanism (Kyotald support for project preparation (in
particular for Kyoto and Stockholm).

Overall it can be concluded that the activity leeélthe responding NCPCs/NCPPs is relatively
modest. It would therefore appear that might beopportunity for the Centres to become more
effective partners for their national governmentsl ather stakeholders for implementation of the
various MEAs. In doing so, it should however betkiepmind that typically the NCPC/NCPP is not

the only institution in the country that is, or tdiecome, active on the various MEAS, as several
countries have already set up dedicated suppaonitstes for Kyoto and Montreal. It does appear that
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Table 3.7: Experience of NCPCs in regard to impletaton of MEAs (23 responses)

Multilateral Environmental Agreement

NCPCs with activities in regard to
development, implementation and or
review of national strategies or action
plans

NCPCs with project-related activities for
implementation of MEA in specific
companies, technologies or cities

1. Johannesburg Plan of ImplementatignBolivia, Czech Republic, Egypt, Kenya, Bolivia, Cambodia, Czech Republic, Egypt,
Marrakech Process for Sustainable | Mexico, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Republic El Salvador, Kenya, Mexico, Morocco,
Consumption and Production (SCP) | of Korea, Slovakia, Tanzania and Mozambique, Republic of Korea, and

Zimbabwe Vietnam

2. Framework Convention on Climate | Cambodia, India, Kenya, Morocco, Bolivia, Egypt, El Salvador, Guatemala,
Change, including Kyoto Protocol and Nicaragua, Slovakia and Zimbabwe India, Nicaragua, Republic of Korea,
Clean Development Mechanism Slovakia and Vietham
(CDM)

3. Stockholm Convention on Persistentf Cambodia, Croatia, Egypt, Guatemala, Bolivia, Guatemala, India and Vietnam
Organic Pollutants (POPs) Kenya, Morocco, Nicaragua, Slovakia and

Zimbabwe

4. Basel Convention on Hazardous Cambodia, Egypt, India and Zimbabwe Bolivia, El Salvador, India, Slovakia and
Waste Management Vietnam

5. Montreal Protocol on Ozone Cambodia, Egypt, Morocco, Nicaragua, India and Morocco

Depleting Substances (ODS)

Tanzania and Zimbabwe

NCPCs/NCPPs can only claim a degreéegtlusivenessin regard to the Marrakech process in that
they are typically the only, or at least one of leding institutions on SCP in their home coustrie

3.3.3 Resource Materials

The third part of the second survey dealt with enrruse and perceived usefulness of selected
resource materials. A listing of 16 resource matenvas compiled at the suggestion of project staff
from UNIDO and UNEP from their recent offerings.€Be were’f):

1. Cleaner Production Toolkit (UNIDO) (CD Rom) [40]

2. Training Kit on Cleaner Production Policy (UNIDQJD Rom) [41]

3. Chemical Leasing Business Models (UNIDO) (DVD) [42]

4. Energy Efficiency Guide for Industry in Asia (UNEJDA) (web-supported CD Rom [43]

5. Energising Cleaner Production: a guide for traifeidEP/InWent Training Package) [39]

6. Sustainable Consumption and Production: Makingtwenection (UNEP Training Package) [44]

7. Cleaner Production and Multilateral Environmentgréements (UNEP Training Package) [45]

8. The Application of Environmental Technology Assesat(lUNEP/SIDA Training Package) [46]

9. Advancing Sustainable Consumption in Asia: a guigamanual (UNEP-Asia ECO) [47]

10. UNEP/IAPSO Product Criteria Database for Sustam&uiblic Procurement [48]

11. Design for Sustainability: a practical approachdeveloping economies (UNEP/InWent) [38]

12. EcoDesign a Promising Approach to Sustainable Ritomtuand Consumption (UNEP) [49]

13. Profiting from Cleaner Production; series of reseumaterials for raising capital and finance for
CP (UNEP) [36]

14. Capacity Building in Cleaner Production Centresaming resource package (UNEP) [34]

15. The Efficient Entrepreneur Calendar and Guideb&REP and Wuppertal Institute) [50]

16. Policy Instruments for Resource Efficiency: towamlsstainable consumption and production

(UNEP CSRP) [51]

The results with regard to current use of theseeri@s$ are presented in Figure 3.10. It shows that
only the CP toolkit is genuinely in common use le tNCPC/NCPP network (21 current users),

followed by the Capacity Building Package for CmEes. Several materials are also regularly used,
in particular the Profiting from CP Package, thédguon CP in MEAS, the Energising CP training

package, EE Guide for Asia and the SCP/connectiheg The two resource materials on Sustainable
Consumption and Sustainable Procurement are natisget by any of the respondents, but as with
other resource materials there is good intent fsemeral centres to start using them. However, dvera
it is clear that there is potential for greater asthe resource materials. As was also evidenaed f

9 Unfortunately the resource package on ResponEiierpreneurship Achievement Programme (REAP) offNwas not brought to the
attention of the evaluation team, as it would haen most appropriate to have included this CSRaggin this survey.
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Figure 3.10: Current use of selected resource maleby NCPCs (23 respondents)
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the informal feed back on the survey (e.g. requestaccess to electronic or hard copies of resourc
materials), the resource materials appear to bgerwrally known within the NCPC/NCPP network.

The quality of the resource materials was also ested, respectively in terms of relevance of the
contents, user-friendliness of the presentationcaedall usefulness.

» Figure 3.11 shows the results on relevance of dinéenits. The relevance is generally considered
good, as is evidenced by the fact that the majoffifyublications received either agxtellent or
‘high’ rating on relevance from at least 50% of the oesjents, with as a very positive example
the CP toolkit (ratedhigh’ or ‘excellentby over 90% of the respondents). The only puliices
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with lower relevance (i.e. less than 50% of resgoisl rating it high' or ‘excellent), are the EE
Entrepreneur Calendar, the D4S Guide, the SustainBbocurement Criteria, Sustainable
Consumption Guide and the EnTA training package.

» Figure 3.12 shows the results on user-friendlinésssource materials, i.e. style, modular design,
presentation etc. The trend is very similar, sutiggsthat perceptions of relevance and user-
friendliness match reasonably well, albeit withlighg tendency to rate some of the materials
slightly lower on user-friendliness than on contg@ng. the CP toolkit).

Figure 3.12: Perceived user-friendliness of seléatsource materials (23 respondents)
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Figure 3.13: Overall usefulness of selected reseumaterials (23 respondents)
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> In terms of overall usefulness (Figure 3.13), tkaagal trend is that the majority of respondents
regard the materials as eithendderatelyor ‘highly’ useful. There are positive exceptions, most
notably the CP toolkit, which is considereztremely usefulby 43% of respondents, and the
Energising CP training and EE guide for AP, botmsidered useful by over 25 % of the
respondents. The fact however that none of theorelgnts considered seven (of the total of 16)
resource materialektremely usefylis of some concern, as it suggest that thesdiqaiions do
not address the needs and opportunities of the SCPC

The second survey provided an opportunity for ganted back and requests. Most of the open
answers referred back to intents to use specifienads or start CP-related service areas, configmi
answers to earlier parts of the survey. Two ovéiagccomments were made, respectively to improve
information flows within the NCPC network (to ensuhat NCPCs are aware of new initiatives and
materials, and exchange information between NCR@d)a requests for training of NCPCs in new
service areas, for example on MEAs, funding medmsi(including CDM) and product design and
consumption issues.

3.4 Self Assessment

The first survey invited the Directors to rate thepertise of their NCPC/NCPP in the national
context. Four major expertise areas were distifnguis cleaner production?), industrial
environmental management)( environment and industry policf? and corporate sustainabilit§?)
The results are presented in Table 3’8 Over 80% of the responding NCPCs/NCPPs claitmeta
‘leading expeftin CP in the national context. For the other e areas, the result is less
outspoken. For industrial environmental manageraadtenvironment and industry policy, just over
half of the respondents rate their respective NCIXEP as havingsbme expertise’and just under
1/3 as being aléading expettin the respective area. In case of corporateasuahility, 2/3 of the
NCPC claims to havesbme expertisewhile the remainder split quite even betweemesithaving
‘leading expertisebr ‘no expertisein this area. Even though the result should Herpreted with
some care, as the self-evaluations could not biiecewith national stakeholders, it is apparerdtth
the NCPCs/NCPPs feel confident being one of theitgasources of CP expertise in their respective
countries, while also being familiar with relatexpics in industrial environmental management and
environment and industry policy.

Table 3.8: Self evaluation of key expertise ar@&srésponses)

Expertise Areas Expertise Level of NCPC/NCPP
Leading Some No Unknown/ No Total
expertise Expertise Expertise Response
1. Cleaner Production 29 81% 5 14%| O 0% 2 6% 36 | 100%
2. Industrial Environmental] 12 33%| 21 58%]| 1 3% 2 6% 36 | 100%
Management
3. Environment and 11 31%| 20 55%]| 3 8% 2 6% 36 | 100%
Industry Policy
4. Corporate Sustainability 5 14% 24 67%| 5 14% 2 6% | 36 | 100%

The final part of the self evaluation solicited esponse from the NCPC/NCPP Directors on the
performance of their Centre/Programme against Weduation criteria set for this programme
evaluation, namely?):

2 pescribed as:process-integrated improvements in resource pradiigand environmental performance”

2 Described asenvironmental management accounting, environmentalagement systems, environmental and sustaiyatsfiorting,
life cycle assessment, eco-design, environmerelliag, closed loop systems”

2 Described ase'.g. stewardship, producer responsibility, Clearv&@lepment Mechanism, etc”

% Described ascbrporate social responsibility, global compact”

2 This evaluation is based on know-how and expertigieich complements the evaluation by the indepen@waluators based on
institutional strength, as displayed in Table 2.2.

% After the survey instrument was distributed, theleation criteria were slightly adjusted and atsiadded (capacity building).
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1. Relevancedo businesses and other organisations in the godetive a benefit from the Cleaner
Production programme?

2. Effectivenessare the services offered by the Centre and thrahg UNIDO programme useful
for implementation of Cleaner Production?

3. Efficiency does service delivery through the Centre and UDlIBrogramme make best use of
available resources?

4. Sustainability is it likely that the benefits from the CentredddNIDO Programme will continue
into the future? and

5. Ownership to what extent are local stakeholders (industygyvernment, etc) contributing
resources to implementation of Cleaner Productiwlia operation of the Centre.

The results are presented in Table 3.9. The taldplays a high level of confidence from the
Directors that their NCPC/NCPP performs quite watkoss the board, in particular if the no
responses are taken out of the comparison. Thesalfiation is most optimistic about relevance and
effectiveness, ratechigh’ by respectively 67% and 61% of the respondents rated medium by
respectively 19% and 22% of the respondents. Téesament is still good for efficiency, ratéduigh’

by 50% of the respondents andedium by 25% of the respondents. It would appear thaté is
some more doubt about performance against susthiiyednd ownership, with thehigh' self-
evaluations falling to respectively 39% and 28%haf respondents and theédium’onesincreasing

to respectively 36% and 39%.

Table 3.9: Self evaluation against evaluation ciétg36 responses)

Evaluation Self Assessment Rating
Criteria High Medium Low Unknown or Total
No response

1. Relevance 24 67% 7 19% 1 3% 4 11% 36 | 100%
2. Effectiveness 22 61% 8 22% 0 0% 6 17% 36| 100%
3. Efficiency 18 50% 9 25% 2 6% 7 19% 36| 100%
4. Sustainability 14 39% 13 36% 3 8% 6 17% 36| 100%
5. Ownership 10 289 14 39% 8 22% 4 11% 36 | 100%
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Chapter 4: Independent Country Evaluations

4.1 Introduction

The findings from the thirdpillar’ for the programme evaluation are summarised is thapter.
Independent evaluation missions were undertakesbtain first hand information from the Director
and staff of selected NCPCs, members of their ksandtional government agencies, industry
associations, clients of NCPC services (includiogmier trainees, audited companies and other
collaborators). Other initiatives not directly asisted with the NCPC but with a role in CP and/or
related fields in the country were also considefidw respective visit schedules were organised by a
national consultant under the direction of a memdiethe international evaluation team and in
consultation with the NCPC. The international aatilanal consultant then spent some 2 to 5 working
days in the country to undertake semi-structuréehiews with the nominated representatives of the
selected organisations. A detailed country revieport was then prepared by the international
consultant with substantive input form the naticz@isultant. This contains a comprehensive analysis
of arrangements in the preparation and operatiagest of the NCPC, participation of the NCPC in
the global UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, detailed ansilg$ results achieved in each of the main
service categories and a country level assessmgginsh the programme evaluation criteria.
Moreover specific recommendations were made forfulter development of the respective NCPC
in its specific national context. These detailedrdoy evaluation reports will be available on resjue
from the UNIDO Evaluation Group.

Resource constraints to complete this programmbiatian within the available budget and within
reasonable timeframes meant that only one membehefinternational evaluation team could
undertake each evaluation mission. The diversedrackds and experiences of the team members
and the need to undertake any evaluation with soregble degree of professional judgement have
introduced some variability between the sets okpmhdent country evaluations undertaken by the
four international evaluators. The comparison ofintoy level findings is therefore bound to
limitations, and this is herewith explicitly acknimsiged by the evaluation team. As the differences
between countries from the different regions anthiwithese regions are already very considerable,
no further attempt was made to ascertain whethewvaluator-bias exists in the evaluation results.

This chapter provides a summary of the 18 coungmiew reports prepared for this programme
evaluation. It focuses on key issues and trends é¢n@erged from these independent country
evaluations and that are important and relevantierfuture of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme
(rather than just relevant within the respectivantoy). In so doing, this summary chapter doesan n
way justice to the richness of analysis and evaloahat has been performed at the country level.
The reader is therefore encouraged to access tligoad! details in the respective country evalomti
reports.

This chapter has been structured in four main @estiSection 4.2 provides a justification for the
selection of countries for which an independentuat@ion was undertaken. Section 4.3 then provides
a qualitative summary of key issues identified egard to preparation and operation stages of the
NCPC, and its participation in the global UNIDO-UREP Programme. Next, sections 4.4 and 4.5
provide a semi-quantitative summary respectivelytted comprehensive analyses of the results
achieved by the visited NCPCs (section 4.4) anthefdetailed country level assessments by the
evaluator against the six evaluation criteria fos programme evaluation (section 4.5).

4.2  Country Selection

The selection of countries for the detailed indejgen evaluation was an iterative process within the
evaluation team, and then with the Steering Conemitd arrive at the final list.
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In the first instance a rough cut was made of aoesthat needed to be either included or excluded.
At the request of the Government of Switzerlane ffountries were included that needed in any case
an evaluation as part of their funding cycle. Thege: Colombia, Costa Rica, El Salvador,
Guatemala and Nicaragua. Moreover it was decidex¢tude the countries where only a NCPP is in
operation, i.e. for which a decision has not yerbmade as to whether a full NCPC will be set up.
This excluded Armenia, Cambodia and Laos.

This left 30 countries from which 14 could be s&ddcfor inclusion on the list of countries to be
visited for an independent evaluation. This setectivas approached with a view to achieve
maximum diversity within the subset of selectedritaas on a range of characteristics of both the
country as well as the NCPC, in particular:

» Geographically inclusion of approximately half of the NCPCs iach of the five regions in
which the programme operates (respectively: Afrit@ NCPCs), Asia (9 NCPCs/NCPPs),
Central America (8 NCPCs), South America (4 NCP@)l Central and Eastern Europe (7
NCPCs/NCPPs), and within each region a reasonaistebdtion geographically and socio-
economically.

» Donors: diversity of donors in order to include also soME&PCs which are funded by donors
who make a relatively smaller contribution to thegramme (respectively (Mozambique (funded
by ltaly), Sri Lanka (funded by Norway), Croatiaufled by Czech Republic and Hungary),
Kenya (funded by UNDP and Sweden)) or are no lonfyerding the programme (The
Netherlands as main donor for establishment ofiteegeneration of NCPCs in India, China and
Mexico). It was also decided to include countriesvhich a NCPC-like centre had been funded
by one of the main donors, but not through the UBHDNEP CP Programme (the NCPCs in
Colombia and Peru which are directly funded by SECO

= Maturity: inclusion of NCPCs from first and subsequent gath@ns. This automatically resulted
in the inclusion of some NCPCs which have been aipey for at least several years without
institutional funding from the UNIDO-UNEP CP Progmnae.

= Size (of national economy and contribution of ind)s a reasonable distribution of NCPCs in
large, medium and small countries, and within thesme diversity in regard to the level of
development of the manufacturing sector.

Upon a number of iterations the final selectiori®fcountries was confirmed. Each country included
in the list can be justified, as it might also h&esn possible to argue individually for each ef tiot-
selected countries that they should have beeneansiiortlist. Doing so goes however beyond the
scope of this programme evaluation. It sufficesehiterdemonstrate that the list of selected countrie
does meet the objective of being diverse and ina@uss per the above criteria.

Table 4.1: Visit list for independent evaluationsrbgion

Region [selected/all| Visit List [evaluator, year of establishment] (*) Non-Visit List

NCPCs/NCPPs]

Africa [5/10] Egypt [HS, 2004], Kenya [HS, 2000],dwcco [MM, 2000]| Ethiopia, Tanzania, Tunisid,
Mozambique [RvB, 2001] and South Africa [RvB, 2002] Uganda and Zimbabwe

Asia [5/9] China [RvB, 1995], India [RvB, 1995],i%m@nka [RvB, 2002],/ Cambodia, Laos angd
Uzbekistan [HS, 2002] and Vietnam [RvB, 1998] Republic of Korea

Central America [5/8] Costa Rica [MM, 1999], El adlor [MM, 1999], Guatemala Cuba, Honduras and
[MM, 1999], Mexico [MM, 1995] and Nicaragua [MM, 29] | Paraguay

Central and Easterp Croatia [HS, 2000] and Slovakia [HS, 1995] Armeni@€zech Republic

Europe [2/7] Hungary and Russia (**),

South America [2/4] Columbia [JD, 1998] and PeilD,[2001] Bolivia and Brazil,

(*) HS = Hans Schnitzer, JD = Johannes Dobinger, MMathias Meyer and RvB = Rene van Berkel
(**) Russia has a regional CP Centre (in St Petexgband a sector specific CP Centre (in Moscowtfier oil and gas
industry). Both operate independently within thelDR-UNEP CP Programme
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Table 4.1 contains the country list by region, glovith the date of establishment of the NCPCs on
the visit list and the evaluator who undertook tbgpective independent country evaluation. Exactly
half of the NCPCs in Africa and South America wereluded, whilst Central and Eastern Europe
was somewhat under-represented and both Asia anttaCémerica slightly over-represented. In
terms of maturity, four of the NCPCs on the vigt Wwere established in 1995, two in 1998, four in
1999, three in 2000, two in 2001, three in 2002 amel in 2004. This compares reasonably well with
the establishment history of the NCPCs as sumnehiis€able 3.2.

Table 4.2 provides a matrix listing of the host minies of the NCPCs/NCPPs by their level of
industrialisation (measured by Manufacturing Vadded (MVA) per head of population) and total
size of their economy (measured by their absolutess§&sDomestic Product). Data are for 2005 from
internal sources in UNIDO and using standard UNIE#Degories. The countries on the visit list are
underlined. The distributions are reasonably gopdddumn and by row, even though not all matrix
cells are represented in the visit list. Overalhedium level industrialised countries are somewhat
over-represented in the visit list with marginatlanrepresentations for thiew’ and extremely low
levels of industrialisation. Alsomedium and ‘big-sized economies are slightly over-represented
with an under-representation of theerfall sizetleconomies.

Table 4.2: Host countries for NCPCs/NCPPs by lefehdustrialisation and total size of economy @@d®n
UNIDO internal data) (underlined countries have be#gsited for an independent evaluation).

Level of Industrialisation (on basis of per capitaMVVA)
Extremely Low Low Medium High
[4/9] [5/11] [8/12] [2/5]
Small [6/16] Cambodia Armenia Costa Rica
Ethiopia Bolivia El Salvador
Kenya Honduras Uzbekistan
Laos Paraguay
Mozambique Zimbabwe
Nicaragua
Tanzania
Uganda
Size of Economy | Medium [8/13] Cuba Lebanon Croatia
(absolute GDP) Egypt Peru Hungary
Guatemala Tunisia Korea
Morocco Slovakia
Sri Lanka
Vietnam
Big [2/3] Columbia Czech Republic
South Africa
Very Big [3/5] India Brazil
China
Mexico
Russia

In light of the limited number of countries and tery different socio-economic, size, location and
maturity criteria, it is concluded from Tables 4rid 4.2 that the visit list is illustrative for ttegal set

of host countries. The selection was howeN&T RANDOMISEDwhich essentially means that the

results for the visited countri€AN NOT BE EXTRAPOLATED the set of all NCPCs. However, as

detailed in the remainder of this chapter, each §8Gkas found to be largely unique in its

combination of activities, results and organisadiamd institutional set up, which would have meant
that even with randomised country selection mednolrextrapolation may not have been possible.

Unfortunately one country dropped out on the bakige country visit, as in Slovakia it turned out
that the NCPC is no longer significantly involved public interest advocacy for CP, and therefore
difficult to compare with the other NCPCs. No didi country evaluation could therefore be
prepared as it was felt inappropriate to preparewaiuation of a private consulting company. The
drop out of Slovakia, meant that the quality of temaining list of 18 visited countries worsened in
particular in regards to regional representatianp@r Table 4.1) as only one of the seven NCPCs in
Central and Eastern Europe remained on this vgsifdr the detailed evaluation. However, due ® th

59




Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

given time-line of this programme evaluation, itsnet possible to make adjustments to the country
selection. To a certain extent however, a caseddosimade that Uzbekistan could have been added
to this group, as Uzbekistan may have more in commith the former Soviet-type of planning
economies than with the rest of Asia. The Slovakiample however proofs that the UNIDO-UNEP
CP Programme is focusing on developing countriad, @ these countries reach higher levels of
industrialisation the NCPC will change its servixetfolio, governance and operations.

4.3 National Implementation

This section discusses findings from the reviewthefactivities undertaken to prepare, establigh an

operate the NCPC in the host country. It focuseBmatings that are of significance at the programme
level (not only in the specific national contexthe summary is organised in three main clusters,
respectively pertaining to preparation stage fae tMCPC (paragraph 4.3.1), pertaining to the
operational stage of the NCPC (paragraph 4.3.2)canderning participation of the NCPCs in global

programme activities (section 4.3.3).

4.3.1 Preparatory Stage

The independent country evaluations reviewed teegmatory activities and strategic planning which
were undertaken by, or on behalf of, the progrannmamagement prior to the establishment of the
respective NCPC. It should be noted however thist phogramme evaluation did not attempt to
revisit the pre-establishment stages for the \iSN€PCs in great detail as many had been operating
for five years or more, and it was therefore diffico assess properly what had been done durimg th
pre-establishment phase and confirm its appropraste in the circumstances that prevailed at that
time. Two aspects are of critical importance foe thuality of the preparatory activities, i.e.
justification and feasibility.

The projecfjustification is expected to confirm that CP is relevant, timelyplicable and valuable to
industry and government, and ascertain that estabint of a NCPC is an appropriate mechanism for
fostering the uptake of CP in the country. Fromregmamme perspective this national justification
can also be interpreted as country selection. Abmimof common issues appeared in several of the
reviewed countries, including:

» For the first five NCPCs, established in 1994-1986, country specific justification was
undertaken (China, India, Mexico, Tanzania and Zbwe). These were established under a
common multi-country project agreement that wadifjed in the context of the Agenda 21
commitment of industrialised countries to assisteti@ping countries with capacity building for
and implementation of CP. The countries were setefidllowing an open call for expressions of
interest, and this de-facto substituted very well ountry specific justifications (see also
paragraph 2.3.1). Interested countries had to dpphave a NCPC established and those with the
best applications were selected by the programmeagement. Automatically these were the
countries that had the best understanding of howc@#d help their respective country’s
development.

= Later on the programme implementation model charegetlhost countries for new NCPCs were
essentially decided upon in principle between th& ksountry, a donor country willing to provide
in principle support and the programme managenightiO, nationally and/or at headquarter
level). The project documentation was then prepavigld project justification being a formality
for signing off the project agreement rather tharirmdepth analysis of the country context and
needs for CP. While this is understandable in lightthe systemic constraints faced by
programme management (see also Chapter 2), in pas®s this resulted in fairly generic
justification statements, providing some data engéverity of industrial environmental pollution,
and arguing that industry faced challenges in ajising economy and that CP was aligned with
MEAs that the host country had committed to. Tretatements, while correct in principle, do not
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demonstrate that CP is the right intervention that industrial environmental pollution was being
recognised as a national priority and that theetiairgdustries would be able to implement CP and
achieve benefit from so doing.

» In several countries, the project justification vex®ngthened by referring back to the success of
earlier CP demonstration projects (South Africadidn China, Sri Lanka, etc.), making the
assumption that because some companies were ablenglement CP as part of such
demonstration projects, a majority of industrieghia country would be able to do so (which at
least is questionable due to the self-selectios fwa environmentally motivated companies to
participate in CP demonstration projects). Whilesome of such countries, the NCPC project
then retained the capacity created with such eadinonstration projects (e.g. China, India,
Vietnam and Sri Lanka) in other countries the NORGject set out to build new capacity in
parallel to existing CP capacity created underiergokojects (e.g. South Africa).

Overall it appeared that project justification waggproached as a formality that needed completion
prior to sign off of the project agreement, instedican opportunity to assess the national context,
identify ways to harness any existing capacity, aadjet the NCPC project to national socio-
economic and environmental priorities. Prior tostfirogramme evaluation it had already been
pointed out by several country level project evatrs (e.g. [52, 53]) that this had resulted injgco
models and delivery strategies that did not sufity address local circumstances.

There are also a few good examples in regard tgirqustification, for example Egypt, Morocco
and South Africa (the latter two in their secondjpct period). In all of these, the national
government, either directly or in very close coteibn with the host institution and the private
sector, took charge of justification and custonnisabf the project model and strategy to existing
national CP and related capacities. It should bésooted that with the commencement of operations
of the NCPC typically more information on natiomaintext (legislation, economy, technology, etc.)
and private and public sector needs has becomé&blaiwhich then strengthened the justification
for the NCPC. Moreover, CP service delivery credai@examples and advocacy for CP-conducive
policy change, all of which contributed to clarifgi the relevance of CP in the national context and
hence indirectly bolstering the justification fatablishment of the NCPC.

Another key consideration in the project preparai®feasibility, i.e. the likelihood that the project
can be implemented as per the project agreemefieivArends appeared in the visited countries:

= Most project agreements attempted in one way othando justify the creation of an NCPC by
claiming that on the medium term there would be axket for CP service delivery that could
underpin a financially-self sustaining NCPC. Thrbogt the Programme these claims have been
overtly opportunistic, and been lacking a realibeck (for example in regard to the size of the
industry sector, existence of markets for otherirtass services, etc, etc.). This has been
repeatedly pointed out in the independent countayuations done for this programme evaluation
also in the earlier programme [22, 23] and impa8{ pvaluations as well as national evaluations
for several countries [26, 52, 53]. These ovemaations of the market for CP services appear to
be rooted in unrealistic expectations regarding ebenomic benefits from CP implementation
(that CP would be a win-win proposition for all messes) and an over-estimation of the
willingness of businesses to pay (in particuladaveloping countries where many services to
businesses are either highly subsidised or freegnEhe NCPCs themselves and representatives
of their national governments and industry assmsiatin several cases expressed their beliefs
that there was no ground to justify claims in relgay the size of the market for CP services.
Over-optimistic appreciation of the existence anglotential for development of a CP market
appears related to the generally supply-drivenaggr for establishment of new NCPCs.

= The initially lean project implementation model Hmesen abandoned over time, as current donors
have been willing to invest considerably more ochellCPC than initially envisioned when the
Programme was conceptualised and launched (see Pablfor specific data). There is a valid
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argument that supporting a NCPC with substantigrimational expertise is helpful to position it
as THE’ leading institution and that this could assistwiing term survival of the NCPC. From
the country evaluations it did however appear thatdown-sides of this approach in terms of
overall feasibility of NCPC establishment have taen identified or no risk management
strategies put in place. Firstly, the NCPC develapgependency on the international experts.
Even though the quality of the NCPC work might lstanding, there is no guarantee that such
guality can be maintained if the hot-line to theemational consultants is no longer available or
has to be factored into the cost of local serviglerdry. Even though there is not yet any evidence
for this (as none of the higher funded NCPCs hdshgel to transition to operation without
institutional funding support), there are challenfmr several NCPCs, most urgently in Vietnam.
Secondly, as the Programme is based on a co-ingasttoash and/or in kind) from the host
institution and/or its national government, ther@ase in donor funding has upped the stakes for
the national counterparts. In several countries tids stretched the host institutions to make
commitments for in kind and/or cash commitmentshtoperation of the NCPC. The programme
management appeared not to have procedures in folaseertain whether or not it was realistic
to expect that the host institution could meet saommitments. In case of Sri Lanka and
Mozambique for example the commitments could noine¢ as they were beyond the means of
the respective host institutions.

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has been based ontanstitution model that establishes the
NCPC in an existing institution, e.g. universitgdustry association, public research institute or
government agency. The CP centres in Colombia amal Rvaluated here were however
established as new institutions (similarly to earfirogrammes in the 1990s, such as those by the
World Environment Centre, and the US Environmemallution Prevention Programme). No
clear evidence emerged from the country evaluattonfavour either institutional model or a
particular type of host institutions, as for eagstitutional set up there are countries with positi
and countries with negative experiences. As anasebing observation it can however be pointed
out that none of the project agreements appeardthte undertaken serious risk analysis and
management in regard to the host institution aearents. For example, working owtHat if
scenarios, in case the host institution would neéhits commitments, would bail out completely,
or would cease to exist. This may not be a seromeern when the NCPC is hosted by a major
well-established national institution (universitgsearch institute or alike) but certainly deserved
more attention where NCPCs are set up in small N@&@s Mozambique), industry associations
(e.g. Guatemala) or within another donor-fundedegatqe.g. Sri Lanka).

The above concerns in regard to feasibility assestsras part of project preparation re-confirm the
findings from the review on project justificatiorRreparation for new NCPCs has been approached
with an emphasis on the fund-raising perspectind,@nce a donor had in principle committed funds,
project preparation mainly meant reaching consengitis the local stakeholders regarding the
operational modalities for the future NCPC.

4.3.2 Operational Stage

The independent country evaluations consideredPtbgramme’s approach to support the NCPCs in
establishing themselves as professional CP sedatigery institutions. The following key points
appeared in several countries.

The project documentation for the NCPCs normallgiudes some provision for a governance
structure, most commonly a combination of a smathemagement or governing board, with
decision making powers, and a larger advisory hoawith just advisory capacities. The
evaluation found that in most cases the governan@mgements had been attended to and that
these had to some extent contributed to fosterirogllownership in particular from national
government. However it was also found that goveraasould be significantly improved. Firstly,
the importance of governance appears to be undeegst and/or not sufficiently communicated
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in the Programme. In several countries governappeared to have been regarded by the NCPC
as a necessary condition for funding, and boardcttres were abandoned shortly after the
institutional funding to the NCPC through the UNIEMDNEP CP Programme ended (including
e.g. China, India, Mexico and Croatia). SecondByesal countries set up tripartite decision
making boards, comprised of representatives of dbeor government, the host country
government and UNIDO. Such tripartite boards doinwgite input of key national stakeholders
(e.g. industry associations, NGOs, etc.), whichnfogces a view that the board is a project
implementation mechanism rather than a mechanisfoster national ownership of the NCPC
and make its activities most relevant to varioakeolders (and hence bolster the sustainability
prospects of the NCPC). The meeting frequency eddhooards has been insufficient to provide
timely and consistent guidance (once every 1 on @sgears, whereas effective governance might
be needed with e.g. a quarterly frequency). Thjrthg roles and decision making protocols for
the boards have not been sufficiently clarifiedited national level and guidance available at
programme level not implemented. For example atl#@ze role of the NCPC director in the
board is problematic when it comes to decision mgkiAs in the corporate world it is by far
preferred that at least the NCPC Director, but pbbp also the UNIDO and donor
representatives, have an ex officio role in theroahich is so far not the case, and would then
not have a vote in the board. Fourthly, in regar@dvisory boards it was found that attendance
was in many countries reportedly low which appeatedreflect a lack of interest and/or
willingness on the part of sufficiently senior repentatives of key stakeholders to make board
membership a priority. Among the NCPCs there ames@raiseworthy attempts to improve
governance, among the visited countries in pagicinl South Africa.

The programme management is to be applauded fohasiging the need for NCPCs to develop
and implement regular business plans, and providiaming on business plan development.
There remains however scope for improvement in lbhginess planning processes, as there
remains a tendency among NCPCs to operate oppstitatly and drift in its mission. Even
though it is commendable that the NCPC retains sélmebility to respond to needs and
opportunities as they arise nationally, theremeed for greater discipline among NCPCs to focus
their limited resources in selected critical a¢idg rather than spread these too thin about too
many activity and topic areas. It is particularhattenging to avoid such mission drift when the
market for CP services does not yet exist, and s\¢ede established through concerted and
strategic activities of the NCPC.

Several of the visited NCPCs provided samples oénetraining materials, assessment reports
and/or publications. Their review as part of thisgzamme evaluation showed that even though
their average standard is professionally acceptéidee remain opportunities for standardisation
and professionalization of the service deliveryd dience potential for greater effectiveness of
services and efficiency of service delivery. Foaraple, consistent use of logos and presentation
styles, consistent use of concepts and methodsjmuax use of national success stories in
promotional material and similar reporting formagt;. It appeared that such professionalization
opportunities have so far remained unnoticed. Téteup of management systems, certified or
otherwise, would be a good incentive to standarskseice delivery (as demonstrated in Vietnam
where the NCPC achieved certification on both I2019and 14001, respectively for its quality
and environmental management systems). It was rad¢ed that some of the multi country
projects, for example those on integration of epefficiency into core CP, enforced assessment
methods and presentation formats that were notistens with the national models used by some
of the NCPCs who implemented these projects. Tlisue of professionalization and
standardisation deserves greater consideratiomogrgmme management level, from UNIDO,
UNEP and donors.

Many NCPCs have invested significant resourcesaimihg of CP auditors, advisors or trainers

(for example up to some 8,000 in China alone), amednow increasingly using these external CP
professionals for delivery of NCPC services (eanducting CP assessments in companies, etc.).
The creation and utilisation of a cadre of CP pssifgnals is supported as a multiplier mechanism.
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This means that the NCPC increasingly assumes jacgpnmanagement and quality control role
(or exclusively, as the case would be in for exarpbuth Africa). While this is in principle a
perfectly valid strategy option for a NCPC, in sevecountries there is now ground for concern
that with a fully, or near fully, outsourced modile NCPC may weaken its core CP capacities,
and in the end limit its own ability to do properaljty control over outsourced activities.

Overall it appears that the Programme’s performancgupporting NCPCs in the visited countries
during their institutionally-funded operational gégawas on average satisfactory. The most tangible
areas for improving support to NCPCs are: transpaand effective governance structures;
strengthened {ighter) business planning protocols; and standardisatind professionalization of
service delivery.

