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Developing and using indicators to track progress achieved in integrating the environment in EC development cooperation:

Final report
 

1. Logical framework for Environmental Integration in EC Development Cooperation

Work on indicators was based on the following “logical framework”, as agreed at the beginning of the 2009 contract:
	Intervention logic
	Objectively verifiable indicators & other assessment criteria
	Status

	Overall objective

	The countries helped by the EC are making progress in terms of sustainable development and environmental improvement
	No indicators linked to the overall objective will be followed in the context of this indicator-related exercise, since none of them would reflect specifically the outcomes of EC development cooperation 
	

	Specific objective

	EC external cooperation promotes sustainable development by financing programmes/ projects and other activities (e.g. studies, capacity building measures) that generate positive environmental effects or adequately mitigate negative ones
	Ind. 1: Among those programme/project evaluations that consider environment-related aspects, %age that show positive and sustainable environmental effects, or are deemed to adequately mitigate negative environmental effects
	Ultimately not pursued due to significant methodological difficulties and the existence of other priorities

	Expected results

	CSPs are environmentally relevant (incl. consideration of climate-related issues)
	Ind. 2: %age of CSPs that adequately address environmental problems and institutional weaknesses 
	Work completed on a large sample of CSPs/NIPs (2007-2013 or 2008-2013 baseline)

	
	Ind. 3: %age of CSPs that specifically address climate-related issues
	Work completed on a large sample of CSPs/NIPs (2007-2013 or 2008-2013 baseline)

	CEPs are available for the preparation of CSPs
	Ind. 4A: %age of partner countries for which a detailed CEP is available
	Available (CEP inventory)

	CEPs are relevant and of good quality
	Ind. 4B
: %age of CEPs that can be considered very good, good and acceptable
	Work completed (all available detailed CEPs reviewed)

	The environmental dimension is included in the design of SPSPs
	Ind. 5: No. of sectoral SEAs available, ongoing or planned in relation to SPSPs in ‘sensitive’ sectors
	Available (SEA inventory); to be confronted with EC-internal knowledge

	
	Ind. 6: %age of SPSPs in ‘sensitive’ sectors that meaningfully address the environmental dimension in the assessment of the sector policies to be supported, and/or incorporate the recommendations of an SEA or similar assessment and/or include measures to deal with identified environmental concerns
	Work completed on a sample basis (2008 baseline)

	The environmental dimension is included in the design of GBS programmes
	No indicator linked specifically to this result will be built at this stage
	No work done on this indicator since not considered a priority

	The environmental dimension is included in the design of projects
	Ind. 7: No. and budget of projects with an environment-related specific objective or with environment-related expected results
	Partially available from list compiled to prepare the review of projects, but the results reported are not meaningful as such; comprehensive development of this indicator would require the development of a much more complex methodology, as well as ongoing follow-up involving regular access to CRIS.

	
	Ind. 8: %age of projects the logical framework and formulation of which show adequate attention was paid to integrating the environmental dimension
	Work completed on a large sample basis (2008 baseline)

	EIAs are available for the formulation of ‘hard’ projects
	Ind. 9: %age of projects with evidence of environmental screening in the identification phase
	Work completed on a large sample basis (2008 baseline)

	
	Ind. 10: %age of category A projects for which an EIA has actually been conducted 
	Results are available for the reviewed projects – where EIA was ‘considered’, need to check what exactly has been done with Delegations 

	Required inputs

	EC staff and staff of partner governments/organisations are trained in the use of environmental integration tools and methods
	Ind. 11: No. of people trained by type of organisation
	Available (2008-2009 baseline)

	
	Ind. 12: No. of person-days of training attended by type of organisation
	Available (2008-2009 baseline)

	A Handbook and tools are available to integrate the environment
	Ind. 13: The environmental integration Handbook is available
	Available

	
	Ind. 14: ToRs and/or other instructions are available for key environmental integration tools
	Available with existing Handbook. New Guidelines finalised by end 2009. 

	External thematic expertise on environmental integration is up and running; its services are being used and are appreciated by users
	Ind. 15: No. of key documents (e.g. CEP, CSP, SEA, EIA, …) drafted or analysed with some support of the external team of experts
	Available (2007-2009 baseline)

	
	Ind. 16: Satisfaction rate of users
	Available (2009 baseline)

	Financial resources are dedicated to the environment and environmental integration in programmes/projects
	Ind. 17: Amount of financing allocated to specific actions that foster environmental integration or improved ENR management in partner countries
	No work on this indicator since E6 conducted similar research with its own resources in the course of 2009


2. Results of assessment

Indicator 2: Percentage of CSPs that adequately address environmental problems and institutional weaknesses 
The methodology for obtaining this indicator is presented in Annex 1. It is based on the number of potential “environmental integration entry points” actually used in the Country Strategy Paper and, where available (i.e. in most cases), the National Indicative Programme. The assessment was undertaken on a sample of 49 countries, primarily (but not exclusively) those that have a detailed CEP.
The overall result of the assessment is the following:

	Reviewed

	Very good
	Good
	Meets min. req.ts
	Insufficient

	49
	16
	13
	16
	4

	
	32.7%
	26.5%
	32.7%
	8.1%


CSPs considered “very good” from the point of view of environmental integration include those for: Angola, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Brazil, China, Ethiopia, Gabon, Guinea-Bissau, India, Laos, Maldives, Mauritania, Sierra Leone, Tunisia and Vanuatu.
CSPs considered “good” from the point of view of environmental integration include those for: Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Indonesia, Madagascar, Mali, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Tanzania, Thailand, Togo and Uganda.
CSPs considered as “meeting minimum requirements” from the point of view of environmental integration include those for: Afghanistan, Algeria, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (RDC), Malaysia, Mongolia, Nepal, Niger, Philippines, Suriname, Syria, Vietnam and Zambia.
CSPs considered “insufficient” from the point of view of environmental integration include those for: Antigua & Barbuda, Belize, Cape Verde and  Liberia.
Individual assessment fiches with comments are available for each of the countries mentioned above (see electronic version of the report).

