EP

Distr.
GENERAL
p S
X 2 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/9

17 February 2021

CHINESE
ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

AT FHR R R BUE 15
ZIHREGPITERNE

FIN SR

2020 £ 11 H 2 HZE 6 H, ZF5FIR
HEEZR 2021 E3 ASHE 12 H'

AT HLIA 2019 SNk 7RI FL SHEAN

4m
)

1. KA

(a)  RTEHATHIH 2019 NS5 THRIF Fril kS H As )k S0E E A B SRS
S\ N IR B P AR s A 55 4 s

(b) X))\ Gidabs B EE— AT B s

(c) L4 A 5 SR T 00 B 8 LR S RVAAT B L AT
15 A

(d) BRI

Uil FRRIE EER (COVID-19) .

2 L ALFEXCAA U (1) 5 PEVEAS -

S ORIEAE A7/51 RS 71/28 SR EMBIT I 41/93 S ykEi@id Mk GEbR, PR )\ RS WUR
(UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/82/72) [t -+— 22+ P4 i 2y 2019 Ak 55 - Rl it 1) 4% 151 B A

4% 2019 4 12 A 31 H 19E R 5 RO 45 5 2 70 A AR )\ 7S IR S WU 58 1 P 2 B IR HE R 7 1 ) LI o

PAT SR AR BUE A 2 0 I S PAT 2 53 2 [0 2 BT SOAF AN WIRS SO EILR A $AT 2 B3 2 mTREAE H IR AT R




UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/9

2. AMFEAFELLT =AM

B WU LB I H k25
BEAF PR BT H k51
B = 2019 4 [F 5 AU R ATHURE 8 72 1 PRAG



& BV SHatr i
3. RHIH T SIUZAE A AR SCOUREAS FAR 32E F t A SEEL) H AR H o

F 1: 2019 N SIEFR I B AR AL

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/9

mH FrRE FHEHRE TRHAHR HRBAT
Hir PLASCILBR-BALTHE 23| BAn Pl M4 S 30 #HAvr| 2 Hir WAL BHATE SLIE| BAR [ VIMSSEL | RE-BALTE BRBLE

(. ERD R fi L . 1 ¥5 i 1 i
FZAE AT 3K 16 12 12 7 38 27 27| & 16 14 14 RN 2 2 2| B
k
eI H /3% 20 26 27 | R 94 72 85| 7= 26 21 20 7 1 1 1| &
3]
LRSS (5 | 15.62 23.14 2314 | £ | 20.99 21.15 17.61| % 23.57 18.53 18.56 % | 1173 9.32 937 | &
VE)
YRR R AR 230.2 223.0 2237 | % | 1538 9.6 1423 | & 235.1 193.4 193.4 7 67.9 1,191 67.9 | &
Y six
T H 1% 51 52 R 63 55 55 | 7 75 97 91 | £ 48 30 30 7 10 11 12| £
Wh 55 56 R 70% 79 79| & | 1840MNH | 1640H | 1640 H 2 | BE% | 124H 11.2 4 & 90% 100% 100% | 2

(76) RG 12 H
™MH

J B3 A2 T H FE | HRI(16) | Feh(16) | FZ | %I (30) femt | 2 4 oy e 4} & | T o | KRR | R/
56 AR 15 (16) (26) (27) (11) (11) (22) (10)
PSR il E4i 4} e | A2 E4i F st el 2 et &} e} & | e E4in) ey | 2
41
SEILH bR 5/8 4/8 3/8 6/8