4.3.3 Programme Participation

The NCPCs are supported through programme leviglitaes carried out by, or on behalf of UNIDO,
UNEP and donors. At this global level the UNIDO-URECP Programme provides for overall
programme management and administration, networkirtiyities and technical assistance inputs
(including international experts, training oppoitis and information materials). The country
evaluations canvassed the experiences of the d/iki@PCs and their national stakeholders in regard
to these global programme activities. The followowgrarching issues emerged.

» There are no formal management arrangements thiaedbe relation of the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme with the NCPCs which are no longer unstibally funded through the Programme.
The programme management is therefore not awatkeoéctivities and achievements of these
NCPCs, while they remain advertised and acknowlgédage UNIDO-UNEP NCPCs. This has
raised different issues, which have been recogrigegrogramme management and contributed
to the decision to undertake this programme eviaoatFirstly, the impression is being
maintained that these NCPCs are obliged to impléntes UNIDO-UNEP CP programme
strategy, while the programme management has nomsnia entice these NCPCs to do so.
Secondly, the NCPCs go on to develop activitieperstheir own assessment of local business
opportunities, and this may no longer be consistgtit the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme or
even general UN Policy. There is a need for thegRmme to establish appropriate means to
engage with NCPCs after their institutional fundthgough the UNIDO-UNEP Programme has
ended. Even though formerly funded NCPCs recogtliseimportance and relevance of the
Programme, many of these NCPCs are not in closeciowith the Programme and they do not
perceive to receive concrete and practical benifita it, apart from the prestige associated with
membership of a UNIDO-UNEP network. This was enctered in all visited NCPCs that are no
longer funded, in some countries even quite stso(eyly. China and India).

= There is widespread concern among funded and pralyidunded NCPCs that administrative
arrangements and funding disbursements are toodimsuming. Even though most NCPCs
manage to cope with these problems, often with eupyf local UNIDO representatives, others
have struggled and at times had to prepay Cenpeneitures from their private funds to keep the
NCPC going.

» In principle, there is appreciation in most cowegrifor the initiatives of the programme
management to extend the scope of CP and introdemeservices. However, there is concern
about donor-driven identification of potential Sees areas, and insufficient endorsement by
NCPCs for their further scoping and integration hwitore CP service areas. Moreover,
government representatives in several visited cmméxpressed a strong desire for the NCPC to
remain relatively narrowly focused on plant levé @ctivities, as the job of fostering CP uptake
is by far not yet completed (e.g. China and Indi#)is highlights the current absence of a
provision in the Programme to survey periodically, @nd CP-related, needs of NCPCs and their
national stakeholders, to inform and guide stratdgivelopments in the Programme.
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= There are very high, but non-specific, expectaticggarding networking, which remain so far
largely unmet. Positive developments are the Latimietwork of NCPC and related activities in
Latin America (see Box 2.1), the regional multi-oby projects in Asia Pacific (e.g. GERIAP)
and through the Central American Environmental Cditeen Some steps have also been taken in
Africa, but follow up has not been forthcoming. Ténés a general preference in particular from
the NCPCs that networking would work best when $ecliaround specific initiatives.

» The availability of international expert inputs ttee different NCPCs has varied greatly. While
some NCPCs operated essentially without accesstéonational expert inputs, others had for
substantive periods of time access to short teradioanresident part or full time technical
advisors. The quality of the expert inputs has pdhebeen good. Several NCPCs would
however appreciate greater involvement in seleaifdnternational experts and customising their
Terms of Reference better to their immediate ne&dsvidenced by the self evaluation surveys
(section 3.3) the resource materials produced biDldNand UNEP for use by the NCPC network
are also generally perceived as informative andulusélowever on the flip side, the self
assessment had revealed that NCPCs/NCPPs areidiesufy aware of the complete range of
information and resource materials made availaplgd EP and UNIDO (see paragraph 3.3.3).

In the visited countries the NCPCs and their naligtakeholders remain loyal to the global UNIDO-
UNEP CP Programme, and are in principle suppomivéitiatives to broaden and/or deepen the
Programme with additional service areas, while algating more networking opportunities. There is
however a strongly felt need to address concernth wegard to efficiency of programme

administration, and effectiveness of networkingotlyh increased availability and intensity of
networking opportunities within the Programme.

4.4 National Results

The results achieved through the establishmentoaedation of the NCPCs in the visited countries
were reviewed, in each of the five core serviceasrdistinguished in the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme, respectively: information disseminatwr@eness raising; training; in-plant
demonstrations; policy advice and EST transfer. &Vaglable information on results was considered
at three levels, namely:

» Result Level 10utputs activities undertaken or delivered by the NCPC;

= Result Level 20utcomesactivities of the direct customers of the NCPQJ an

» Result Level 3impacts benefits for local industry and other stakehdadarthe host country.

Where meaningful, a further distinction was madevben leading’ and lagging evidence. Leading
evidence igrospectiveand refers to the presence of initiatives thatccoesult in the uptake of CP
(for example the definition and planning of a traghprogramme in regards to target group, learning
outcomes and topics; initiation of a demonstragooject; engineering design for a CP technology
option). Lagging evidence retrospectiveand refers to completed initiatives that have cbuated to
the realisation of CP (for example people traine@B options identified).

441 Information Dissemination

Information dissemination is achieved by means aidpction and distribution of information
materials (booklets, flyers, websites, etc.) anlivelsy of awareness type of seminars. The latter ar
typically done in collaboration with other orgartieas, for example regional or national government
agencies, professional or industry associationsggetsities and/or other NGOs.

The diversity of information and awareness initi@s in the visited countries is quite large. In the
country-specific evaluation reports detailed commaeme provided in regards to the current status of
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Table 4.3: Categories used in comparative analgsSiNCPC results on information dissemination in tigited countries

Service Area 1: Information Dissemination/Awareness Haing

Level Scale of Results (*) Type of Evidence Strength of Evidence
Unknown Some Result Good Result Excellent Unavailable | Leading Lagging Both Unavailable | Weak Strong
Result Evidence Evidence
1. Outputs No 2 or less per 3-6 per year 7 or more per | No evidence| Systems in | Quantitative | Leading| No evidence| Some data Extensive
information | year year available place to plan| information | and available available but | data
available and deliver | on number | lagging not available,
activities, of activities comprehensive covering
and monitor | and all
participation | participation activities
levels levels
2. Outcomes| No Less then 2 % | Between 2 and | More then 10%]| No evidence| Systems in | Quantitative | Leading| No evidence| Some data Extensive
information | of recipients 10% of of recipients available place to information | and available available but | data
available known to have | recipients known to have monitor on share of | lagging not available,
acted known to have | acted follow up by | participants comprehensive covering
acted recipients of | undertaking all
information | some CP activities
activity
3. Impacts No Less then 2 % | Between 2 and | More then 10%]| No evidence| Systems in | Quantitative | Leading| No evidence| Some data Extensive
information | of recipients 10% of of recipients available place to information | and available available but | data
available have achieved | recipients have | have achieved monitor on benefits | lagging not available,
some CP achieved some | some CP impacts achieved by comprehensive covering
implementation| CP implementation achieved by | participants all
implementation participants activities
in
information
activities

(*) Number of information or awareness initiativaganised by NCPC and/or information materials poedi.
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Table 4.4: Findings from analysis of results foioimation dissemination

Refer Table 4.3 for explanation of the categories

Service Area 1: Information Dissemination

Level 1: Outputs Level 2: Outcomes Level 3: Impacts
Country Region Scale Evidence Type | Evidence Strength| Scale Evidence Type| Evidence Strength| Scale Evidence Type| Evidence Strength
China Asia Good Both Weak Some Lagging Weak Unknown avditable Unavailable
Columbia S America| Some Both Weak Some Lagging Weak | Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Costa Rica C Americg Good Both Strong Some Lagging eakVv Some Lagging Weak
Croatia CE Europq Good Both Strong Some Unavailahle Weak Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Egypt Africa Good Both Strong Good Lagging Strong som Lagging Unavailable
El Salvador | C Americg Good Both Strong Some Lagging Weak Some Lagging Weak
Guatemala C Americ Excellent Both Strong Good Lagging Weak Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
India Asia Good Leading Weak Some| Lagging Weak Unknow Unavailable Unavailable
Kenya Africa Good Leading Weak Some Lagging Weak Some Both Unavailable
Mexico C America Some Lagging Strong Some Lagging akVe Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Morocco Africa Excellent Both Strong Good Lagging Wea Some Lagging Weak
Mozambique| Africa Some Both Strong Someg Lagging Weak Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Nicaragua C Americg  Excellent Both Strong Good Lagging Strong Some Lagging Weak
Peru S Americal Good Both Strong Unknown Unavailable avdilable Unknown| Unavailable Unavailable
South Africa | Africa Good Both Weak Some Lagging Weak Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Sri Lanka Asia Excellen Both Strong Some Lagging aWe Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Uzbekistan Asia Excellent Both Strong Some Lagging akVe Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Vietham Asia Excellen Both Strong Some Lagging Weak Unknown Unavailable Unavailable

Note: evidence categories aleading= leading evidence onlyagging= lagging evidence only, atmbth = leading and lagging evidence.
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information and awareness initiatives in the vibiteountries. For this global programme level
summary a comparative analysis was performed of¢bpe and results of the information activities
in the visited countries. Semi-quantitative scalese therefore used, as in Table 4.3. The results
achieved are presented in Table 4.4, and Figurprésents the main analysis results graphically.

Figure 4.1: Comparative analysis of results in reggmto information dissemination
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Figure 4.1 shows that there was good performandefammation dissemination. The data are most
comprehensive at output level, showing that 6 agemtachieved excellent output levels and 9
countries good output levels (as per the categories in Tablg.4&ta at outcomes level are less
comprehensive, but regardless it was found thabuhtties had dood outcome levels and 13
countries somé outcomes. Impacts however could not be ratednfost countries (12 counties),
whereas for the remaining 6 onsomeéimpacts could be confirmed.

Table 4.4 also provides a more detailed summathefvailable evidence for results on information
dissemination. The evidence basis is strongesufmub level, as most countries (15 countries) had
‘leading and ‘1agging evidence, and in most cases (13 countries) this rated strong’. This means
that these NCPCs have systems and processes étplacepare and deliver information events, and
do maintain some kind of database of participare. evidence basis at outcome level is much more
limited. It was ratedweak for the majority of countries (15 countries) amés also limited to
‘lagging’ evidence for the majority (16 countries). Thiseggmlly means that the NCPC is aware that
some of the former participants in the informatewents have taken some steps towards CP uptake
(for example signed up for training, or requeste@R assessment). However, such data are not
routinely collected. At impact level, there is Hgrdany firm evidence. But there is anecdotal
information confirming that one or a few former fi@pants have gone on and become CP advocates
or implemented CP in their own organisations.

From this comparative analysis of results on infation dissemination (as presented in Table 4.4 and
Figure 4.1) it is concluded that the majority (2@0of the visited NCPCs have a good portfolio of
information dissemination and awareness buildirtyities. They have demonstrated their capability
for preparing and delivering information materiafgl awareness sessions, and have established some
systems for keeping records on attendance level€etlection of data on outcomes and impacts
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Table 4.5: Categories used in comparative analgsSiSCPC results on training in the visited courdrie

Service Area 2: CP Training

Level Scale of Results Type of Evidence Strength of Evidence
Unknown Some Result Good Result Excellent Unavailable | Leading Lagging Both Unavailable | Weak Strong
Result Evidence Evidence
1. Outputs No 2 or less 3-6 training 7 or more No evidence| Systems in | Quantitative | Leading| No evidence| Some data Extensive
information | training programmes training available place to plan| information | and available available but | data
available programmes per year programmes and deliver | on number | lagging not available,
per year per year training, and | of training comprehensive covering
monitor programs all
participation | and activities
levels participation
levels
2. Outcomes| No Less then 20 %| Between 20 and More then 50%] No evidence| Systems in | Quantitative | Leading | No evidence| Some data Extensive
information | of trainees are | 50% of trainees| of trainees are | available place to information | and available available but | data
available known to be are known to be known to be monitor on share of | lagging not available,
active in CP active in CP active in CP follow up trainees comprehensive covering
initiatives by | which are all
former active in CP activities
trainees
3. Impacts No Less then 20 %| Between 20 and More then 50%] No evidence| Systems in | Quantitative | Leading | No evidence| Some data Extensive
information | of trainees havg 50% of trainees| of trainees havg available place to information | and available available but | data
available achieved have achieved | achieved or monitor on benefits | lagging not available,
demonstrable | or contributed | contributed to impacts achieved by comprehensive covering
CP to demonstrablg demonstrable achieved by | former all
implementation| CP CP former trainees activities
implementation | implementation trainees
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Table 4.6: Findings from analysis of results faiting
Refer Table 4.5 for explanation of the categories

Service Area 2: CP Training

Result Level 1: Outputs Results Level 2: Outcomes Result Level 3: Impacts
Country Region Scale Evidence Type | Evidence Strength| Scale Evidence Type| Evidence Strength| Scale Evidence Type| Evidence Strength
China Asia Excellent] Both Strong Excellent Both Weak Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Columbia S Americal  Unknown Lagging Weak Unknown Unaldd Unavailable Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Costa Rica C Americg Good Both Strong Good Lagging RVea Good Lagging Weak
Croatia CE Europq Some Both Strong Some Unavailable Unavailable Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Egypt Africa Some Leading Weak Some Lagging Weak ridmin Unavailable Unavailable
El Salvador | C Americg Good Both Weak Gooq Lagging Weak Some Lagging Weak
Guatemala C Americ Good Both Strong Good Lagging Weak Some Lagging Weak
India Asia Unknown Leading Weak Some| Lagging Weak ridnkn Unavailable Unavailable
Kenya Africa Excellent Leading Weak Good Both Strong oms Unavailable Unavailable
Mexico C America Good Both Strong Some Lagging Weak om& Lagging Weak
Morocco Africa Some Both Strong Some) Lagging Weak m&o Lagging Weak
Mozambique| Africa Some Both Strong Good Lagging Sfron Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Nicaragua C Americg  Excellent Both Strong Excellent  agding Strong Excellent Lagging Weak
Peru S Americal Unknown Leading Weak Some Lagging Weak | Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
South Africa | Africa Some Both Strong Some Lagging o’gr Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Sri Lanka Asia Unknowr Lagging Strong Some Lagging aWe Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Uzbekistan Asia Excellent Both Strong Some Lagging akve Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Vietham Asia Excellent] Both Strong Some Lagging Weak Unknown Unavailable Unavailable

Note: evidence categories aleading= leading evidence onljagging= lagging evidence only, afmbth = leading and lagging evidence.
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from information and awareness activities is hamdibne at all and those few countries that have
attempted it do so in a relatively un-systematicinea.

4.4.2 Training

NCPCs deliver training on CP and CP-related tofmogarious target groups. Target groups include:
technical staff and/or management representating@s tompanies, future CP auditors (e.g. from
consultancies, universities, technical institutesd/ar government agencies) and government
representatives (legislators, policy makers, eticnational, regional and/or local level). CP cqutse
and assessment methods form the core of mostngaipiogrammes, while some NCPCs have
complemented this with one-off specialist trainipgpgrammes, for example for specific industry
sectors or on topics considered as advanced (exgtoBmental Management Systems, Life Cycle
Assessment, etc.).

The training portfolios of the NCPCs in the visitgalintries are therefore rather different. While fo
some NCPCs training is one of the core activiteeg.(China) in others training is only delivered in
support of other main activities, like company desication projects (e.g. Mozambique). The
country-specific evaluation reports provide a dethtsummary and review of the training activities i
the visited countries. For this summary a compaeadnalysis was performed of the scope and results
of training activities in the visited countries.fiequantitative scales were therefore used, asalrler
4.5. The results achieved are presented in Tableaid Figure 4.2 presents the main analysis sesult
graphically.

Figure 4.2: Comparative analysis of results in reggto training
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Figure 4.2 shows a quite diverse picture in regarthe scale of the training results among thdadsi
NCPCs. At output level, there is an almost everit sl the visited countries between the four
category levels, respectivelyexXcellent (5 countries), good (4 countries), somé (5 countries) and
‘unknown (4 countries) (using the category definitions iasTable 4.5). At outcome level, the
distribution of countries wasekcellent(2 countries),good’ (5 countries),somé (10 countries) and
‘unknown (1 country). The higher certainty for trainingtoames (only 1 countryunknown) than
for training outputs (4 countrieganknown’)is largely caused by a time factor. There wasffitsent
information on recent training volume (to rank pemiance at output level), whilst it could be
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confirmed that several former trainees now deli@é services (which justified a rating on training
outcome with weak evidence). At impact level, imfation was insufficient to rank most of the
countries (11 countries therefore scored wmkhowr). Of the NCPCs for which some impact data
could be derived, one was ranked escellentresult, one asgood result and five assome’result.

Table 4.6 provides more detail in regard to dataaeailable at the NCPCs to demonstrate training
results. The majority of visited NCPCs (12 courdyibave diverse records at the level of outputs,
including both feading’ and 1agging’ evidence, that provides atfong’ evidence basis that training

is being prepared and delivered on a routine bdsis. evidence basis at outcome level is much
weaker, as the majority of visited NCPCs (12 cdesjronly have lagging and incomplete records,
i.e. they might know that some trainees are udimg ihewly acquired CP skills (most commonly as
contractors to the NCPC for undertaking CP ac#sit(e.g. CP assessments)), but are not aware
whether and how the other trainees have used @eitraining. At impact level the evidence basis is
even weaker than at outcome level.

From the comparative analysis of training resudts fresented in Table 4.6 and Figure 4.2) it is
concluded that for half of the NCPCs training isoae activity in its own right with a considerable

and sustained level of outputs. For the otheredsiNCPCs training appears to be more narrowly
focused and delivered only in support of other cactvities. Despite the considerable training
efforts, data on outcomes and impacts are scaroemiplete and irregularly maintained.

4.4.3 Demonstration

NCPCs assist companies and other organisationghétidentification and evaluation of CP options,
through the execution of CP assessments. In the stages of establishment of a NCPC such CP
assessments are all done as demonstration projestswith the explicit aim to develop CP
assessment capabilities (of NCPC staff and assaciatperts) and develop success stories/business
examples for the further promotion of CP in therdoy Over time, a greater share of CP assessments
is expected to be done on a fee-for-service bagigwise the CP assessments are then typically
conducted as either full CP assessments (i.e. @mpsive root source and cause analysis, quantified
waste streams and investment costs, savings aricbemental benefits) or as walk-through CP
assessments (also quick scans, pre-assessmedt,asggissment or otherwise, with limited option
generation, and only qualitative analysis of likelysts and benefits). Some NCPCs have focused
their CP assessment services in a few priorityosedtypically 3 to 5 sectors, for the countrieshna

well established manufacturing sector, e.g. Sodtlt# Vietham, Morocco, Egypt, Colombia) while
others have not been able to develop and/or maiatalear focus (typically in those countries wath
more narrow manufacturing basis, e.g. Sri Lankaz#&abique). This is important as there is a
widespread view that sector focus increases thbapility of impact through replication of well
demonstrated CP successes.

The CP assessment portfolios of the NCPCs in thigedi countries are rather different, and within
each country a degree of differentiation occurreith regard to for example individual and colleetiv
approaches, consulting or coaching models for Gesasents, and level and type of support after
completion of the CP assessment. An observationdpglied to most of the countries, albeit to
different degrees, is that consistency in CP coscepd assessment methods can be improved,
leading to more standardised service delivery witeater replication and marketing potential of
completed CP demonstrations (and hence effectigesnas efficiency of CP service delivery). There
is a strong case for customised concepts and methtodhe national level, so that CP is made most
relevant to national circumstances, and that thleselop over time as the national context changes
(for example with the current revision of the scaffeghe China CP enterprise CP audit manual’
[54]). However, it is recognised that this createtension with the desire to achieve uniformity at
international level (which created some tensiorhwite energy efficiency projects as discussed in
paragraph 4.3.3)).
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Table 4.7: Categories used in comparative analgsiNCPC results on CP Assessments/demonstratidhe wisited countries

Service Area 3: Cleaner Production Assessments

Level Scale of Results Type of Evidence Strength of Evidence

Unknown | Some Result | Good Excellent Unavailable | Leading Lagging Both Unavailable | Weak Strong
Result Result Evidence Evidence

1. Outputs No 2 or fewer full | 3-5 full 6 or more No evidence| Systems in place| Quantitative | Leading| No evidence| Some data Extensive
information | CPA’s/year or | CPA’s/year | full CPAs/yr | available to conduct CP information | and available available but | data
available 5 or fewer or 6-15 rapid| or 16 or assessments on number | lagging not available,

rapid CPA’slyear | more rapid of audited comprehensive covering all
CPA'slyear CPA's/year companies CP
assessment]

2. Outcomes| No Less then 25 % Between 25 | Over 75% of| No evidence| Systems in place| Quantitative | Leading| No evidence| Some data Extensive
information | of CP options | and 75% of | CP options | available to monitor follow | information | and available available but | data
available have been CP options | have been up on the on share of | lagging not available,

implemented have been implemented implementation | options comprehensive covering all
(or only implemented of implemented CP
qualitative recommendationg assessmentp
information from CP

available on assessments

implementation

levels)

3. Impacts No Benefits Benefits Benefits No evidence| Systems in place| Quantitative | Leading| No evidence| Some data Extensive
information | achieved achieved achieved available to monitor information | and available available but | data
available quantified for | quantified quantified environmental on benefits | lagging not available,

less then 25% | for 25 to for at least and productivity | achieved by comprehensive covering all
of audited 75% of 75% of benefits achieved audited CP
companies audited audited after companies assessmentp
companies | companies implementation

of

recommendationg

from CP

assessment
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Table 4.8: Findings from analysis of results forplant demonstrations (CP assessments)
Refer Table 4.7 for explanation of the categories

Service Area 3: CP Assessment

Level 1: Outputs

Level 2: Outcomes

Level 3: Impacts

Country Region Scale Evidence Type | Evidence Strength| Scale | Evidence Type| Evidence Strength| Scale Evidence Type| Evidence Strength
China Asia Excellen Both Weak Sonje Lagging Weak Som Lagging Weak
Columbia S America] Excellent Both Strong Gopd Lagging Weak Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Costa Rica C Americg Excellent Both Strong Gqod Liagygi Weak Some Lagging Weak
Croatia CE Europq Some Both Weak Some Unavailahle vdiladle Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Egypt Africa Some Both Weak Good Both Weak Some U thalviei Unavailable
El Salvador | C Americd Excellent Both Strong Good Both Strong Excellent Both Weak
Guatemala C Americ Excellent Both Strong Gqod Both rongt Excellent Both Strong
India Asia Good Both Weak Some Lagging Weak Unkngwn  vditable Unavailable
Kenya Africa Excellent| Both Weak Some Lagging Weak m8o Lagging Weak
Mexico C America] Excellen Both Strong Some Lagging Weak Some Lagging Weak
Morocco Africa Excellent| Both Strong Goqd Lagging Wea Good Lagging Weak
Mozambique| Africa Some Both Strong Some Lagging Weak Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Nicaragua C Americg  Excellent Both Strong Gaod Both akve Good Both Weak
Peru S America] Excellent Both Strong Gopd Lagging Vea Excellent Lagging Weak
South Africa | Africa Some Both Strong Some Lagging Wea Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Sri Lanka Asia Excellen Both Strong Good Lagging Wea Unknown Unavailable Unavailable
Uzbekistan Asia Excellent Both Strong Soine Both Weak Some Unavailable Unavailable
Vietham Asia Excellen Both Strong Goad Lagging Strong Good Lagging Weak

Note: evidence categories aleading= leading evidence onljagging= lagging evidence only, afmbth = leading and lagging evidence.
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The country-specific evaluation reports providesgaded summary and review of the CP assessment
activities in the visited countries. For this sunmyna comparative analysis was performed of the
scope and results of these demonstration activitigbe visited countries. Semi-quantitative scales
were therefore used, as in Table 4.7. The scaebased on the number of assessment projects and
the implementation status in assessed companigh.t#i% global programme-level summary it was
not possible to properly capture the quality ang@dot of these CP assessments more widely on the
sectors and clusters that the assessed compaeri@ararof. The results of the classifications @& th
visited countries are presented in Table 4.8, aigliré 4.3 presents the main analysis results
graphically.

Figure 4.3: Comparative analysis of results in reggto demonstrations/CP Assessments
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Figure 4.3 shows that all visited NCPCs are adtivdelivering CP assessment services, and the vast
majority of them achievesexcellent (13 countries) or good outcomes (1 country), as per the
category descriptions in Table 4.7. The resultsuitome level are also good as the NCPCs could
confirm that for all assessments undertaken att lesssné implementation had followed by the
companies, and in 10 countries it could be confitriieat between 25 and 75% of the recommended
CP options had been implemented (as reflected goad rating on outcomes). The results at impact
level are less clear, with six countries each ie tategories ofunknown and ‘some’ impact.
Substantive impact data are only available for 6ntges, rated asekcellent (3 countries which
claim to have investment and benefit data for A& of the audited companies) and ggod ( 3
countries have investment and benefit data faeaxt|25% of the audited companies).

Table 4.8 provides more detail in regard to datasghilable at the NCPCs to demonstrate results
from CP assessments. All countries have leadingagging evidence to prove outputs, and in most
countries the data are comprehensive (as refléteting of the evidence strength agéng’ for 13
countries). At outcome level, the evidence baseeaker, as only 5 countries have both leading and
lagging evidence, and 12 have only lagging evidemesulting in the evidence basis being rated
‘weak in 14 countries. This implies that most NCPCsédata on the implementation status of some
but not necessarily the majority of CP optionsthé level of impacts, the evidence base is smallest
as NCPCs in only 10 countries maintain some kinddafa on costs and benefits of options
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implemented in the audited companies, most of tHesgever only lagging (7 countries) and
incomplete (hence 9 countries with evidence ratedeak’).

From the comparative analysis of results preseimeékhble 4.8 and Figure 4.3 it can be concluded
that CP assessments/in-plant demonstrations aeednal core activity of the NCPCs. Recordkeeping
for the number of assessments undertaken (outpelf) s good and shows sustained CP assessment
activity over time. The follow up to CP assessmeimsiuding monitoring of investments made and
benefits achieved, have historically not been gfrdwit it is now being recognised by most NCPCs as
important, leading to some kind of tracking, albet yet comprehensively, of the implementation of
CP options in audited companies in 17 countrieshduld be noted, however, that a general trade-off
remains as companies appear to be unwilling tofpajollow up and monitoring, while NCPCs are
encouraged to deliver services on a commerciasbasi

4.4.4 Policy Advice

NCPCs engage with government and other stakeholdectuding for example the business
community, academia and schools, to foster the Idpseent and adoption of policy change
conducive to the uptake of CP. While some NCPCg lheen actively advocating policy change right
from their establishment, most have only done derdiaving gained some national recognition
through completion of CP demonstration project®therwise. The potential to be active on policy
matters is also influenced by the host institutiofsr example, those NCPCs hosted in industry
associations or alike tend to be primarily involesdexecutive level with for example support for
national implementation of MEAs (e.g. Morocco, KangZolombia), promotion and administration of
voluntary agreements and/or development of seai@etines and standards (e.g. Guatemala). The
NCPCs hosted in academia have been able to engtge Wwroader set of government portfolios to
advocate CP-conducive policy change (e.g. Vietndmyj. other NCPCs their national mandate to
work on policy development has been tightly limifedy. South Africa, Egypt). Finally, there areoals
several NCPCs that conduct substantive policy eglevbackground studies that support the
implementation of CP-conducive policy, for example harmonisation of environmental legislation
(Croatia), technical potential for CP (e.g. Indial&hina) etc.

The achievements of the visited NCPCs on policyetigament are thus very diverse. Specific
remarks and suggestions have been provided onrdrgday-country basis in the respective country
evaluation reports. An attempt is however made teprovide a summary impression of the activity
and results of all NCPCs. As with the other serdoeas, a scaled system was developed to classify
each NCPC in regard to the scope of its policy salyi services, and the impacts thereof. This
classification scheme is provided in Table 4.9. Tésulting classification of the visited NCPCs is
provided in Table 4.10. Figure 4.4 provides a giegdhpresentation of the overall results in policy
advice.
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Table 4.9: Categories used in comparative analgsiNCPC results on CP policy advice in the visitedntries

Service Area 4: Cleaner Production Policy Advice

Level Scale of Results Type of Evidence Strength of Evidence
Inactive | Some Good Result Excellent Unavailable | Leading Lagging Both Unavailable | Weak Strong
Result Result Evidence Evidence
1. Outputs No Regular Regular Coordinated No evidence| Systems in place Quantitative Leading | No evidence| Some data Extensive
specific | liaison on submissions approach to available to record information on | and available available but | data
activity | policy with policy draft CP- interactions with| frequency and | lagging not available,
from issues with | suggestions to | conducive government, types of comprehensiveg covering
NCPC government | government policy and their content and government all NCPC
agencies lobby follow up interactions activity
government for
endorsement
2. Outcomes| No Regular Regular Outsourcing of | No evidence| Systems in place Quantitative Leading | No evidence| Some data Extensive
specific | invitations | invitations policy available to record information on | and available available but | data
activity | from from preparation communications| frequency and | lagging not available,
from government | government to | and/or from types of comprehensiveg covering
NCPC to NCPC to | be part of implementation government, government all NCPC
comment on| policy working | tasks from their content and invitations activity
policy groups government to follow up
issues NCPC
3. Impacts No Recognition | Inclusion of CP| Enactment of | No evidence| Systems in place Qualitative Leading | No evidence| Some data Extensive
specific | from in new CP- available to review information on | and available available but | data
activity | government | implementation| conducive changes in scope and lagging not available,
from for CP of existing policies and government nature of comprehensiveg covering
NCPC policy policies and strategies policy and changes in all NCPC
advice strategies strategy policies and activity
received strategies and

their
implementation
arrangements
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Table 4.10: Findings from analysis of results in @#ticy advice
Refer Table 4.9 for explanation of the categories

Service Area 4: CP Policy

Level 1: Outputs Level 2: Outcomes Level 3: Impacts
Country Region Scale Evidence Type | Evidence Strength| Scale Evidence Type | Evidence Strength| Scale Evidence Type| Evidence Strength
China Asia Excellen Both Strong Excellent Both 8go Excellent Both Strong
Columbia S America| Good Lagging Weak Good Lagging akve Some Lagging Weak
Costa Rica C Americg Excellent Both Strong Good lirgg Weak Good Both Weak
Croatia CE Europq Some Lagging Weak Good Lagging rongt Some Lagging Weak
Egypt Africa Inactive Unavailable Unavailable Inactiye Unavailable Unavailable Inactive Unavailable Unavddab
El Salvador | C Americd Excellent Both Strong Excdllen Both Weak Good Both Weak
Guatemala C Americ Good Lagging Strong Good Lagging Strong Some Lagging Weak
India Asia Some Lagging Weak Good Lagging Strong d5o¢ Lagging Weak
Kenya Africa Good Both Strong Good Lagging Strong dihent Lagging Strong
Mexico C America Some Lagging Weak Inactiye Lagging Weak Inactive Lagging Weak
Morocco Africa Good Both Strong Good Lagging Strong Good Lagging Weak
Mozambique| Africa Inactive Unavailable Unavailable cinee Unavailable Unavailable Inactive Unavailable Unikable
Nicaragua C Americg  Excellent Both Strong Goog Both trorsy Good Lagging Weak
Peru S America) Good Lagging Weak Some Lagging Weak 00dG Lagging Strong
South Africa | Africa Some Lagging Strong Some Lagging Weak Some Lagging Weak
Sri Lanka Asia Good Both Strong Excellgnt Both Sgon Excellent Lagging Strong
Uzbekistan Asia Inactive Unavailable Unavailable Inacti Unavailable Unavailable Good Unavailable Unavailable]
Vietham Asia Excellen Both Strong Excellent Both o8y Excellent Both Strong

Note: evidence categories aleading= leading evidence onljagging= lagging evidence only, atmbth = leading and lagging evidence.
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Figure 4.4: Comparative analysis of results forippladvice
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Figure 4.4 shows consistently high results atlaibe result levels, as per the classification sehem
provided in Table 4.9. 11 countries haywod’ or ‘excellent classification on policy output (i.e.
NCPC is on regular basis in liaison with governmaamd provides recommendations on CP-conducive
policy), 12 countries have good or ‘excellent classification on outcomes (i.e. NCPC is regylarl
invited to contribute to policy formulation andfonplementation) and 11 countries havigaod’ or
‘excellent’ classification on impacts (i.e. enactment of CRekwive policies and/or strategies),.
Some caution is needed for attribution, as in paldir impacts through enactment of new strategies
and legislation, is not exclusively the result ofities of the NCPC. This explains why for some
companies the classification is lower for outpultgn for subsequent outcomes and impacts (for
example India, where new energy efficiency legistatvas enacted that fosters CP consideration and
implementation (impact), and the NCPC is involvedpreparing technical/operational guidelines
(outcome), but appeared to have been only a miady gor creating the political commitment to
establish this legislation). For other countrid® teverse is true, i.e. that regardless of sicpuifi
effort from the NCPC to lobby for policy changeeté has been hardly any outcome or impact,
apparently due to lacking commitment from other ktgkeholders (e.g. Costa Rica, Nicaragua and
Peru).

Table 4.8 contains details on the type and streoftthe evidence. It is remarkable that lagging
evidence dominates, as at least half of the camfdr which some evidence was available this was
only lagging evidence, and this was equally shvatével of outputs, outcomes and impacts. Soether
is more information available about what was deédeor achieved, rather than on systems or plans
in place for engaging strategically and tacticaliyth government and other stakeholders on
opportunities for effective CP policies. This sugigethat there is scope for better strategisinipen
policy activities of the NCPCs.

From the comparative analysis of results on padidyice presented in Table 4.10 and Figure 4.4.it
can be concluded that #f the visited NCPCs have achieved and/or cortihtio demonstrable
CP-conducive policy change. Recordkeeping for ugetion in and contribution to policy processes
is unfortunately weak, which add to the inherenmptexities of attribution of policy change to
project activities. NCPCs may need to develop aenstrategic approach to policy change to increase
results from policy advice and have a referencerfonitoring policy related activities.
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4.4.5 Technology Transfer

Technology Transfer, specifically for Environmettgound Technologies (ESTSs), was added as an
explicit aim and service area for the UNIDO-UNEP €Rgramme from 1998. There are quite
different expectations what is covered by technplognsfer. It is in some cases narrowly viewed as
import of best available environmental process gment from donor or other industrialised, or, as
the case might be, developing, country to the NGBS country. In a broader interpretation it estail
all activities that improve the demand and/or symblenvironmental process technologies and know-
how, both locally as well as internationally (canegrboth North—South and South-South transfers). In
the narrow view, the programme’s success has besnlwnited as only for a couple of countries
specific international environmental technologysf@rs could be identified that had come about as a
result of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme directly (éprocco, in olive processing industry) or
indirectly (e.g. India, for the dyestuff intermeidis. manufacturing industry). In the broader
interpretation, quite a number of NCPCs have madhsiderable progress in EST transfer, adaptation
and replication, through various initiatives thla¢y themselves may not even regard as relevant for
technology transfer. These include for example: isly services for establishment or
implementation of green credit lines (e.g. Vietnamd Columbia), definition of CP standards for
specific industry sectors (in particular in Chinahgineering drawings (oblueprints) for minor
technology upgrades (in particular in India).