Indicator 3: Percentage of CSPs that specifically address climate-related issues
The methodology for obtaining this indicator is presented in Annex 1. It is based on the number of potential “climate change integration entry points” actually used in the Country Strategy Paper and, where available (i.e. in most cases), the National Indicative Programme. The assessment was undertaken on the same sample of 49 countries as for Indicator 2.
The overall result of the assessment is the following:

	Reviewed
	Very good
	Good
	Meets min. req.ts
	Insufficient

	49
	5
	2
	6
	36

	
	10.2%
	4.1%
	12.2%
	73.5%


The high number of documents in which integration of climate change is judged ‘insufficient’ is explained by the fact that this type of integration was not required or even suggested at the time of drafting the reviewed documents. This assessment should be understood as exclusively aimed at establishing a baseline, against which future programming documents can be assessed. The few countries for which integration of climate change in programming documents is considered ‘good’ or ‘very good’ are typically those whose governments already attributed significant importance to climate-related issues at the time of the last programming exercise – as well as emerging countries that are now large emitters of greenhouse gases, so that the EC is interested in having a dialogue with them on climate change mitigation. 

CSPs considered “very good” from the point of view of climate change integration include those for: Bangladesh, Brazil, China, India and Maldives.
CSPs considered “good” from the point of view of climate change integration include those for: Ethiopia and Tanzania.

CSPs considered as “meeting minimum requirements” from the point of view of climate change integration include those for: Angola, Benin, Congo (RDC), Sierra Leone, Somalia and Uganda.
CSPs considered “insufficient” from the point of view of climate change integration include those for: Afghanistan, Algeria, Antigua & Barbuda, Belize, Bhutan, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazzaville), Gabon, Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Laos, Liberia, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Nepal, Niger, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Swaziland, Syria, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Vanuatu, Vietnam and Zambia.
Individual assessment fiches with comments are available for each of the countries mentioned above (see electronic version of the report).
Indicator 4A: Percentage of partner countries for which a detailed CEP is available
Detailed Country Environmental Profiles are available for 56 countries, out of a total of 139 identified partner countries
 – i.e. for 40.3% of partner countries. 

Detailed CEPs are available for the following countries:
· ACP – Africa: Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroun, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo (Brazza), Congo (RDC), Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Rwanda, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Swaziland, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda and Zambia;
· ACP – Caribbean: Guyana, Suriname;
· ACP – Pacific: Fiji, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Vanuatu;
· ENPI countries – Mediterranean: Syria, Tunisia;

· ENPI countries – Eastern Europe: none;

· Latin America: Brazil;

· Asia: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Cambodia, China, India, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Maldives, Mongolia, Nepal, Philippines, Sri Lanka and Thailand.

In addition, five Regional Environmental Profiles have been identified for the following regions: Andean Community, Asia, Central Africa, Central America, and Overseas Countries and Territories. 
Indicator 4B: Percentage of CEPs that can be considered very good, good and acceptable
The methodology for obtaining this indicator is presented in Annex 1. It is based on an evaluation against a variety of criteria including the structure and contents of the report, the quality of the presentation, layout and style, the quality of the summary, the overall quality of information contained in the report, the quality and relevance of recommendations for programming, and evidence of consultation with national stakeholders and other donors. 

	Reviewed
	Very good
	Good
	Acceptable
	Insufficient

	56
	13
	12
	23
	8

	
	23.2%
	21.4%
	41.1%
	14.3%


Individual assessment fiches with comments are available for each of the reviewed CEPs (see electronic version of the report).

Factors that seem to contribute significantly to the quality of CEPs include the following:

· sufficient resources (time and man-days) allocated to the study;

· presence of at least one expert from the country in the team in charge of CEP preparation;

· number of stakeholders met and interviewed during CEP preparation – this is what adds value in comparison with a desk study;

· organisation of a stakeholder workshop during the study (in order to collect information) and/or at the end of the study (in order to validate the findings presented in the draft CEP report).

In addition, although this factor is more difficult to assess through a desk review of CEPs, there are strong indications that the Delegation’s commitment to the study, and how much support Delegation staff provide to the team in charge of CEP preparation (e.g. by giving a good briefing, facilitating introductions/meetings with stakeholders, actively promoting stakeholder participation in the workshop), can make a contribution to the quality of a CEP.