* IR BT 53— A S VR AR AU (0 B A T R SR A A R R 7 B “ I R R AT &

TVEE I R R ARIRAZAE ", WZAUE ) H AR T B

A2 U TR SR Y U B ) R [ R R LA



UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/9

M SOl

4, % 2 BIRARIERL P AL B T G As bR AT B 2019 S ANALTEAR B 25
£ 2: 2019 ZPATHNSIIBGEA

= | AL FRE HIRRIE TRHAHR HHFRIT
BB | 4% |ELUB| 4% BB 4% 2L HE| 4%
PR 5 wESE ETA 2 Bt
4 tk
BenfTZohiE | 10 75 8 71 7 88 9 100 10
e miE /1% 10 135 10 90 9 77 8 100 10
)
ORI 4 15 148 15 84 13 79 12 80 12
EKNEREE | 25 97 24 93 23 82 21 100 25
LY
T H & 2 52 R 20 87 17 121 20 63 13 120 20
bt 4% 52 i ik 10 104 10 111 10 107 10 100 10
S HRAZ T H 58 5 100 5 104 5 100 5 45 2
AR
T i F Az it B A 5 100 5 100 5 100 5 100 5
4
=
2018 FEiF4 100 94 92 83 94
HAh 2 BNV SRR AT

5. MRHEEE 41/93 SYE, T MAE MR T A T SR IUE A B T P sk
PEa T -

6. B — R, FFAREAFARITAE 2019 FESLl T2 S HEIKE R EZY A H bz,
1M TRHAZHERG LI —Hir. RAFRKENRBUR & LA, tHAERAT 56K
T 80%, LRMLUE 69%. FFAZA LRSS T I H 52k s 00 Hbx, tHFRARIT 5K
THEPRE 45%. 2019 S RASAT A S AT G EFEAARL, BT A PATIUS R 5
WGt kB TR AL LI AR I H M E B br o5 A Brde s, SRAT A B R B .
2019 4 H A FRATSZIL T 1B B IR FE R A ZW R BAr. BT R E IR E &R
FEEUEREEANH, 1 HAZMR R ZFE e B imdERANIE, SEEEa e ik
Ras” FCTHBEREA” FEARER I E 1

7. BEfE SRR, SUFRE RS SR DAk by T SATHLE 2019 RIS
JERTE UG LS AR AR B

el kv
8. M T8 NEE 5 ARSI FE S R AN S B SO U AT WL BEAT € PE ML ST0F

S ERBATES FE X PATHIA L ST Sk SRR 38 2 A I U B A48 Bk S4B A
© B H LI E AR E I 2 I E .
4



UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/9

a4 136 1, © MR CAE R,
9. % 3R 7 E K RENMN = F BRGNS ARTE . M TeE, RE—LEFXR
EM R T AU = A A A 8, BRI SRR . B
PR R R 2 HONTHE B R & — R0

R 3: IR BIXCLH U APAT LA R sk S BT

Bl REWHE R AEHRE AR
AL 66 19 0 1
HAH5EE 44 22 0 1
HARIR B /£l 41 42 0 1

10 BR 7 =AFESG,  FE S RN 5 2 A WS RTH% . S5 B 5 ) U it 1 vF o
=D o WIHITH 93 TAER AP .

BBARIFRRR
Wit

11, FHATHU CUEIXTH 2019 FEALGiHE VSR, B ira AT E B br b
SZERL T 83%ERHE £ .

12, R TOERR, A T8 ANEZRREN (2019 N 714N 248 1 e E L. fik
A5 405 M\ S R SR W 3 R PP A A3 45 25 E IRSEA U AT RAT BRI SR R L, E o
93 AL A AN ELIH B PP 40 A0 3 A B AN R4

13, APPSR BLR R (BIPE 2y “AEBEE " B AR ) 1 E K0 E K R
SN 5 XL I HAT I Z AR T B2 5E M, R TR AL Ty vl st AN EL i =
IrIEAT R MR SE M AN S U, 725 2 B 1 E SR AN U 1 R R € 1 AT
BERTTIA, AERZEUEOLT, EAIREN M A A E e 020 T R B )

14, EFUPITR AW EIIEE D], SOHURAPATHLRSS 71525 B B E R R AN
B FEAE AR 5N A SR AT AT AR B E, UL ENTSHRERX A
UK 2 T8 B3 e £ N T R 65

15, EEEBITE G SE TRAL S F v E R R AN BT AP i g, @
GO HAVSPPO b 52 I AR, I 028 )\ B SR e 4

2l
16.  EFEWPITERZ:

(a) EFER:

THEE 84 HAM ) JFRE 29 4) . HERKIE (63 4r) . TRHAL (32 4r)  HFRIT G h)o
5



UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/9

(b)

(c)

(—)

(=)
(=)

()

XS FATHLR 2019 NV 1RV SGivEAy,  an
UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/9 5 3Lt FT &1 ;

FIA SATHLAALE FL 100 43l 1) 2019 42 Bk SiFfili h 203k 83 43

B R, PATH 2019 LG —LedabrAH L 2018 FE¥EA 4L
it

B EOTE R BIXCAMPAT BRI SS 715 2 B R 5K R A LR A A 55 45
IWAANELH R ST 2P et it e, BLRENSARERR
EE0IRANNEN PN PSS 3

B LR A G e E 5 R AN U HEAT A TP AT IR RHE, oo Halk S
Prep B BRI, I R 5\ B SRS I e AR

il [ 2R BN LA B 5 N s 2 58 56 B B EC SESURT PR SU LA R PR AT AU Fr) o
WG, BE R E R 144 MEXRPAE 78 MEFRA TR, W
2019 N 7114~



UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/9

Annex |
Annex |
INVESTMENT PROJECT PERFORMANCE BY AGENCY
(1996-2019)
UNDP 1996 | 1997 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
ODS phased out 24% | 93% | 100% | 76% | 41% | 99% | 92% | 100% | 79% | 91% | 85% | 100% | 86% | 100% | N/A 0% | 94% | 100% | 100% | 100% 0% | 34% | 100% | 100%
Funds disbursed 59% | 100% 95% 90% | 100% 95% 7% 64% | 100% 96% 66% 76% 98% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% 97% 97% | 100% | 100%
Project completion 38% | 93% | 86% | 87% |100% | 97% | 79% | 30% | 82% | 74% | 100% | 54% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
reports
Distribution 65% 61% 63% 58% 38% 2% 44% 5% 64% 66% 83% 51% 79% 94% 81% 68% 85% 90% 60% 88% 80%
among countries
Value of projects | 100% | 100% 100% | 80% 100 | 99% | 65% | 73% | 82% | 83% | 77% | 100% | 100% | 38% | 87% | 100% | 87% | 89% | 91% | 100% | 80% | 79% | 85%
approved %
ODS to be phased 74% | 100% 100% | 92% | 96% | 77% | 44% | 89% | 70% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 92% | 61% | 100% | 29% | 83% | 84% | 84% | 96% | 97%
out
Cost of project 4.4% 3% | 27% | 27% | 1.1% | 25% | 1.6% | 3.6% | 1.4% | 05% | 3.6% | 1.5% [14.7% |14.4% | 3.0% | 2.8% | 1.8% | 0.2% | 4.3% | 2.3% [2.71% |0.99% |0.43%
preparation
(% of approvals)
Cost-effectiveness 6.1 63| 914 | 6.74 8.3 | 10.35 71| 627 | 824 | 499 | 576 | 561 | 6.09 | 59.84 |146.85 | 92.53 | 56.92 | 249.68 70.89 (108.35 |184.95 | 38.00 | 45.41
($/kg)
Speed of first 13 13 12 13 | 1284 | 128 | 128 | 1291 | 129 | 130 | 131 | 132 | 134 | 136 | 137 | 137 | 137 | 137 | 137 | 136 | 135 | 136 | 136
disbursement
(months)
Speed of 24 29 | 295 32 33| 336 | 327 | 324 3241 | 329 | 336 | 339 | 338 | 339 | 342 | 346 | 349 | 349 | 352 | 351 | 344 | 356 | 357 | 358
completion
(months)
Net emissions due 8,995 |11,350 (11,727 | 9,023 | 6,466 | 3,607 | 4,538 | 6,619 | 2,674 | 1,312 92 113 101 520 538 248 238 | -881 | 416.3 | 499.6 | 426.1
to delays (ODP
tonnes)
UNIDO 1996 | 1997 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
ODS phased out 73% 80% | 100% 57% 70% | 100% | 100% 88% | 100% 99% | 100% | 100% 84% 86% | 100% | 100% 0% 27% 42% | 100% | 100% | 100% 50% 45%
Funds disbursed 81% | 88% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 91% | 100% | 94% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 97% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 69%
Project completion 83% | 66% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 84% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
reports