The activities relevant for EST transfer have be@mmarised for each of the visited countries in the
respective country review reports, and resultsyseal as a basis for specific suggestions for future
activities. Given the diversity of NCPC activitifsat are supportive of EST transfer in the visited
countries, classification of the respective cowstrresults exclusively on the volume or scope STE
transfer services was not meaningful. For clasgifien purposes a distinction was made between
‘bottom-up’and top-down approaches to technology transfeBottom-up Approaches start with
technology needs assessment at company levelwialldy technological capability building, gap
identification, technology sourcing and investmappraisal to initiate the purchase, installatiod an
adaptation of specific pieces of imported hardwaies ‘bottom up approach is most illustrative for
the above referred narrow interpretation of techggltransfer. Top- down approaches are more
commonly government-driven and start with benchingrkand definition of environmental best
practice standards that companies will have to pfeating them to consider and adopt ESTs. This
‘top-down approach is more illustrative for the above-regdr broad interpretation of technology
transfer. There is merit in combining both apprea;hwhich has been classified as@mprehensive
approach. Table 4.11 contains the details of the clasatfan scheme used for technology transfer
results. The findings for the visited countries atenmarised in Table 4.12. Figure 4.5 provides a
graphical presentation of the main findings.
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Table 4.11: Categories used in comparative analgsNCPC results on EST Transfer in the visitedhtioes

Service Area 5: EST Transfer

Level Scope of Results Type of Evidence Strength of Evidence
Inactive | Bottom-Up Top Down Balanced/ Unavailable | Leading Lagging Both Unavailable | Weak Strong
Comprehensive Evidence Evidence
1. Outputs No NCPC routinely| NCPC NCPC No evidence] Evidence for | Records of Leading | No evidence| Some data Extensive
specific | delivers routinely implements available accumulation | nature and and available available but | data
activity | services for drafts coordinated of volume of lagging not available,
from technology environmental | strategy to grow technological | service comprehensivel covering
NCPC needs and gap | best practice | demand and expertise, delivery all NCPC
assessment specifications | supply for ESTs information specifically activity
for standard and tools in related to
setting by NCPC EST transfer
government
2. Outcomes| No Regular Regular Outsourcing of | No evidence| Systems in Quantitative | Leading| No evidence| Some data Extensive
specific | requests to requests from | policy available place to information | and available available but | data
activity | NCPC for EST | government to| development to record on volume lagging not available,
from technology NCPC to NCPC, and someg requests for | and nature of comprehensivel covering
NCPC assessment advice on EST| specific success EST services | EST service all NCPC
and/or standards for | from top down and their requests activity
investment specific and/or bottom up follow up
advice sectors approaches
3. Impacts No Successful Adoption of EST-conducive | No evidence| Systems in Quantitative | Leading| No evidence| Some data Extensive
specific | implementation | sector EST policy and available place to track | information | and available available but | data
activity | of EST in standards by | strategy is being EST on number of| lagging not available,
from specific government enacted, and investments | ESTs comprehensivel covering
NCPC companies some specific and policy transferred all NCPC
success from developments| and further activity

top-down and/or

bottom up
approaches

disseminated
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Table 4.12: Findings from analysis of results cansfer of ESTs
Refer Table 4.11 for explanation of the categories

Service Area 5: EST Transfer

Level 1: Outputs Level 2: Outcomes Level 3: Impacts
Country Region Approach Evidence Type | Evidence Strength| Approach Evidence Type| Evidence Strength| Scope Evidence Type| Evidence Strength
China Asia Top-down Lagging Strong Top-down Both Sgro Top-down Both Strong
Columbia S America| Top-down Both Strong Top-down Both Strong Top-down Lagging Weak
Costa Rica C Americd Comprehensiye Both Weak Botipm- Both Weak Bottom-up Lagging Weak
Croatia CE Europq Inactive Unavailablg Unavailable nactive Unavailable Unavailable Inactive Unavailable  Unavailable
Egypt Africa bottom-up Lagging Weak Inactive Unavhita Unavailable Inactive Unavailable Unavailable
El Salvador | C Americ§g Comprehen-siyve Both Weak Cemgn-sive Both Weak Bottom-up Lagging Weak
Guatemala C Americ Bottom-up Both Weak Bottom-ug hBot Weak Bottom-up Both Weak
India Asia Bottom-up Both Strong Top-down Lagging ro8g Top-down Lagging Weak
Kenya Africa Bottom-up Lagging Weak Inactive Unavaléab Unavailable Inactive Unavailable Unavailable
Mexico C America Bottom-up Leading Weak Inactive tieg Weak Inactive Leading Weak
Morocco Africa Comprehen-sive Both Strong Comprebien- Both Strong Comprehen-siye Both Weak
Mozambique| Africa Inactive Unavailable Unavailable adtive Unavailable Unavailable Inactive Unavailable  Unavailable
Nicaragua C Americg Bottom-up Both Strong Comprehiea-s Both Strong Bottom-up Both Strong
Peru S America| Inactive Unavailable Unavailable livact Unavailable Unavailable Inactive Unavailable Unitable
South Africa | Africa Inactive Unavailable Unavailable nattive Unavailable Unavailable Inactive Unavailable  Unavailable
Sri Lanka Asia Bottom-up Lagging Weak Inactive Unbalale Unavailable Inactive Unavailable Unavailable
Uzbekistan Asia Bottom-up Unavailable| Unavailable tivac Unavailable Unavailable Inactive Unavailablg aitable
Vietham Asia Comprehen-sive Both Strong Comprehea-siv. Both Strong Comprehen-siye Both Strong

Note: evidence categories aleading= leading evidence onljagging= lagging evidence only, afmbth = leading and lagging evidence.
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Figure 4.5: Comparative analysis of results forttrology transfer (ESTS)
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Figure 4.5 shows that in 14 countries the NCPCndettaking some activities that are relevant for
technology transfer, most of these througbttom-up approaches (12 countries, respectively the
total of countries classified abdttom upand as comprehensivie emanating from extension of CP
assessment services, followed kbpp-down’ approaches (6 countries, respectively the total of
countries ranked asomprehensiveand ranked astop down). In half of the countries, the NCPC is
ranked inactive on technology transfer outcomesipacts (9 countries). As discussed in paragraph
4.4.4 on policy change, there could be a discomnedthat results at outcome and impact level are
broader than at output level. A case in point gidnwhich at output level has been most successful
with ‘bottom up approaches for technology upgrades in small sdabiustries using local
manufacturing capability. At outcome and impactelevndia is rated ascomprehensiveas the
NCPC has been called in to undertake for the Gonemt of India technology studies to define best
practice water and energy saving technologies aactipes for different sectors, and these have been
incorporated into government policy.

The type and strength of the evidence is also coedain Table 4.12. The NCPCs that have been
rated as being active in technology transfer gélyeteave both leading and lagging evidence
available to underpin it (respectively for 8 couggron outputs and outcomes and for 5 countries on
impacts). However the evidence is in most casedively weak as data on activities and results are
not maintained on a routine basis.

The comparative analysis of results for technoltgysfer presented in Table 4.12 and Figure 4.5
shows that in half of the visited countries the KIOfakes successful contributions to EST transfer.
The contribution is in many instances indirect,doytributing to creating an enabling environment
(e.g. with standard setting and benchmarking) 8T Envestment. However on a case by case basis
some NCPCs also undertake technology gap assessteehhology sourcing and technology
assessment for selected companies and/or indestiyrs.
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4.5 National Assessments

The country reviews concluded with an evaluatiorthef activities and achievements at the national
level against the evaluation criteria set for thiebal programme evaluation. As summarised in
section 1.3 these were: relevance, effectiveneBiieacy and sustainability, as the primary
evaluation criteria, and ownership and capacitydng, as the secondary evaluation criteria. The
findings from these 18 national evaluations areeced in this section, for each of the evaluation
criteria separately (paragraphs 4.5.1 to 4.5.6)amiditegrative summary.

To enable transparent assessment scorecards weetomkrl to capture elements that would
contribute to each of the main evaluation critefiae evaluators completed these scorecards, leading
to national level assessments using a three-pothha scale, respectivelyhigh’, ‘medium’ and
‘low’. For the summary at programme level this turnatito mask all differences, and hence it was
decided to expand to a five point ordinal scalspeetively‘excellent’, ‘good’, ‘satisfactory’, ‘poor’
and‘absent’. This was done in a manner that utilised thegatformance rangé9.

45.1 Relevance

Relevance is the first of the primary evaluatioitecia. It results from a combination of applicétyil
(evidence or at least a reasonable expectationtligaintended beneficiaries have the financial,
human, technical, managerial and other resourcats ate required to implement CP) and value
(evidence of at least a reasonable expectationtiieaintended beneficiaries can gain a net benefit
(financial, health and safety, environment, repoigtetc) for themselves of their organisation from
the implementation of CP).

A scorecard was developed and applied to assessléwance, in regard to five programme elements
(respectively: CP concept, CP services, NCPC utgiit, regional and global networking and
technical assistance inputs) for three main taogegeficiary groups in the host country (respecyivel
private sector, government and academia/reseastiuies). The scorecard with the basic results for
the 18 visited countries is provided in Table 4.FEgyure 4.6 and 4.7 provide the frequency.

Table 4.13: National assessment results for releegnumber of countries, total 18 countries)

Programme Ranking Beneficiaries (host country)

Elements Private Sector Government Academia

1. CP Concept Low 5 1 1

Medium 5 3 7

High 8 14 10

2. CP Services Low 2 1 10

(national) Medium 8 8 4

High 8 9 4

3. NCPC Low 5 1 5

Institution Medium 7 5 8

High 6 12 5

4. Networking Low 14 8 8

(regional and Medium 2 9 9

global) High 2 1 1

5. Technical Low 7 5 5

Assistance Medium 4 11 11

(international) High 7 2 2

% This was achieved numerically, as per the follgvirocedure. The low, medium and high values indftnal scale were assigned
numbers 1, 2 and 3 respectively, and were needeth-aveighted average of scores (S[old]) was caledlaresulting in a number in the
range between 1 and 3. This old score was thenneegato the 1-5 range into a new Score (S[newhgushe formula S[hew] =
1+2*(S[old]-1). The S[new] was then rounded to tiearest integer, resulting in a number 1, 2, 3, % which was then assigned to the new
categories, respectively absent, poor, satisfacgmyd or excellent.
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Figure 4.6: Relevance by beneficiary group (18 ¢das)
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distributions for the aggregated results, respebtilsy beneficiary group and by programme element.
Cross reference to the respective countries cafolned in the summary table for all evaluation
criteria, Table 4.19 in paragraph 4.5.7.

Figure 4.6 shows that overall relevance is raté&tively good in the majority of the visited coues,
respectively éxcellentin 2 countries, good in 5 countries, satisfactoryin 5 countries, andgoor

in six countries, as in the set of columns of ightr(cross reference to the respective countaeshbe
found in the summary table, Table 4.18 in paragréh7). Among the three main beneficiaries,
relevance rates highest for government (ratggad’ or ‘excellentin total of 10 countries), followed
by private sector (ratecdjood or ‘excellent in total of 6 countries), followed by academiatéd
‘good or ‘excellentin 5 countries).

The evaluation of relevance was a result of varfaators, in particular:

» The alignment of CP with obligations under variddEAs to which the host countries are
signatory. This was present in all visited coustrend most strongly for government;

» Competition for national industries on domestic ke#s is on the rise, as are customer demands,
including for environmental performance, from oea&s buyers, as a result of trade liberalisation
and globalisation of the national economies. Taiparticularly prominent for the private sector
and national government. However it is not univilygaresent in all visited countries; and

» The worsening environmental burden caused by theufaaturing sector. Even though this is
evident in most countries, industry’s environmeritapact is still only regarded a national
priority in some of the visited countries (e.g. @i India, Vietnam, South Africa, Egypt,
Mexico).

There is a trend in all countries that each oféHastors gains importance, supporting the expectat
that CP will be increasingly relevant in the futukdowever, the relative rate of change in these
driving factors for CP relevance is also quitealidint among the visited countries.
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Figure 4.7: Relevance by programme element (18tci@sh
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Figure 4.7 reveals quite large differences in r@h@e between the five key programme elements.
Overall the relevance of the national componentsaised high, with at least half of the countries
achieving agood or ‘excellent'relevance score for CP concept (13 countries), Gl@Btitution (10
countries) and CP services (9 countries). In hithe countries the relevance of the CP services is
rated‘poor’. This is partially a reflection of the fact thailp a few NCPCs (e.g. Sri Lanka, China,
Mexico) have developed services that are partilyuleatered to academia (leading to lack of
relevance for one beneficiary group pulling dowme taverage score). A compounding factor is
however that the standard CP services are catertte tmanufacturing sector, and in countries with
limited development of this sector, opportunitiegdevelop the CP concept specifically to sectors of
national priority has not sufficiently taken pla@eg. agriculture, forestry, fisheries, crafts eextas

for example in Mozambique, Sri Lanka and Kenya).

As per Figure 4.7 the relevance of the internaticoenponents is rated markedly lower, as reflected
by the fact that the relevance of internationalezkjnputs and of networking is rateeixtellent or
‘good in only 7 (international technical assistance) 2i(network) of the visited countries. This
appears in part a reflection of the current lovemsity of networking (for nearly all countries) and
technical assistance inputs (in many of the visttedntries no further technical assistance inprés a
being provided as the institutional funding peritas ended, or as only a very limited budget had
been allocated). Strictly speaking, even in thasetries there could still be an expectation thatem
intensive networking and more substantive techrasalstance could be beneficial, even through the
NCPC currently manages to operate without such.

452 Effectiveness

Effectiveness is the second of the primary evabmattriteria. It addresses whether or not the
combination of the national centres, their netwagkand management and the technical assistance
they receive, enable the uptake of CP practiceshntdogies and policies by the intended
beneficiaries in the host countries.
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A scorecard was developed and applied for eacheo¥isited countries. The results are presented in
Table 4.14. This table reveals that the effectigsnef the programme to establish NCPCs for CP
service delivery has been generally good. Thisiighér illustrated with Figure 4.8 which shows that
integrated across the programme components thetigéfeess was rated ago'od or ‘excellentin

half of the visited countries (respectively in 5da# countries) andsatisfactory in one third (6
countries). Cross reference to the respective casntan be found in the summary table, Table 4.19
in paragraph 4.5.7.

Table 4.14: National assessment results for effengss (18 countries)

Programme Effectiveness Score
Component Contributing Elements Intended Result Rating | No of
Countries
1. Programme | Programme Strategy; Liaison with| =  Assist Centre and hogt  Low 6
Management | Programme Stakeholders and organisation with the | Medium 9
Donors; Planning and Reporting; establishment and High 3
Budget and Financial Control; operation of an NCP(
Mentoring and Coaching
2. National Information Dissemination; = Uptake of CP by Low 1
Centre Training; In-plant Demonstrations; companies Medium 9
Policy Advice; EST Transfer = CP awareness High 8
= CP-conducive policy
change
3. Technical Specialist Expertise/ Consultant; | = Improve the capability Low 2
Assistance Training of NCPC Staff; Resource of the NCPC to Medium 10
Materials; CP Award Scheme deliver effective CP High 6
services in
professional manner
4. Networking (Annual) Directors’ Meeting; = Assist NCPC to utilisg Low 4
Regional Cooperation; Publication complementary skills | Medium 9
and Promotion and know-how from High 5
‘sister’ NCPCs

Among the programme components, the effectivenassrated highest for the national centre (as per
Table 4.14, ratechigh’ or ‘medium’in 17 countries), followed by technical assistafra¢ed high' or
‘medium’ in 16 countries) and networking (ratédigh’ or ‘medium in 14 countries). The
effectiveness was ranked lowest for programme nemagt (ratedlow’ in 6 countries). This reflects
the fact that the NCPCs that have operated fomgbeu of years without institutional funding through
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, displayed differinggrées of alienation from the Programme
(e.g. China, India, Mexico, Croatia). These centres barely aware of changes in direction in the
Programme (e.g. in regard to introduction of newise areas) and are at best in irregular contact
with the programme management unit. Even thougtait be argued that for these NCPCs some
elements of the programme management do no lomgdy financial control, donor liaison etc.) by
virtue of their ongoing association with the UNIDONEP CP Programme, it is portrayed that they
are still to some extent influenced by the ovedlakction of the Programme and should have be heard
by the programme management unit, in regard texample planning of networking opportunities.
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Figure 4.8: Effectiveness scores for visited caest(18 countries)
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4.5.3 Efficiency

The third of the primary evaluation criteria isiei#ncy. It pertains to maximising the results (s
outcomes and impacts, as detailed in section 4i#jnathe limits of the resources available to the
NCPC, including financial, human, technical andamigational/institutional resources.

A scorecard was developed for rating the efficien€ythe different programme components, and
applied for the 18 visited countries. Table 4.15tams the summary of the findings. This table
reveals that the efficiency of the programme t@ldggh NCPCs for CP service delivery has been
adequate. This is further illustrated with Figur@ which shows that integrated across the programme
components the efficiency was rated &xcellent in 3 countries, good in 4 countries and
‘satisfactory in another 6 countries. Cross reference to tlspeetive countries can be found in the
summary table, Table 4.19 in paragraph 4.5.7.

Table 4.15: National assessment results for efiiyg18 countries)

Programme Elements Efficiency Score
Component Implementation Arrangements Rating | No of
Countries
1. Programme Centrally through UNIDO (agency implementation) Low 5
Management Medium 10
High 3
2. National Centre Created within existing host ingiin Low 2
Medium 5
High 11
3. Technical Provided through International Reference Centres Low 3
Assistance Medium 11
High 4
4. Networking Coordinated centrally by programme mamagnt unit Low 8
in UNIDO headquarters Medium 6
High 4
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Figure 4.9: Efficiency scores for visited countr{@8 countries)
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From Table 4.15 it can further be concluded thabragnthe programme components, the national
centre scored best in regard to efficiency, agceddd in a rating ahifgh' in over 60% of the visited
countries (11 countries). The NCPCs are generafifepsionally operated and managed and achieve
a sustained level of outputs with in many casedyfanodest budgets. However, further to the
comments made throughout section 4.4 it shouldobednthat efficiency could only be ascertained in
regard to outputs (activities undertaken) due tk laf information on outcomes and impacts. In
several of the countries, the evaluators found #atore targeted approach with fewer, but more
strategic outputs, would have potential to increasécomes and impact from the Programme.
However in the current approach to measure outghitscould have a perceived negative impact on
efficiency.

The relatively high number of countries achievinglyoa ‘low’ efficiency score on programme
management (5 countries) and on networking (8 cm#)tare reflective of the issues discussed in
section 4.3 on national implementation of the UNHD®EP CP Programme. In regard to programme
management, this is a volume problem, as NCPCst 9penmuch of their available time and
resources on meeting the programme requirementprépect administration and financial control.
Even though this applies to all countries, theeecamsiderable differences among countries in degar
to the degree to which UN staff involved locallydéor at headquarters succeeds in easing the
administrative and budgetary burdens for the rasmedNCPC. NCPCs have invested much less
efforts into networking then in meeting adminidtratrequirements. However, due to lack of follow
up, or, as the case might be, perception thereofy the Programme management, there has been
hardly any output or outcome for the NCPC from éfffert it put into networking, leading to a low
efficiency rating at national level for networking.

4.5.4 Sustainability

Sustainability is the fourth and final of the pripaevaluation criteria. It covers the probability o
likelihood that the benefits achieved from the URHDINEP CP Programme will continue into the
future, at a level equal to achievements duringganmme implementationdontinuing), or at levels
greater (expanding or smaller (declining) than during programme implementation. Such bienef
include the availability of CP services (or thepuis from the current programme), the productivity

88




Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

gains and environmental benefits from CP uptakeh@moutcomes from the current programme), and
the overall contribution of CP to sustainable indakdevelopment of the host country (or impact of
the current programme). It is worth re-iteratingehehat this interpretation of sustainability is
different from the most frequently used interprietaby the NCPCs, the programme management and
the current donors, namely as the financial inddpece of the respective NCPCs as institutions for
CP service delivery.

The sustainability has been estimated on the basiwe actual or likely presence of drivers/inceas
for CP, or more generally, programme sustainalititjors, including:

= Willingness of target industries, governments anadther organisations (including current and
potentially other donors) to pay for the provisafiCP services;

= Continued availability of the know-how and skille teliver high quality and effective CP
services;

= Consensus about the relevance and benefits ofc€icél mass’);

» Presence of framework conditions conducive to CR. (egislative framework, policy, tax,
financial incentives, etc.);

= Technology push (availability of new CP technolsgiad practices customised to local industry
needs and capabilities);

= Market push for CP (through prices for water, eyievgaste, materials, etc.); and

= Market pull for CP (exerted through the supply osaihat the target industries are part of or
would aspire to become part of).

A detailed scorecard was prepared as the basthdarssessment on sustainability of the programme
at the national levels. The results are presentedlable 4.16 and 4.10. Figure 4.10 presents the
integrated assessment based on consideration daldlty of CP services, environmental and
productivity benefits and catalyst role for sustdile industrial development. The overall
sustainability of current programme benefits igddexcellentfor 4 countries, good for 6 countries,
‘adequatéfor another 6 countries anghdor for the remaining 2 countries. Cross referenceht
respective countries can be found in the summag tdable 4.19 in paragraph 4.5.7.

Table 4.16 shows the constituent ratings for theetttategories of programme benefits. This reveals
that the scores on sustainability are dominatedth®y high scores on sustainability of the
environmental and productivity benefits achieveairfrCP uptake. This was rated ‘high’ in the vast
majority of countries (15). This reflects the higlegree of certainty that companies that have
implemented CP options will continue to do so ia fhture, as they will seek to maintain the real
time benefits they are achieving from doing so.réhis some concern about waning off of the
benefits from good housekeeping and other softerdlono cost options, as people and organisations
tend to revert back to old habits. However thera ieasonable expectation that this waning off will
be compensated through gradual increases in thee stfaoptions implemented. However, no
autonomous step change in the level of benefitdbeamchieved.

The continued availability of CP services at a camaple level then during programme
implementation is also likely, and therefore ratetedium in 11 countries andhigh’ in another 6
countries. Even if the NCPC would dissipate, itffstvould most likely continue to practice its CP
skills in a different set up. However, over time turrency and quality of services is likely to ldes;

in the absence of continued professional developraad other opportunities to benchmark and
improve skills. Albeit lowest among the benefit egdries considered, the sustainability of the
catalyst function for sustainable industrial depahent is also still reasonably good (ratedhégt
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Table 4.16: National assessment results for suahality (18 countries)

Programme Benefits Sustainability Score
Rating | No of Countries
1. Availability of CP Services Low 2
Medium 11
High 5
2. Productivity and Environmental Benefits Low 0
Medium 3
High 15
3. Catalyst for Sustainable Industrial Developmgnt Low 7
Medium 6
High 5

Figure 4.10: Sustainability scores for visited ctrigs (18 countries)
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for 5 countries andmedium for 6 countries). This is also largely attributexithe people factor, in
that skilled CP professionals will remain activeiadividual lobbyist for CP, albeit of course less
effective than done from within an institutionafnework.

Overall however some care is needed with the intgapion of the sustainability scores, as they
related to the current level of CP uptake. As dised in previous paragraphs and section 4.4, the
impact of the Programme is in most countries etititively modest. Even if benefits are maintained
at this level, one cannot expect that CP dissemimatnd implementation is from now on an

autonomous process that will achieve widespreadkepof CP in the near future without further
support.

455 Capacity Development

Capacity development is the first of the secondasgluation criteria. It refers to the extent thae t
programme develops essential capacities for ldeddebolders to improve their current and future
well being. It is related to the primary evaluationparticular on effectiveness and efficiency.
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Four target capacities were distinguished, respeyti

1. Resource Productivitythe efficient utilisation of natural resourcesaferials, energy, water, etc.)
for the production of goods and services that bguality of life;

2. Environmental Managemenninimising the impact of business on the envirenirto protect the
health of workers and community and the ecologitagrity of the natural environment;

3. Entrepreneurship:skills, tools and systems of the owners/operatdrbusinesses to run their
businesses in a rational and planned way achievieglid balance between short term profit and
medium to long term viability; and

4. Public Private Partnershiprecognition by government and business sectdrciaboration on
issues of national concern (including environmemahagement and productivity) is necessary
and the skills to do so.

In addition three principal target groups were dgout for capacity development, respectively
individual enterprises (in particular those havimgeived services directly or indirectly from the

NCPC), the private sector (industry peak bodiestoseassociations and professional associations)
and government (national and sub-national levelifierent portfolios).

A scorecard was prepared to assess the progranuapacity development achievements at the
national level. The results are presented in TdWé&. Figure 4.11 and 4.12 provide the frequency
distributions for the aggregated results, respeltily target group and by target capacity.

Table 4.17: National assessment results for capaiselopment (number of countries, total 18 caes)r

Target Capacities Ranking Target Groups (in host country)
Enterprises Private Sector Government

1. Resource Low 1 6 4
Productivity Medium 4 10 11
High 13 2 3
2. Environmental Low 1 4 3
Management Medium 10 13 6
High 7 1 9
3. Entrepreneurship Low 12 17 15
Medium 6 1 3
High 0 0 0
4. Public Private Low 13 10 10
Partnership Medium 3 2 1
High 2 6 7

Figure 4.11 reveals on average among all targetpgra reasonable degree of capacity building. This
is evidenced in the last set of bars, showing ithé countries capacity building averaged over the
three target groups was rated aatisfactory’and in 3 countries agood. Among the three target
groups, capacity development was most profound gnidividual enterprises, for which capacity
development was evaluated good in 6 countries andsatisfactoryin 10 countries. The results for
the two other target groups, private sector andegowent, are identical, namelgxcellent in 1
country, good in 1 country, Satisfactory in 5 countries, poor in 8 countries anddbsentin 3
countries. However, these are not necessarily #messets of countries. Cross reference to the
respective countries can be found in the summag tdable 4.19 in paragraph 4.5.7.
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Figure 4.11: Capacity development by target grol@ ¢ountries)
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Figure 4.12: Capacity development by target capafiB countries)
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Figure 4.12 provides further background on capatétyelopment. It summarises results by the target
capacity. The average over all capacities (setao$ bn the far right side) is identical to the ager

for all stakeholders in Figure 4.11. Figure 4.12vleer shows that capacity development in two
target capacities, respectively resource produgtamd environmental management, is good, and in
the two other target capacities, respectively @némeurship and public private partnerships, céyaci
development has been minimal in the vast majofith® countries. The overall results are thus julle
down by the near absence of capacity developmenentiepreneurship and public-private-
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partnerships. Despite their presence in programoeerdents (see Section 2.2), programme delivery
in the host countries is not geared towards defieerthose capacities.

Figure 4.12 demonstrates a slightly higher assessarecapacity building for resource productivity
(rated excellentin 2 countries andgood’ in 9 countries) than for environmental managenfexied
‘excellentin 1 country and good in 8 countries). This difference is however vemnor. There is
however a tendency for many NCPCs to either fodightsy more on resource productivity
(including energy savings etc., as for examplenidid) while other focus more on environmental
management (reduction of waste, waste water arehassions, as for example in Sri Lanka).

4.5.6 Ownership

Ownership is the second of the secondary evaluatiteria. It reflects upon the commitment of local
stakeholders to maintain the CP programme, logdalyhe host country, as well as globally through
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. It could cover (caafing of centre activities, providing expert
inputs, implementation of policy conducive to Chplementation and other forms of recognition and
endorsement). Ownership is related to the primamjuation criteria, in particular relevance and
sustainability.

In assessing ownership a distinction was made leetwgvnership of the CP concept (as a business
practice and environmental improvement tool), o thational centre (as a CP service delivery
organisation) and of the global programme. Theltesue presented in Table 4.18. Figure 4.13 and
4.14 provide the frequency distributions for thegragated results, respectively by stakeholder
grouping and by programme element.

Table 4.18: National assessment results for ownprstumber of countries, total 18 countries)

Target Capacities Ranking Stakeholders (in host country)
Enterprises | Private Government
Sector
1. Ownership of CP (concept, business practice, Low 7 4 1
environmental improvement tool) Medium 8 9 3
High 3 5 14
2. Ownership of national centre (institution for Low 12 10 1
CP service delivery) Medium 4 3 9
High 2 5 8
3. Ownership of global programme (UNIDO- Low 16 13 12
UNEP CP network) Medium 2 3 6
High 0 2 0

Figure 4.13 reveals on average among all stakehgideipings a fair level of ownership. This is
evidenced in the last set of bars (furthest toritlet), showing that in 3 countries capacity builgli
averaged over the three stakeholder groupings ated assatisfactory, in 4 countries asgood and

in 1 country asexcellent. Among the three national stakeholder groupinggership was most
profound among government, for which ownership waaluated asgood in 9 countries and
‘satisfactory in 5 countries. Ownership among the two othekelt@lder groupings is markedly
lower. The private sector (associations, peak itmgusodies etc) however display a slightly higher
level of ownership than individual enterprises, esdenced by total of countries evaluated as
‘excellent’ or ‘good being 5 for private sector and 2 for enterpriséoss reference to the respective
countries can be found in the summary table, T4ldl® in paragraph 4.5.7.
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Figure 4.13: Ownership by stakeholder grouping ¢b8ntries)
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Figure 4.14 provides further background on owngrskti summarises the assessment results by
programme elements. The average over all prograeiements (set of bars on the far right side) is
identical to the average for all stakeholders iguFé 4.13. Figure 4.14 however displays a great
difference in the level of ownership between thegpamme elements. Ownership over the CP
concept (i.e. as business practice and environtniempaovement tool) is by far the highest, withthal
of the countries havingexcellent (3 countries) or good ownership (6 countries). Ownership of the
national centre is still modest, with 2 countrigalaated aséxcellent and 3 countries each apod’

Figure 4.15: Ownership by programme element (1&hties)
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or ‘satisfactory. The level of ownership of the global programmsevery low, rated asabsent in
2/3° of the countries. The later appears to reflect the networking and technical assistance inputs
are not profoundly present in most countries.

45,7 Overall Assessment

The previous paragraphs discussed the nationadsaesats against the programme evaluation criteria
(respectively: relevance, effectiveness, efficiengustainability, capacity development and
ownership). A comparative summary covering allecié is provided here.

Table 4.19 is provided as a cross reference t#byeovides for each of the 18 visited countries th
detailed assessment ratings. These are not futtb@rssed here. These are provided here to pravide
link to the country evaluation reports.