Indicator 5: Number of sectoral SEAs available, ongoing or planned in relation to SPSPs in ‘sensitive’ sectors 

Seventeen EC-financed Strategic Environmental Assessments have been identified so far, as follows (to be confronted with EC-internal knowledge):

	#
	Status
	Country
	Topic
	Final report

	1
	Completed
	China
	River Basin Management Programme
	2005

	2
	Completed
	Guyana
	Sea Defences Sector Policy
	01/2009?

	3
	Completed
	Jamaica
	Implementation of the Multi-annual Sugar Industry Adaptation Strategy (2006-2015)
	05/2009

	4
	Completed
	Maldives
	Regional Development Plan
	06/2006

	5
	Completed
	Mali
	Appui au Programme Sectoriel des Transports
	09/2008

	6
	Completed
	Mauritius
	Multi-Annual Adaptation Strategy for the Mauritian Sugarcane Cluster (2006-2015)
	06/2007

	7
	Completed
	Tanzania
	Sugar Reform Accompanying Measures (2007-2010)
	2007

	8
	Completed 
	Trinidad & Tobago
	Sugar sector reform
	2009

	9
	Completed
	Zambia
	Sugar sector reform
	due 12/2009

	10
	Completed?
	Ivory Coast
	Banana sector reform
	??

	11
	Ongoing
	Ghana
	Transport Integration Plan
	due 04/2010

	12
	Planned
	Azerbaijan
	Rural development
	

	13
	Planned (ongoing?)
	Belize
	Sugar sector reform
	

	14
	Planned
	East Timor
	Rural development
	

	15
	Planned
	Zambia
	Agriculture sector
	

	16
	Planned
	Zambia
	Road sector
	

	17
	Planned?
	Zimbabwe
	Agricultural Services & Management Project
	


It would be useful to check with the concerned Delegations whether SEAs have been undertaken or are planned in relation to the following programmes:

· Egypt – Transport Sector Policy Support Programme (2008);

· Fiji – Accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries (2008);

· Ivory Coast – Special assistance framework in favour of traditional ACP banana suppliers (2008):

· Madagascar – Accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries (2008).
Indicator 6: Percentage of SPSPs in ‘sensitive’ sectors that meaningfully address the environmental dimension in the assessment of the sector policies to be supported, and/or incorporate the recommendations of an SEA or similar assessment and/or include measures to deal with identified environmental concerns
The methodology for obtaining this indicator is presented in Annex 1. It is based on the number of potential “environmental integration entry points” actually used in Sector Policy Support Programme Identification Fiches, Action Fiches and draft Technical and Administrative Provisions.

The overall result of the assessment, which was carried out over a sample of 12 SPSPs in ‘environmentally sensitive’ sectors submitted to the QSG in 2008, is the following:

	Reviewed

	Very good
	Good
	Meets min. req.ts
	Insufficient

	12
	2
	1
	3
	6

	
	8.3%
	16.7%
	25.0%
	50.0%


SPSPs considered “very good” from the point of view of environmental integration include: Jamaica (Sugar Reform Accompanying Measures), Zambia (SPSP Road Transport II). Note that these are the only 2 SPSPs (out of the 12 reviewed for this exercise) for which an SEA has actually been undertaken.
SPSPs considered “good” from the point of view of environmental integration include: Bolivia (support for National Plan for Watershed Management).
SPSPs considered as “meeting minimum requirements” from the point of view of environmental integration include: Azerbaijan (Agricultural and Rural Development programme), Morocco (Energy Sector Reform Support Programme), and Ukraine (support for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy).
SPSPs considered “insufficient” from the point of view of environmental integration include: Burkina Faso (Infrastructure and Transport Support Programme), Egypt (Transport Policy Support Programme), Ethiopia (Road Infrastructure Support Programme), Honduras (phasing out of Food Security Support Programme), Niger (Food Security Support Programme), and Tanzania (Road Transport Sector Policy Support Programme).
Individual assessment fiches with comments are available for each of the SPSPs mentioned above (see electronic version of the report).
Note that out of the 12 SPSPs reviewed here, 2 only have been used as an opportunity to finance an SEA of the supported sector policy/programme
 – while the possibility of undertaking SEA at some point in future was considered in one additional case
.  
The sample of reviewed SPSPs is quite small so we should be careful about drawing conclusions. Nevertheless, it is quite clear that overall, environmental integration in the identification and formulation of SPSPs is much weaker than in the case of projects (see results below). Hopefully, the requirement (as from 2010) to provide evidence of SEA screening with the submission of the Identification Fiche will help strengthen consideration of environmental aspects in the preparation of SPSPs. DG Aidco E6 may want to accompany this requirement by providing targeted support on environmental integration to the teams in charge of formulating SPSPs in ‘environmentally sensitive’ sectors – especially where no SEA is conducted.
Indicator 7: No. and budget of projects with an environment-related specific objective or with environment-related expected results
Out of the 49 reviewed projects, 18 specifically mentioned environmental objectives in the formulation of their specific objective and/or expected results. These projects had a cumulative budget of 268.1 MEUR. Note however that this finding is based on a sample of projects presented to the QSG in the course of 2008, not on the totality of projects approved for financing in 2008. Note also that the total budget for these projects is not representative of the resources dedicated to environmental protection, since many of the identified projects pursued a variety of objectives besides environmental objectives. Identifying with any precision the amount of resources dedicated to environmental protection would require a refined, more complex methodology – and ongoing follow-up of projects, involving regular access to CRIS, after project review by the QSG. Due to these limitations, the figures reported here are not meaningful as such.
Indicator 8: Percentage of projects the logical framework and formulation of which show adequate attention was paid to integrating the environmental dimension
The methodology for obtaining this indicator is presented in Annex 1. It is based on the number of potential “environmental integration entry points” actually used in Project Identification Fiches and Action Fiches.