Distribution 83% | 74% | 89% | 73% | 78% | 67% | 79% | 69% | 75% | 82% | 61% | 81% | 83% | 100% | 72% | 67% | 100% | 76% | 54% | 64% | 75%
among countries
Value of projects 99% | 99% 100% | 93% | 99% | 97% | 68% | 82% | 100% | 100% | 92% | 100% | 59% | 78% | 100% | 79% | 88% | 64% | 93% | 71% | 73% | 57% | 73%
approved
ODS to be phased 42% 85% 100% 72% | 100% | 100% 37% 89% | 100% 47% 91% | 100% | 100% | 100% 36% 81% 21% 36% | 100% 82% 61% 71% 82%
out
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Cost of project 22% | 42% | 27% | 3.8% | 2.7% | 3.3% | 3.6% 2% | 09% | 1.8% | 2.1% | 1.3% |11.9% | 57% | 2.7% | 3.9% | 1.1% | 1.3% | 1.8% | 3.6% | 2.6% | 0.4% | 2.4%
preparation (% of
approvals)
Cost-effectiveness 611 | 627 | 778 | 671 | 567 | 728 | 979 | 358 | 310 | 713 | 651 | 934 | 3.26 | 22.58 (187.59 | 35.34 |186.02 | 79.01 | 56.02 | 65.50 | 53.61 | 22.83 (119.38
($/kg)
Speed of first 10 9 8 9 9.29 9.16 9.2 9.06 8.97 9.0 8.9 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.4 8.6 8.5 8.6 9.0 8.9 9.0 9.2 9.2
disbursement
(months)
Speed of 20 24 28 26 29 | 29.85 | 30.89 31.7 | 32.35 | 32.98 33.2 335 334 337 34.1 35.0 35.9 36.8 38.3 39.5 40.2 40.9 41.1 41.7
completion
(months)
Net emissions due 4,667 | 5,899 | 5,727 | 5960 | 3,503 | 13,03y 1,481 | 3,864 | 4,470 | 3,431 | 6,970 | 8,918 [14,583 | 17,144 8,805 | 9,939 |13,389 | 6,906 | 8,054.8 7,971.7| 3,372.1
to delays (ODP
tonnes)
World Bank 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
ODS phased out 32% 94% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% 84% | 100% 69% 31% 84% | 47% | 100% | 100% | 100% 20% 98% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% 51% | 100%
Funds disbursed 64% | 77% | 88% | 97% | 100% | 74% | 100% | 100% | 73% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 73% | 64% | 43% | 15% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 78% | 96% | 62% | 80%
Project completion 61% 98% 74% | 100% 84% 84% | 100% 84% 74% 69% 25% 20% 85% 10% | 100% 24% 24% 8% | 33% 11% 45%
reports
Distribution 75% | 79% | 67% | 79% | 65% | 71% | 93% | 79% | 92% | 77% | 67% | 50% | 57% | 100% | 67% | 50% | 33% | 100% | 50% | 60% | 100%
among countries
Value of projects 94% | 87% 100% | 75% | 92% | 100% | 82% | 94% | 83% | 87% | 83% | 93% | 98% 3% | 93% | 29% | 93% | 72% | 100% | 39% | 29% | 95% | 46%
approved
ODS to be phased 34% | 100% 100% 83% 2% 91% 65% 59% | 100% 66% 93% 35% | 100% 89% 11% 7% 25% 11% | 100% 50% | 74% 69% | 100%
out
Cost of project 29% | 27% | 29% | 55% | 1.3% | 0.4% | 0.6% | 0.2% | 0.4% | 0.4% [0.02% | 0.6% | 2.2% [74.8% | 1.5% | 56% | 0.2% | 0.6% | 0.4% | 4.0% 18.64% |1.04% | 0.0%
preparation (% of
approvals)
Cost-effectiveness 3.6 19| 283 | 296 | 385 | 457 | 612 | 374 | 104 | 333 | 329 | 936 | 143 | 112 [545.23 | 69.01 |118.26 [214.04 | 19.84 | 48.54 | 52.66 |618.83 [177.65
($/kg)
Speed of first 26 26 25 25 | 25.33 | 26.28 26 | 26.02 25.7 25.3 25.0 24.8 24.8 24.6 24.6 24.7 24.6 24.6 24.6 24.6 24.5 24.4 245
disbursement
(months)
Speed of 37 34 40 37 39 | 40.09 | 41.35 41 | 40.88 40.7 40.3 40.2 39.8 39.8 40.2 40.2 40.2 40.3 40.8 40.8 40.8 41.0 40.1 41.2
completion
(months)
Net emissions due 7,352 (16,608 (21,539 |22,324 | 18,021 8,338 | 4,843 | 5,674 | 2,316 | 1,303 182 | 1,680 801 901 901 | 1,002 275 455 | 249.9 | 788.4 (812.98