Figure 4.15: Summary of results of national lewedlaation on programme level evaluation criteria
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Figure 4.15 shows the frequency distributions béalintries on all six evaluation criteria. Thigure
illustrates that the distributions are quite simflar the four primary evaluation criteria. The hégt
score among these four criteria is achieved foraguebility (10 countries achieving eithaxcellent

or ‘good assessment), closely followed by effectivenessc@@ntries in these two categories),
efficiency (8 countries in these two categories) aglevance (7 countries in these two categories).
Each of these thus achieved a score in eithereoftb highest categories for 39 to 56% of the &kit
countries. In light of ongoing concerns about dnstaility of NCPCs by the programme management
and donors, this is somewhat surprising. It is @xgd by the fact that this programme evaluation
took a different interpretation of sustainabilitgpmpared to the prevailing interpretation of
sustainability as financial independence of the RCirom the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.
Environmental and productivity benefits from CP lempentation in businesses and CP trained staff
that can deliver CP services will very likely cante, at least at the current levels. The weakesesc
among the primary criteria for relevance suggdsts inore can be done to tailor CP concepts and
practices to national priorities (in regards to lsegtors of economy (e.g. rural and service ségtors
and socio-economic and environmental objectives).
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Figure 4.15 also shows that the assessment oretiomdary criteria is markedly weaker than on the
primary criteria. Focusing again on the two highastking categories, these are only achieved in 5
countries for ownership and 3 countries for cagagévelopment. Country level implementation of
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme appears to be focusedartls delivery of short term
environmental and productivity benefits, and thppears to somewhat overshadow the potential for
longer term benefit through capacity developmeit emownership of the CP programme. It should
however also be pointed out that in both cases,aberall result is dragged down by an interpretati

of ownership and capacity development that is mBfie from those commonly used within the
Programme. Even though these interpretations goposted by the Programme’s documents (see
section 2.2) they are not focused upon in progrardeieery and national implementation by the
NCPC. In case of ownership, this involved extensibownership from just ownership of centre, to
also include ownership of the CP concept (whichrowpd the overall assessment on ownership) and
ownership of the global programme (which reduceridherall assessment on ownership). This was
further enunciated by considering ownership sepbrator enterprises and the private sector,
compared to a narrower view considering only owmiers§rom, or on behalf of, the national
government. In case of capacity development, thignramme evaluation did cast the net wider to
include consideration for capacities in regard morepreneurship and public-private partnerships.
Both turned out to score very low, in turn lowerihg overall assessment on capacity development.
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Table 4.19: Detailed summary table of the naticasdessments
Evaluation Criteria China Columbia Costa Rica | Croatia Egypt El Salvador | Guatemala | India Kenya
1. Relevance Satisfactory] Satisfactory Good Poor Bo Good Good Satisfactory| Poor
Private sectol Satisfactory  Satisfactory  Good Poor oorP Good Excellent Poor Poor
Government| Excellent Satisfactory  Good Satisfactoratisfactory | Good Good Good Good
Academia| Poor Satisfactory  Satisfactary Poor Absent | Satisfactory | Good Absent Absent
CP concep] Good Good Excellent Poor Absent Excellent Excellent Good Good
CP servicey Good Good Good Poor Poor Good Good Poor r Poo
NCPC institution| Poor Good Good Satisfactofy  Satisfgct| Good Excellent Poor Satisfactory
Networking | Poor Poor Poor Poor Poor Poor SatisfgctpiPoor Poor
TA inputs | Good Satisfactory,  Good Poor Satisfactary oo Good Satisfactory| Poor
2. Effectiveness Poor Good Good Good Satisfactory xEellent Excellent Poor Satisfactory
3. Efficiency Satisfactory | Good Good Satisfactory &isfactory | Excellent Good Poor Satisfactory
4. Sustainability Good Excellent Good Poor Satisfaory | Excellent Good Satisfactory| Satisfactory|
5. Capacity Development Poor Satisfactory Good Absent Poor Good Satisfactory| Poor Satisfactory
Enterprises| Satisfactory Good Good Poor Satisfactp@ood Good Satisfactory  Satisfacto
Private Sectol] Poor Satisfactor Satisfactpry Poor Poor Excellent Satisfactory  Absent Poor
Government| Satisfactoryl  Satisfactor Good Absent Poor Good Satisfactory| Poor Satisfactol
Resource Productivity Poor Good Good Poor Good Eawcell | Good Satisfactory] Good
Environmental Managemengt Good Satisfactdqry  Good Poor Satisfactory | Excellent Satisfactor Poor Good
Entrepreneurshi Absent Poor Poor Absent Absent Poor Absent Absent Poor
Public Private Partnership Absent Good Good Absent eAtbs Good Excellent Absent Absent
6. Ownership Satisfactory | Satisfactory| Good Absent Gor Good Good Poor Poor
Enterprises|] Poor Poor Poor Absent Absent SatisfactoPoor Poor Absent
Private Secto] Poor Poor Good Absent Poor Excellent o0dGo Poor Poor
Government| Good Satisfactor Good Poor Good Good Good | Satisfactory | Poor
CP Concep] Good Good Good Poor Satisfactpry  ExcellentGood Good Poor
National Centrel Satisfactory  Satisfactory = Good Poor oorP Good Good Poor Poor
Global Programmg  Absent Absent Poor Absent Absent sf@atory | Poor Absent Absent
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Table 4.19: Detailed summary table of the naticasdessments (continued)

Evaluation Criteria Mexico Morocco Mozambique | Nicaragua | Peru South Africa | Sri Lanka Uzbekistan | Vietham
1. Relevance Good Excellent Poor Excellent Poor S$sfactory | Satisfactory | Poor Good
Private sectol Satisfactory  Excellent Absent Exoelle | Poor Satisfactory Poor Poor Good
Government| Satisfactory  Excellent Poor Excellent  orPo Satisfactory Good Satisfactor Excellent
Academia| Excellent Good Poor Excellent Poor Satiefgct | Satisfactory | Satisfactory  Good
CP concepf] Excellent Excellent Poor Excellen Good xceltent Satisfactory| Satisfactory  Good
CP servicey Excellent Excellent Poor Excellent Poor Poor Poor Poor Excellent
NCPC institution| Satisfactory] Excellent Poor Excafle | Absent Good Good Good Good
Networking | Poor Good Absent Good Absent Absent Poor Absen | Satisfactory
TA inputs | Satisfactory| Good Absent Excellent Absent orPo Poor Poor Good
2. Effectiveness Good Excellent Poor Excellent Safactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory| Satisfactory| God
3. Efficiency Good Excellent Poor Excellent Poor Smsfactory | Poor Satisfactory | Good
4. Sustainability Satisfactory | Excellent Poor Excédnt Good Good Satisfactory| Satisfactory] Good
5. Capacity Development Poor Satisfactory Absent Good Poor Satisfactory | Satisfactory| Satisfactory| Satisfctory
Enterprises| Satisfactory Good Poor Good Satisfactoatisfactory Satisfactory]  Satisfactor Satisfactd
Private Secto]l Absent Satisfactorn Absent Good Poor atisfactory Poor Poor Poor
Government] Absent Good Poor Good Poor Satisfactary tisf&etory | Satisfactory| Good
Resource Productivity Poor Good Absent Excellent Poor Satisfactory Good Good Good
Environmental Managemenpt  Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good Good Satisfactory| Good
Entrepreneurshi Absent Poor Absent Poor Absent Absent | Poor Poor Poor
Public Private Partnership Absent Good Absent Good r Poo Good Absent Poor Poor
6. Ownership Absent Excellent Absent Good Poor Safactory | Poor Poor Poor
Enterprises| Absent Good Poor Good Absent Poor Absent semib Poor
Private Secto] Poor Excellent Absent Good Poor Poor oor P Absent Absent
Government| Poor Good Poor Good Satisfactory  Good f8etsy | Satisfactory| Good
CP Concept] Poor Excellent Poor Excellen Satisfgctp Good Satisfactory| Poor Satisfactol
National Centrel Absent Excellent Poor Excellen Poor Satisfactory Poor Poor Poor
Global Programmg  Absent Good Absent Satisfactory Absent | Absent Absent Absent Poor
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Part Il:

Analysis & Assessment
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Chapter 5: Portfolio Analysis

5.1 Introduction

The key findings from each of the thrgmsllars’ of this programme evaluation have been covered in
the previous chapters, respectively from the revoéywrogramme documents (Chapter 2), of the self
evaluations (Chapter 3) and of the independenttcpenaluations (Chapter 4). This chapter analyses
the findings from these threpillars’ in an integrated manner, with a view to analysailarities and
differences in the establishment and operation 6PNs/NCPPs. The analysis of the portfolio of
activities and institutional arrangements of theRGS/NCPPs is made to gain a better understanding
of the current richness and diversity in the UNIDQEP CP Programme and identify possible
avenues to bolster this as the Programme evolvésefu The detailed programme-level assessment
on the programme evaluation criteria is coveretthéncompanion Chapter 6 (programme assessment).

This chapter is thus analytical and not intendeddoevaluative or judgemental. The analysis is
complemented with suggestions for further develapnoé concept, methods, tools and institutional
arrangements for the Programme. These are preshatedto illustrate how the findings from the

portfolio analysis can shed new light on the Progree. Moreover in its recommendations (in

Chapter 7) this evaluation refers back to the tygigls and terminology derived from the portfolio

analysis presented here. In so doing, this chgmtevides the core ideas for the recommended
changes in the Programme.

The remainder of this chapter is organised in mations. Section 5.2 provides a background on key
factors that have contributed to the current diteeramong the NCPCs/NCPPs. Section 5.3 then
analyses differences at institutional level, folemby an analysis for the main service areas (secti
5.4). The final section (section 5.5) discussestma ways forward for managing the diversity d? C
initiatives at the national level to achieve suscasthe global programme level.

5.2 Background

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has been designedrapktinented to use a quasi-standardised
model approach for development of national entitaesCP service delivery that would undertake
information dissemination, training, in-plant deratrations, policy advice and technology transfer.
This evaluation confirms that after 13 years a digeset of national centres/programmes has evolved,
each which a high degree of uniqueness. The projedtel for the NCPC evolved in each of the
countries, influenced by a variety of factors. lmalgsing the roots of the current diversities & th
national level, it is worthwhile to differentiatetweeninternal factors (those controlled or at least to
a considerable degree controllable by the CP Pmnuge andexternalfactors (those that are not
under direct control of the CP Programme, but thatProgramme can adapt to). Figure 5.1 provides
a schematic presentation for such roots of divieetibn. These categories are provided here to
understand differences, so that these can be @esdidn a meaningful way in the remainder of this
chapter for analysing the different institutionatamgements and operational models. Also, the
categories of internal and external factors maynegessarily cover all relevant factors.

The internal factors can be clustered at threeldet@ scales), respectively centre, project and
programme level.

= At centrelevel, diversification is created by the host itugion (its own mission and mandate
(e.g. technical institute, university or industgsaciation), its reputation with key stakeholders i
the public and private sectors, its own in houséngal, managerial and analytical capabilities,
etc.), the centre’s governance structure (accoilityedind transparency, stakeholder involvement
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Figure 5.1: Roots of diversification in CP Programm
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in oversight of the host institution etc.) and diog and other key centre staff (their disciplinary
background, professional experience and standimgagement and networking skills and other
personal attributes).

At the project level, diversification is being created by projdevel features, e.g. donor
government requirements and commitments, projesigdeand funding levels, partner agency in
the host government (e.g. environment, trade @nse ministry) and nature, quality and volume
of international expert inputs, training, netwoigiand knowledge management and sharing.

At the programmelevel, the evolution of the programme strategg.(& regards to new service
areas), administrative and reporting requirememtd apecial initiatives (e.g. multi-country
projects on specific topics (such as energy efficyeor MEAS)) all provide a different balance of
drivers over time, to which individual NCPCs/NCRBspond as they see fit within their national
set up.

The external factors are also diverse and definre nhtional framework within which the
NCPC/NCPP is to operate. It appears worthwhile iiferéntiate at least three categories of
background factors, respectively:

State of Economythe size of the economy, its key sectors (inipalar of manufacturing and
related sectors), investment climate and natiomebseconomic development priorities);

State of Environmentthe natural resource endowments of the countrpd(mtive land,
seashores, forests, minerals, energy etc.) andt#tes of the environment, including national
environmental priorities and development statuthefenvironmental regulatory framework and
its enforcement; and

Status of Know-howa relatively broad category, capturing specificéifie past experience with
CP (including individuals and organisations alreadiive in CP, type and standing of companies
with CP experience and possibly government initesti on or related to CP, including the
availability of incentives and or funding for CR) well as more generally the development and
functioning of the hational system of innovatiot’) [55-57].

Improving the understanding of the external andrimal factors at play at the national level proside
a basis for tailoring the specific national implentaion strategy and formulation of specific natibn

2 The term national systems of innovation is usedeftect a complex mixture of institutions (e.gndncial, legal, scientific and
technological and educational), public policiegyémeling e.g. taxation; import/export promotion;eswie, technology and innovation) and
business and social relationships, that deliveearsh and technology development on new technalogiel on improving existing
technologies, and bring these into widespread use.
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outcomes and impacts and thereby increases thightikd of successful uptake of CP in the host
country and sustainability of the NCPC/NCPP.

53 Institutional Features

This section focuses on institutional and stratdgitures in establishment and operation of the
national centres. It covers consecutively goveragparagraph 5.3.1), focus (paragraph 5.3.2) and
operational strategy (paragraph 5.3.3).

5.3.1 Governance

The independent country evaluations found that garece arrangements could be improved in many
of the visited countries (as discussed in paragdapt?). The importance of governance appeared to
be underestimated and/or misunderstood, and adt mscision making rules and membership
categories of the highest decision making and aylerdodies were often suboptimal. Moreover,
several NCPCs that did no longer receive instingiofunding from the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme had abandoned their governance strucflinesself evaluations (covered in Chapter 3)
also showed that in several countries there aree mwmbers (directors) in the highest governing
board then staff members in the Centre.

In terms of the highest oversight/decision makirglyh different models did emerge. Figure 5.2
contains four types on the basis of two criteriaspectively: executive only or combined
executive/non-executive and private or public-peveet up.

Figure 5.2: Governance options

Board of
) Board of
Executives and non- . Governors (OI’
executives Directors Trustees)
accountability
) Management |Project Steering
Executives only .
Team Committee
Private Public — Private -

(or independent in

Partnership

government or as NGO)

traNSParen Cym—-

The four main governance options are:

= Management Teanthere is no effective external governance anddatiisions, including on
strategy and budget are made by the same staféxbatite the decisions. Several NCPCs operate
on this basis, either on purpose (when they afg ifoadlependent units, e.g. as a private business
(e.g. Slovakia) or an independent business unitemtre within a larger semi-governmental
organisation (e.g. China, India)) or by default éndrthe NCPC did not succeed to establish
effective external governance arrangements (eid.aBka)).

= Board of Directors:a typical set up for larger private sector orgatniss where a board of
directors, both executive and non-executive, prewidversight to the management team, in
regard to strategy, budgets, etc. This evaluatidnndt uncover any straight examples of this
governance model among the NCPCs/NCPPs.
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= Project Steering Committedraditionally a short term arrangement, that iy oversees

whether project objectives are being achieved aplamning with the available resources. This
model is also known as a Funding Board, within tihiDO-UNEP CP Programme typically a
tripartite arrangement with membership from hosd donor governments and UNIDO, as for
example currently in Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia, areviously in South Africa. There is no
long term membership or commitment to the operatod success of the NCPC/NCPP (i.e.
beyond the current funding period), which may expiahy similar boards have folded for those
national centres that are no longer institutiondilynded through the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme (e.g. India, China, Mexico).

= Board of Governors (or TrusteesF)( a multi-stakeholder model that engages represessat
from public, private and civil sectors in definistyategy, business plans, budgets etc. for the
NCPC and oversight over their implementation. Whbe NCPC is not an independent
organisation, but instead an isolated, stand alonging-fenced) entity within a host institution,
it may strictly not be possible to have such boatdicture. However, using less formal
arrangements and delegated authorities, it wilegaty be possible to achieve a similar outcome,
as with the executive committee of the NCPC in Ba\itica.

Including non-executives in the highest decisiorkimg body improves accountability. A stronger
discipline is established to define a realisticibess plan and achieve its implementation on time a
on budget. On the other hand, stakeholder involvenmeproves transparency. External stakeholders
have a say in approving strategy, and this willegelly mean that the strategy tailors to some éxten
to their priorities, which makes the NCPC more vatd to them. Both transparency and
accountability foster local engagement and ownprshithat it may be desirable to move to a set up
with a Board of Governors (the top right hand catggn Figure 5.2). Even though this may not
always be necessary or possible, it is worth ingashg ways to enhance transparency and
accountability, and share decision making powerslioection and future of the national centre in a
meaningful way with the public and private sectafrthe host country.

Regardless of the nature of the highest decisiokingabody, common good governance practices
should be adhered to, in particular:

» Increase frequency of meetingseaningful input to define strategy, businessipland budgets
and oversee their implementation is only possikith vegular meetings, for example evef§ @r
3“ month. A lower frequency (in some countries aniyuat even less) turns the board into a
pseudo audit committee, that can only check whetbgeged outputs have been delivered on time
and on budget, but with no opportunity for mid teadjustment, strengthening and improvement.

» Clarify decision making ruleswhat board members can decide on and who hageaovothe
board. Preferably executive and administrative fions (i.e. NCPC director and possibly
UNIDO) do not interfere in board decision makingdssuming ex-officio membership. In one of
the visited countries (Mozambique) there was fanegle a discrepancy between membership of
board as reported by the NCPC and as reported éoypdhkstopping officer in Head Quarters.
Elsewhere it was observed that board members haftictimg roles that had not been sorted out
(e.g. in Sri Lanka where the chair of the board alas president of the industry association, chair
of the board of the host institution and UNIDO es@ntative).

» Size effectiveness and efficiency suffer when boamsexpanded, but some diversity is needed
to enrich decision making. Top heavy boards wetmdofor many NCPCs, with up to 2-3 times
more board members than NCPC staff, and most tffiese would all represent the government
and/or semi-governmental sector. A small uneven bminof board members generally works
well for small organisations, in case of a NCPC dgample 5 or 7, all coming from different

% May also be referred to as a Board of Directots,then with Directors representing a diverse $etational stakeholders (public and
private sector), as opposed to narrowly composeddof Directors representing only shareholders.
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organisations and stratified (e.g. 1/3 nationalegomnent, 1/3 national private sector and 1/3 other
NGO (including donors), with an independent chair).

Many of the NCPCs that did no longer receive infthal funding from the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme appeared to have downscaled or even @iethdheir governance structures. Which
governance structure is most likely to be effectdépends obviously on a number of factors and
cannot be determined a-priori at programme levalirAdepth analysis is required for each country,
including an assessment of counterpart contribsti@bsorptive capacity and projection of the
institutional development of the NCPC.

In addition to their decision making body, it ifid for NCPCs/NCPPs to establish an advisory body
with broader and larger membership. The aim ofduisary board is to garner input from a variety of
stakeholders and experts for strategy formulatioth eview of centre performance. If approached
strategically, members of the advisory board theoome advocates or champions for CP in their
respective organisations, and thereby catalyséutishal commitment to CP and NCPC. To do so,
processes need to be established so that inputtfr@madvisory board members is taken seriously and
that records are kept why some of it is acted uagod other not. To improve credibility for the
process the advisory board is preferably set updagsing the governing board and empower the
board to exercise its control over the executiveagament of the NCPC.

5.3.2 Focus

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme started with a stoactué on CP in particular for application in
manufacturing industries (e.g. pulp and paper,iléexinetal fabrication, food and agro-industrial
sectors). As discussed in Chapter 2, the focuseoPtogramme expanded over time, in response to:

= Donors’ interests to use NCPCs as vehicle for dejivof programmes on CSR, setting up of
green credit lines, etc;

» Evolving agendas in the international community @mgarticular in the two United Nations
agencies administering the Programme, in particttavards Sustainable Consumption and
Production (UNEP), and to a lesser extent the lawfcthe Global Compact and Millennium
Development Goals (both UNEP and UNIDO) and REARR@3INIDO); and

= Feed back from the Centres, including the needoandiésire to include non-manufacturing
sectors (e.g. hotels, fisheries, etc.).

The self-assessments presented in paragraph ZMdndtrated a commonly-shared interest among
NCPCs in extended topics closely related to faesgplants and technologies.

Positively, the expanded scope can be taken agmédfor adaptive management and development
of the Programme. Negatively, it can also be imtgal asmission drift’ within the Programme, as
the initial task of achieving widespread awarersss implementation of CP is just starting in the
host countries. This evaluation found evidence othlsides of this argument, with perhaps a
tendency of NCPCs to embrace expansion and diieatsdn of services in the expectation that this
will enhance their financial independence, and radéacy of national governments to prefer the
NCPC to sustain a clear focus @ore CP.

The recent expansions have raised some concerns:
= A plethora of new terms have been added in mosscsintroduce concepts or tools that were

relatively new to the Programme, but already edisilsewhere. Some terms were invented for
the Programme (e.g. CP Plus, sustainable industéaburce management), others were
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incorporated from other programmes and initiatfeeg. SCP, CSR, Design for Sustainability etc)
whilst yet others are specific examples of fundimgchanisms with much wider application (e.g.
chemical leasing as one of many applications fafoP@ance Based Contracting (PBC), and
Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) as one mechauniwher a MEA). A further complication

is that no integrative framework has been provitet links the terms, using definitions and
terminology that is accepted in the internationablic and private sectors. Instead thmew
concepts are now being promoted as part ofimegrated’ and holistic’ strategy, without
explaining nor clarifying what holistic and intetgd mean in relation to core CP concepts and
services and how they contribute to programme tibgand outcomes.

» Due to resource constraints within national centresv services have evolved regularly as
substitutedor, instead ofadditionsto, existing services. Those staff that were m phast trained
in CP and gained experience through on the jolmiegrin CP assessments and service delivery
are now withdrawn from such CP service deliveryhearetrained in new service areas and start a
new learning journey. The benefits from their p&R training/capacity building are being
compromised, as they are not using their CP skilisinstead acquiring alternative skills. The
prospect of greater CP service availability andckegreater CP uptake, which justified their past
CP training/capacity building is thus not beinglisesl.

This evaluation found that some of the extensiamdd:-be regarded aspecialisation’(improving
the rigour and depth of service delivery related®® implementation) whilst others are better
understood asdiversification (introducing services pertaining to topics rethte CP, for example
SCP, CSR). This isillustrated in Figure 5.3.

Figure 5.3: Specialisation and diversification ifPC
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The starting position for all NCPCs/NCPPs has b&Bn in particular capacity development in CP
through combined training, CP demonstrations afaimation dissemination and creating awareness.
This is the starting point in the centre of Figbr8. NCPCs have specialised in two directions,@lon
the vertical axis (North and/or Southward) and glborizontal axis (East and/or Westward). These
specialisations and diversifications are:

1. Technology Specialisation (‘southward’)providing more detailed services on CP

implementation, financing and technology assessaeditiransfer. Typical initiatives are training
and advisory services on Environmental Managemgsategs, Chemical Leasing, CP finance,
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targeted CP applications for energy efficiency,nstoals management and/or hazardous waste
management and technology assessment and selfestioansfer (including investments);

2. Policy Specialisation (‘northward’)servicing government agencies with the developnaeral
implementation of policies and strategies condutiv€P. Typically NCPCs have started to work
in a policy advisory capacity with the agency i tipovernment responsible for the NCPC (in
most cases the environmental or industry deparfnerth the possibility to branch out to other
policy domains (as the case might be for exampigoral development, fisheries, etc). The
NCPC/NCPP can then also get more involved in natiamplementation of Multilateral
Environmental Agreements;

3. Environment-driven Diversification (‘eastward’)expanding the scope of services towards
Sustainable Consumption and Production. This conlynetarted with training and/or pilots on
Life Cycle Assessment and Design for Sustainabilifyinicipal waste management, general
environmental awareness initiatives for schools emehmunities, and sustainable procurement
for government agencies; and

4. Social-driven Diversification (‘westward’) branching out towards Corporate Social
Responsibility, in particular through factory-impesnent initiatives that address Occupational
Health and Safety, community environmental heatith labour relations.

These four directions are not mutually exclusiveCACs/NCPPs can develop simultaneously in
different directions. However with limited resousag is generally impossible to become a specialist
provider in all areas. Therefore the NCPCs/NCPR& ha prioritise and position themselves. This
has to a certain extent happened in the visited Q& Bften however by default rather than by choice.
This explains the diversity in NCPCs/NCPPs that feasd in this evaluation, which can then be
graphically displayed as in Figure 5.4. A more oimss and strategic approach to positioning of the
Centre in regard to diversification and speciailisatoptions could contribute to their success and
avoid situation that limited resources are spreadhin to make a considerable impact.

5.3.3 Service Strategy

The Programme was designed to set up service delbemtres, with the clear intent for each centre
to become significant, if not leading, at the nagildevel in the host country. This has turnedtouie
unfeasible, as NCPCs had to position themselvedsirather service providers in a growing number
of countries. Some of such initiatives are completawy and others competing, some are donor-
driven (including both bilateral as well as mult#leal (including UNIDO projects) and others local-
driven through initiatives of government and/ovpte sector. The service provider model therefore
had to change gradually to accommodate nationalimistances, in particular: the size of the country
and its economy; size, structure and capacity ofnitlustrial/manufacturing sectors; existence of a
system of providers of business services (e.g.neleging and management consultants); and/or
emergence of other institutions able to deliveroc€EP-related services.

The Programme has introduced terminology as fimdt second tier (or respectively sub-national and
national) centres, but there is no clear definitbdrsuch tiers and the differences between thera. Th
tiered system is most visible in China where astls®me 35 CP Centres exist, representing each of
the three layers of government, respectively Iteatl (city CPCs mostly involved in supervising CP
audits and administering the mandatory CP audivipians of the China CP Promotion Law),
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Figure 5.4: lllustrations of current specialisati@nd diversification foci of selected NCPCs
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Refer to Figure 5.3. The size of the shape disglaysompetence areas of the NCPC. The four ogtlyoints are:
N = policy, resulting from policy specialisation

E = SCP, resulting from environment-driven divecsifion;

S=technology, resulting from technology specidi®@a and

W= CSR, resulting from social-driven diversificatjo

province level (Province Level CPCs involved inipplplanning and evaluation) and national level
(China NCPC and CPCs in sector ministries and&eaech institutes, involved in policy formulation
and evaluation, training, and development of texdinstandards). However, even in China the role
division is not commonly agreed. An alternative r@@gh is to consider tiers at the level of services
rather than centres. Each centre would have a arbglance between services from the different tiers
of services, instead of being exclusively dedicateadne tier of services. As a suggestion, a three
tiered system would be possible:

» Tier 1. Audit and Training Servicesadvising companies and other organisations on CP
opportunities specific to their operations, andnirgy their staff in developing, evaluating and
implementing these opportunities;

= Tier 2: Development Services (policy and/or techgg} undertaking enabling activities to
strengthen the policy environment for CP and ineeeavailability of finance and technology for
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CP implementation (through technology developmeassessment, adaptation and replication);
and

= Tier 3: Networking Servicesmproving communication and information excharggween CP
service providers, and providing a platform forrieag, best practice sharing and professional
development (including training in e.g. CP assesgs)dor and among CP practitioners.

Tier 1 services are delivered to organisations ¢hatimplement CP opportunities. Tier 2 services ar
provided to intermediaries, including governmenerages, business and professional associations,
universities and providers of EST and CP servites. 3 services are provided for CP professionals.
Most NCPCs are still predominantly delivering Tieservices, while a growing number are engaged
in Tier 2 services. It appears that a niche remtinglevelopment and delivery of Tier 3 services,
even though some NCPCs already have a clear mafwdagech services (in particular South Africa)
or face a demand for such services (for example&i@olumbia, India).

The tiered service model can be developed natwraaid/or regionally. To a certain degree the
regional roundtables for sustainable consumpti@hpaonduction provide a platform for Tier 3 service
delivery, but this is essentially outside of the IDR-UNEP CP Programme and they have been
insufficiently resourced to capture and advance pesctices. Also for Tier 2 services there ararcle
possibilities for international collaboration inrpaular among NCPCs in smaller, neighbouring
countries (e.g. East Africa, Central America, efo},example in development of CP standards and
technology transfer. This would enable NCPCs taigfise in selected sectors, deliver Tier 2 sewsice
for these sectors locally and regionally, and iohexge benefit from Tier 2 services for other gscto
developed by sister NCPCs in the region.

5.4  Service Delivery

This section discusses differences in approach grtit@aNCPCs/NCPPs towards service delivery in
each of the five core service categories of the MDHUNEP CP Programme, respectively:
information dissemination (paragraph 5.4.1), tragni(paragraph 5.4.2), in-plant demonstrations
(paragraph 5.4.3), policy advice (paragraph 5.4 technology transfer (paragraph 5.4.5).

5.4.1 Information Dissemination

This analysis of self evaluation results showed #tdeast 80% of the responding countries claimed
to be active in regards to production of informatidissemination materials and/or delivery of
awareness-type seminars (see Table 3.5). The indepk evaluations furthermore confirmed that
over 80% of the visited counties had a good padfof information dissemination and awareness
building activities (see paragraph 4.4.1).

Throughout the Programme there is a great varietynformation materials, covering primers/mini
guides, manuals, case studies, websites, factsstegtoon books, videos, etc. Likewise the formats
and methods for awareness activities are quitersiveDespite this great variety, both within and
between the NCPCs/NCPPs and the UN agencies irdjotere are no substantively different
approaches in this service category. However, goeumf overall observations can be made:

» A planned strategy for information disseminatiord @aawareness creation is in most countries
insufficiently developed or missing at all. It appe that information products and awareness
events are taken on opportunistically. The jusdtfim for each specific initiative is insufficientl
developed, in terms of: specific target groups.edtiyes, outcomes and desirable follow-up
actions from recipients and participants; necesseey messages, detailed content and
presentation; distribution channels; and evaluati@imilarly the relationships between
information materials and awareness activitiesratesufficiently developed, for example how a
mini guide relates to CP success stories, can bd fr awareness raising and is linked to
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technical information sheets. NCPCs, supportechbyprogramme management, could put more
effort in planning their information and awarenassvities for maximum impact, for example by
establishing a limited number of types/categoeapting a common template for each type, and
ensuring an ongoing stream of activities over tifiee planning for each awareness and
information initiative should then feed into a cistesnt communication strategy with outcome
based indicators, monitoring and evaluation tools.

» The presentation styles varied considerably bothimiand between NCPCs/NCPPs. There is a
need to adopt a common branding and consistendfusgms and concepts at least within each
NCPC, and preferably also to some degree withitJiiEDO-UNEP CP Programme as a whole.

= A considerable share of the information materiappeared to lack evidence from CP
implementation at the national level. There is @partunity to improve the effectiveness of
information dissemination and development of awassnby actively developing more CP
success stories (including post implementation uatain of the environmental, economic and
other benefits achieved) and using these CP sustesss profoundly in all information and
awareness initiatives (as visited NCPCs in e.g.t&nala and India are doing with videos etc.).

5.4.2 Training

For the self evaluation, 80% of the responding NEP¢€ported to be involved in developing and
delivering CP training (see Table 3.5). The revi@whe independent evaluations for the 18 visited
countries showed that for half of the visited NCR@éning is a core activity in its own right with
considerable and sustained level of training ostmver time, whilst for the other NCPCs training
appeared to be more narrowly focused and deliverey in support of other core activities (see
paragraph 4.4.2).

Training programmes for CP auditors, trainers andtler intermediaries (train-the-trainers) are imos
common. Such training appears to be quite welcatred using CP methodology as the framework.
The UNIDO CP toolkit [40] is commonly regarded agatuable resource for planning and delivering
this type of training. There are some difference®rg the NCPCs in regard to delivery of this
auditors’ training, for example with regard to theclusion of a supervised CP assessment as
completion criterion, the use of case studieslistiiate application of the CP methodology and the
establishment of a register of qualified CP auditdihere is a potential to improve the trainingilies
by targeted and selective recruitment of traineegnsure their qualifications and professionaésol
are likely to enable them to undertake CP auditscompletion of the training. Likewise, the
formulation of completion criteria is worthwhile nsure that registers of qualified auditors can be
established, as has been formalised in China (#ora@ditors) and India (for energy auditors).
However some flexibility is required for such regis, as auditors with substantive, demonstrable
experience should be eligible for registration with having to sit through an introductory CP
auditors’ training (which for example surfaced asissue for getting CP consultants in South Africa
to register with the NCPC).

In addition to this auditors’ training, many NCP@sliver other training, either as professional
development inddvanced’CP topics (e.g. EMS, Design for SustainabilityfeLCycle Assessment,
etc.) or as part of curricula at universities andfhools. Some NCPCs have developed and delivered
such advanced training largely on their own, whégeral other NCPCs did receive extensive training
of their own staff and expert inputs in developingw training content and programmes. This
indicates a need for more equitable access tmiaienal expert inputs for development of a baldnce
and reasonably consistent system of training adtessost countries. There is a tendency for the
advanced training category to be equally opportinés information dissemination. In parallel with
an information and awareness strategy (as discusgearagraph 5.4.1), it is desirable to develop a
training strategy.
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5.4.3 Assessment and Demonstration

Just over 80% of the respondents to the self ewtafusurvey reported to undertake in-plant CP
assessments (as per Table 3.5). The comparatiesenaf results from in-plant demonstrations in
the 18 visited countries showed that substantiveagdessment activity is taking place in nearly 80%
of these NCPCs (as per paragraph 4.4.3). It wasehewalso noted that follow up to in-plant
demonstrations was insufficient to ascertain impé&cim in-plant demonstrations.

There are considerable differences among the NQRIFPs in how CP assessments are undertaken.
These pertain to:

Service Modelthe basic distinction is betweercansultancy servigen which the NCPC or its
consultants, take charge of completion of the Glessnent with inputs from company staff, or a
training and coaching servigén which the NCPC trains a team comprised of camypstaff and
supervises completion of the CP assessment byetim. tThe training and coaching model has
been adopted from the start by NCPCs in for exaridé¢énam, India and China, while other
NCPCs are moving towards this approach, e.g. ils&Vvador, Morocco and Costa Rica. The
consultancy model prevails in for example Southo&fr Sri Lanka, Egypt and Kenya. There is a
widespread expectation that the training and coachnodel is superior for achieving actual
implementation of CP (e.g. [25]), but this evalaatidoes not provide evidence to support this
argument. This suggests that there are also cabtorg at play in determining the success of a CP
assessments, as was found elsewhere in regaradhnotegical capability and environmental
motivation of the company (e.g. [23, 58]) and ckait assessment methodology (e.g. [10, 59]).

Staffing some NCPCs use staff members to undertake thees€#ssments (e.g. Vietnam, China),
while others use only external consultants (expbtiategy in for example South Africa) or a

combination of staff and external consultants (cammmodel in e.g. Sri Lanka, Morocco). The

external consultants are recruited from the podboafer trainees in the respective centre’'s CP
audit training. This evaluation does not providédence for preference either way. The use of
former trainees as CP consultants is in principlebé applauded, if managed properly. The
evaluation showed that heavy reliance on exteroasultants forcoré CP assessment services,

can compromise the ability of the NCPC to do effecyuality control for CP assessments as it
starts to lack experience and skills in CP assessméloreover, the externally contracted

consultants will typically have a broader enviromte¢ consultancy background and not be
equally determined to demonstrate CP as would Ipeaed from NCPC staff. The latter is

increasingly managed by prescribing in great detsl assessment methodology, which can
however deter well established CP consultants fwodertaking CP consultancy services for the
NCPC (due to inability to use the assessment appesathey are most comfortable with).

Output the findings from CP assessments are presentdiffénent ways. Some NCPCs present
the findings as per the steps of the CP assessmathibdology, while others present findings
with an actionable implementation plan for the hast. There are also substantive differences in
the effort made to evaluate and where possible tdyacosts and benefits (economic and
environmental). This applies in particular to tealogy intensive options, which are just listed by
some NCPCs, whilst others have developed capamitie€hnology assessment and selection (see
also paragraph 5.4.5). This evaluation could neéstigate the impact of the reporting style on
uptake of CP, even though based on the evalugtoofssional judgement there is a preference
for presenting the CP assessment results as amalote schedule of CP options with estimated
costs and benefits.

Follow Up: there is a degree of variation in follow up tal&ed companies. It is common, but not
yet standard practice that the report of the im{pégssessment is at least presented to the company
in a meeting with management. Several of the NCR&@s provide more follow up, by phone
once or twice in the first couple of months aftempletion of the CP assessment, or through
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additional site visits, depending on logistics. ©ndeveral of the special projects (including e.qg.
GERIAP), follow up was intended to result in comafibn of a success story with post-
implementation results for general circulation.idtsuggested to make this standard practice
within the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme, as compiling GHccess stories from CP
demonstrations would provide a good feed back omgdessment service delivery, provide more
factual evidence for CP promotion, and be a fajjuest to companies in light of the highly
subsidised nature of the in-plant demonstratiorsssaents.

= Methodology:NCPCs/NCPPs start off with one type of CP assesssavice, generally referred
to as a comprehensive or full CP assessment. Biffemethodologies are being used for this,
either a CP assessment method developed anddrédlgart of earlier CP projects (e.g. in India
[60] and China [54]) or one of the other internaibexamples (most commonly e.g. [3, 6, 61,
62]). Increasingly the UNIDO CP Toolkit [40] is Ipgi promoted as the preferred, or in some
countries even prescribed, methodology for CP assamsts. After some local CP assessment
capacity has been created, most NCPCs start tdogesienplified assessment services, typically
under the name of Quick Scans or Preliminary Assesss. This evaluation revealed that while
there is a degree of common understanding whattitsles a comprehensive (or full) CP
assessment this is not the case for the abridgesioms. Some still use a consistent CP
methodology (including root source and cause aigred option generation) but apply this with
less detailed and often only order of magnitude aett materials, energy, waste and costs (e.qg.
Vietnam, Mozambique). In other countries the Quidans are just lists of observations from a
quick plant walk-through (e.g. in Sri Lanka). A fin®e example was found in Nicaragua where
the NCPC has defined practical menus to matcheitgicee, and necessary methodology, with
company needs. Throughout the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programthe methodologies are
predominantlyengineering basedalso known as traditionalf%f ([10, 59]) and therefore rely
heavily on the preparation of materials and endvglances as the basis for generation and
evaluation of CP opportunities.

It is noted that there are no attempts to devetmpuse localised CP methodologies that tailor € th
opportunities, capabilities and drivers of the hass community in the host countries (whilst there

a body of literature that suggests that tailorifg) €@ncepts and methods is key for its acceptance in
different industry segments (e.g. [59, 63-67]). T®r®gramme relies heavily on the IRCs for CP
assessment methodology and capacity developmeate TH no methodological diversity among the
active IRCs in the Programme. NCPCs are therefoteerposed to alternative ways of doing CP
assessments. The IRCs’ approach therefore remainoentested and becomes the prescribed
methodology (which is now embedded in the UNIDO Tiwlkit). Whilst this‘engineering-based’
methodology is proven in many applications, its kvesses are also evident in particular when
technological capability and environmental commitini@ audited companies is low, which is often
the case in target companies for the NCPCs/NCRRs.therefore suggested that the Programme
places priority on improving CP assessment metlogies, with the ultimate aim that NCPCs/NCPPs
will make an informed choice of which method to sea particular company (depending on its size,
sector, capabilities and commitment). Establishnaérd NCPC-ledCommunity of Practicen CP
assessment methods could be instrumental for dobigvis aim.