The overall result of the assessment, which was carried out on a sample of 49 projects submitted to the QSG in 2008
, is the following:

	Reviewed

	Very good
	Good
	Meets min. req.ts
	Insufficient

	49
	4
	19
	13
	13

	
	8.2%
	38.8%
	26.5%
	26.5%


Projects considered “very good” from the point of view of environmental integration include: Ethiopia (scaling up of participatory forest management), French Polynesia (wastewater & sanitation programme in Moorea and Punaauia), Kyrgyzstan (support to infrastructure development/irrigation in rural areas), and Tanzania (10th EDF energy and climate change adaptation). 
Projects considered “good” from the point of view of environmental integration include: Angola (inst’l support to the development of the water and sanitation sectors), Belarus (support to the development of a comprehensive framework for int’l env’l cooperation), Benin (transport sector support programme), Chad (cattle sector support programme), Congo (RDC) (support for the national conservation, forest management and biodiversity policy), Cuba (demarcation and establishment of the Caribbean Biological Corridor), Fiji (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries), Ivory Coast (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries), Ivory Coast (special assistance framework in favour of traditional ACP banana suppliers), Mali (transport network development in the Northern part of the Niger delta), Niger (10th EDF road infrastructure programme), North Korea (support to health, water, sanitation and institutional strengthening), Pakistan (improving livelihoods through application of renewable energy), Suriname (rehabilitation of the eastern part of the east-west road connection: Meerzorg-Albina), Swaziland (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries – transport), Tanzania (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries), Yemen (food security support programme financed by the MED-Food budget line), ENPI region (pre-investment project for the implementation of the Trans-Caspian Black Sea corridor), and Asia – regional (SWITCH Asia – promoting sustainable consumption and production).
Projects considered as “meeting minimum requirements” from the point of view of environmental integration include: Afghanistan (support to agriculture), Cameroon (technical and financial assistance to the banana sector), Cape Verde (support for banana cultivation and agricultural production on Santiago island), Chad (gum arabic sector support programme), Congo (RDC) (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries), Guinea Bissau (support for the water sector and solar-based water supply in rural areas), Lebanon (support for local development in Northern Lebanon), Madagascar (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries), Mozambique (upgrading of Milange-Mocuba road), Myanmar (food security and livelihoods programme 2008), Solomon Islands (rural advancement micro-projects programme), Somalia (irrigation rehabilitation and agricultural diversification in the traditional banana growing areas), and Uganda (sawlog production grant scheme II).
Projects considered “insufficient” from the point of view of environmental integration include: Belize (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries), Dominica (project for enhancing rural sector development), Egypt (improved water and wastewater services programme), Madagascar (diversification and marketing of tropical market gardening productions in Vatovavy Fitovinany region), Madagascar (southern road network – Fort-Dauphin connection), Malawi (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries), Senegal (rehabilitation of the St Louis-Rosso road), Suriname (support to banana sector restructuring), Tanzania (trade and agriculture support programme), Uganda (Northern Uganda agricultural livelihoods recovery programme), Yemen (food security programme financed by the DCI-Food budget line), Africa – regional (food security thematic programme, strategic priority #1), Latin America – regional (sustainable energy in central America, contribution to the Energy and Environment Partnership).
Individual assessment fiches with comments are available for each of the SPSPs mentioned above (see electronic version of the report).

Indicator 9: Percentage of projects with evidence of environmental screening in the identification phase
There is evidence of environmental screening in the preparatory documents of 20 out 49 projects, i.e. 40.8% of the sample (which, it must be noted, includes only projects in ‘environmentally sensitive’ sectors). More specifically, based on an assessment by the reviewers of the category
 to which projects are likely to belong, there is evidence of some environmental screening taking place as follows:
· out of 13 projects considered to belong to Cat. A, there is some evidence of EIA screening in 11 cases i.e. 84.6%;
· out of 28 projects considered to belong to Cat. B, there is some evidence of EIA screening in 6 cases i.e. 21.4%;
· out of 6 projects considered to belong to Cat. C, there is some evidence of EIA screening in one case i.e. 16.7%;

· in addition, 2 projects that can be assimilated to programmes were screened for SEA.

Note that in the majority of cases, evidence of environmental screening is implicit (i.e. there is no explicit reference to a screening procedure and its outcomes, but a reference is made to the fact that EIA/SEA has been undertaken, will be undertaken or will be considered). 
As far as SPSPs are concerned, there is evidence of screening for SEA in the preparatory documents of 4 out of the 12 reviewed programmes, i.e. in 33.3% of cases – a relatively low percentage, considering that all these SPSPs are in ‘environmentally sensitive’ sectors.

The requirement (as from 2010) to provide evidence of environmental screening with the submission of the Identification Fiches will definitely help ensure that the screening process takes place in a more systematic manner.

Indicator 10: Percentage of category A projects for which an EIA has actually been conducted
Out of 13 projects considered to belong to Cat. A, 7 were subject to an EIA (53.8%)
, 3 planned to undertake EIA (23.1%)
, and EIA was considered (without a firm commitment) in one additional case (7.7%)
. There was no indication of an intention to conduct EIA in two cases (15.4%)
. Where EIA was considered in the identification and formulation documents, it would be useful to check with the concerned Delegations whether it has actually been undertaken (or whether there are plans to do so in the foreseeable future).
For the record, it should also be noted that:

· SEA was undertaken in relation to 3 programmes which are technically classified as being undertaken with the project approach
 (and were thus reviewed as projects in the context of this exercise);

· SEA was planned in relation to 2 other such programmes
.