to delays (ODP
tonnes)
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Annex 11
NON-INVESTMENT PROJECT PERFORMANCE BY AGENCY
(1997-2019)

UNDP 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2004 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Funds disbursed 100% 98% | 100% | 100% 93% 61% | 100% | 100% 100% | 92% | 100% | 100% | 100% |100% | 100% 84% 88% | 100% 47% 82% | 100% | 100% | 100%
Speed until first 12 6 11 | 11.29 12 11.4 11 | 11.44 11.5 11.8 11.7 11.7 11.8 | 12.2 11.8 11.9 11.9 11.8 12.0 11.9 11.8 11.7 11.8
disbursement
(months)
Speed until project 31 24 33 | 34.16 36 34.7 35 | 35.36 354 | 366 | 373 | 371 373 | 377 | 371 | 374 372 | 36.7 36.3 36.0 368 | 36.2 | 36.1
completion (months)
UNEP 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2004 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Funds disbursed 49% | 100% | 100% | 100% 93% 93% | 99% 54% 54% | 51% 49% 64% 69% | 60% 63% 55% 47% 61% 44% 91% | 100% 81% 85%
Speed until first 5 3 5| 6.33 6.87 7.3 7.6 8.49 8.4 8.4 8.7 9.0 9.0 9.5 9.6 9.8 9.8 9.9 10.1 10.5 105 | 109 | 10.9
disbursement
(months)
Speed until project 20 15 25 | 279 | 29.66 30.4 31 31.8 324 | 329 | 332 | 336 329 | 339 | 343 | 344 347 | 353 35.3 36.1 36.7 | 36.7 | 36.8
completion (months)
UNIDO 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2004 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Funds disbursed 80% | 100% | 49% | 100% 48% 89% | 100% | 100% 90% | 80% | 89% | 69% | 100% | 84% | 95% | 100% 62% | 82% 82% 75% | 100% | 100% | 95%
Speed until first 7 6.5 6 8 9.15 9.85 94 9.34 8.9 9.8 10.2 10.6 104 | 104 10.3 10.3 10.2 10.1 10.0 10.1 10.4 10.3 10.0
disbursement
(months)
Speed until project 24 11 29 31 | 3366 | 33.84 | 33.7 | 33.89 319 | 331 | 330 | 329 320 | 319 | 314 | 328 328 | 337 32.7 334 335 | 327 | 330
completion (months)
World Bank 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2004 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Funds disbursed 100% | 49% | 35% | 27% 12% 38% | 100% 79% | 100% | 57% | 59% | 59% 19% | 47% | 75% | 5% 49% | 42% | 100% 88% | 100% | 100% | 78%
Speed until first 16 17 5 12 11.95 12.05 13.7 | 14.58 13.6 14.6 14.3 14.4 14.4 | 149 14.6 15.1 14.7 14.0 14.1 14.8 16.8 16.8 16.6
disbursement
(months)
Speed until project 28 32 26 30 | 29.24 | 28.85 30 | 30.39 31| 315 | 311 | 307 30.7 | 303 | 30.1| 303 30.2 | 300 29.8 29.8 29.2 | 293 | 293
completion (months)
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Annex 111
QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES
BY THE NATIONAL OZONE UNITS FOR 2019
Category Sub-category Questions Values Germany| Japan | UNDP | UNEP | UNIDO | World
Bank
IMPACT General Has cooperation with the implementing | Highly satisfactory 5 1 17 52 21 2
agency substantially contributed and Satisfactory 3 12 10 8 1
added value to your work or Less satisfactory 1
organization in managing compliance Unsatisfactory 1
in your country?
IMPACT (Overall Rating) Highly satisfactory 6 1 12 32 14 1
Satisfactory 1 6 5 6 1
Less satisfactory
Unsatisfactory 1
In the design and implementation of the | Highly satisfactory 4 1 18 49 17 2
project, has the implementing agency Satisfactory 4 10 14 11 1
been striving to achieve sustainable Less satisfactory 3
results? Unsatisfactory
ORGANIZATION AND General Did cooperation with the staff of the Highly satisfactory 5 1 20 54 21 2
COOPERATION implementing agency take place in an Satisfactory 3 7 9 10 1
atmosphere of mutual understanding? Less satisfactory 2 1
Unsatisfactory 1
Did the implementing agency clearly Highly satisfactory 4 1 15 50 16 2
explain its work plan and division of Satisfactory 4 11 13 14 1
tasks? Less satisfactory 2 1 1
Unsatisfactory 1
Did the implementing agency Highly satisfactory 3 1 17 44 17 2
sufficiently control and monitor the Satisfactory 4 10 13 11 1
delivery of consultant services? Less satisfactory 1 2
Unsatisfactory 1
Did the responsible staff of the Highly satisfactory 4 1 17 52 17 3
implementing agency communicate Satisfactory 4 10 11 11
sufficiently and help to avoid Less satisfactory 2 2
misunderstanding? Unsatisfactory 1
Has the use of funds been directed Highly satisfactory 2 1 20 49 18 2
effectively to reach the targets and was | Satisfactory 6 7 13 11 1
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Category Sub-category Questions Values Germany| Japan | UNDP | UNEP | UNIDO | World
Bank