2 Alternatives to this traditional engineering basgB assessment methodologies are management systared methods (which
incorporate CP in existing or to be developed manamnt systems for environmental and/or quality rgangent) and quality-based
methods (which originated from lean manufacturind KAIZEN engineering).

114




Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

5.4.4 Policy Advice

The survey results for the self-assessment showatguist over half of the responding NCPCs/NCPPs

were active in regards to policy advice (see T&#g. The detailed comparative analysis of the 18

countries visited for the independent evaluatiohswed that about 60% of these achieved a

significant result in their policy advisory roleoltever it was also noted that there appeared to be
scope for better strategising in the policy adtgtof the NCPCs (see paragraph 4.4.4).

The policy advice turned out to be partighso-activeand partiallyreactive (or responsive)with the
balance between both varying among the NCPCs. #rec NCPCs/NCPPs have gone out and
engaged with government to lobby for policy changeducive to CP, and suggested practical ways
to do so (drafted strategies, plans etc, and madieypsubmissions to government). Reactively,
NCPCs/NCPPs have responded to government initsatrel endeavoured to ensure that CP was
given proper consideration in consultative procgsseorking parties etc., related to changes in
environmental and energy policy and legislation arational implementation of MEAs. The
Programme’s support to NCPCs/NCPPs has been verygst focused on environmental policy
instruments (as for example reflected in the TragrKit on CP Policy [41] and to a lesser extent in
the older UNEP publications on CP Policy [9]) amdirting in implementation provisions of the
MEAs (for example the Clean Development Mechanig#d]. The Programme did not yet place
priority on CP-related economic and technology ges.

The CP Policy activities by the NCPCs/NCPPs haws theen strongly focused on environmental
policy and a lesser extent energy policy, with tmy profound exemption being the work on
technology transfer legislation in Vietham. Eveaugh this environmental focus is understandable in
light of the technical inputs provided through flegramme, it is not properly justified in light of
current insights on uptake of ESTs and CP by matwfag industries in developing countries.
Recent work by UNIDO [58] and others (including Wdank [68]), has led to a heuristic model (as
in Figure 5.5) for EST/CP uptake. It reflects timelerstanding that a company’s incentive structore t
adopt ESTs is created by three policy regimes, rengiental, economic (with subdivisions for
industrial, trade and resource pricing policies) &&chnology. This is transmitted to plant managers
via the three pathways of governments, marketscasildsociety. In turn internal plant characteristi
determine the extent to which plants can responithéee incentives [58]. A limited set of in-plant
factors, market forces and government interventiomed out to be®{) the most influential
determinants for adopting more complicated ESTsp@nticular CP), and committing to higher
environmental standards. Public intervention shdbktefore go beyond the traditional domain of
environmental policy and its associated implemémastrategies to the use of economic and
technology policies to achieve the dual objectif’eedlucing resource intensity and protection of the
environment [58]. This favours government interv@mt in particular to support technology-
upgrading programmes and synergistic initiativegivironment and technology policy.

The UNIDO-sponsored studies on EST transfer (bs ather work) show the limitations of the
current environment-focused CP policy advice deéidethough the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.
It highlights the need to broaden the programmeigy focus, which could build upon experience
available elsewhere in UNIDO (and possibly other &d¢ncies). More emphasis could be placed on
framework conditions for technology development amvation (e.g. performance based funding of
public sector research, protection of intellectpabperty rights, fiscal incentives for businesses

%0 This heuristic model has been validated on théshzsa study of uptake of ESTs in 98 plants ire¢éhsectors (pulp and paper, textile and
leather/tanning) in eight countries (Brazil, Chilredia, Kenya, Thailand, Tunisia, Vietham and Zilmva). The findings on the perceptions
of the drivers for EST adoption supported the viBat various drivers across government, marketscarnldsociety are all motivators of
compliance with environmental standards in develgpcountries. Governmental pressure, either in féven of current or future
regulations, and market pressure, in particulat competition, appear to be much more importandragers than civil society pressure.
Plant specific factors, specifically environmertammitment, foreign (part) ownership and technalabcapacity, and market factors, in
particular resource pricing and technology avalighimattered significantly in determining the #/pf technological response, and thus in
explaining the adoption of higher order ESTs, irtipalar technologically complex cleaner technoésgi
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investment in research and development) and primityctnitiatives (e.g. support for enterprise
development service centres).

Figure 5.5Heuristic model for EST/CP adoption by industrigsuice: [58])
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5.4.5 Technology Transfer

The survey responses for the self evaluation shotheat just under 50% of the NCPCs/NCPPs
claimed to be active in regard to EST transfer {&##e 3.5). The comparative analysis of technology
transfer results in the 18 countries visited fag thdependent evaluations revealed highly different
expectations on what is being covered by technologisfer. It also revealed that nearly 80% of
these visited countries had activities that cowdddgarded as supportive of technology transfem ev
though in many cases the NCPC itself would notifyutilese as such (but rather a spin off from CP
technical standard setting or extensions of CPsagsent activity) (see paragraph 4.4.5).

It is noted that even though some praiseworthylt®ane being achieved by some NCPCs, overall the
technology transfer initiatives within the UNIDO-B® CP Programme lack strategy and focus. This
is largely attributable to the absence of clarity terms and scope, as the Programme has not
attempted to define technology transfer or elemeftsuccessful EST transfer. It is possible to
improve this situation by building upon the excelle/ork done elsewhere in regard to the provisions
for technology transfer under the MEAs. In particul

= The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (JP@@pared an extensive review of
methodology and policy for technology transfer [@9Hefined:“Technology Transfer is defined
as the broad set of processes covering the flolkamivledge, experience and equipment amongst
different stakeholders, such as governments, migatctor entities, financial institutions, Non
Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and research/atioical institutions. The broad and
inclusive term ‘transfer’ encompasses diffusionteéhnologies and technology cooperation
across and within countries. It comprises the psscef learning to understand, utilise and
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replicate the technology, including the capacityctmose it and adapt it to local conditions (pg
55, [70])".

There is broad consensus (e.g. [69, 71, 72]) tetransfer of technology follows a number
of distinct stages, regardless of the specific wath An integrated model comprising five
stages is presented in Figure 5.6. These stageasaessmer({tdentification and selection of
technology, potentially including elements of teclagy sourcing and technology creation);
agreement(terms, conditions and modality of transfeirjplementation(execution of the
technology transferlgvaluation and adjustmeiffiearning and continuous improvement); and
replication (widespread use of the transferred technology®. Stakeholders involved and the
specific decisions and actions taken at each siiifge greatly depending upon the pathway.
By analysing the interests and influences of déiferstakeholders at each stage it is possible
to determine how various challenges in technolagyndfer can be effectively addressed.

Figure 5.6: Main stages of EST transfer and develept of its benefits
(Source [72]: integrated from [70] and [71])
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Using Figure 5.6 as reference point, it is noteat the current programme efforts for technology
transfer are geared towards the first stage, ameass particularly towards technology sourcing,
through activities like benchmarking, technology gaalysis and technology identification. This is
most profound in for example Vietnam - the NCPCergog extensive programme support for
technology transfer. There is also some activityeigard to evaluation, adjustment and replication,
but this is initiated locally at the national levey the NCPC and not yet acknowledged at the
programme level, in particular in India, where M€PC is hosted by an organisation with a strong
track record in technology up-grading. Overalisitlear that adopting current leading insightE 8"
transfer could result in a more balanced and iategr set of programme activities on EST transfer
within the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.

5.5 Portfolio and Network Management

The previous sections discussed the diversity withie portfolios of the NCPCs/NCPPs both in
regard to their institutional arrangements (inahgdgovernance, focus and service model/strategy)
and their approaches to delivery of each of the fey services. With the widening scope of CP
activities in the Programme, it is not possible dach NCPC to claim expert status on all aspects of
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the programme. The human, financial and other ressuare not available for doing sB).( It is
therefore strongly suggested that the UNIDO-UNEPRE&gramme supports each centre to position
itself taking due consideration of the nationakisgtaof CP implementation (including activities of
other actors), national socio-economic developream environmental protection priorities and
technological capability and environmental commitineof key manufacturing sectors. This
positioning considers both thiecus(in light of the discussion on diversification asgecialisation in
paragraph 5.3.2) armkrvice modefwith regard to a split between Tier 1, Tier 2 dinek 3 services as
discussed in paragraph 5.3.3). Effective positignivill benefit from increased accountability and
transparency of decision making for each NCPC,eaisle discussion on governance (in paragraph
5.3.1), which in turn can also bolster local owhgrf the NCPC.

The process of national positioning would resulNiBPCs that display different balances between
Tier 1 (audit and training services), Tier 2 (dey@hent services) and Tier 3 (networking services).
The network of CP Centres would then evolve as eptually displayed in Figure 5.7. CP Centres
predominantly providing Tier 3 services would seeviseveral other CPC's that are predominantly
providing Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 services. This coblel on a national basis within the large countries
(e.g. China, South Africa, Brazil) or on a regiohabkis among smaller countries (for example inr_ati
America). The CP Centres providing predominantlgri2 services would service a number of CP
Centres that predominantly provide Tier 1 serviegs] collaborate with other CP Centres that also
provide predominantly Tier 2 services, but for epéarin other policy or technology areas. There is
no need to limit the number of providers of Tiesetvices, as this would ultimately be determined by
the size of the CP market.

Similarly, the strategic positioning of the NCPCrégard to focus of its activity area, would lead t
CP Centres that have a different blend of actwitia diversification (socially and/or environmehgtal
towards CSR or SCP respectively) and specialisaftowards policy and/or technology). As
illustrated for six countries in Figure 5.4, thésalready happening. It can be further strengthesed
would then lead to a network of CP centres witledie foci, as illustrated in Figure 5.8.

Figure 5.7: Conceptual outline for the network & €entres based on diversified service models

Tier 3
(Networking)

Tier 2
(Development)
Tier 1

(Audit and training)

31 Even though it could be argued that these linuitaticould be addressed by increasing the funditigeoéentres, but given that in current
situation many of the NCPCs already do not managgpéend the allocated finances in the agreed tamefs (e.g. Mozambique, South
Africa, Sri Lanka, etc.), it is unlikely that in@eing funding can substantially alleviate the resewonstraints.
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Figure 5.8: Conceptual outline for the network & €entres based on diversified foci

N

It is likely that the strategic positioning of eaC® Centre would change over time in response to
changing national circumstances (e.g. in macro-@wdn conditions, national priorities and
emergence of other providers of CP or CP-relatadicss). The positioning can therefore be
reviewed as part of e.g. 2 or 3-yearly forward bess planning cycles. However once a position has
been determined, some discipline is required teceako it, to avoid drifting back to opportunistic
operation in which human, technical and financesdources are spread thinly at the detriment of
quality and ultimately impact of service deliverydarecognition and status of the respective NCPC.

This tailoring of the NCPC and its activities taetlocal content is a process that needs strategic
support through the Programme, in addition to thedpminant technical and operational support
provided so far through the IRCs. Diverse NCPCstiwén coexist which will pose further challenges
to programme management. A change of the fundindeins required to manage the diversity
among NCPCs (eventually including other CP Centiitsestablished under the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme). The funding could be split in at |&ast categories, respectively:

» Block Funding guaranteed funding on a country-basis to selebt€PCs to establish core
capacity in CP, and enable planning and institatisation of the NCPC as a local CP institution.
This is similar to the current institutional fundimodel. As in the past, the source of this block
funding would be country specific project agreemdmtween UNIDO, the host country and at
least one donor country.

= Competitive Grant Fundingfunding budgets for targeted activities, regassleof specific
location, available on a competitive basis for NGP@nd other CP Centres meeting
predetermined standards and conditions. The NCBR@$ ¢ventually also other CP Centres not
established under the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme) av@olmpete amongst each other for
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access to funding from this programmatic fundinglpand this would then be made available
against specific deliverables. This is similar mmg of the past funding provided through
UNEP’s multi-country projects to which some of tNEPCs have contributed, including for
example the GERIAP project on energy efficiencytiygh CP in Asia Pacific. The source of this
competitive grant funding would be programmaticdimg provided by one (or possibly several)
donors to specific activities within the NCPC pramme (for example on Design for
Sustainability, etc.).

In the start up phase the NCPC would be largelypifexclusively, funded with block funding, and at
this stage it would be unlikely that the new NCPduld successfully compete for programmatic
funding. In a second phase, the block funding waaltlice, and the NCPC could complement this
with competitive funding from programmatic sourcés. time progresses, the block funding could
completely phase out. The block and competitiveliiog through the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme
would be supplemented by fund raising locally by tNCPC, including grants from national
government, project related funding from other teilal or multilateral donors and fee-for-service
(e.g. training, auditing etc.). This funding approas illustrated in Figure 5.9. The figure incledes
the last phase an independent NCPC that does c&iveeany block funding through the UNIDO-
UNEP CP Programme. This would be the target sdnafor the NCPCs established by the
Programme, but it could also be viewed as the mbgelhich CP Centres not established by the
Programme could participate in the Programme (arsdiply receive some competitive grant funding
for programmatic activities).

Figure 5.9: Schematic presentation of the fundiragled for NCPC over time
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It is strongly suggested that the introduction abgsammatic funding be accompanied by
appointment otapability leaderdn the programme management. These capabilityelsadould be

in charge of programmatically funded activitiesnnltiple countries. Their main responsibility would
be to ensure delivery of programmatic activitiesalqy control and effective dissemination of the
results, experiences and lessons learned to alC&Rres in the Programme. This would lead to a
matrix management structure for the Programme, wittional project managers, having
responsibility for the block funding to selectedintries, and the capability leaders. Some capgbilit
leaders could be positioned in the UNIDO programmanagement unit, others might be found in
other UNIDO units (e.g. POPs, energy, water). UNBRId also provide capability leaders for some
topics related to sustainable consumption and mtgxiy and possibly other United Nations agencies
for other topics (for example International LabdDrganisation for e.g. Occupational Health and
Safety). Moreover it could also be considered #atior staff from some NCPCs would assume a
capability leadership role.
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The changes discussed above involve a qualitatieage in the Programme, as it would turn from
the current project-by-project mode increasingly ia network managed approach. The activity to
establish NCPCs in developing countries with a wultive industry basis is largely completed,
certainly if consideration is given to comparablP €entres that have been established by other
donors or international programmes in other cosnfitie share of the block grants, for establishment
of the NCPCs, in the total budget (both at Centiet Rrogramme level) will therefore diminish, with
the greater share becoming programmatic funding, diegoing professional development and
strengthening of existing NCPCs. The question &ntivhich NCPCs and/or other CP Centres can
undertake activities funded by the Programme arnghdicipate in the networking activities. This can
in principle be done via a set of Memoranda of Ustémding, on a one-on-one basis between a CP
Centre and the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme manageriawever, a transparent and inclusive
process would be preferable in particular to eng2lgeCentres that have not been established by the
Programme, and achieve maximum leverage from tbgramme’s networking activities among all
CP Centres that commit to the Programme’s missiahaéms.

One possible way to implement this would be to supfhe establishment of an association of CP
Centres, for which several examples exist but wifferent niches, e.g. the association of Pollution
Prevention Programmes in the USAww.p2.org and the Regional Network of the Word Business
Council for Sustainable Developmenwww.wbcsd.ord The association of CP Centres would
establish its statutes, and define membershiprieritdny CP Centre that would like to join, could

apply, and would have to demonstrate that it mdetsmembership criteria. Membership could be
time-bound, so that after say 2 or 3 years any neemlould have to re-apply for membership to
demonstrate its ongoing ability to meet the eligiicriteria. The networking and programmatic

activities of the UNIDO-UNEP CP programme would rthbe delivered to members of the

association.

It is strongly suggested that the Association wonltbduce various categories of membership. These
could be:

= Ordinary memberCP Centres that are aligned with the aims andctibgs of the UNIDO-UNEP
CP programme, and fulfil a demonstrable publicregerole in promoting CP and related topics.
Ordinary members would be entitled and sponsorgghtticipate in network meetings (training
and other professional development, NCPC Directorsétings, etc). They would also have to
provide regular inputs to the Programme (e.g. n@sestudies, lessons learned, etc), in exchange
for right to use UNIDO and/or UNEP logos and endorsnts.

» Associate membeCP centres (or other organisations, including gayernment agencies, non-
governmental organisations, private sector constsltand/or individual professionals) that have
an interest in CP promotion but do not fulfil a derstrable public interest role in promoting CP.
Associate members can participate in the publiermétion sharing, for example through regular
newsletters, access to publications, etc. They ataparticipate in network meetings, unless
specifically invited to present an element uniqu@ew to the Programme. They also would not
get the right to use UNIDO and/or UNEP logos aneéfutorsements.

= Programme MembelCP Centres that consistently meet high professistandards, and in their
mission and business plans are exceptionally aligvith the aims and objectives of the UNIDO-
UNEP CP Programme. The Programme Members have nghts and obligations than the
ordinary members, including the right to competepgimgrammatic funding. It may be necessary
to differentiate the programme member categonh@iras the programme activities could require
quite different skill sets (e.g. for specialist wam technology or on policy).

It might be considered to establish further mentiiprsategories for example of founding members
and/or sponsors (donors and possibly private sectaributions). For illustration purposes, Tablgé 5
contains preliminary suggestions on how the menhij@rsriteria could be set up for Ordinary
members only. Developing a full and balanced sehefmbership criteria for a restructured network
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of NCPC and other CP Centres was however well lebyiom scope of this evaluation. It is therefore
suggested that a follow up project be launchedHerfurther development of the proposals made here
for revised network management strategy and assdamembership criteria.

Table 5.1: Some starting suggestions for membegitgria for association of CP Centres
Eligibility Criteria

Obligations
Category: Ordinary Members

Benefits

Independence:

>

>

>

Own business plan, budgets, repor
and board

Effective government and industry
representation in board

CP identified as a core service ared
(for example being a signatory to
International CP Declaration)
Not-for-profit operation

Code for fair-trade

CP Practice
s» Report annually on CP

A

practice, and keep records
in auditable manner
Annual review meeting
with CEO of network

regarding expectations and>

outcomes from
membership

Ensure flow on benefit
from membership to
stakeholders

Information Access:

» X hrs/yr from helpdesk

» newsletters

» member contacts

» access to databases

» access to training

access to thematic working
groups

(Funding rules to be ascertaineg)

Track Record:

>

CP service delivery (training,
assessment, information sharing,
advocacy etc)

Public benefit (networking nationall
and internationally, funded and non|
funded)

Professionalism and accountability
(preferably through 1SO 9000/1400
for CP service delivery

Participation:
» Regular attendance at

y >

designated networking
meetings

Evidence of sharing of
experience, knowledge et¢
into the network

Be an ambassador for the
network

Business development

» Assistance for execution of
national assessment of CP
status, and positioning of th
CP Centre therein

[©)

Application Process:

>

Provide evidence from past 3 yearg
for peer review by membership
committee at application stage, to
renewed after 3 years

Recognition:
» Rules to be established for

use of UNIDO and/or UNER
logos
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Chapter 6: Programme Assessment

6.1 Introduction

This chapter contains the overall assessment of UNBDO-UNEP CP Programme by the
international evaluation team. It integrates thedifigs from the three constituent parts of the
evaluation study, respectively the programme reviasvreported in Chapter 2), the self evaluations
(as reported in Chapter 3) and independent coaniijuations (as reported in Chapter 4. It alsogake
into consideration the analysis of differences thate found among the NCPCs/NCPPs (as covered
in the portfolio analysis in Chapter 5).

This global programme-level evaluation was strieduaround four primary and two secondary
evaluation criteria. Thprimary criteria relate to the uptake of CP, and werevegiee, effectiveness,
efficiency and sustainability. Theecondanycriteria assessed the performance of the UNIDO-BNE
CP Programme as a development assistance programipasticular for capacity development and
ownership. The primary evaluation is covered inti8ac.2, and the secondary evaluation in Section
6.3. Section 6.4 summarises the main findings fiteeprogramme assessment.

6.2 Uptake of Cleaner Production

The primary evaluation assessed the success oUMB®O-UNEP CP Programme in achieving
uptake of CP practices, methodologies, technologreks policies by businesses, the private sector,
government, academia and other relevant stakelsolaerthe host countries. This success is
determined by relevance, effectiveness, efficieanyl sustainability of the Programme’s activities.
These four criteria are closely related: If the geamnme is relevant for the country and its
stakeholders, it stands a good chance to be effedtiecause it will have the support of the main
stakeholders. The programme is judged to be sadtlinf it is likely that its present positive résu
(effectiveness) will continue into the future. Higagiven that programme resources, both human and
financial, are limited, an efficient use of thessaurces will enhance the possibility of the progre

to be effective, that is to achieve positive result

6.2.1 Relevance

Relevance is concerned with the applicability amdu® of the programme elements (i.e. the CP
concept, the CP services, the NCPC institutiongtbbal network and the technical assistance inputs
for the intended beneficiaries (i.e. the privatet@e government, academia and research institates
the host country).

The result of the programme level assessment evaete is presented in Figure 6.1. It shows that
the relevance of the UNIDO-UNEP CP programme isfsatory. Specifically, it can be seen that:

= Among the target beneficiaries, relevance is higf@sgovernment, followed by private sector
(except for the CP concept), and then academia.

0 Relevance for government is good due to the alignirnECP with the entering into force of
MEAs and ongoing trade liberalisation and econoraform. CP also becomes more urgent
with increased industrial pollution and resource,udespite this not yet being a national
priority in the host countries with a relativelyner level of industrialisation.

0 Relevance ranks second highest for the privatesdergely on the basis of its economic

merit for businesses. The technical potential fBri€high due to performance gap between
commonly used technologies in developing countarebinternational best practices [58]. CP
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Figure 6.1: Programme-level assessment on relevance
Programme Scores: 1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = low, 8tisfactory, 4 = good and 5 = excellent

programme score

Programme Assessment: Relevance

CP Concept CP Services NCPC Institution Networking Technical Assistance

‘ O Private Sector B Government 0 Academia ‘

has been sold to the local stakeholders on the s win-win' premise, claiming that CP
would merge environmental and economic benefits Pinemise can however not universally
be achieved in developing countries, largely beeaasnpliance initiatives for environmental
regulations lag behind. This evaluation found ttheg inability of NCPCs to demonstrate
universal, clear cut, win-win examples of CP hameehat weakened the buy-in from
enterprises and private sector stakeholders.

Relevance ranks third highest for academia. Iteisidp recognised that CP can add value to
teaching and research, but no programme elemeapeisfically targeted at opportunities for,
and/or needs of, academia and research instifutesime countries the NCPC has however
developed specific programmes to service academiaparticular in their education
programmes. This is particular the case for NCP@g are hosted by universities, for
example in Vietnam, Nicaragua and Mexico.

= On average among all stakeholders there is handyy difference in relevance between the
different programme elements. However, some programlements (in particular the NCPC
institution, CP concept and the CP services) amkeolly more relevant to government than to the
other stakeholders (in particular academia). Sipediy, in regards to each programme element it
can be noted that:

0 CP Concept continues to be understood differently by différestakeholders in the

Programme, and at the national level among beaes of the NCPCs/NCPPs. It would
appear that this situation is not helped by theaegng focus of the Programme, in particular
the diversification (towards CSR and SCP) and tesaer extent the technology and policy
specialisations (as discussed in paragraph 5.3.2).

CP Servicesthe Programme’s focus on capacity building througlivery of assessment,
training and information services is generally sanpgd. More specific services are however
needed to create an enabling environment for CRaaradresult thereof a sustainable demand
for CP services. These could for example includepsett for establishment of a national
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6.2.2

system of business advisory services, strengtheafngocational training, Research and
Development initiatives, etc.

NCPC Institution while governments in the host countries seemebetattached to the
notion of having a dedicated CP Centre as demdistravidence of environment and
sustainable development policy, the business sectracademia view the NCPC more as a
means for service delivery (and not and in itself).

Regional and Global Networkingnetworking is generally considered relevant farhing,
professional development and information sharingrnd between the NCPCs. The relevance
of networking is so far largely hypothetical due lttw networking intensity, leaving
expectations of programme stakeholders unmet.

Technical Assistance Input@re considered relevant and essential for upirgilthe
NCPCs/NCPPs in particular in its early establishinsésiges. The current and/or past levels of
technical assistance received by many of the NC&€showever low. Expectations for
technical assistance are in those countries clyremt being met, in particular not for
academia.

Effectiveness

Effectiveness addresses whether the design of tlogrggmme (i.e. national centres, global
management and networking, and technical assigtanckits implementation enable the Centres and
beneficiaries to achieve the programme’s intenéedlts (i.e. uptake of CP).

Figure 6.2: Programme-level assessment on effewse
Programme Scores: 1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = low, 8tisfactory, 4 = good and 5 = excellent

Programme Assessment: Effectiveness

programme score

Figure

Programme Management National Centres Technical Assistance Networking

6.2 shows the assessment result on effeetsge Overall effectiveness is rated as moderately

satisfactory. As evidenced by the independent natievaluations, the results varied considerably
between NCPCs and between different componentseoPtogramme. Specifically, for each of the
main programme elements, the following can be oeskr
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Programme Managementthis covers the programme strategy, liaison witbnors and
programme stakeholders (including UNIDO UNEP cadlation), planning and reporting, budget
and financial control and mentoring. Across thdeenents the effectiveness was rated relatively
low, because:

- Programme goals are ambitious and not consistamdlyded in national projects, lack an
institutional dimension for NCPCs and are weakljkdéid to activities. The ongoing
diversification and specialisation with CP+, SCRd/an CSR distracts from initial
objectives. Moreover, the initial expectations thta¢ Programme would contribute to
creating national markets for CP services and daoay of economic growth from
environmental impact have not been integratedeérPtogramme’s design and strategy.

- Outcomes have not been appropriately defined ardfoe been mixed up with outputs,
and can therefore not be appropriately monitoredsfiategic and adaptive management
of the Programme and customisation to national $1eed

- National contexts are insufficiently analysed an@RC service areas are therefore
insufficiently customised to national needs;

- The CP capabilities available for Programme Managgmvere insufficient to oversee
the development of the Programme, in particulaitofstrategy and focus, and ensure
their consistency with mainstream and evolving CEthmds, policies and tools and
alignment with key policy and industry developments

- The Programme management unit did not have thessagehuman resources to claim
thematic leadership in the international CP comityusmd coach the NCPC Directors. It
could also not ensure that best practice was beimglied in business planning,
communication and service delivery by the NCPCs;

- Contact with NCPCs no longer institutionally fundgdough the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme has become sporadic; and

- Lack of unified direction among the UN programmekeholders and donors.

National Centresthese are the national institutions created tjincdhe Programme (as NCPCs or
NCPPs) that deliver CP services, in particular nmiation dissemination, training, CP
assessments and in-plant demonstrations, policic@dnd technology transfer services. Across
this category, the Programme’s performance wasl iedesatisfactory, because:

+ NCPCs do reach their target groups and implertientaof low/intermediate technology
options takes place in selected companies with saiteit significant, contributions to
economic development, resource conservation anidoemental protection;

+ The effectiveness of participatory delivery of @§sessment services (training and coaching
of company assessment teams) is perceived to Weerhifpan for consultant-driven CP
assessments;

- Service delivery is not based on rigorous plagrand feasibility studies which identify the
demand for CP services by different enterprise gsand other clients and their willingness
to implementation. Service delivery therefore beesnopportunistic, lacking strategic
planning and targeting, which reduces effectiven€hsre is also no consistent evidence for
the application of best practices in the areasowsfiraunication, advocacy and stakeholder
engagement, professional and vocational trainind,@GP auditing;
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NCPCs are not yet effective as catalysts for vation, as they do not yet achieve substantive
EST transfer or initiate R&D for CP. Several fasteould be at play, e.g. selection of client
industries that have insufficient financial, teataliand/or managerial resources to innovate or
assimilate innovative technologies from elsewharsufficient technological acumen of the
NCPC and/or lack of supportive policy framework;

Within their national contexts, NCPCs appear table to contribute to, albeit ndtive, the
diversification of the CP agenda into SCP and GS8;

There are varying degrees of mission drift awaynf CP service delivery by the NCPCs, in
particular after ending of their institutional fund phase through the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme (but also before).

3. Technical Assistancéhis covered the provision of specialist techhigeethodological and policy
assistance (from international consultants), trgjraf NCPC staff, production and distribution of
resource materials and the establishment of andasareme for CP practitioners. Across these
components, the effectiveness was rated largelfaetiory, specifically because:

+

The technical assistance provided has in mosttopbeen effective in equipping the NCPC
with the technical and methodological skills andorgrces to undertake CP training and in-
plant assessments;

Only some NCPCs have received substantially rtesienical assistance to support them in
undertaking policy and technology transfer initiat, and

NCPCs that are no longer institutionally fundadbtigh the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme
do not receive any ongoing support to improve, @enejust retain, their core CP
competencies.

4. Networking:this covers activities aimed at improving collalima, learning and information
exchange between NCPCs/NCPPs in different countigsently mainly through theahnual
meetings of the NCPC/NCPP directors, regional cadjma initiatives and network promotion.
For these components the effectiveness was ratedcsfmecifically because:

The networking intensity is low and learning anathange between NCPCs has not yet been
achieved to a significant extent, nor has accespéaialist CP technology information been
provided,;

Effective collaboration between NCPCs in the saeggon has been achieved on project basis
(e.g. GERIAP) and through (sub-) regional netwagkfe.g. LatinNet); and

NCPCs that no longer receive institutional fumdithrough the UNIDO — UNEP CP
Programme are no longer aware of activities aneldpwents in the Programme and operate
independently and may no longer contribute sigaiftty to the aims and objectives at the
programme level.

6.2.3 Efficiency

Efficiency is concerned with the allocation of dahle resources in order to achieve optimal benefit
from the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. The key variablefficient service delivery to the NCPCs
(in regard to programme management, technical tassis inputs and networking) and through
services of the NCPC (i.e. its training, informati@ssessment, policy and technology services) to
target beneficiaries in the host country (includibgsinesses, private sector, government and
academia).
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Figure 6.3: Programme-level assessment on effigienc
Programme Scores: 1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = low, 8tisfactory, 4 = good and 5 = excellent

Programme Assessment: Efficiency

programme score

Programme Management National Centres Technical Assistance Networking

The result of the programme assessment on effigiendisplayed in Figure 6.3. This shows a mixed
result on average about satisfactory. The prograsuwoees for each programme element are justified
on the following grounds:

1. Programme managementhis refers to the central, agency led managemieategy for the
UNIDO projects that constitute the core of the UBHUNEP CP Programme. Its efficiency was
rated low, for the following reasons:

- High administrative burden and micro-management fioancial control and
reporting has not left enough time and resourcesstfiategic management of the
Programme;

- A number of systemic constraints inherent in mdialiavailable for UNIDO to fund
and implement technical cooperation initiativeifiding agency led execution and
centralised programme management from headquarsers)

+ Some evidence of attempts for adaptive managemiémtpnoposals for new service
areas, through diversification and/or specialisatibhese have been donor-initiated
but with endorsement of some NCPCs.

2. National Centresthis pertains to efficiency of creating a CP ssxdelivery entity within an
existing host organisation. The efficiency of natibcentres was rated moderately satisfactory, on
the following grounds:

+ Some evidence that NCPCs are starting to staisgasérvice delivery and thereby improve
the quality and efficiency of their existing seeéc

128




Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

After an initial period of adjustment, most NCP€isceeded to achieve mutually beneficial
working relations with their host institutions, abénefit from the availability of specialist
skills and resources of their host institution (¢afporatory facilities, legal and administrative
functions, marketing and communications, ICT, etc);

Host institution commitments for in kind provisiortie the NCPC have however not
materialised in several countries, and as a resatiurces from the Programme have been
diverted to compensate for the lack of inputs ftbmhost institution;

Also in a few countries the host institution hastewed or started delivery of competing CP
and/or CP-related services (and/or services vepgety related to CP, e.g. training and
advisory service on Environmental Management Systewaste Minimisation, Energy
Efficiency, etc);

A degree of duplication was uncovered in severathef visited NCPCs due to a lack of

consistency in concepts, methods, styles etc. wahd between the areas of service delivery.
In some instances this inconsistency has beenecrdat the need to apply international

standard approaches in multi-country projects awstef existing national concepts and

methods (e.g. GERIAP Project on industrial enefffigiency in Asia Pacific countries); and

Some NCPCs rely heavily on outsourcing to extecnabkultants for CP assessments, delivery
of CP training and preparation of CP informationtenals. These are faced with the
challenge to maintaicore CP competencies in the NCPC or would otherwiseoineca
project management unit with limited capabilities éffective quality management.

Technical Assistancethe provision of international expert inputs harbdargely organised
through, and/or on behalf of, a small group of iné¢ional Reference Centres (IRCs), currently
only from Austria and Switzerland. The efficienc§ this arrangement has been ranked as
moderately satisfactory, for the following reasons:

+

Those NCPCs that have received substantive agularetechnical assistance from any or
several of the International Reference Centres rgamerally benefited from assistance
provided for their initial establishment and builditechnical and methodological capacities
in particular for undertaking CP assessments;

The lack of influence of NCPCs on the choice of €&sultants has been a concern for
NCPC directors since the Programme establishmewtredder the absence of diversity
among the key IRCs and lack of competition witheot&P service providers compromises
effective quality control over the IRCs, and hetieeprogramme’s efficiency; and

Reportedly high administrative burden for contmgtiand providing technical assistance
inputs.

Networking:the networking and cooperation between the NCPCBM& in different countries is
currently being organised and facilitated by thegeamme’s management unit of UNIDO with
some contributions from UNEP. The networking e#firety has been ranked low, for the
following reasons:

+

+

Publications are consistently considered uséfutinot widely known nor generally used;
Positive experience from regional cooperatiomagnNCPCs and other CP service providers

through regional projects (in particular GERIAPASsia) and regional networking initiatives
(in particular LatinNet);
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- Meetings have been irregular (including thenual’ meeting of Directors), and follow up on
meeting outputs has been slow or not forthcomirglgfor example on regional cooperation
project proposals and NCPC criteria);

- The dominant country-based funding model has netred for development of programmatic
networking activities; and

- Networking has been perceived as centrally driveithout sufficient consultation on
networking needs of NCPCs and ways to meet these;

6.2.4 Sustainability

The last of the primary evaluation criteria is sirgbility. It deals with the probability or likélood
that that the benefits achieved from the programwitlecontinue into the future, with a particular
focus on the availability of CP services, the emwinental and productivity benefits in industry, and
the catalyst role for sustainable industrial depsient.