Indicator 11: No. of people trained by type of organisation
	Type of organisation
	People trained 2008
	People trained 2009

	EC Relex family (HQ-based)
	44
	67

	EU Delegations
	113
	110

	EC (other DGs)
	17
	33

	Government partners
	99
	136

	NGO partners
	27
	38

	EU Member States representatives
	20
	10

	Non-EU MS representatives and other donors
	8
	4

	Other (projects, universities, private sector, …)
	7
	4

	Total
	335
	402


Indicator 12: No. of person-days of training attended by type of organisation
	Type of organisation
	Person-days 
2008
	Person-days 
2009

	EC Relex family (HQ-based)
	111
	134

	EU Delegations
	390
	373

	EC (other DGs)
	27
	53

	Government partners
	356
	503

	NGO partners
	94
	141

	EU Member States representatives
	60
	39

	Non-EU MS representatives and other donors
	18
	16

	Other (projects, universities, private sector, …)
	22
	14

	Total
	1078
	1273


Indicator 13: The environmental integration Handbook is available
YES: the environmental integration Handbook has been available throughout the contract period, and an updated version (in the form of Guidelines on the integration of environment and climate change) will be available by the end of 2009 in English, French and Spanish.

Indicator 14: ToRs and/or other instructions are available for key environmental integration tools
YES: ToRs for key environmental integration tools have been available in the Handbook throughout the contract period, and an updated version (in the form of Guidelines on the integration of environment and climate change) has been produced in the context of the new Guidelines. In addition, ad hoc support on the use of these tools was provided throughout the contract period (see indicator 15); and advice on the integration of climate change was provided on demand (particularly in 2009, for instance in relation with the update of CEPs or the drafting of new ones).
Indicator 15: Number of key documents (e.g. CEP, CSP, SEA, EIA, …) drafted or analysed with some support of the external team of experts 

	Document type
	2007 

	2008
	2009

	Country Environmental Profile
	3 (+ 5) 

	
	8 (+ 56) 


	Country Strategy Paper
	7 

	1 

	(49) 


	Environmental Impact Assessment
	1 

	2 

	2 


	Strategic Environmental Assessment
	2 

	3 

	3 


	Other types of environmental studies
	
	2 

	7 


	Identification and formulation documents
	2 

	4 

	6 (+ 61) 


	Other key documents (reviewed for environmental integration)
	3 

	2 

	1 


	Total
	18 + 5
	14
	27 + 166


Note that for some projects/documents, support was provided over two calendar years. In such cases, in order to avoid double counting, the projects/documents in question are mentioned under the year in which the bulk of the support was provided.

Indicator 16: Satisfaction rate of users

· Number of forms sent to users (in 2009): 45
· Number of forms returned by users: 27
Satisfaction rate:

	Criterion
	Not satisfied
	Satisfied
	Very satisfied

	Clarity of information/advice
	0
	6
	21

	Percentage
	0%
	22.2%
	77.8%

	Speed of response
	0
	5
	22

	Percentage
	0%
	18.5%
	81.5%

	Technical quality of advice
	0
	8
	19

	Percentage
	0%
	29.6%
	70.4%

	Overall satisfaction
	0
	7
	20

	Percentage
	0%
	25.9%
	74.1%


Annex 1: Methodology for establishing the value of some indicators
A.1  Indicator 2: %age of CSPs that adequately address environmental problems and institutional weaknesses
CSPs and NIPs were assessed using the following form:

	CSP/NIP - ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL INTEGRATION OUTCOMES
	 
	 
	 

	Country: 
	Basics
	'Extra'
	Total

	1. CSP: Entry points for environmental integration
	 
	 
	 

	Country analysis includes section on environmental situation (that does more than just referring to an Annex)
	 
	 
	 

	-> This section is given roughly the same importance as other sections
	 
	 
	 

	Environment and sustainable management of NR selected as focal or non-focal sector (*)
	 
	 
	 

	-> Environment and sustainable management of NR selected as focal sector
	 
	 
	 

	Response strategy includes at least a generic commitment to environmental mainstreaming (e.g. under 'cross-cutting issues')
	 
	 
	 

	-> Response strategy includes more than a generic commitment to EI, in relation to at least one sector
	 
	 
	 

	Response strategy includes at least a generic commitment to undertaking environmental assessment (e.g. (EIA/SEA) in sensitive sectors (**)
	 
	 
	 

	-> Response strategy includes more than a generic commitment to EA, in relation to at least one sector (**)
	 
	 
	 

	CSP uses other entry points for environmental integration (***)
	 
	 
	 

	-> CSP uses more than one additional entry points for EI (***)
	 
	 
	 

	Number of entry points used (max = 5 + 5)
	0
	0
	0

	2. NIP: Entry points for environmental integration
	 
	 
	 

	Objectives and/or description of activities include at least a generic commitment to environmental integration (e.g. under 'cross-cutting issues')
	 
	 
	 

	-> Obj./Description include more than a generic commitment to EI, in relation to at least one sector
	 
	 
	 

	Objectives and/or description of activities include at least a generic commitment to undertaking environmental assessment (e.g. (EIA/SEA) in sensitive sectors (**)
	 
	 
	 

	-> Obj./Description include more than a generic commitment to EA, in relation to at least one sector (**)
	 
	 
	 

	Indicators selected to monitor performance in focal sectors reflect at least some concern for environmental sustainability
	 
	 
	 

	-> Indicators reflect specific care for environmental sustainability, in relation to at least one sector
	 
	 
	 

	Number of entry points used (max = 3 + 3)
	0
	0
	0

	3. Annexes
	 
	 
	 