it agreed between the national ozone Less satisfactory 1 2

unit and the implementing agency? Unsatisfactory 1

If there was a lead agency for a multi- Highly satisfactory 1 1 13 23 8

agency project, did it coordinate the Satisfactory 7 22 12 1

activities of the other implementing Less satisfactory 1

agencies satisfactorily? Unsatisfactory 1

ORGANIZATION AND Highly satisfactory 3 1 9 22 8 1

COOPERATION (Overall Rating) Satisfactory 3 5 6 7 1
Less satisfactory
Unsatisfactory 1

Was active involvement of the national | Highly satisfactory 4 1 19 50 17 3

ozone unit ensured in project Satisfactory 4 8 10 11

Development? Less satisfactory 2
Unsatisfactory

Was active involvement of the national | Highly satisfactory 4 1 20 52 18 3

ozone unit ensured in project Satisfactory 4 7 9 10

Identification? Less satisfactory 2
Unsatisfactory

Was active involvement of the national | Highly satisfactory 4 1 18 50 17 3

ozone unit ensured in project Satisfactory 4 7 11 13

Implementation? Less satisfactory 2 2
Unsatisfactory

Were the required services of the Highly satisfactory 4 1 10 43 13 2

implementing agency delivered in Satisfactory 4 16 21 16 1

time? Less satisfactory 2 1 2
Unsatisfactory 1

TECHNICAL General Did project partners receive sufficient Highly satisfactory 5 1 16 34 16 2
ASSISTANCE/TRAINING technical advice and/or assistance in Satisfactory 2 11 21 12 1