The assessment on sustainability of the programsmemarily justified by expected or at least likel
trends in seven determinants that constitute amliegaenvironment for CP uptake in the host
countries. These seven are:

1. Willingness of target industries, governments anather organisations (including current and
potentially other donors) to pay for the provisafiCP services;

2. Continued availability of the know-how and skills deliver high quality and effective CP
services;

3. Consensus about the relevance and benefits ofc@icél mass’);

4. Presence of framework conditions conducive to CB. (qgislative framework, policy, tax,
financial incentives, etc.);

5. Technology puskavailability of new CP technologies and practicastomised to local industry
needs and capabilities);

6. Market pushfor CP (through prices for water, energy, wastatamals, etc.); and

7. Market pull for CP (exerted through the supply chains thatt#inget industries are part of or
would aspire to become part of).

Table 6.1 provides an indication of the expecteddrin each of these key determinants. This shows
that three key determinants will continue, namebmfework conditions, market push and market
pull. However, only in a few countries substantoleange has so far been achieved, so that these
determinants will continue at a low level in mosuntries. Two determinants have not yet been
achieved respectively the willingness to pay awmtirtelogy push for CP. The other two determinants
are likely to gradually decline over time if the UDO-UNEP CP Programme were to be
discontinued, respectively know-how/skills andicat mass.

The overall outlook for sustainability of the pragime achievements remains however relatively
good, as the benefits that have already been edalise unlikely to be discontinued, even though
expansion of these benefits to other potential fi@ages may not materialise. This is displayed in
Figure 6.4, which shows that across the benefégmates the sustainability is betwe'gmod’ and
‘low’.
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Table 6.1: Trends in enabling environment for CRalgp in absence of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme

Determinants

Likely Development in

CP Programme

Absence of UNIDO-UNEP

Justification

1. Willingness to | Not Yet Achieved

»  Willingness to pay for CP services has not yet mdneved

Pay except for larger, internationally-oriented comenin some
countries, and this situation is likely to continue
2. Know- Declining » Know-how and skills of experts trained in CP willtiaily
how/Skills remain, but in absence of continuing capacity togdind

learning opportunities, their quality and effectiess are likely
to decline over time

3. Critical Mass | Declining

»  While some critical mass for CP may have been &ebiin
several countries, it is expected that this wiltlode over time in
absence of CP advocacy

4. Framework Continuing

Conditions

» The CP-fostering changes in government policy ghdro
incentives will continue. This has however only baehieved
in a few countries

5. Technology Not Yet Achieved

Push

» Availability of CP technologies and products has megn
increased by the Programme

6. Market Push | Continuing

» Improvements in resource pricing will continue. §hias
however only been achieved in a few countries

7. Market Pull Continuing

» Market pull for CP will remain limited to larger cqanies with
international orientation (e.g. in ownership or ness

Figure 6.4: Programme-level assessment on sustdityab
Programme Scores: 1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = low, 8tisfactory, 4 = good and 5 = excellent

Programme Assessment: Sustainability

programme score

Availability of CP Services

Productivity Gains and Environmental  Catalyst Role for Sustainable Industrial
Improvements Development

In particular, the programme assessment found:

1. Availability of CP Serviceghe sustainability is rated as satisfactory, bheea

o Former consultants and trainees from the Programitheontinue to deploy their CP know-
how and skills in their service delivery, but likelo be integrated in other services (e.qg.
general environmental or management consultanog); a

0 NCPC as service delivery organisation could disapper by financial considerations be
driven into non-CP service delivery areas.
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2. Productivity Gains and Environmental Benefitee sustainability of these benefits is rated as
good, because:

+ Businesses and other organisations that have ineplesd CP, will continue with
implementation as they are achieving real time remvnental and/or productivity benefits;
and

- In the absence of a continued drive for CP, thedyetvity gains and environmental
improvements are unlikely to expand further.

3. Catalyst Role for Sustainable Industrial Developtnéme sustainability for this benefit category
is rated low, because:

+ Catalytic effect could continue at least in thersttierm as information and other materials
produced by NCPC remain available for CP advocany;

- Public interest functions of the NCPC are howevkely to disappear first (information
dissemination, training and policy advice).

6.3 Capacity Development and Ownership

The secondarycriteria assess the success of the CP Programme @esvelopment assistance
intervention, in particular capacity developmend amwnership. There is also some parallel between
the secondary and primary evaluation criteria. Cipadevelopment is mostly related to
effectiveness, whereas ownership is principallyugriced by relevance and sustainability. Capacity
development and ownership both relate fundamentaliguality of project implementation and are
assessed here separately to highlight their impoetdor sustained programme success (see also
section 1.3).

6.3.1 Capacity Development

Capacity development refers to contributions madéhb Programme to the development of essential
CP and CP-related capacities in the host countrythis evaluation, four target capacities were

distinguished, respectively: resource productivgyironmental management; entrepreneurship; and
public-private partnerships (see also paragraptbyt.B further distinction was made between three

primary target groups for capacity developmentpeetvely: enterprises; the private sector (as

represented by its industry and business assatftiand government (in host country).

The programme assessment in regard to capacitylogenent is presented in Figure 6.5.
Considerable capacity development has been achieseering mainly in the areas of resource
productivity and environmental management for nodshe target beneficiaries, leading to an overall
positive rating on capacity development. The oVvgratformance on capacity development can be
rated as satisfactory. The differences among thgettebeneficiaries and target capacities are as
followed justified.

» Among the target beneficiaries identified for tpigramme evaluation, capacity building has
been highest for government, followed by entergriséd subsequently private sector (the
associations of employers, professionals etc). iBHissed on:

o Governmentcapacity development has been good in those deamthere the NCPC/NCPP

succeeded in setting up an effective liaison watiegnment, which in some cases was helped
by the fact that the NCPC was being hosted by diguabctor entity. Capacity development
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Figure 6.5: Programme-level assessment on capadeitqelopment
Programme Scores: 1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = low, 8tisfactory, 4 = good and 5 = excellent

Programme Assessment: Capacity Development
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has been most profound at central environmentahcge so that further capacity
development at local and regional levels and wétiomal agencies with economic, planning
and technology mandates still needs to take place;

o0 Enterprises capacity building has been good albeit limited tteose enterprises that
participated in activities of the NCPC, in parteul CP training and/or in-plant
demonstrations; and

o Private Sectarsome capacity building in private sector entitjilse industry associations,

chambers, etc.) did occur in particular in coustriénere NCPC is hosted by a private sector
entity.

» Among the target capacities, capacity building wmaghest for resource productivity, closely
followed by environmental management. It was alnmbesttical for entrepreneurship and public —
private partnerships, but capacity development acheof these was markedly lower than on
environmental management and resource productiVity detailed assessment result for each
target capacity is as follows:

(0]

Resource Productivitycapacity building is evident from the fact tha¢ tNCPCs have been

able to clearly articulate and deliver the messafyenvironmental improvement through

productive investments, and as a result many of @l options implemented and/or
considered for implementation displayed potent@ ¢onsiderable cost savings resulting
from reduced use of natural resources (energy rwaggerials);

Environmental Managementthe NCPCs have enabled companies to improve their
environmental performance, and facilitated theoehtiction of environmental management
functions, even though CP implementation has tyfyicaot achieved compliance with
environmental laws and standards. Moreover, thexe hlovided assistance to strengthen
environmental policy and its enforcement;
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o Entrepreneurship capacity development in entrepreneurship has laependent on the
NCPC establishing the link between CP on one hand productivity and quality
management on the other hand. This aspect has ewt tavoured by the predominant
engineering approach taken to CP auditing and imgigation. Capacity development in
entrepreneurship has therefore been limited toetlvosintries where the NCPC is hosted by
an organisation with a traditional focus on prodliigt and/or entrepreneurship; and

0 Public-Private Partnershipssome capacity building occurred but only indileets NCPCs
did not explicitly focus on potential of CP to kgl traditional divides between public and
private sector on industrial environmental manageraad resource use. Typically the NCPC
is rather rooted in either the public or privatetee with limited potential for achieving a
public-private partnership.

6.3.2 Ownership

The second of the secondary evaluation criteriaownership. It addresses the commitments and
contributions by local stakeholders to advance WNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. Ownership is
assessed in regard to the CP concept (as a busimessyement concept or practice), of the NCPC
(as a local CP service delivery institution) andhaf global programme. Contributions are considered
from enterprises (individual businesses and othgairdsations), the private sector and government.

Figure 6.6 presents the programme level resulhefassessment on ownership. Even though this
Figure displays a divergent picture among the Rmogne elements and between the stakeholders, the
overall level of ownership was generally rated low.

Figure 6.6: Programme-level assessment on ownership
Programme Scores: 1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = low, 8tisfactory, 4 = good and 5 = excellent

Programme Assessment: Ownership

programme score

CP Concept NCPC Institution International CP Programme

\ M enterprises O private sector Mgovernment \

The level of ownership of the CP concept and thePNdnstitution is about equal, but with

government having the highest level of ownershipttie NCPC institution and enterprises the highest
level of ownership of the CP concept. This reflgbis fact that government is most committed to
maintain a national CP centre, while other stal@drsl view such Centre as a means for service
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delivery and not an end in its own right. Enterpsisin particular those that have been assistebeny
NCPC, are most committed to CP as a business iraprent tool and this has brought them direct
productivity gains and/or environmental benefits.

Apart from a weak commitment from national governtsen host countries, there is no ownership of
the CP Programme. This is hardly surprising sifeedmphasis of Programme implementation was
on implementation at the country level and on éstlaing NCPCs. Institutions other than the NCPCs
did not benefit to a significant extent from theofiamme. An exception from this might be the

efforts of UNEP to promote its International CleaReoduction Declaration.

6.4 Summary Assessment

The previous sections presented the detailed progeevaluation individually for each primary and
secondary evaluation criteria. To wrap up the eatidm the contributing scores within each
evaluation criteria have been averaged, to arriva aingle rating on each of the six evaluation
criteria. The result thereof is shown in Figure.6lfie variation in the averaged programme level
assessment scores for the six evaluation criterielatively limited. Sustainability and relevariaeve
the highest scores (respectively 3.0 and 2.9)pviad by effectiveness, efficiency and capacity
building (respectively 2.5, 2.5 and 2.4), and tf@lowed by ownership (score of 1.3).

Figure 6.7: Averaged programme-level assessmerdlf@valuation criteria
Programme Scores: 1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = low, 8tisfactory, 4 = good and 5 = excellent
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Figure 6.7 shows that the programme assessmenia #re range of being satisfactory. Given the
ambitions, complexity and scope of the UNIDO-UNEP Brogramme this should be regarded as a
good assessment result. It should also be kepirid that the evaluation framework was based on the
programme documentation which defines the progratimman over-ambitious way (as discussed in
Chapters 2 and 5). As a result the evaluation freonie was also formulated broadly and thereby
included elements that were in the programme dontatien but that had not been actively pursued
by the NCPCs/NCPPs and/or Programme managemer.slippressed the evaluation scores, for
example by including entrepreneurship and publicape partnerships as target capacities, the score
for capacity building decreased. Likewise consitleraof networking for all primary evaluation
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criteria, which has with a few exceptions not bepacifically funded, also decreased the assessment
on all primary criteria.

Sustainability and relevance are thus, in pringigteod and there are external factors that aretingos
the relevance of CP. The lower scores for effentigs and efficiency show that there is considerable
potential for streamlining programme delivery ardimanistration and target it more profoundly
towards national priorities and capabilities in tiferent host countries. Doing so, has the paént

to improve the Programme’s performance with redarthe secondary evaluation criteria (capacity
development and ownership) and further bolstervaglee and sustainability.

This programme assessment is underpinned by tlveviot key findings.

1. CPis of continued and rising relevance.

CP is generally considered relevant by governnpitate sector and other stakeholders in host
countries for the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. Sevemairent global trends cause the
relevance of CP to rise, but the presence andfsignce of these trends varies greatly between
the host countries. These include: worsening im@lispollution situation and high industrial
resource use (including energy, water etc.); emgeirito force of MEAS; globalisation and trade
liberalisation (including free trade agreements)d gressure from international buyers and
investors.

2. The UNIDO UNEP CP programme has produced valuablatputs and outcomes in all 18
countries visited for an independent evaluation.
Its principal achievement has been in putting CPthen agenda of government and business,
building capacity for CP, development of informationaterials, implementation of good
housekeeping and low/intermediate technology optiarselected companies and policy change
in some countries. The evaluation confirmed thaalincountries in which CP activities were
started some CP activity is still ongoing. In severountries the success of the NCPC was
seriously compromised by difficulties encountenedsécuring the commitments and meeting the
expectations of the host institutions. In some lose countries this issue was effectively
addressed through a re-formulation of the natiomplementation strategy for the NCPC. The
NCPCs that are no longer institutionally fundedtiyh the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme do
not maintain close relations with the Programme sorde no longer have CP as their core service
area.

3. The potential of the CP Programme has not been yutixploited.
The country visits demonstrated that each NCPigque in its institutional setting, activities
and achievements, with considerable differencas tie‘idealised’ NCPC as being portrayed by
the Programme and advocated by its managementPTdgramme has not yet demonstrated
flexibility to adapt its support to the specificets and activities of the different countries and
enable different types of NCPCs to fulfil nichee®lthat are most appropriate and effective in
their specific national contexts.

The funding of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has bewinly on a country-by-country
basis. There has been an assumption that the Bmgrawould create networking and
professional development/learning opportunities, tim mechanism was created to fund such
programmatic activities. This absence of progranb@sed funding has further contributed to a
scattered approach to networking and learning, Wttited opportunities for capturing and
advancing best practices and for strengtheningraanthging the network.

4. The design and strategy for the CP Programme hawegonshortcomings.
There is no over-arching programme document. Thg@mme’s overall objectives are therefore
not always explicit and causing stakeholders’ etqieans of the Programme to vary. A logical
means-end relationship between the overall objestithe impacts, outcomes and outputs, and
activities of the Programme has not been estahlistvbich has led to a rather standardised
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approach for the introduction of CP on a projecpbgject basis and to a lack of demand-based
models for national implementation of the Progranmiim& customise to the unique national
institutional set up and capability portfolios @fol of the Centres.

Some of the Programme objectives (including implizies %)) have been far too ambitious in
light of available resources and project timelinasparticular: market creation for CP services,
decoupling of economic growth from worsening enwvimental pollution and international market
access for developing countries’ manufactured goadtsle demand for CP services is on the rise
in those countries where substantive policy chdmggetaken place, overall the Programme has
yet to contribute significantly to the emergencenmdrkets for CP services in the NCPC host
countries. The contribution of the Programme todbkeoupling of industrial development from
environmental pollution is also not measurableeata, regional or national levels. There is also
no evidence of a contribution of the CP programmaértproved international market access of
developing countries’ manufactured goods.

A number of strategy documents have been produmethé Programme over time that expand
the Programme to cover a broader set of topicsemtiie headings of CP Plus, Sustainable
Consumption and Production and/or Corporate SdRedponsibility. There is uncertainty, as
these strategy documents appear to be used forgonage management and promotion, but have
not been incorporated into national project docusiemtegration of new topics into NCPC
service delivery at the national level has therefoot yet materialised. The expansion of the
Programme’s scope at the global level has cause@rbgramme to drift from its initial mission
to achieve widespread uptake of CP in the hosttcpunhere is a preference from many national
stakeholders, often very strongly, albeit not nsagly shared by the respective NCPC, to
maintain a strict focus on CP (which by definitimeludes energy efficiency, (hazardous) waste
minimisation and chemicals management), due toutgency of the environmental health
situation in and around factories. In many cousttheere are also other institutions that might be
better positioned to advocate the emerging tofi€3SR, SCP and CP+.

5. Weak monitoring and reporting limits adaptive andfective programme management.

Reporting of Programme achievements is generadlyffitient to monitor outcomes and impacts
against Programme objectives, which hinders adaptiwmanagement and continuous
improvements in service delivery, at national amdgpamme levels. The set of programme
indicators used for annual reporting is aggregétech national reports. These national reports
contain outputs from training and in-plant demaasbns, estimates of impacts of CP
implementation on basis of assessment reportsfiaadcial independence data for the NCPC.
Standardisation of data collection from differef@RCs/NCPPs remains weak, while also no data
are collected for NCPCs that do no longer receigéitutional funding through UNIDO. Absence
of indicators for capacity building, including pofi change, market development, awareness
creation and technological capability, is of furtheoncern. Moreover post-implementation
measurement of benefits achieved from in plant destnations/CP assessments to produce
‘success storiess not routinely taking place.

6. The ‘win-win’ premise of CP is true only under spiéic circumstances.
The ‘win-win’ premise on which the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme rgdly based is not
universally achievable in the host countries foe fBrogramme due to lack of an enabling
framework (including environmental policy/enforcamand resource pricing). The continued use
of the ‘win-win’ premise has created expectations among naticaiedrstlders (in particular in
the private sector) that cannot be met and inwgakened their buy-in into the Programme.

%2 Implicit objectives are those found in documeritindividual NCPCs (project documents) or in oldecuments that are no longer valid
(e.g. programme document for the set up of thé five NCPCs) or in documents developed by indigidCPCs that received support
from the programme.
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7.

10.

The CP Programme was not very successful in ESTr&far.

Some CP technology investments have been facditat®ugh the Programme, often by utilising
available green credit lines (for internationalhtealogy acquisitions) and/or deployment of local
engineering design and fabrication capacities (fpgrading of local technologies). Overall
however the Programme has made little headwayirsterring ESTs, neither through the regular
activities of the NCPCs nor through specific Chhtextogy transfer initiatives. As this recognised
CP potential therefore remains largely untappeeketis an urgent need to review best practices
in technology transfer, adaptation and replicateord redesign Programme activities accordingly.

Creation of NCPCs/NCPCs is an appropriate way fapacity building in CP but attention for
their institutionalisation has been limited.

The UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has defined NCPCs by thortfolio of standardised CP
services. The institutional dimension of the NCRE€g. the NCPC's role vis-a-vis other types of
institutions, the NCPC'’s role in the national inatien system) has therefore not been sufficiently
considered in many cases. At the programme levelishevident from the absence of explicit
institutional objectives for the NCPCs and alsorfrthe lack of a clear strategy for ongoing
engagement with NCPCs that no longer receive utgdital funding from the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme. At the national level this is evideotrfrunresolved legal status and/or compromised
independence of many NCPCs, and limited accouitiabitd transparency of the NCPCs to local
stakeholders representing the public and privatéose The fact that no specific analysis was
performed of the national context (economic, envinental and institutional) has contributed to
this shortcoming.

The potential for cooperation with other initiatigehas not been exploited.

The evaluation found only limited evidence of omgpcollaborations within the UN agencies and
with other UN Agencies, with donors other than therrent’ UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme
donors, and with other initiatives in the field ioflustry, environment and sustainability. Given
the multitude of such initiatives, there is an ypleited potential to leverage expertise and
resources at the programme and national levels. éeMaduation found that relevant areas of
collaboration are: (i) between UNIDO, UNEP and otb® agencies (e.g. UNDP, ILO, FAO);
(ii) with current programme donors (in particulaungiria, Switzerland, Italy, Norway) and other
donors with similar CP initiatives outside, or imngpetition with, the UNIDO-UNEP CP
Programme (e.g. GTZ, DANIDA, SIDA, USAID, EU); {(iiwith private sector initiatives (e.g.
WBCSD, APO); and (iv) with professional initiativéis particular the Regional Roundtables for
Sustainable Consumption and Production).

High expectations exist for networking among NCR@d possibly with similar CP centres and
projects currently outside the UNIDO-UNEP CP Progree. The absence of specific objectives,
outputs and outcomes for networking, made the sssms® of the Programme’s networking
achievements difficult. Some networking is achiette@ugh collaborative projects and regional
networking initiatives, and outside of the UNIDO-BR CP programme through the system of
regional roundtables for sustainable consumptiahpmoduction. There is hardly any interaction
between the Programme management and the NCPCstlanckrect funding relation through
UNIDO has ceased, leading to distancing of thes®@kCfrom the Programme. Networking
needs and opportunities of the NCPCs and the UNUNEP capabilities to meet those have not
yet been sufficiently assessed. The same is tnuthéointended role of a network vis-a-vis other
networking initiatives at the global (e.g. regiof&CP roundtables, WBSCD) or regional (e.qg.
LatinNet, GTZ networks) levels.

The valuable contribution of the programme to natial capacity building is not sufficiently
communicated.
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11.

UNIDO, UNEP and Donors have a tendency to preséMGPCs equally astheir’ institutions
(*®, regardless of their national ownership and goaece structures, substantially different
activity portfolios and funding models. The curtgrgresented view that NCPCs can be directed
by UN agencies and Donors to promote UN and Dowaisgneeds to be replaced by the notion
that NCPCs, in particular those that are no lorigstitutionally funded through the UNIDO-
UNEP CP Programme, are partners of the UN in primgoCP and sustainable industrial
development in their home countries.

There is a trade-off between financial independerared sustained impact.

The evaluation showed that the sustainability ef Btogramme’s achievements in building CP
capacity, implementing CP in companies and CP-ptimmapolicies is generally high. It is
however noted that the priority assigned to finahsustainability of the NCPC as a national
institution (largely through income from servicegin become counterproductive to achieving
sustained effects and impacts as measured by pnoggabjectives. An example can be found in
NCPCs that focus their service delivery to largasibesses (including subsidiaries of trans-
national corporations) that can pay for servicast @imay not be target groups for the donor
agencies or illustrative examples for local CP pté#) and, in turn, terminate service areas that
are of public interest (e.g. promote complianceulgh voluntary agreements) and may limit
training in order to avoid enabling competitoretder the market.

33 Operationalising UNIDO Corporate Strategy, p. 6e“Organization will continue to develop the téchhcooperation services offered
through its worldwide network of National CleaneroBuction Centres (NCPCs) and National Cleaner Rmitbn Programmes
(NCPPs)."; or page 83:The cleaner and sustainable production (CP) strategUNIDO aims at utilizing the National Cleanem@uction
Centres (NCPCs) to implement the following two Bjgesets of interventions...”

139







Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

Part lll:

Conclusions &

Recommendations

141







Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

Chapter 7: Conclusions and Recommendations

7.1 Main Conclusions

This chapter presents the conclusions and recomatiend from this programme evaluation of the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. In its assessment of thgrBmme, the evaluation team found that
relevance and sustainability of the Programme agel gwith scope for improvement particularly for
effectiveness and efficiency, which could result batter targeted, customised and streamlined
interventions at the national level, which in twould further bolster relevance and sustainabitity,
well capacity development and ownership. The caichs build upon the summary assessment
(presented in section 6.4) and integrate the efuwin portfolio analysis (presented in Chapteari
programme level assessment (presented in sectichs(pimary evaluation criteria) and 6.3
(secondary evaluation criteria)).

The conclusions and recommendations are orgamiswekelve clusters. Each cluster provides a set of
interrelated opportunities for improving aspectstioé design, operation and management of the
UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme. These clusters are:

1. Relevancepotential of CP to contribute to national soceamomic and environmental priorities
in the host countries;

2. Impact: results of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme in particithe uptake of CP concepts,
practices, technologies and policies in the hoshtes;

3. Design & Strategymeans-ends relationship between objectives, itapaatcomes and outputs,
and objectives of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme;

4. Focus (or contents)CP and related concepts that are being prombtedgh the UNIDO-UNEP
CP Programme;

5. Networking cooperation, information exchange and collectesrning among and between the
NCPCs/NCPPs;

6. Funding Model types of funding available to the UNIDO-UNEP CPodgtamme and the
mechanisms for its allocation and distribution ¢t\aties of the NCPCs/NCPPs;

7. Centre Model:institutionalisation and positioning of NCPCs/NGPRto nationally-directed
and/or locally—owned service providers;

8. NCPC Servicestypes of services delivered with support from thiélDO-UNEP CP Programme
through the NCPCs/NCPPs;

9. Management & Monitoringarrangements in place for the daily operatiothefCP Programme,
and monitoring of its achievements against expeotgguts, outcomes, impacts and objectives;

10. Administration:provisions made to manage contracts and disbuogggmme funding according
to internationally acceptable accounting standards;

11. Governance & Ownershimccountability and transparency in decision mgkihprogramme and
national levels; and
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12. Excellenceambition of the CP Programme to play a leadirlg o international efforts to foster
the uptake of CP, deliver best practice CP serviwesb establish NCPCs/NCPPs as centres of
excellence.

The main recommendations of these clusters proardéntegrated framework for developing and

managing the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme for growttpant and maturity of the NCPCs/NCPPs.

The twelve clusters with their main conclusion,@aing evidence and overarching recommendation
are provided in Table 7.1. These are explained etaid and complemented with supportive

conclusions and recommendations in Section 7.2t,N8ection 7.3 contains some final remarks on
this programme evaluation.
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Table 7.1: Overview of main conclusions and overarg recommendations

Cluster

Main Conclusion

Key Evidence

Reference

Overarching Recommendation

1. Relevance CP isrelevant and its relevance is@n/th  Businesses and other |«  Country reports and| The CP Programme should be continued {o
rise due to worsening industrial organisations have beer analysis of results in assist developing and transition economies
pollution, resource scarcity, entering into  able to benefit from Paragraph 4.4. to develop capacity to apply CP practices
force of MEAS, trade liberalisation and implementation of CP. technologies, methodologies and policies [n
globalisation, buyer pressure and grealer  Several countries have support of their national socio-economic and
government and community awareness. introduced CP policies environmental priorities.

and strategies.

2. Impact The Programme was successful in *  Feed backreceived from«  Self evaluation The NCPCs/NCPPs should capitalise on
establishing CP initiatives in each host all NCPCs/NCPPs for results, covered in | their achievements and target their service
country and all were reported to be the self evaluation country profiles and| delivery better to increase impact of their
active. For the visited countries it could «  Demonstrable results analysed in Chapter services on the uptake of CP practices,
be confirmed that the NCPC had from service delivery by 3. technologies and policies, in particular
produced valuable outputs and outcomes  NCPC in all visited . Country reports and| during the phase of support through
in particular with regard to awareness countries. analysis of results i UNIDO-UNEP and donors.
raising, training, implementation of low| Paragraph 4.4.
and intermediate technology CP options
and, in some countries, policy change

3. Design & There is no programme document * Absence of programme | »  Review of The Programme should be guided by a

Strategy covering the overall objectives, the document, and programme succinct programme document, with a clear
strategy and intervention logic and the discrepancy between documents (Chapter| strategy, a justification of the intervention
different expected contributions from revised programme 2). logic and the specific roles and contributigns

UNIDO, UNEP and local stakeholders.
Existing strategy documents are not
useful for Programme management.

strategies and national
projects that control
programme
implementation.

Diversity of national
implementation
strategies is not
being captured at
programme level

(Chapter 5).

from UNIDO, UNEP and local and
international stakeholders.
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Cluster Main Conclusion Key Evidence Reference Overarching Recommendation
4. Focus The expansion of the scope of the CP | «  Absence of framework |« Review of The Programme should re-establish its
(Contents) concept that has gradually occurred in that explains new programme primary focus on CP and articulate a dual
the Programme over time catalysed by elements and connects documents (Chapter| strategy for its further development to
interests of the donors and the UN these to the core CP 2). enablespecialisation(in policy and/or

agencies, is not widely understood by a
programme stakeholders and lacks .
widespread endorsement by the
NCPCs/NCPPs and their national
stakeholders.

concept.

Limited awareness and
interest from
NCPCs/NCPPs in new
topics.

Feed back from
interviews with
government, private
sector and other
stakeholders in visited
countries.

Self evaluation
survey (section 3.5).
Country reports and
their comparative
analysis (Chapter 4).
Portfolio analysis
(Paragraph 5.3.2)

technology) andliversification(socially
driven and/or environmentally driven) of
NCPCs/NCPPs as they and their national
stakeholders see fit in their respective
national contexts.

5. Networking

The Programme has not formulated a| «
distinct strategy with tangible objectivef,
outcomes and outputs for networking
among NCPCs and the resource needs «
for its facilitation and technical support
through the UNIDO-UNEP Programme
management have not been identified.

Absence of a networking
strategy and dedicated
funding for networking.
High expectations for
networking encountered
in visited countries, but
not being met due to low
networking intensity.

Programme review
(Chapter 2)

Country reports and
comparative analysis
of national
evaluation results on
relevance,
effectiveness and
efficiency of
networking (in
Section 4.4)

The Programme should formulate a clear
networking strategy with tangible and
realistic outcomes, outputs and activities,
which could be realised by supporting a
membership based network that would be
open to qualifying institutions, including
NCPCs established by the UNIDO-UNEP
CP Programme as well as eligible other C
service providers

U

6. Funding Model

The predominant model for funding of| «
the Programme as a collection of country
projects has hindered effective
networking and constrained the
Programme in developing and delivering
specialist services on a multi-country
basis.

Absence of dedicated
funding for networking
and other programmatic
multi-country projects.
Positive experience with
multi-country projects,
e.g. GERIAP and on CP
and MEAs.

Programme review
(Chapter 2).
Independent country|
evaluations for
participating
countries (e.g. India
and Vietnam).

The Programme should adopt a dual fund
model at Programme and national levels:
country-based block funding to support
NCPCs in their establishment phase; and
programme funding for (i) competitive
grants to multiple eligible NCPCs and
possibly qualifying other CP service
providers for project based specialisation
and/or diversification; and (ii) networking
initiatives.

ng
1)

(2)
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Cluster Main Conclusion Key Evidence Reference Overarching Recommendation

7. Centre Model | The capacity building model through | «  Neither documentsat | »  Programme review | The Programme should articulate
NCPCs/NCPCs is relevant, even though ~ Programme level nor (Chapter 2). institutional objectives and scenarios for
the Programme defines NCPCs by thejr  project documents do NCPC so that institutionalisation of the
service categories without providing address institutional NCPC can be monitored and provisions be
clear institutional perspective(s) for the aspects of NCPC created to accommodate both the public
NCPC, both during and beyond their establishment. interest and private benefit functions of the
phase of institutional funding through NCPC services over time.
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.

8. NCPC Services The Programme has outlived its initial | «  New service areas have | = Programme review | The Programme should support the
design of services which was based ona been added to the (Chapter 2), analysis NCPCs/NCPPs to undertake periodic
standard package of NCPC services tdg Programme (see also of self evaluation assessments of the national status of CP,|to
be delivered through one single national  under focus). results (Chapter 3) | define and review their strategic niche witi
centre, as countries that have built CP| «  Other CP and CP-related and independent service portfolios that are most appropriate
capacity in different institutions require service providers exist, evaluations (Chapter and effective in their respective national
more tailor made NCPC services. and there is an 4). contexts.

expectation that these will

be serviced by the

NCPC/NCPP.

9. Management &| Reporting on Programme achievementse  Irregular progress reports «  Programme review | The Programme should adopt a results--
Monitoring is generally insufficient to assess at programme level and (Chapter 2) and based management model at Programme|and

outcomes and impacts against annual reports only for analysis of results at| national levels and develop a comprehensive
Programme objectives which prevents funded NCPCs/NCPPs. the national level in | system to monitor performance in capacit
adaptive management and continuous| «  Low evaluation scores of visited countries and| building, institutional development and
improvement of the Programme’s effectiveness and comparative analysis results and impacts from CP service
performance. efficiency of programme thereof in Section 4.4 delivery. It should also monitor that agreed

management in visited project structures, governance arrangements

countries. and contributions from host countries and

institutions are being achieved.

10. Administration | The UNIDO CP Unit and « Low evaluation scores off «  Reports of the The Programme management should
NCPCs/NCPPs have ultimately been effectiveness and independent streamline programme administration and
able to meet administrative efficiency of programme evaluations for 18 | shift to the extent feasible financial
requirements, including financial administration in visited countries and responsibility and accountability to the
administration and contracts’ countries. summary of national| NCPCs/NCPPs and/or national stakeholders.
management and disbursement of funds, evaluation results in

but repeatedly not in a timely manner.

section 4.5)
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Cluster Main Conclusion Key Evidence Reference Overarching Recommendation
11. Governance & | The Programme has not established a| «  Absence of governing | =  Programme review | The Programme and the NCPCs should
Ownership transparent and accountable governance board at Programme level (Chapter 2). adopt transparent and accountable

structure for gathering feed back from
stakeholders, beneficiaries and NCPC
into its strategic planning and ensuring
adequate oversight over implementatig
of the Programme. The governance of
NCPCs is of varying effectiveness,
accountability and transparency.

oy

=]

and at centre level in
many countries (in
particular for NCPCs no
longer institutionally
funded through the
Programme).

Existing national boards
tend to be top heavy and
decision making
procedures are not alway
clear.

No provisions for
ongoing engagement wit
NCPCs no longer
institutionally funded
through the Programme.

-

Self evaluation
information on board
membership
(contained in country
profiles).
Independent
evaluations for 18
visited countries
(analysed in Chapter
4, in particular
Section 4.3).

governance structures at Programme and
national levels, preferably with small boar
with participation of private sector,
government and civil society, that assume
accountability for the success of the
Programme and the NCPCs.

s

12. Excellence

Despite its ambition for excellence,
thematic leadership in the Programme
management is weak, as well as its
incentives and opportunities for realisin
continuous improvements in
development, adaptation and replicatig
of CP services and initiatives.

g

>

Programme managemen
is not resourced to
undertake effective peer
review and/or quality
control on services of
NCPCs/NCPPs and of th
Programme’s
international consultants.
Programme relies for its
thematic inputs on a
narrow base of
international consultants
with highly comparable

competencies

Programme review
(Chapter 2) and
independent
evaluations (Chapter
4).

The Programme should establish a culture
experimentation and continuous
improvement in CP service delivery.
Sufficient programme funding should be
made available for that purpose.

2 of
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7.2 Detailed Conclusions and Recommendations

This section expands on the main conclusions aocdnmmmendations as summarised in Table 7.1.
Each cluster is addressed consecutively.

7.2.1 Relevance

Relevance is already one of the key strengthseotUfRIDO-UNEP CP Programme as the potential of
CP to improve productivity and environmental pamriance is valuable in light of environmental,
economic, trade and technology policies, as wellirgmrtant for businesses to remain and/or become
competitive. This is an important justification foontinuation of the Programme. The independent
evaluations in the 18 visited countries revealetd th several countries the NCPC serves primarily
the manufacturing sector, even though other sed@mis rural development, agro- and forestry
industries, fisheries, tourism, services and/orimgnare far more important in the country’s ecogom
and for achieving its socio-economic developmenjedlves. Likewise, it was found that CP
continues to be approached as an environment aodne productivity strategy, thereby ignoring the
opportunity to use CP as a practical tool to fosietrepreneurship, enterprise development and
public-private sector cooperation. In moving thedgPamme forward, it is therefore recommended
that an effort is made to make CP more relevantter specific development and environmental
context of the respective host country, by expigitpolicy synergies, customising CP concepts and
methods, and targeting of CP service delivery tiional priority sectors. The detailed conclusions
and recommendations are provided in Table 7.2.
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Table 7.2: Detailed conclusions and recommendatmneelevance

Cluster

1. Relevance

Conclusion

Recommendation

CP is relevant and its relevance is on the rise due
to worsening industrial pollution, resource
scarcity, entering into force of MEAs, trade
liberalisation and globalisation, buyer pressure
and greater government and community
awareness.

The CP Programme should be continued to assist
developing and transition economies to develop
capacity to apply CP practices, technologies,
methodologies and policies in support of their
national socio-economic and environmental
priorities.