	CSP annexes include a summary of the CEP
	 
	 
	 

	Number of entry points used (max = 1)
	0
	 
	0

	Total number of entry points used (max = 9 + 8)
	0
	0
	0

	4. "Missed opportunities" (negative points)
	 
	 
	 

	CSP and NIP fail to take account of env'l aspects/env'l sustainability in at least one sensitive sector (min. req.ts not met) (****)
	 
	 
	 

	CSP and NIP fail to take  account of env'l aspects/env'l sustainability in more than one sensitive sector (min. req.ts not met) (****)
	 
	 
	 

	Total number of entry points used, accounting for missed opportunities
	0
	0
	0

	Overall level of EI (please refer to scoring system)
	 


One point is attributed for each ‘entry point’ used. A distinction is made between ‘basic points’ (i.e. points attributed in relation to basic, ‘minimal’ criteria) and ‘extra points’ (i.e. those attributed for exceeding minimal requirements). The spreadsheet calculates the overall score, on the basis of which an overall assessment is made of the level of environmental integration, as follows:
a) where both the CSP and the NIP could be assessed (i.e. in the majority of cases):

· 0-4 points: insufficient

· 5-7 points (or 4-6 points if there are no ‘environmentally sensitive’ focal or non-focal sectors): meets minimum requirements

· 8-10 points: good

· 11-13 points: very good

· > 13 points: outstanding

b) where only the CSP could be assessed (i.e. for three countries in our sample: Bhutan, Malaysia and Nepal):

· 0-3 points: insufficient

· 4-5 points (or 4-6 points if there are no ‘environmentally sensitive’ focal or non-focal sectors): meets minimum requirements

· 6-7 points: good

· 8-9 points: very good

· 10-11 points: outstanding

As shown in the Section 4 of the evaluation form, it is possible to withdraw from the total one or two points for ‘missed opportunities’, i.e. for failure to make any reference to environmental integration / sustainability in relation to one or more ‘environmentally sensitive’ sectors. This allows for a correction of the overall score in cases in which efforts to integrate the environment are visible in one sector (so that good points are attributed under Section 1 and 2 of the form) but not in other sectors in which environmental integration is a ‘must’. Note in this regard that governance may be assimilated to a sensitive sector if governance of NR is obviously a key issue for the country.
Finally, here are some indications regarding the use of the evaluation form and the way in which points are attributed:
· As far as the definition of focal and non-focal sectors is concerned, waste management is assimilated to "Environment & sustainable management of NR" (in line with the classification of sectors in the European Consensus). On the other hand, sanitation (incl. wastewater treatment where associated with sanitation) is assimilated to "water" rather than "ENR management", since the primary objectives of cooperation in this regard are usually health-related rather than environment-related. Disaster preparedness is not a priori assimilated to "ENR management" but is considered a "sensitive sector". References to ENRTP, other thematic budget lines and environment in regional or EIB programmes are not counted as "environment as a non-focal sector".

· “CSP uses more than one additional entry points for EI”: possible other entry points include the description of cooperation objectives
 (in specific instances only, see footnote), the policy agenda of partner country, the description of EC/other donor cooperation, reference to sustainable ENR management as a specific topic for policy dialogue, and in some cases the specific, ‘more-than-generic’ discussion of opportunities to use thematic or regional programmes or EIB financing to support environmental projects/objectives as a complement to the national programme (see further).
· A generic reference to a country being a signatory of one or several multilateral environmental agreements is also not counted as an entry point being used.
· References to environment-related actions in the context of multi-country thematic programmes (e.g. ENRTP), regional programmes, EIB-financed activities etc. also do not count as used entry points, since they are part of standard instruments and do not as such reflect an explicit willingness to be active in the field of environmental protection/NR management. On the other hand, if the text shows explicit willingness to use these instruments to promote improved ENR management, then this may be counted as a used entry point.
· Generally speaking, points should be attributed only for specific, "original" commitments to improving ENR management or ensuring environmental sustainability.
A.2  Indicator 3: %age of CSPs that specifically address climate-related issues
CSPs and NIPs were assessed against this criterion using the following form:

	CSP/NIP - INTEGRATION OF CLIMATE CHANGE
	 
	 
	 

	Country: 
	Basics
	'Extra'
	Total

	1. CSP: Entry points for climate variability/change integration
	 
	 
	 

	Climate variability/change is mentioned 'generically' in the section on 'environmental analysis' (*)
	 
	 
	 

	-> Climate-related issues are discussed in a more than generic manner
	 
	 
	 

	Climate variability/change is mentioned 'generically' in other sections of the document (**)
	 
	 
	 

	-> Climate-related issues are discussed in a more than generic manner
	 
	 
	 

	Climate-related risks and/or challenges are mentioned in the response strategy, in relation to at least one sector
	 
	 
	 

	-> Response strategy includes a specific commitment to addressing these risks, and/or identifies possible adaptation measures
	 
	 
	 

	-> Response strategy includes a specific commitment to mitigating climate change, and/or identifies possible mitigation measures
	 
	 
	 

	Number of entry points used (max = 3 + 4)
	0
	0
	0

	2. NIP: Entry points for climate variability/change integration
	 
	 
	 

	Climate-related risks and/or challenges are mentioned in the objectives and/or description of activities, in relation to at least one sector
	 
	 
	 

	-> A specific, explicit commitment to climate change adaptation is made, and/or possible adaptation measures are identified
	 
	 
	 