their decision-making on technology? Less satisfactory 1
Unsatisfactory 1

Did the agency give sufficient Highly satisfactory 5 1 16 48 17 2

consideration to training aspects within | Satisfactory 3 9 14 12 1

funding limits? Less satisfactory 1 1
Unsatisfactory 1

Do you feel that you have received Highly satisfactory 4 1 14 37 15 2

sufficient support in building capacities | Satisfactory 4 12 25 14 1

for the national implementation of the Less satisfactory 1 2
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Category Sub-category Questions Values Germany| Japan | UNDP | UNEP | UNIDO | World
Bank
project (within the funding Unsatisfactory 1
limitations)?
Has the acquisition of services and Highly satisfactory 5 1 14 33 18 1
equipment been successfully Satisfactory 3 10 19 11
administered, contracted and its Less satisfactory 2 1 2
delivery monitored? Unsatisfactory 1
In case of need, was trouble-shooting Highly satisfactory 5 1 13 37 14 2
by the agency quick and in direct Satisfactory 3 13 20 13 1
response to your needs? Less satisfactory 2 2
Unsatisfactory 1
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE/ Highly satisfactory 3 1 9 17 9 2
TRAINING (Overall Rating) Satisfactory 4 8 18 11 1
Less satisfactory
Unsatisfactory 1
Was the selection and competence of Highly satisfactory 4 1 17 35 16 1
consultants provided by the agency Satisfactory 3 9 21 13
satisfactory? Less satisfactory 1
Unsatisfactory 1
Were project partners and stakeholders | Highly satisfactory 5 1 19 44 15 2
encouraged by the implementing Satisfactory 2 8 14 12 1
agency to participate positively in Less satisfactory 2
decision-making and design of Unsatisfactory 1
activities?
Investment Has the agency been effective and met | Highly satisfactory 4 1 16 31 15 1
projects the expectations of stakeholders in Satisfactory 3 11 13 10 2
providing technical advice, training and | Less satisfactory 2
commissioning? Unsatisfactory 1
Has the agency been responsive in Highly satisfactory 3 1 11 22 12 3
addressing any technical difficulties Satisfactory 4 12 16 12
that may have been encountered Less satisfactory 1 2
subsequent to the provision of non- Unsatisfactory 1
ODS technology?
National phase- | Has support for the distribution of Highly satisfactory 3 1 13 28 13 1
out plans equipment been adequate? Satisfactory 4 11 22 14
Less satisfactory 3
Unsatisfactory
Highly satisfactory 2 1 14 37 10 2
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Category Sub-category Questions Values Germany| Japan | UNDP | UNEP | UNIDO | World
Bank
Has support to identify policy issues Satisfactory 3 8 22 15 1
related to implementation been Less satisfactory 1 4
adequate? Unsatisfactory
Has technical advice on equipment Highly satisfactory 4 1 15 32 14 1
specifications been adequate? Satisfactory 4 11 18 14
Less satisfactory 2
Unsatisfactory
Has the technical advice or training that | Highly satisfactory 4 1 14 43 13 2
was provided been effective? Satisfactory 4 12 18 15 1
Less satisfactory 2
Unsatisfactory
Were proposed implementation Highly satisfactory 3 1 15 40 13 2
strategies adequate? Satisfactory 3 10 20 14 1
Less satisfactory 2
Unsatisfactory
Regulatory Were the regulations that were Highly satisfactory 1 1 11 30 11 2
assistance proposed by the agency Adapted to Satisfactory 3 7 21 11
projects local circumstances? Less satisfactory
Unsatisfactory 1
Were the regulations that were Highly satisfactory 2 1 11 36 11 2
proposed by the agency Applicable? Satisfactory 3 6 20 12
Less satisfactory
Unsatisfactory 1
Were the regulations that were Highly satisfactory 2 1 11 29 7 2
proposed by the agency Enforceable? Satisfactory 3 6 24 14
Less satisfactory 1
Unsatisfactory 1
Training Was the quality of the training provided | Highly satisfactory 4 1 15 45 16 1
projects satisfactory? Satisfactory 4 9 14 8 1
Less satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
Was the training designed so that those | Highly satisfactory 4 1 15 43 15 2
trained would be likely to use the skills | Satisfactory 4 8 16 9

taught?

Less satisfactory

Unsatisfactory