Contributing Conclusions

Supportive Recommendations

1.1 CP has been implemented as an environment
and resource productivity strategy, with limited
focus on its potential to contribute to enterpris
development, regional development and
strengthening of public-private partnerships.

1.2 Apart from initiatives in some countries to fost
CP implementation in service organisations
(particularly hotels and government offices), th
Programme has had a relatively narrow focus
the manufacturing sector and opportunities to
customise CP for application in other sectors |

agriculture, fisheries, mining, construction, etc,

have not been systematically pursued despite

all.1 The Programme should place greater emphasis
the synergistic potential of CP to strengthen the
private sector, as a driver for socio-economic
development, including in rural areas.
1.2 The Programme should adopt a more inclusive
approach to CP implementation in host countrie
and support NCPCs/NCPCs more effectively in
developing CP concepts, methods and policies {
are customised to the needs and opportunities g
those sectors that are considered most importar
the national economy and/or environmental
improvement. This could be enhanced through
the cooperation with other agencies (e.g. FAO).

aY

D

hat
f
t fo

importance of these sectors in the national
economies of many of the host countries.

1.3 The Programme should formulate explicit criterig
and/or auditable protocols for prioritising among

|

1.3 Prioritisation of industry sectors and business potential target groups for service delivery by the
sizes as target groups is opportunistic, both at NCPC/NCPP to maximise potential benefits for
national and programme levels, and poorly national development goals and environmental
justified by perceived potential for CP priorities, particularly during the phase that the
implementation and its estimated environmental NCPC/NCPP is institutionally funded through the
and productivity benefits. Programme.

1.4 Many NCPCs have focused service delivery on
medium to larger businesses, typically with
international ownership and/or customers, as
these supposedly have a greater capacity to pay
for NCPC services.

7.2.2 Impact

A principal impact at Programme level is that thERCs/NCPPs that were established over the
duration of the Programme all reported to remaitivacin some form in CP promotion and/or
implementation)). At the national level, the independent evaluatiof the NCPCs in the 18 visited
countries confirmed impact had been achieved preduoitly through implementation of low and
intermediate technology CP options, training andrawess creation. An effort is urgently needed to
identify opportunities to improve the impact of tReogramme, and incorporate these in a logical
programme document (see also recommendations agiageh 7.2.3). At programme level, this might
be achievable by putting more emphasis on captuaiydisseminating international best practices
for market-led CP promotion and implementation datonducive to excellence as covered in
paragraph 7.2.12), and providing guidance on iategr approaches for creating demand and supply
for CP services. Improving networking and inforroatisharing is an important mechanism for this
(as addressed separately in paragraph 7.2.5).eAtdtional level, impact can be improved by better
targeting of activities, in coordination with oth€P and related initiatives in the host country and
through deploying international best practices lianping and delivery of CP services. Table 7.3
provides a comprehensive summary of the detailettlusions and recommendations in regard to
impact.

34 All expect one of the NCPCs/NCPPs provided sorfariimation to the evaluation team. In case of Etlsipthe evaluation team had to
rely on reports from the UNIDO CP Unit in regardotogoing activity.
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Table 7.3: Detailed conclusions and recommendat@nsnpact

Cluster

2. Impact

Conclusion

Recommendation

The Programme was successful in establishing CP
initiatives in each host country and all were repated

to be active. For the visited countries it could be
confirmed that the NCPC had produced valuable
outputs and outcomes in particular with regard to
awareness raising, training, implementation of low
and intermediate technology CP options and, in some
countries, policy change.

The NCPCs/NCPPs should capitalise on their
achievements and target their service delivery
better to increase impact of their services on the
uptake of CP practices, technologies and
policies, in particular during the phase of
support through UNIDO-UNEP and donors.

Contributing Conclusions

Supportive Recommendations

2.1 The Programme has not yet succeeded to identify
best practices of CP service delivery from withirl g
outside the UNIDO-UNEP CP programme and
disseminate these effectively among NCPCs.

2.2 In several countries the NCPC is only one of the

actors involved in promoting the uptake of CP.

Even though demand for CP services is on the mis

those countries where substantial policy change h

been achieved, overall the programme has not

achieved to contribute to the development of natiq
markets for CP services that could sustain the
operation of the NCPC.

Planning and management of service delivery at t

national level is often un-targeted which

compromises its effectiveness and overall impact,

With limited resources the NCPCs face a trade off

between supporting a greater number of business

with implementation of basic low/intermediate CP

2.3

24

2.5

2.1 The Programme should adopt as one of its
explicit immediate objectives to capture,
develop and disseminate best practices in
market-lead CP promotion and
implementation. This would align the
programme better with thglobal forum'

ei mandate of the UN agencies involved.

a8.2 The NCPCs should monitor other
developments promoting CP in their country
and customise their service delivery to ensu
these complement and reinforce other
activities.

h@.3 The Programme objectives (and national ce
strategies) should reflect a comprehensive
approach talemandcreation for CP services,
through policy change, environmental
compliance, investment promotion and publi
awareness, anglipplycreation for CP services

n

ntre

c

’1

options or assisting a smaller number of entergris
with identification and implementation of high
technology CP options.

1%

through capacity building and training.

2.4 The NCPCs should make a strategic choice |i
their resource allocation to the demands for
basic CP practices and for specialised CP
technology services. The Programme and
NCPCs/NCPPs should proactively strengthe
collaboration with other national institutions
on meeting both demands.

>

7.2.3 Design & Strategy

The documents’ review (in Chapter 2) revealed thatProgramme is being implemented by default
as a set of similar and partially connected natigmajects, instead of being driven by a clearly

developed and articulated programme document. Efeesaluation and independent evaluations

(Chapters 3 and 4) confirmed that the absence avararching programme strategy has dispersed
the programme’s resources instead of focused tesed key objectives and a logical sequence of
output, outcomes and impacts. It is therefore gisorecommended that a Programme Document be
developed for the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme as aamaft absolute urgency. Such programme

document should describe and justify the intenaentogic, provide specific objectives and outputs,

outcomes and impacts at programme level, distihgtiese from the objectives and outputs,

outcomes and impacts of CP implementation at thi@mel level, and provide a logical means-end

relationship between these two levels. Indicatbmikl also be developed and interactions with other
local and international initiatives should alsodoudly considered. Table 7.4 provides a comprehensiv

overview of the detailed conclusions and recommeniaigwith regard to strategy.
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Table 7.4: Detailed conclusions and recommendat@nstrategy

Cluster

3. Strategy

Conclusion

Recommendation

There is no programme document covering the
overall objectives, the strategy and intervention
logic and the different expected contributions
from UNIDO, UNEP and local stakeholders.
Existing strategy documents are not useful for
Programme management.

The Programme should be guided by a succinct
programme document, with a clear strategy, a
justification of the intervention logic and the speific
roles and contributions from UNIDO, UNEP and
local and international stakeholders.

Contributing Conclusions

Supportive Recommendations

3.1 The Programme’s overall intent to decouple
economic growth from environmental
degradation is widely supported.

3.2 The Programme has been overburdened by
promoting possible positive spin offs from CH
into Programme-level objectives (e.g. gendet
equality, poverty reduction).

3.3 Some of the expected outcomes (like the ong
decouple economic growth from resource
consumption and environmental degradation
are over-ambitious, given the relatively small
size and catalytic nature of the Programme.

3.4 For most of the interventions, effectiveness
depends to a large extent on the developme
other international and local initiatives.

3.5 The Programme’s focus is on volume of servj
delivery without sufficient consideration for

quality or impact of such service delivery (e.g.

increased implementation of CP by business
and other organisations or policy change).
Frequently, outputs are being used as
substitutes for outcomes (e.g. projected savi
from a CP assessment instead of actual post
implementation benefits).

Not all of the expected outcomes of the
programme have been made explicit (e.g. CH
market creation), and some of the explicit
outcomes are not clearly linked to the activiti

3.6

3.7

3.1 The Programme should adopt clear, focused and
specific development objectives and expected
outcomes related to decoupling economic growth
from environmental degradation through the grea|
uptake of CP practices and technologies.

3.2 The Programme should make a clearer distinctiof

betweercontributionandattribution with regard to

its intended development objectives and impacts,
outcomes and outputs. Furthermore, some of the
possible spin offs from CP could be turned into

‘conditions for implementationather than
objectives (for example, implementation to be
neutral or positive with regard to gender equality,
t of community health, poverty reduction, etc.)

3.3 The design of the Programme strategy should be
ce improved so as to establish a logical means-end
relationship between development objectives,
impacts, outcomes, outputs and activities, inclgdi
the proper definition of indicators for: capacity
building; CP implementation; policy change and
creation of an enabling environment; market
development; and technology transfer, adaptatio
and replication (including investment).

» to

ngs

ES

ter

N

=)

and outputs by a means-end relationship.

7.2.4 Focus

Focus (or alternatively contents) refers to theo$ehain topics and concepts for which the UNIDO-

UNEP CP Programme is establishing capacity in th&t bountries. It was concluded that the CP
concept has been extended gradually over timeuera broader set of CP and CP-related topics, a
process which was initiated by donors (in particéda EST transfer and financing, and CSR) and the
UN agencies (CP Plus, chemical leasing, SCP). Thewmnsions have beeadded on’instead of
‘integratedinto’ the existing Programme. Their interrelatednesscamhection to core CP concepts
has not been properly established, leading to aedegf misunderstanding and ambiguity about the
evolving focus of the Programme. The portfolio gea provided a suggestion to clarify the focus of
the Programme by distinguishing betwesinersified CP services andpecialisedCP services (see
section 5.3.3). There is also concern that the raroge additions will dilute or disperse the CP
capacities built so far, whilst the task of achigvividespread implementation of CP remains to be
accomplished. It is therefore recommended thaptheary focus on CP is re-established, and that a
framework be provided to explain the interrelatexsdnef new elements and their connections with the
core CP concepts and practices. Doing so will atsist in defining service packages the Programme
can offer to NCPCs/NCPPs and potentially to sim{# Centres currently not yet part of the
Programme
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Table 7.5: Detailed conclusions and recommendat@mnocus

Cluster

4. Focus (Contents)

Conclusion

Recommendation

The expansion of the scope of the CP concept that
has gradually occurred in the Programme over time|
catalysed by interests of the donors and the UN
agencies, is not widely understood by all
programme stakeholders and lacks widespread
endorsement by the NCPCs/NCPPs and their
national stakeholders.

The Programme should re-establish its primary
focus on CP and articulate a dual strategy for its
further development to enablespecialisation(in
policy and/or technology) anddiversification
(socially driven and/or environmentally driven) of
NCPCs/NCPPs as they and their national
stakeholders see fit in their respective national
contexts.

Contributing Conclusions

Supportive Recommendations

4.1 Even though progress has been made in puttin
CP on the agenda, a continued focus on CP wil
needed to avoid deterioration of CP capabilities
built and achieve wider-spread uptake of CP
practices and technologies.

New elements have been added to the Progran
by the Programme Management, and all of theg
are presented equally as new components with
clear terminology or an integrative framework td
explain their inter-relatedness and synergies wi
the core CP concepts.

Some of the new elements introduced in the
Programme arespecialisationsthat improve the
rigour and depth of service delivery related to
uptake of CP, with policy-intensive services
and/or technology-intensive capacities and
services.

4.2

4.3

4.4 Other new elements introduced in the Programime

are diversificationsthat broaden the scope of
service delivery, towards inclusion of social

aspects (leading to an expansion into Corporate

Social Responsibility) and/or inclusion of other
environmental aspects (leading to an expansion
into Sustainable Consumption and Production).
4.5 The absence of a clear distinction between
specialisatioranddiversificationhas further
compromised the programme’s effectiveness.
4.6 The size and diversity of the national economy
and the severity of industrial pollution determing
to a large extent whether and how the NCPC ca@
specialisefurther in CP service delivery. Possibl
areas of specialisation are technology assessm
and transfer, technical standard setting, researq
and innovation, investment advice, policy chang
curriculum development etc. Alternatively such
specialisation could be catered for at the region
level.
Several NCPCs have opportunistically embrace
the opportunity fodiversification,but support for
this from national stakeholders is limited to thos
countries where industrial pollution is not yet an
overarching national priority and/or where the
current size of the NCPC (and contribution from
the programme) is relatively large compared to

4.7

J 4.1 The Programme should maintain a clear focus

| be CP to ensure that CP capacities built so far are
being maintained, strengthened and utilised fo
achieving wider-spread uptake of CP, including
higher-technology opportunities.

e The Programme should provide an integrative

e framework that logically connects its focal ared

0dt3 It is strongly suggested to uspecialisatiorand
diversificationas the basis for formulation of the

h  integrative framework.

4.4 The Programme should then articulate a dual
strategy for its further development to enable
both specialisation and diversification of NCPQ
depending on their national contexts.

o

[¢)

the

total size of the national economy.

)

2

h
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(see also under networking, in paragraph 7.2.5¢0lild also support clarification of the roles and
contributions of UN agencies and donors involvediilevalso enabling cooperation with other
agencies and stakeholders not yet involved. Tab%e contains the detailed conclusions and
recommendations in full.

7.2.5 Networking

With the expansion of the geographic coverage ef WINIDO-UNEP CP Programme to some 35
countries, the Programme has a legitimate clainhdaee created one of the largest developing
countries’ based networks of CP practitioners. fiévorking expectations from NCPCs/NCPPs and
their national public and private sector stakehaldgth regard to networking are high, albeit ingiho
cases non-specific. Programme management has besidering strengthening of the network for
some time, but the current networking intensity aigra still low resulting in expectations remaining
unmet. The positive exceptions are project baseslarking in multi-country projects (e.g. GERIAP)
and regional networking initiatives (in particulzatinNet). No overarching networking strategy has
been defined for the Programme, and no dedicatedsfare available on an ongoing basis. The
challenge therefore remains to turn the set ofonati centres created by the Programme into a
developing countries’ lead network of service pdevs with different capability- and service-prddile
and ownership and funding structures, but unitea lsphared commitment to foster the uptake of CP
concepts, practices, technologies and policiesprytheir private commercial interest to sell CP-
related goods and services. The primary aim ofngterork should be to capture from, and advance
within, the network best practice methods, polieéed technologies for implementation of CP. Table
7.6 provides a comprehensive set of detailed csiwis and recommendations for networking.

It is recommended that a networking strategy becld@ed and implemented in consultation with
(representatives of) currently funded and previpfishded NCPCs and possibly some CP centres not
established through the Programme. The strategylaliefine activities, outputs and outcomes, and
roles and responsibilities for network support #dlitation and network members, as networking
will only be effective with an ongoing effort froml participants to stay up-to-date and useful for
members. To ensure sustainability, the network mdle to be driven by the CP centres themselves,
with the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme playing a facilitg role in its establishment. A key
consideration will be to establish criteria for @ssing the different networking services. The curre
default criterion of being established through tHBIDO-UNEP CP Programme is becoming
gradually outdated and excludes a-priori the vdliautivities and outcomes of other CP service
providers not established through the Programmear§sed in Section 5.5 it is suggested that the
network be established as a membership-based assnadf CP service providers with statutes and
eligibility criteria, rights and obligations for ffiérent categories of membership. Doing so will be
transparent and put the burden of proof to NCPCBIRKCand others wishing to become member of
the network. The different categories of memberstap then also be used to deliver different
packages of diversified and specialised CP seryaesliscussed under focus in paragraph 7.2.4) and
manage eligibility for competitive grant fundingofn programmatic resources for topical multi-
country projects (see also paragraph 7.2.6 regafdimding model).
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Table 7.6: Detailed conclusions and recomm

endatmneetworking

Cluster

5. Networking

Conclusion

Recommendation

The Programme has not formulated a
distinct strategy with tangible objectives,
outcomes and outputs for networking among
NCPCs and the resource needs for its
facilitation and technical support through

the UNIDO-UNEP Programme management

The Programme should formulate a clear networking
strategy with tangible and realistic outcomes, outpts and
activities, which could be realised by supporting a
membership based network that would be open to
qualifying institutions, including NCPCs establishe by
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme as well as eligible

have not been identified. other CP service providers.

Contributing Conclusions Supportive Recommendations

wit
5e

5.1 There are high expectations among the
NCPCs and their national stakeholders f

5.1 The Programme management should in consultatidm
pr  the NCPCs/NCPPs define a dual support strategydbas
accessing CP technology information and on (1) management and administration of projectliiugm
sharing of best practice methods, tools and for those NCPCs/NCPPs that receive institutional (o
policies for, and related to, CP through the  block) funding through the Programme; and (ii)
UNIDO-UNEP CP programme. provision of expertise and networking opportunitiesll
Apart from regional networking initiatives NCPCs/NCPPs and other similar CP service providers.
and multi-country projects, the networkin The networking component should aim to capture from
intensity in the current Programme is too and advance within, the network best practices in
low to be effective or efficient, and promotion and implementation of concepts, techrnie®g
networking expectations are therefore and policies for, or related to, CP, for exampletigh
generally not met. task forces, conferences, study tours, joint themat
Even though in several countries the projects and exchange of personnel and information
NCPC is not the only institution between network members.
advocating CP or associated concepts a| Such a strategy could be based on supporting daion
practices, publicly and/or privately funde of a membership-based association of CP institation

5.2
5.2

5.3

ng.3

the Programme does not achieve effectiye  (not only formerly or currently funded NCPCs/NCPPs
engagement or collaboration with such with clear statutes with eligibility criteria andbligations
other institutions, neither at the national for membership, but also clear benefits and sesvice
nor at the Programme levels. members.

5.4 In case network management is being establishedes

of the Programme’s core functions, careful consitien
has to be given that appropriate resources areevo
that end, preferably on a programmatic and at least
medium term basis.

7.2.6 Funding Model

The funding model applies to the way the Progranamevell as the NCPCs/NCPPs are funded.
Currently the Programme is almost exclusively fuhda a country-by-country project basis, creating
very limited opportunity for multi-country initiates, including networking and specific projects.
Funding to the NCPCs is provided as a block gragaifist eligible expenditure), and in principle
only for an establishment period (even though iacpce this has been extended once or twice for
several NCPCs). Catalysed by donor-interests, tlogr@nme management has been very much
focused on achieving financial independence oNG&Cs by charging fees for NCPC services. Even
though on several occasions NCPCs have been alilentefit from participation in multi-country
specific projects, this has been done at the pernypbf the Programme. As further explained in
section 5.5, it is recommended that the funding ehbe changed to a combination of country-based
funding and thematic funding, to make programmediiug available for multi country projects on
specific topics and for networking. It is stronggcommended to issue the country based funding as
block grants (as in the current situation), whilgraducing competitive grants to eligible
NCPCs/NCPC and possibly other qualifying CP servixeviders to undertake programmatic
activities on merit basis. This would provide ansitional funding option for NCPCs to ease their
transition from a fully funded establishment stagea financially independent operational stage. A
comprehensive listing of the detailed conclusiamd Becommendations is provided in Table 7.7.
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Table 7.7: Detailed conclusions and recommendata@nfunding model

Cluster

6. Funding Model

Conclusion

Recommendation

The predominant model for funding of the

Programme as a collection of country projects has
hindered effective networking and constrained the
Programme in developing and delivering specialist
services on a multi-country basis.

The Programme should adopt a dual funding model
at Programme and national levels: (1) country-
based block funding to support NCPCs in their
establishment phase; and (2) programme funding
for (i) competitive grants to multiple eligible NCRCs
and possibly qualifying other CP service providers
for project based specialisation and/or
diversification; and (ii) networking initiatives.

Contributing Conclusions

Supportive Recommendations

6.1 The efficiency and effectiveness of Programmg
management have been compromised by its
country-by-country funding and administration
model.

6.2 The Programme has benefited from multi-
country results-based projects on specific CP
CP-related topics that were provided to some
NCPCs, but funded and managed outside of t
main UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme (e.g.
GERIAP and D4S projects of UNEP).

6.3 The Programme provides only funding for the
establishment stage of NCPCs and has not
defined how to continue funding — part of — the
activities of eligible NCPCs after their
establishment stage. The time and budget for
establishment stage varied hugely between
countries, not related to the size or complexity
their manufacturing sector or pre-existing CP
capacities. Several NCPCs were not able to g
through the establishment stage in the allocate
three year time, and continued establishment
operations for an additional 1-2 years without
additional funding.

6.4 The financial independence objective for NCP
during their establishment stage has distracted
some NCPCs from their intended public intere
role as they are only able to remain active in
information dissemination, advocacy, policy
advice and training with ongoing financial
support from donors and/or their national
governments.

6.5 Opportunities for standardisation of service
delivery to the NCPCs and peer review and
quality control among and by the NCPCs have
not been sufficiently realised due to country-by
country approach. This, in turn is linked to the
fact that donors tied funding to certain countrie

D

according to their geographic priorities.
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6.1 The Programme should provide a broader set 0
funding options to the NCPCs/NCPPs to
encourage their development and phase their
gradual transition from fully-funded during
establishment stage to largely or completely
financially independent on the longer run.

6.2 The Programme could do so by splitting its
financial commitments in block funding (secureq
and only available to NCPCs/NCPPs during
establishment stage) and competitive grants (af
establishment stage to eligible NCPCs/NCPPs
other CP service providers, on a results and me
basis). The competitive grant funding could ther
be utilised to undertake specific activities,
including for specialisation and/or diversification
of the NCPC/NCPP and/or deliver Tier 2 and 3
services (see also Paragraph 7.2.8).

6.3 The Programme management should define
specific packages of services it can provide to
NCPCs in the network and should seek to
standardise these with programmatic funding to
improve their effectiveness and efficiency.
Clustering in at least four service packages (in
addition to networking, monitoring and
administration) would appear appropriate, i.e.
institutional development support, core CP
capacity building, specialist CP technology
support and training and policy support in CP-
related fields. This could be in addition to spiecif
projects on specialised and/or diversified CP
topics.

f

ter
and
rit-

7.2.7 Centre Model

The Programme’s concept for capacity building iscteate national centres or programmes, the
NCPCs/NCPPs. This programme concept remains valithea wider-spread uptake of CP methods,
technologies and policies is unlikely without penmat advocacy at the national level, including the
provision of a platform for developing and sharingtionally-appropriate leading practices. The
Programme’s focus on establishing and supportirtgome centres is therefore supported by the
findings of this independent programme evaluation.
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The prevailing model for a NCPC/NCPP is to establigthin an existing host institution with a
mandate on business, technology and/or environerenbdependent centre to deliver the standard
package of CP services (see also under NCPC senvigeragraph 7.2.6). The NCPC would ideally
have an independent status within its host ingitst with separate business plans, financial and
contract administration and identity, to avoid liegkof programme resources into the host institutio
(i.e. the NCPC then operates in financial islandien¢ring-fenced’)within the administration of the
host institution). In some cases outside the UNIDREP CP Programme, a different approach was
followed to create a new and legally independeganisation in cooperation with a consortium of
local institutions. The assumption is that the hestitution (or the consortium of several insiibuis)

will provide in-kind and cash contributions to theeration of the NCPC/NCPP and at the end of the
establishment stage assume responsibility for cointgy the operation of the NCPC/NCPP. However
the roles and responsibilities of the host indbs), national government and other public and
private sector stakeholders in continuing the dperaof the NCPC/NCPP are not defined, and as a
result uncertainty remains about the institutiosel up and operational model for the NCPC. A
variety of post support models therefore existsluiding private company, activity centre in public
research institute or university, which all havietent capabilities to deliver both the privatéenmest
(typically CP assessment and technology assessarehttransfer services) and public interest
(typically information dissemination, training, ambacy etc.) roles of a NCPC.

The host institution arrangement has generally ednkell during the funded project stages, with no
evidence to favour any particular kind of host ibion. In several countries however the host
institution and/or national government took on cdtmmants for in-kind and/or cash support to the
NCPC that could reasonably be expected to be betfweid means, and hence did not materialise,
leading to under-resourced NCPCs and to consideratibrts to redefine activities and services.
More emphasis should therefore be placed on thanex-development of institutional scenarios,
including risk management with regard to host fo8tn arrangements in the project preparation
stage.

There is insufficient evidence that host institn@re indeed able to continue operation of theGICP
In some countries, the national government hasntaker as provider of institutional funding, in
other countries the NCPC has been contracted igededervices for other donor funded projects,
whilst in other countries the NCPC has turned afwivate company delivering commercial services.
Whilst it might not be necessary or even desirébleject any of the post support phase models, it
desirable to plan and monitor this process of timtitinalisation of the NCPC/NCPP right from the
start. To this end the Programme should work ogiipénstitutional tasks and milestones during the
support period, so that progress towards institafisation can be monitored during the support @has
(as per the supportive recommendations below ideTal8). The institutional development should be
controlled by the governing board, so the recomraBods on centre model are closely inter-related
to those on governance and ownership (as covernearagraph 7.11)
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Table 7.8: Detailed conclusions and recommendatmnsentre model

Cluster

7. Centre Model

Conclusion

Recommendation

The capacity building model through NCPCs/NCPCs
is relevant, even though the Programme defines
NCPCs by their service categories without providing
clear institutional perspective(s) for the NCPC, bth
during and beyond their phase of institutional
funding through the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme.

The Programme should articulate institutional
objectives and scenarios for a NCPC so that
institutionalisation of the NCPC can be
monitored and provisions be created to
accommodate both the public interest and
private benefit functions of the NCPC services
over time.

Contributing Conclusions

Supportive Recommendations

7.1 NCPCs/NCPPs have generally benefited from be
hosted by an existing institution, but several have
experienced serious or even un-surmountable
difficulties in obtaining the agreed in-kind andsba
contributions from their host institutions whichsha
compromised their success.

7.2 There is no evidence that either the model of & h
institution or independent operation of the

igl The Programme should pay more attention tqg
analysing the national institutional context,
performing risk assessment and developing
institutional scenarios and risk management
strategies before agreeing on a host institutio
and its commitments for support to the
NCPC/NCPP.

The Programme should provide alternative

DS
7.2

NCPC/NCPP is more effective and/or sustainable. post-support institutional, legal and operationgal
7.3 There is no evidence to favour the establishmentjof models for operation of NCPCs, and support the
a NCPC/NCPP in any particular type of institutio governing boards of NCPCs with developing
(e.g. private sector association, university or specific model for post support operation of the
research institute), as long as staff benefitdare NCPC commensurate with national
some degree linked to centre performance. circumstances.
7.4 The Programme does not articulate alternative | 7.3 The Programme should pro-actively develop
institutional arrangements and operational models new modalities, other than NCPCs, to promote
that consider different economic and institutional CP (for example CP champions that can access

contexts in host countries and cater for ongoing
delivery of the public interest functions of the
NCPC/NCPP.
Even though NCPCs/NCPPs typically operate wi
a high degree of independence, they often remai
legally part of their host institutions, which has
several cases created tensions with their host
institutions when entering into project agreement
with third parties.
7.6 The Programme has had an almost exclusive foc
on the establishment of NCPCs. In some countrie
the establishment of an NCPC was found to be n

7.5

knowledge and services from within the
network).

=)

L2

tS
ot

the most effective way to promote CP.

7.2.8 NCPC Services

The nature of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme has tegely defined by its standardised package
of CP services. These were initially informatiossdimination and awareness creation; training; CP
assessments and in-plant demonstrations; and pedigge, while transfer of ESTs was later added.
These CP services originated from the CP demoimsiratojects that preceded the establishment of
the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme (as discussed in Chapjte Arguably the Programme was
certainly at its inception designed to create ana@ent national entity with the capacity to delitres
services needed for CP demonstration projects. ififtial design turned out to be successful in the
early establishment and capacity building stagetierNCPCs/NCPPs, as the first milestone for the
NCPCs/NCPPs has been to demonstrate that CP ticpland beneficial in the national context.

However upon having demonstrated the beneficiaureaif CP, the CP services from the
NCPC/NCPC should increasingly accommodate naticnalmstances. It would in general still make
sense to continue the availability of the five sl types of CP services, but it may not be necgss
that the NCPC/NCPP is delivering all of them its&bme can possibly be delivered by other service
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providers. The presence of other providers of GHarCP-related services could create a demand for
development and facilitation services to the NCRTPR. The NCPC/NCPP should thus be
encouraged to define its own service delivery mtml@ccommodate national CP needs and pre-
existing and/or emerging national capabilities iR @nd/or CP-related areas. As per the analysis
presented in Section 5.3.3, this would result lmakance of services between tier 1 (assessment and
training), tier 2 (policy and technology develop)esmd tier 3 (networking). The standard services
are in principle applicable to bothdre as well as $pecialisedand ‘diversified CP topics (see also
the discussion on programme focus in paragrapl)7.Zhe NCPC/NCPP should therefore also be
encouraged and supported in defining its own foonghe basis of its own assessment of the national
system of policies, incentives, initiatives and engnces in CP and CP-related fields. As per the
discussion on focus of the Programme (in paragbapl2, and in paragraph 7.2.4) this would result in
a balance between core and diversified and/or almsil CP capabilities and activities.

To support the positioning process Programme maneage could develop a standard method for
analysing the nationaCP system'so as to identify key actors in CP and relatedsarassess their
capacities and needs, assess the existing mademabling environment for CP, and then customise
the NCPC/NCPC service model to assume an apprepriehe role in this national systef)( This

Table 7.9: Detailed conclusions and recommendatamblCPC services

Cluster 8. NCPC Services

Conclusion Recommendation

The Programme has outlived its initial design of s&ices | The Programme should support the

which was based on a standard package of NCPC NCPCs/NCPPs to undertake periodic
services to be delivered through one single natioha assessments of the national status of CP, to
centre, as countries that have built CP capacity in define and review their strategic niche with
different institutions require more tailor made NCPC service portfolios that are most appropriate
services. and effective in their respective national
contexts.

Contributing Conclusions Supportive Recommendations

8.1 The Programme’s approach to deliver a standard | 8.1 The Programme should adopt a more

package of CP services through each NCPC/NCPP
been predominantly successful in the establishrzedt
capacity building stage of all NCPCs/NCPPs.

To continue with the standard CP services does not
reflect the very different national contexts. Imigot
aspects that need to be taken into account are for
example: other providers of CP and/or related sesyi
size of country; national socio-economic and
environmental priorities; structure of the economy;
size, diversity, technological capability and
environmental motivation of the manufacturing and
other sectors, existing business and innovatiop@up
networks; etc.

The persistent use of standard service categanis a
increasingly prescribing the methods to be used hag
discouraged NCPCs/NCPPs from further developmé
and customisation of CP concepts and methods to
national circumstances (including for example the
technical capabilities and environmental and bssine
motivations of the private sector).

8.2

8.3

has flexible approach to types of, and delivery
modes for, CP services from the
NCPCs/NCPPs to cater to the specific neg
opportunities and existing CP capabilities
the different countries.

8.2 The NCPCs/NCPPs should on a regular
basis assess the current status of CP in th
home countries as a basis to establish, ref
and/or adjust their own strategic positionin
and service portfolios.

8.3 This strategic positioning should include
focus (the balance between core and
diversified and/or specialised capabilities
and activities) and service mode (the bala
between different service tiers).

2r8.4 The Programme should provide analytical
and methodological support to

NCPCs/NCPPs for them to develop CP

concepts, methodologies, practices,
technologies and policies that are adapted
specifically to the national circumstances
(see also under Excellence in paragraph

rds,
of

eir
ine

nce

7.2.12).

% The national CP system assessments could be medoby senior stal
enable collaboration and benefit from the skillaitable in the network.

ff and/or directors of NCPCs imeotcountries, so as to further
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should also confirm whether creating or maintairimgNCPC as a separate institution is warranted,
or CP capacity could be more effectively and effitly delivered through a different institutional
mechanism.

The complete overview of detailed conclusions aawbmmendations with regard to NCPC services
is provided in Table 7.9.

7.2.9 Management and Monitoring

Management and Monitoring refers to the day-to-olagration of the UNIDO-UNEP CP Programme
and the monitoring and reporting of its performaagainst objectives and outputs, outcomes and
impacts. The common observation from the indepenciamtry evaluations was that the Programme
has at least historically been managed on the lpdgisitputs, i.e. the number of training seminars,
training days, CP assessments, etc. This is pantbsult of the poorly developed logical means-end
relationships between activities, outputs, outcoaras$ impacts and objectives, in particular, but not
exclusively, at Programme level (as discussedérctincluding section on strategy (paragraph 7.2.3).
A mind shift is needed among management of therBnogie and the NCPCs/NCPPs that outcomes
and impacts matter, or in other words, success thmmptake of CP concepts, know-how, practices,
technologies and policies is ultimately the besttigbutor to sustainability of the Programme ane th
individual NCPCs/NCPPs. The Programme should tbezeddopt an outcomes-based management
model and establish a comprehensive set of indigatm measure and/or estimate outcomes and
possibly impacts, from service delivery through tHEPC, as well as with regards to its own
institutional development and establishment of aabéng environment conducive to CP in the
country.

Sufficient resources should be reserved for programrmanagement, based on a monitoring system
that allows regular performance checks on the psggtowards programme objectives and outcomes.
This should also ensure that agreed project strestand governance arrangements are adhered to
and if necessary swift action taken to remedy @patbcal deviations. Likewise agreed contributions
from host institutions and governments should asoleast be tracked for early detection of
operational problems encountered, and as necessarggctive interventions made.

It is also recommended that the Programme manadesdepts a matrix structure with country and
thematic responsibilities, which would be commeasuwith the recommended changes under focus
(paragraph 7.2.4), funding model (paragraph 7.2r@) centre model (paragraph 7.2.7). Moreover,
enhancements with regard to governance and excell@s covered in paragraphs 7.2.11 and 7.2.12)
have ramifications for management and reporting.

The listing of detailed conclusions and recommendatin Table 7.10 is therefore limited to those
only relevant for management and monitoring.
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Table 7.10 Detailed conclusions and recommendationSlanagement and Monitoring

Cluster

9. Management & Monitoring

Conclusion

Recommendation

Reporting on Programme achievements ig
generally insufficient to assess outcomes
and impacts against Programme
objectives which prevents adaptive
management and continuous
improvement of the Programme’s
performance.

The Programme should adopt a results--based managemt
model at Programme and national levels and develog
comprehensive system to monitor performance in cagéty
building, institutional development and results andimpacts
from CP service delivery. It should also monitor ttat agreed
project structures, governance arrangements and
contributions from host countries and institutionsare being
achieved.

Contributing Conclusions

Supportive Recommendations

9.1 Monitoring of outcomes and impacts o
service delivery by the NCPCs/NCPPs
is under-developed, which has hindere
adaptive management and continuous
improvements in their service delivery
and throughout the Programme.
Effectiveness and specialisation of
programme management has been
compromised by a management mode
based on geographic distribution of
back-stopping responsibilities for the
NCPCs.

In several countries project structure,
governance arrangements and/or host

9.2

9.3

f 9.1 The Programme should provide to the NCPCs/NCPPs g
common indicator framework for determining outcomes
and impacts at least for all five core CP serviegs, assist
them to set up the necessary information systems.

9.2 The Programme should provide specific resourcepifot
outcome and impact monitoring schemes to estabbsh
practice methods and indicators, and demonstrate th
usefulness of the information generated for impugvi
NCPC service delivery.

9.3 The indicator system should also cover institutiona
development of the NCPC/NCPP and developmentsein th
enabling environment for CP in the host country.

9.4 The Programme management should consider a matrix
management structure for the NCPC network, thraugh

2d

country and institution contributions
deviate substantially from those agree
by means of the project agreement.

system of national contacts for each NCPC (botklédn
and no longer funded) combined with allocationrarhatic
responsibilities.

9.5 The Programme management should give greater tyriori
ensuring that projects are implemented as agreed, o
otherwise amendments are endorsed in a timely mdmyne
Governing Board and the host and donor governments.

d

7.2.10 Administration

Administration is used here as the umbrella termclantract management and administration of
budgets and expenditures. The experience at bdfionah and programme levels is that the
administration is cumbersome and slow, and it isumommon that NCPC/NCPP directors have to
advance centre expenditures from personal accasntisey are unable to obtain goods and services
from their suppliers if expenditure is directly gpdiy, or on behalf of, UNIDO with a significant dgl
(e.g. venues for training, travel expenses, putdtinecosts, etc.). Likewise the administrative eyst
provides severe limitations on the recruitment daternal consultants at national and international
level and their market based remuneration.

The roots of the administrative problems appe#&etbwo-fold. Firstly there is great misunderstagdin
about the administrative requirements in the estdges of establishment of the NCPC/NCPP, largely
because administrative requirements have not besgregy clarified during project preparations (and
host institutions and counterparts are thereforé familiar with UNIDO procedures). Most
NCPCs/NCPPs manage to get through this settlingratess, albeit with significant delay and
frustration and with patience from UNIDO programmmanagement and country representatives.
Secondly, on an ongoing basis the administrativeldouis high, and a serious effort should be made
by the UN agencies involved to determine wheth@rahtive administrative arrangements based on
performance and/or against pre-determined milestaright be possible. The UNIDO country offices
and/or representatives were generally well engagédthe NCPC/NCPP in the visited countries and
played constructive roles in easing the administaburden. For one country however a follow up
independent financial audit has been recommendédisa®rogramme evaluation was not tasked nor

161




Independent Evaluation of the UNIDO-UNEP Clean&dBction Programme

resourced to investigate whether or not complawvese well-founded or not (Mozambique). The
comprehensive set of detailed conclusions and rewndations is provided in Table 7.11.

Table 7.2.11: Detailed conclusions and recommepdatbn administration

Cluster

10. Administration

Conclusion

Recommendation

The UNIDO CP Unit and NCPCs/NCPPs have
ultimately been able to meet administrative
requirements, including financial administration
and contracts’ management and disbursement of
funds, but repeatedly not in a timely manner.

The Programme management should streamline
programme administration and shift to the extent
feasible financial responsibility and accountabiliy
to the NCPCs/NCPPs and/or national stakeholders.

Contributing Conclusions

Supportive Recommendations

10.1Most of the staff resources for CP at UNIDO
were used for project implementation including
micro-administration of the set-up of
NCPCs/NCPPs and other projects.

10.2The UNIDO CP Unit faces several systemic
constraints, including exclusive application of
agency execution, head-quarter centred mode
UNIDO technical cooperation and limits on
recruitment and remuneration of consultants.

10.3The country visits revealed that while in most

df0.2 The Programme management should consider

10.1 The Programme management should develop
practical ways to make programme administrat
less time consuming and increase results-base|
accountability (e.g. checklists, budget and
expenditure worksheets, quick reference guide
etc).

each of the visited countries individually which
steps need to be taken to improve administratig
of the NCPC (as per the findings in the respect

cases where UNIDO had a local presence, it W
effectively engaged with the NCPC/NCPP and
instrumental in easing the administrative burden
for the NCPC/NCPP.

10.4The independent country reviews found grounds
to recommend that a comprehensive financial
audit be undertaken for Mozambique to confirm
that adequate financial control was exercised
through the UNIDO system.

as  country reports).

7.2.11 Governance and Ownership

Governance should ensure accountability and traespg in the highest level decision making on
programme strategy and oversight for its implemtggna Greater accountability and transparency is
in turn likely to foster ownership of activitiescnesults by beneficiaries, and thereby contribties
the sustainability of the NCPC as an institutiord afi the CP concept and services. The current
governance arrangements for the UNIDO-UNEP CP Rrogre are unclear both at the Programme
level as well as for several countries at the mafidevel. At the national level, Programme
management has promoted the establishment of béardse NCPCs. But these had few decision
making powers and were structured as referenceeerisg committees for providing input and feed
back on the implementation of the UNIDO projectt thanded and implemented the establishment of
the NCPC. This is fundamentally different from aatmbaccountable for the establishment and long
term success of a nationally owned centre. At ttegRmme level no governance mechanism has
been established for input from NCPCs and theiionat public and private sector stakeholders into
the programme strategy and priorities for its impdatation, even though consultations have taken
place on an irregular and ad hoc basis througtexample the Directors’ meetings. It is therefore
strongly recommended that an accountable and magspgovernance structure be established. This
can foster ownership of the Programme and naticertres, and will reflect that NCPCs are partners
for the UN agencies and donors for the long run tad they cannot be used as vehicles for the
introduction of new services considered relevantUdy agencies and/or donors. A comprehensive
listing of the detailed conclusions and recommendatin regard to governance and ownership is
provided in Table 7.12.

At Programme level a governing board could be déistedal comprised of elected or appointed private
and public sector representatives from host caem{fior example one-third of the membership of the
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board), representatives of the NCPCs/NCPPs (botmertly funded as well as no longer
institutionally funded NCPCs, for example one-thied the membership of the board) and
representatives of the UN agencies and donor goents (for example one third of the membership
of the board), with an independent chair. The Rmogne Management unit could then have an ex-
officio, non-voting role in this Programme Govemiboard. A similar board structure could be
replicated at the national level, for example vgtte-third membership from private sector, one third
membership from public sector, and one third mestbprfrom academia and/or other NGOs, with
an independent chair. The NCPC and possibly tha lepresentations of the donor governments and
UNIDO could then assume ex-officio, non voting sole these national boards, to avoid a conflict of
interest with their administrative and executivepensibilities. The Boards should meet regularly to
ensure effective engagement, for example on a &+&ms schedule at national level and a 4-6 months
schedule at programme level.

The governing boards should consider establishiwisary boards, to seek non-binding advice and
feed back from a broader cross section of stakeh®ldhe advisory boards can then also be used as a
mechanism to achieve greater institutional buysithe Programme, NCPC and CP concept, from the
organisations that employ the members of the advisoard. At national level, the advisory boards
could meet regularly (e.g. 1-2 times annually), ke the international advisory board may not have
to meet in person (or alternatively could be indite attend Directors’ meetings and then have an
advisory board meeting piggy-backed to the Diretoreeting).

The governing boards should be supported by efficiganagement structures. Several NCPCs have
made good progress in setting up internal managestemctures with delegated responsibilities,
whilst others still largely depend on the micro-mgement by the Director. At Programme level, the
management structure requires extra attention sarerthat day-to-day roles of UNIDO and UNEP
(and possibly other agencies) are properly defiftatiay therefore be instrumental to adopt a matrix
management structure with national project manafersinstitutional funding to selected NCPCs
during their establishment stage) and capabiliagdées (for multi-country targeted initiatives tlaae
funded on a competitive basis from programmaticliing) (see discussion in Section 5.5 and detailed
conclusions with regard to funding model (paragr@h6) and programme management (paragraph
7.2.9).
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Table 7.12: Detailed conclusions and recommendatmmgovernance and ownership

Cluster 11. Governance & Ownership

Conclusion Recommendation

The Programme has not established a transparent | The Programme and the NCPCs should adopt

and accountable governance structure for transparent and accountable governance structures
gathering feed back from stakeholders, at Programme and national levels, preferably with
beneficiaries and NCPCs into its strategic planning| small boards with participation of private sector,
and ensuring adequate oversight over government and civil society, that assume
implementation of the Programme. The accountability for the success of the Programme

governance of NCPCs is of varying effectiveness, | and the NCPCs.
accountability and transparency.

Contributing Conclusions Supportive Recommendations

11.1 Programme Management (through UNIDO) 11.1 Programme Management and donors should
typically had a strong influence on the strategies adopt a participatory implementation model fo
of the NCPCs in their establishment stages. The the NCPC Programme to ensure effective

influence has become very limited for some contributions from relevant public and private
NCPCs, especially after direct financial support sector stakeholders in planning and oversight,
through the Programme has ceased. and foster local ownership of the NCPCs and the

11.2 Most NCPCs achieve some engagement of Programme.
government and the private sector in their 11.2 Programme management should define a strategy
planning and ongoing governance, but in many how to continue supporirature’ NCPCsonce
countries the boards or steering committees are they do not receive further funding through
top heavy, not accountable and in-effective in UNIDO.
providing overall guidance for the development 11.3 NCPCs should adopt accountable and transparent
of the NCPC. governance structures and decision making

11.3 No mechanism has been established for NCPCs, procedures, preferably with small boards of
and their national stakeholders in government representatives of private, public and civil
and private sector, to influence Programme sectors, which assume accountability for the
Strategy and arrangements and priorities for its success of the NCPC, and are possibly supported
implementation. by broader based advisory committees.

11.4 UNIDO, UNEP and donors have cooperated in 11.4 The Programme should adopt accountable angd
the programme mainly on an ad-hoc basis. Ng transparent governance structures and decision
coordinating mechanism was in place and no making procedures, preferably headed by a board
programme management tools have been applied comprised of representatives of NCPCs and
to ensure that the inputs of all stakeholders public and private sectors in host countries angd
contribute to the programme objectives. of relevant international agencies and donors,

with ex-officio membership of Programme
Management.

11.5 A joint Programme Management mechanism
should be established under the leadership of
UNIDO and UNEP, with input from Donors and
other relevant agencies.

7.2.12 Excellence

The Programme has an inherent ambition for excatlemd desire for the NCPCs/NCPPs to become
centres of excellence. The Programme is consigterthg marketed dholistic’ and integrated; as
distinctive features to other CP or CP-relatedatiites. This evaluation however found that theee a
no specific mechanisms in place to drive and dekxeellence in CP service delivery. Even standard
professional practices were not adhered to forralyn of products and services from several of the
visited NCPCs/NCPPs. The diversity of internatiooahsultants and reference centres that provide
inputs to the Programme is limited, and the Prognanmanagement is not resourced for effective
quality control over services provided by consuliaand/or NCPCs/NCPPs. Overall it does appear
that the Programme is at risk of becoming complacen

It is therefore urgently required for the Programtoeestablish a culture of experimentation and
continuous improvement in CP service delivery. €hare different options for doing so, including
strengthening of the professional and intellectG® leadership in the Programme management,
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providing training and coaching support in non-téchl professional disciplines, benchmarking,
diversification of consultant inputs, peer reviendawards. Table 7.13 provides a complete listing o
the detailed conclusions and recommendations iardetp excellence. It should also be noted that
several other clusters of recommendations couldribohe to achieving excellence, including:

accountability and transparency in governance agmmme and national levels (see paragraph
7.2.11), effective networking and opening up ofwwek to CP service providers not established
through the Programme (see paragraph 7.2.5) armbinting a competitive grant component in the

funding model (see paragraph 7.2.6).

Table 7.13: Detailed conclusions and recommendatmmexcellence

Cluster

12. Excellence

Conclusion

Recommendation

Despite its ambition for excellence, thematic
leadership in the Programme management is
weak, as well as its incentives and opportunities
for realising continuous improvements in
development, adaptation and replication of CP
services and initiatives.

The Programme should establish a culture of
experimentation and continuous improvement in
CP service delivery. Sufficient programme funding
should be made available for that purpose.

Contributing Conclusions

Supportive Recommendations

12.1The Programme management has not been
sufficiently resourced to provide thematic and
professional leadership, and for effective quali
review of CP service delivery by NCPCs/NCPH
and international consultants.

12.2National stakeholders are generally satisfied w
the quality of services delivered through the
NCPC/NCPP.

12.3In the visited countries there is limited evidenc
of ongoing development and customisation of
concepts and methods to national circumstang

12.4In several of the visited countries it was found
that the NCPC did not have adequate
professional capacities and systems in place f
standardised, effective and efficient delivery of
customised services in all its service areas.

12.5The effectiveness and efficiency of service
delivery is compromised by insufficient
standardisation and absence of targeting and
branding of CP services in several of the visite|
countries.

12.6A degree of duplication exists as NCPCs are
under different projects — forced to — using
different concepts and methods for the same t
of service.

12.7NCPCs that have established a quality (and
possibly environmental) management system
have benefited from this to improve their
professional service delivery.

12.8Several NCPCs rely heavily on services from
external consultants for delivery of their core
services including CP assessments. This may
compromise the ability of the NCPC to advoca|
CP and effectively perform quality control on
their national consultants.

12.9n the visited countries the NCPCs have
generally been satisfied with the technical
assistance they received for developing core Q
capacities, but it should be noted that the amo
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and quality of technical assistance provided hd
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12.1 The Programme management should be
adequately resourced to provide intellectual an
professional CP leadership to effectively engag
with directors, boards and host institutions of
NCPCs/NCPPs and guide these in achieving
excellence in all aspects of their service deliver
12.2 The programme should consider offering traini
and coaching support to further professionalise
NCPCs/NCPPs and ensure best practices in
communication, marketing, CP auditing,
professional and vocational training, advocacy
and stakeholder engagement are being employ
by the NCPCs/NCPPs in their service delivery.

NCPCs/NCPPs in benchmarking their approac
to communication, marketing, professional and
vocational training, CP auditing, advocacy and
stakeholder engagement against (international
best practices (both within and outside the CP
arena).
12.4 The NCPCs/NCPPs should develop and
implement a knowledge- and skills-manageme
strategy to ensure they retain and possibly furt
develop their in-house core CP competencies.
12.5 NCPCs/NCPPs should in their establishment
stage be coupled with an IRC and support froni
their IRC should be kept focused on developmg
of core CP competencies and overall coaching
NCPC development. However the IRC should
NOT have a dual role in also administering the
project and its funds.
12.6 A mechanism should be established for greate
national input in selection of consultants in
particular for diversified and/or specialised
service areas, setting their TORs and managing
their performance.
12.7 The Programme management should give prio
to further diversify its field of international
consultants/reference centres as a way to

ed

D
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encourage experimentation and excellence am
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Cluster 12. Excellence
varied hugely between NCPCs in different the NCPCs/NCPPs.
countries. 12.8 The Programme Management (or preferably the
12.10 Most visited NCPCs with an international Programme’s governing board) should considef
reference centre appreciate the benefits of sugh introducing peer review and reward systems to
longer lasting relationship in particular in the showcase excellence within the network of
early stages of NCPC establishment to support NCPCs/NCPPs (for example an annual award
core CP capacity development, in particular CP scheme with different categories).

assessment and technical skills.

12.11 The selection of international
consultants/International Reference Centres
current active in the Programme have highly
comparable expertise and technical skills, and
this limits exposure of NCPCs/NCPPs to
different ways of doing CP as a basis for their
own expertise development.

12.12 There is a degree of dissatisfaction in regard
to specialist consultancies on CP technologies,
partially as a result of perceived inflexibility to
select consultants and/or mismatches in
expectations.

7.3 Final Remark

This independent evaluation was undertakem grovide conclusive evidence with regard to the
current status, the potential and the needs ofNK#Cs and related initiatives. It will do this by
carrying out an independent programme evaluationtrif CP programme, leading to concrete
recommendations with regard to the future stratefjthe programnig(immediate objective)’f).

The currentstatushas been described in Chapters 2 (programme rgv&yself evaluation) and 4
(independent evaluation), and analysed and evaluat€hapters 5 and 6 respectively. The current
status is best summarised gsutH stage. NCPCs/NCPPs have been established ane@weedly
undertaking CP and CP-related activities. There ischness of experience and expertise, and
reasonable progress has been made in putting Gfeagenda, delivering professional training and
implementation in particular of low to medium teology options. There are pockets of excellent
work, but also of poorer quality work, but the Preagme would in principle have the potential to
effectively capture and disseminate best practoesng and within the emerging network.

The potential of the Programme is great as the relevance ofs@m ithe rise, due to various factors,
that each have different dynamics in the varioust lmountries for the Programme, which should
create greater awareness and demand from publiprarade sectors that the Programme can cater to.
A significant performance gap [58] remains betweetustry in developing countries and global best
practices, so also from a technical perspectivgttential should be rated high.

The biggest challenge remains for the Programnsgéated up to the challenges posed by the changing
interests and demands from governments and préeater. For this, the Programme urgemiedsa
consistent Strategy that is impact-focused, dedizerd values excellence and takes due accoung of th
specific situation of host countries. The Stratejguld drive the institutionalisation, positioniagd
profiling of NCPCs/NCPPs into nationally appropeiatiches with customised service and capacity
profiles. It should effectively promote the shariofyleading practices within a competence based
network of CP support institutions, including gqfysig NCPCs/NCPPs and other CP service
providers not established through the UNIDO-UNEP REBgramme. The funding, management and
governance models should then also be broughhéniith the demands of a maturing Programme,

% ToR Independent Evaluation and Strategic Re-aatént of the UNIDO Cleaner Production Programme aafated Initiatives, UNIDO
Project Document 8 March 2007.
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including more programme- and less project-by-mtojiinding and a truly joint programme
management by UNIDO and UNEP. NCPCs will demorstpatrformance against the Programme’s
outcomes and impacts to continue their associatiinthe Programme. This vision of a strengthened
and re-energised Programme has been further expaindéhe twelve sets of recommendations
provided before in this chapter.

In rounding up this evaluation the reader shoutw d&le reminded of the inherent limitations of the
evaluation methodology. Responses to the self-atialu could not be verified in detail, and a
respondents’ bias can therefore not be excludede dbuntry selection for the independent
evaluations was not randomised so that results fitenl8 country visits cannot be generalised as
being applicable to all NCPCs/NCPPs. The countsjtsiwere brief and even though the set of
interviews with key stakeholders enabled the ewalgao construct a picture of NCPC performance,
it was not possible to review all outputs of thepective NCPC comprehensively. Moreover, the
distribution of the country visits to the team memrswas also not randomised, and in combination
with the different profiles of the evaluators, themay have been an evaluator's bias in the
independent country evaluations. Despite thesddtians, the evaluation methodology was in tune
with international practices foconstructive evaluations. A relative advantage of such type of
evaluations is the opportunity to gather inputsrira broad cross section of stakeholders, including
some intimately involved in the programme and soméside participants and observers, into
strengths and weaknesses of the programme andtopjpies for improvement. A drawback is that
some interviewees may not have had full informatorall details of the Programme.

The information collected for this programme evélvadisplayed huge diversity and richness, and
unfortunately only part of that could be broughttb@ fore in this main evaluation report. It is
worthwhile familiarising with the additional inforation that has been compiled for the all
NCPCs/NCPPs (as in the country profiles complenmgritathis evaluation report) and in particular
for the visited countries (in the independent coumlvaluation reports that can be accessed upon
request to UNIDO).

The evaluation study has achieved its output byighog an evidence basis on the status, potential
and needs of the NCPCs/NCPPs, and generating galacécommendations and suggestions for
improving the Programme. It is hoped that the ptghoutcome will now also be forth-coming,
namely: “UNIDO management, UNEP management, donors androskekeholders will use the
conclusions and recommendations of the evaluatoeldborate an evidence-based, comprehensive
strategy for future assistance to and cooperatidgth Wleaner Production Centres and Programmes
and related initiatives and institutions®"). It is understood that the scope of recommendati®ns
broad and that evaluation and implementation obmenendations should therefore be undertaken
step-by-step.

% ToR Independent Evaluation and Strategic Re-aaté@m of the UNIDO Cleaner Production Programme iatated Initiatives, UNIDO
Project Document 8 March 2007 (see Annex 2).
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Terms of Reference

Independent Evaluation and Strategic Re-
orientation of the UNIDO Cleaner
Production Programme and related

Initiatives

8 March 2007

Starting date: March 2007

Duration: 7 months
UNIDO HQ, 40 countries with Cleaner Production Cest 17 field
Project site: visits

Executing agency/ UNIDO (executing)/ UNEP (cooperating)
cooperating agency: Implementation by OSL/EVA and ECB/CPU

Brief description:
In the proposal made by the Director General tdtidestrial Development Board in its 82
session with regard to the UNIDO Medium Term Progree Framework, it is envisaged
“take cleaner production and energy efficiency\aii¢is to a new level. With respect to

National Cleaner Production Centres (NCPCs), UNMWiDstrengthen the existing network,
introducing quality and performance criteria ancerpg it to other, bilaterally funded,
cleaner production centers that meet its critétriaill strongly promote it as a global delivery

platform of excellence for the implementation ofstainable industrial developme
activities.” To set a basis for the new stratedye technical departments of UNID
(PTC/ECB) and UNEP in cooperation with the majonas (Switzerland, Austria) of th
Cleaner Production Programme have decided to cautrgn independent thematic evaluat]
of the ongoing Cleaner Production centres ande@lamitiatives.

The present document provides the terms of referdoc this evaluation and includes t
immediate steps to follow up on evaluation findirmgsl recommendations. The former p
will be implemented by OSL/EVA, the latter by ECHBC.
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A. CONTEXT

The UNIDO Corporate Strateg§?) considers the existing international network aftiNnal Cleaner
Production Centres (NCPCs) and Programmes (NCRPsjfective vehicle for the promotion and
implementation of UNIDO’s programmes, especiallytlie field of cleaner production and related
issues, benefiting from the presence of reliabtetesined focal points in the countries.

Since its inception in 1994, 35 NCPCs and NCPPg len established within the UNIDO/UNEP
Cleaner Production Programme. More recently, ongidRal Cleaner Production Programme for
Latin America and the Caribbean, with 14 countpgadicipating was createdhe “bilateral” Cleaner
Production Centres established by bilateral dor{orsparticular the Swiss State Secretariat for
Economic Affairs (SECO), and the German GTZ) havaintained close relations to the
UNIDO/UNEP CP Programme. The CPCs, depending ortetlhed and duration of UNIDO support,
the support they receive from national and inteomal institutions, the demand for cleaner
production in their countries and the success timye had in positioning themselves as a leading
agency for environmental matters related to ingusthow different levels of institutional capacity
and have different needs for future support.

CPCs, after the initial period of UNIDO (or bilaar assistance, develop into national (private @nd/
public) institutions with their own local ownershgtructure. As a result, the level of information i
UNIDO with regard to the needs for future assistanpotential for cooperation with other
institutions, financial and institutional sustaiiig, strengths and weaknesses in the differentice
areas (plant level assessments, policy, trainiteg), earies and is in many cases limited.

The planned evaluation will assess the needs, itegzaand potential of NCPCs in order to provide
feedback regarding the effectiveness, efficien@lewance and sustainability of the assistance
provided so far. This will provide the stakeholdefshe programme with a sound basis for the design
of the future cooperation strategy as envisageéldamedium Term Planning Framework 2009-2011.

B. REASONS FOR UNIDO ASSISTANCE

UNIDO is the lead agency of the UNIDO/UNEP CleaRenduction Programme and responsible for
the setting up of and support to the National GéedProduction Centres. Existing working relations
between UNIDO and stakeholders involved in NCPCB facilitate access to information. The

overall coordination role of UNIDO within the inteational CP activities makes UNIDO the ideal
coordinator of this evaluation.

C. THE PROJECT

C.1. Objective of the project

A more effective Cleaner Production Programme oflDI and partner agencies, based on a
strengthened network of cleaner production cerdras programmes.

To achieve this objective, the project will aimpabviding conclusive evidence with regard to the
current status, the potential and the needs of NIRPC and related initiatives. It will do this by

carrying out an independent programme evaluationtref CP programme, leading to concrete
recommendations with regard to the future stratefjgthe programme.

3 «QOperationalizing UNIDO’s Corporate Strategy — Seps and priorities for the medium term, 2004-2007
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Particular emphasis of the evaluation will be gitera number of criterfa to assess the capacities
and the potential of individual centres to formtpara strengthened and effective global network of
CP institutions.

The closure component of the evaluation will be th¢IDO / UNEP Cleaner Production Annual
Meeting. The meeting will bring together represéws from the National Cleaner Productions
Centres and Programmes, technical institutions amdultants, international organizations, donors
and other stakeholders involved in the Cleaner itboh projects and programmes.

During the Annual Meeting, the results of the easibn of the UNIDO / UNEP CP Programme will

be discussed and the lessons learned from thigierpe will be further analyzed. Based on the
outcome of the discussion and the innovative iggasented during the Annual Meeting, the work
plan and strategy of the UNIDO / UNEP CP Progranfimneéhe upcoming years will be finalized and

approved.

C.2. The UNIDO approach
Institutional arrangements:

UNIDO Evaluation Group (OSL/EVA)will be responsible for overall project managemenid
backstopping and for the implementation of outduts 5, which form the independent evaluation.
The evaluation team will work under the supervistbrOSL/EVA and consist of three international
experts in the field of cleaner production incluglia Team Leader. National experts in the countries
to be covered by a field visit will support the lexzion team in their work. The independent
evaluation will be carried out in accordance wittNUDO evaluation policy.

UNIDO Cleaner Production Unit (PTC/ECB/CPUill be responsible for the follow up on findings
and recommendations, i.e. output 6. For that puepit® annual NCPC meeting 2007 forms part of
the overall project, since the discussion of fustrategy will take place in the course of this timge

The evaluation team will be guided by a steerinqmitteecomposed of one representative from
each of the institutions participating in the ewsion: UNIDO OSL/EVA (chair) and PTC/ECB,
UNEP, Switzerland, Austria, GTZ.
It will meet three times over the project period:

1. to decide on the assessment criteria applied ie\hRiation,

2. to select the countries for in-depth assessmeidbas the portfolio analysis,

3. to discuss findings and preliminary conclusioegommendations and lessons learned based

on the draft report.

One of the international consultants will act asifeLeader coordinating the report writing with the
other two international consultants. The contenttloé evaluation report will come under full

responsibility of the evaluation team, with evatwatacting in their personal capacity as evaluation
experts. Comments, suggestions and recommendadiionms project stakeholders, including the
members of the steering committee, will be takendne consideration by the evaluation team.

Coverage:

¢ Al NCPCs and NCPPs under the UNIDO/UNEP progranidag.

* Regional cooperation initiatives among NCPCs (1inLAmerica).

39 see Annex lIl for a list of example criteria
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¢ All bilateral CPCs supported by SECO (Colombia,uP8&olivia, Jordan).

e Other donors’ CP Centres/programmes (e.g. GTZpetalecided by the steering committee
based on relevance of such centres/programmesdaytlIDO/UNEP network.

Evaluation Methodology:

To carry out a forward looking strategic assessméperformance, capacities and future potential of
CPCs, the evaluation exercise will encompass thenfing steps:

1.

Document review: elaborate_a set of criteria fa #ssessmeiisuch as: financial sustainability,
institutional sustainability, human resource catyaalient structure, service capacity, etc.) of
CPCs. This will be based on a thorough review ofste?g documentation on activities,
performance and capacities of CPCs.

Obtain information on the established criteriadrCPCs covered by the evaluation. This will be
done through a_self-evaluation exercise be carried out by each CPC together with its
counterpart (host) organization(s) and main stakies. Information gaps will be closed through
telephone interviews

Carry out a portfolio analysisf existing CPCs with regard to:

. Needs for future assistance
. Potential for cooperation with other institutions
. Financial and institutional sustainability

. Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Thre&8%¥O{3 in the different service areas
(plant level assessments, policy, training, etc.)

. Other criteria to be established during the evadngirocess.
At the end of this step, different types of CPCH ke described.

Select a representative sample of CHGs in-depth performance assessment through field
missions. A number of working hypotheses will babelrated by the evaluation team and the
steering committee. These hypotheses will reseffuitlee strategy options for UNIDO, UNEP,
donors and other stakeholders and will be testexlighn the field missions to selected CPCs. The
requirements of stakeholders for the evaluationpafticular NCPCs will be taken into
consideration. NCPCs in Central America and Souftticé will be included in the field visit
programme given the overdue evaluation of these C§CP

Assess the performance and capacities of seledegh€ Production Centres. Selected CPCs
should be representative for the different type€BCs established under step 3.

Synthesis of results from step 1 (document revi@w(gelf evaluation), 3 (portfolio analysis) and
5 (in-depth performance assessment) into an evwafuateport including conclusions,
recommendations and lessons learned. This stepnalilide an analysis, at the programme level,
of the relevance, the effectiveness and the effagieof the NCPC programme.

Management response: collect responses to the meendations, including envisaged steps

towards their implementation, from the managemérihe main stakeholders of the evaluation
(UNIDO, UNEP, donors).
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8. Presentation and discussion of the evaluation teeatiithe Annual NCPC Meeting in September
2007

C.3. RBM code and thematic area code

RBM code: B.2.3
Thematic Area Code: EAE

C.4. Expected outcomes

UNIDO management, UNEP management, donors and atiageholders will use the conclusions

and recommendations of the evaluation to elaboastesvidence-based, comprehensive strategy for
future assistance to and cooperation with Cleanerdlction Centres and Programmes and related
initiatives and institutions.

The new strategy will provide the basis for a gjthened global network for the promotion of cleaner
production.
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C.5. Outputs and activities

Outputs and activities under OSL/EVA responsibitity

Output 1: Assessment Criteria

Activities

Responsibility

1.1 Collect coherent set of information for eachtloé centres and programm
covered by the evaluation

e&/NIDO CP Unit

1.2 Review of documentation on centres and prograsnm

Evaluation Team

1.3 Set of assessment criteria established

Evaluation Team

1.4 Meeting of Steering Committee to approve dater

Steering Committee

Output 2: Self Evaluation

Activities

Responsibility

2.1 Design format for self evaluation based onsssent criteria

Evaluation Team

2.2 Send self evaluation format to all Centres Rrajrammes covered by the
evaluation

Evaluation Team

2.3 Provide assistance and follow up to Centresppogrammes in conducting the
self evaluation

Evaluation Team

Output 3: Portfolio Analysis

Activities

Responsibility

3.1 Analyse information collected under output &l aotput 2 and write a first input
report as a basis for portfolio analysis

Evaluation Team

3.2 Describe the existing portfolio of CP centred programmes by identifying
different types or categories of centres/programmes

Evaluation Team

3.3 based on the portfolio analysis, select cefpregrammes for in-depth

Evaluation Team / Steering

performance assessment

Committee

Output 4: In-depth performance assessment

Activities

Responsibility

4.1 Field visits including interviews of benefidieg and stakeholders

Evaluation Team

4.2 Write brief evaluation reports for each cemtregramme visited

Evaluation Team

4.3 Write summary report for the in-depth assessmen

Evaluation Team

Output 5: Conclusions, Recommendations and Lessons Learned

Activities

Responsibility

5.1 Based on in-depth assessments, document raviéyortfolio analysis write
evaluation report and draw conclusions, recomméoand lessons learned

Evaluation Team / Steering
Committee

5.2 Management response to recommendations

OSL/EVA

Outputs and activities under ECB/CPU responsibility

Output 6: New strategy for the Cleaner Production Programaset) on a strengthened network of NCPCs and

related initiatives

Activities

Responsibility

6.1 Meeting of all stakeholders to discuss evatumationclusions, recommendations
and lessons learned (Annual NCPC meeting)

5 ECB/CPU

6.2 Draft strategy paper / circulation / feedback

ECB/CPU UNEP

6.3 Final strategy paper

ECB/CPU Unit/ UNEP
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C.6. Timeline of the activities

Before the output-related activities shown below start, experts have to be identified and
recruited, the members of the steering committee @ confirm their participation and the

funds need to be transferred to UNIDO for executibris estimated that these activities
require at least a one-month lead-time.

Time schedule for output-related activities:

L Months
Output Activity
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.1
Assessment 1.2
Criteria 13
1.4
Steering
Committee
2.1
Self Evaluation 2.2
2.3
3.1
Portfolio Analysis 3.2
3.3
Steering
Committee
4.1
In-depth
assessment 4.2
43
Steering
Committee
Conclusions, 5.1
Recommendations 5.2
Lessons Learned
6.1, (Annual
New CP strategy 6.2, Meeting
6.3 NCPCs)
C.7. Risks

The principal risk of the project is that a lackrefevant information could limit the credibilitynd
usefulness of the evaluation’s conclusions for ¢hgisaged strategy building. However, previous
evaluations have shown that many NCPCs do haviatvety good information base.

D. MONITORING, REPORTING AND EVALUATION

Monitoring of progress in implementing the projedti be carried out by OSL/EVA on a continuous
basis. The steering committee of the project walteive status reports prior to each of the three
meetings planned over the implementation periotth@fproject. The reports will provide information
on progress towards the objective and the expexigmbmes of the project. They will also summarize
the activities carried out. No evaluation is foerse
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Annex 1: Logical framework

Intervention logic Objectively verifiable indicators Sources of Assumptions
verification
Development |A more effective Cleaner Production Programme of UNHDI@ partner « Increased visibility of NCPCs and NCPPs | Thematic
goal/impact agencies, based on a strengthened network of algaoduction centres and |« Increased use of centres for implementatiq eévaluation to be
programmes. of multilateral and bilateral programmes in th{carried out in 2011

area of sustainable development

Outcome(s)/im|UNIDO management, UNEP management, donors and othehstdkrs will |Incorporation of evaluation’s recommendations| CP strategy of CP will remain an

mediate use the conclusions and recommendations of theaah to elaborate an |and lessons learned in future CP strategy UNIDO, UNEP, |important area of
objective(s)/ |evidence-based, comprehensive strategy for fussistance to and SECO, other cooperation for
cooperation with Cleaner Production Centres andr@rmges and related partners UNIDO and other
initiatives and institutions. partners involved
Outputs 1. Set of criteria for the assessmenfiCleaner Production Centres and 1. Relevant set of criteria available
programmes established 2. Self assessment of performance, needs al
2. CPCs and CP programmes have carried out a selfagi@iprocess and potential available for all CPCs covered by
are aware of their needs, potentials, strengths &wesses, expectatior| the evaluation
from cooperation 3. Different types of centres/programmes
3. Portfolio analysioof CPCs and CP programmes identified
4. In-depth performance assessmeitelected CPCs and programmes |4. Coherent set of assessment reports availa
5. Conclusions, recommendations an lessons learned for all visited centres and programmes
6.New strategy for the Cleaner Production Prograinased on a strengthen{5. Relevant conclusions and recommendatio
network of NCPCs and related initiatives based on evidence found during evaluatio

available, Set of lessons of wider applicab
for UNIDO and stakeholders available

6. Draft strategy paper which incorporates
recommendations and lessons learned frol
the evaluation

Main »  Document review

Activities « Facilitate self evaluation processes of centresppogrammes covered by evaluation

*  Prepare a first input report as a basis for podfiaview

»  Country visits to selected centres and programmaading interviews of beneficiaries and stakehader

«  Prepare draft evaluation report and collect feeklifian stakeholders (management response)

e Prepare final evaluation report

« Meeting of all stakeholders to discuss evaluatimmctusions, recommendations and lessons learnetu@diNCPC meeting)
- Draft strategy paper / circulation / feedback
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