	-> A specific, explicit commitment to climate change mitigation is made, and/or possible mitigation measures are identified
	 
	 
	 

	The intervention framework for focal sectors reflects some (explicit) consideration of climate-related issues (e.g. as part of objectives, indicators or assumptions and risks)
	 
	 
	 

	-> The intervention framework includes objectives, results or activities explicitly aimed at adapting to or mitigating climate change
	 
	 
	 

	Number of entry points used (max = 2 + 3)
	0
	0
	0

	Total number of entry points used, accounting for missed opportunities
	0
	0
	0

	Overall level of climate change integration (please refer to scoring system)
	 


The approach to attributing points is the same as the one followed with regard to indication #2.  The spreadsheet calculates the overall score, on the basis of which an overall assessment is made of the level of integration of climate change, as follows:
a) where both the CSP and the NIP could be assessed (i.e. in the majority of cases):

· 0-2 points: insufficient

· 3-4 points (or 4-6 points if there are no ‘environmentally sensitive’ focal or non-focal sectors): meets minimum requirements

· 5-6 points: good

· 7-8 points: very good

· > 8 points: outstanding

b) where only the CSP could be assessed (i.e. for three countries in our sample: Bhutan, Malaysia and Nepal):

· 0-1 points: insufficient

· 2-3 points (or 4-6 points if there are no ‘environmentally sensitive’ focal or non-focal sectors): meets minimum requirements

· 4-5 points: good

· 6-7 points: very good

References to climate change are counted as used entry points only where they appear in the body of the document (excluding the CEP annex to the CSP). Similarly, a mere, un-detailed reference to the fact that the country is a signatory to the UNFCCC does not count as a used entry point: only specific references to climate change vulnerability, adaptation and mitigation are taken into account.
A.3  Indicator 4B: Percentage of CEPs that can be considered very good, good and acceptable
CEPs were assessed using the following evaluation grid:

	CEP QUALITY ASSESSMENT 
	 
	 
	

	Country: 
	Status
	Score
	

	1. Structural - does the CEP conform to the recommended structure? 
	 
	 
	

	1.1 Contains a summary 
	Y
	1
	

	1.2 Contains a section on the state of the environment 
	Y
	1
	

	1.3 Contains a section on policy, legislative and institutional framework 
	Y
	1
	

	1.4 Contains a section on EU and other donor cooperation 
	Y
	1
	

	1.5 Contains a section on conclusions and recommendations 
	Y
	1
	

	Max score =  5  (weighting x 0.5) 
	 
	 
	

	2. General appearance, presentation of information, language, style?  
	 
	 
	

	2.1 Poor presentation, lay-out and style
	Y
	1
	

	2.2 Moderate presentation, lay-out and style
	Y
	2
	

	2.3 Well laid out presentation, clear easy to use style
	Y
	3
	

	Max score = 3 (no weighting) 
	 
	 
	

	3. Quality of summary? 
	 
	 
	

	3.1 Summary content not representing key elements of main text 
	Y
	1
	

	3.2 Summary content partially related to the main text 
	Y
	2
	

	3.3 Clear, comprehensive summary covering key parts of main text 
	Y
	3
	

	Max score = 6 (weighting x 2) 
	 
	 
	

	4. Quality of  information? 
	 
	 
	

	4.1 Minimal coverage, not supported by Annexes (possible inconsistencies) 
	Y
	1
	

	4.2 Moderate coverage, less generalised 
	Y
	2
	

	4.3 Comprehensive, supported by Annexes (no inconsistencies identified) 
	Y
	3
	

	Max score = 9 (weighting x 3) 
	 
	 
	

	5. Quality and relevance of recommendations for programming? 
	 
	 
	

	5.1 Minimal generic recommendations, limited use for EC programming 
	Y
	1
	

	5.2 Moderate recommendations, some use for EC programming
	Y
	2
	

	5.3 Clear, relevant recommendations appropriate for EC programming
	Y
	3
	

	Max score = 12 (weighting x 4) 
	 
	 
	

	      6. National stakeholder consultation? 
	 
	 
	

	6.1 No evidence of consultation
	Y
	0
	

	6.2 Some evidence of consultation 
	Y
	1
	

	        6.3 Evidence of extensive consultation, including most relevant stakeholders
	Y
	2
	

	      Max score = 4 (weighting x 4) 
	 
	 
	

	7. Donor coordination ? 
	 
	 
	

	7.1 No evidence of other donors being consulted about CEP  
	Y
	0
	

	7.2 Some evidence of other donors being  consulted 
	Y
	1
	

	7.3 Evidence of extensive donor consultation and analysis of information 
	Y
	2
	

	Max score = 2 (weighting x 3) 
	 
	 
	

	Overall score (max = 46.5) 
	 
	0
	0,0%


For the first criterion, more than one answer can be ticked. For all other criteria, only one answer should be chosen and the corresponding points (0, 1, 2 or 3) should be entered in the spreadsheet. The spreadsheet calculates the overall score (using the indicated weights) as a percentage, on the basis of which an overall assessment of quality is made, as follows:
· < 50%: insufficient

· 50 – 69.9%: acceptable (tending to ‘good’ if the score is ≥ 67.7%)
· 70 – 84.9%: good

· ≥ 85%: very good

A.4  Indicator 6: Percentage of SPSPs in ‘sensitive’ sectors that meaningfully address the environmental dimension in the assessment of the sector policies to be supported, and/or incorporate the recommendations of an SEA or similar assessment and/or include measures to deal with identified environmental concerns
SPSP identification and formulation documents were assessed using the following form:

	QUALITY ASSESSMENT FOR SPSPs
	 
	

	Title of SPSP: 
	 
	

	CRIS ID No.:                            Country:                                  Sector: 
	Score
	

	1. SEA screening
	 
	

	1.1 Screening for SEA was done and reference made to need for an SEA
	 
	

	Max score =  1 (weighing x 1)
	0
	

	2. Assessment of policy framework / sector programme
	 
	

	2.1 There is evidence that the sector policy/programme was appraised also from an environmental perspective
	 
	

	2.2 There is evidence that the sector policy/programme was appraised from a climate change perspective (p.m., not included in total score)
	 
	

	Max score = 1 (weighing x 1) 
	0
	

	3. Cross-cutting issues, strategic objectives, expected results, activities
	 
	

	3.1 Section(s) gives evidence that the environment has been, or will be, addressed at a strategic level (max. 1 point)
	 
	

	3.2 Only general reference made to the environment, but not giving evidence of adequate appraisal (max. 0,5 points)
	 
	

	3.3 No mention of environment, or meaningless (0 points)
	 
	

	Max score = 2 (weighing x 2) 
	0
	

	4. Resource and cost implications/budget section
	 
	

	4.1 If need for an environmental assessment and/or the implementation of env'l measures (incl. capacity building) was identified, cost and financing implications are considered/addressed.
	 
	

	Max score = 1 (weighting x 1) 
	0
	

	5. Environmental assessments
	 
	

	5.1 Environmental assessments were carried out during formulation, or evidence that they will be carried out in a timely manner
	 
	

	5.2 SEA not carried out as already available (or similar exercise available), or environmental concerns properly addressed by government
	 
	

	Max score = 1 (weighing x 1) 
	0
	

	EXTRA. Consistency with EC policy and programming / Risks and assumptions
	 
	

	E.1 Reference to consistency with EC policy and programming addressing environmental and environmental integration policy (can increase overall score but no penalty for not meeting this criterion)
	0
	 

	Max score =  1 (weighing x 1)
	0
	

	Overall score excluding climate-related criterion (max = 6 + 1 extra point) 
	0
	0,0%


For all criteria except under Section 3, 0, 0.5 or 1 point is attributed – one full point being attributed where the criterion is considered to be met, and a half point where the criterion is considered to be partly but insufficiently met. The spreadsheet calculates the overall score (using the indicated weights) as a percentage, on the basis of which an overall assessment of quality is made, as follows:
· < 50%: insufficient

· 50 – 66.6%: acceptable

· 66.7 – 79.9%: good

· ≥ 80%: very good

A.5  Indicator 8: Percentage of projects the logical framework and formulation of which show adequate attention was paid to integrating the environmental dimension

Project identification and formulation documents were assessed using the following form:

	QUALITY ASSESSMENT FOR PROJECTS
	 
	

	Title of project: 
	 
	

	CRIS ID No.:                            Country:                               Sector: 
	Score
	

	1. Problem analysis/strategy analysis
	 
	

	1.1 Problem/strategy analysis section takes into account the major environmental linkages (reference to environment)
	 
	

	1.2 Problem/strategy analysis addresses climate change (p.m., not included in total score)
	 
	

	Max score =  1 (weighing x 1) 
	0
	

	2. Environmental screening 
	 
	

	2.1 Screening for Environmental Assessment was done and referred to
	 
	

	2.2 If the project is Category A, there is reference to the need to undertake an EIA
	 
	

	2.3 If the project is Category B, there is a justified decision on the need or not for an EIA
	 
	

	2.4 If the project is Category C, there is reference to no need for an EIA
	 
	

	2.5 If the intervention is a programme rather than a traditional project, screening for SEA was done
	 
	

	Max score = 2 (weighing x 1) 
	0
	

	3. Stakeholder analysis
	 
	

	3.1 Stakeholder analysis includes environmental institutions/organisations
	 
	

	Max score = 1 (weighing x 1) 
	0
	

	4. Proposed project description
	 
	

	4.1 There is evidence of environmental integration in the logical framework and/or the project description
	 
	

	4.2 There is evidence of integration of climate change in logical framework and/or the project description (p.m., not included in total score)
	 
	

	Max score = 2 (weighting x 2) 
	0
	

	5. Resource and cost implications/budget
	 
	

	5.1 If need for an environmental assessment and/or the implementation of env'l measures was identified, cost and financing implications are considered/addressed.
	 
	

	Max score = 1 (weighting x 1)
	0
	

	6. Sustainability/Cross-cutting issues
	 
	

	6.1 Reference to environmental sustainability of the project
	 
	

	Max score = 1 (weighing x 1) 
	0
	

	Overall score (max = 8)
	0
	0,0%


For all criteria, 0, 0.5 or 1 point is attributed – one full point being attributed where the criterion is considered to be met, and a half point where the criterion is considered to be partly but insufficiently met. The spreadsheet calculates the overall score (using the indicated weights) as a percentage, on the basis of which an overall assessment of quality is made, as follows:

· < 50%: insufficient

· 50 – 66.6%: acceptable

· 66.7 – 79.9%: good

· ≥ 80%: very good

Annex 2: General overview of the results of the review of CEPs, CSP/NIPs, SPSP and Project identification/formulation documents
Note: in the electronic report, this table is provided with hyperlinks allowing direct access to the individual assessment fiches.
	Country
	Region
	CEP
	CSP/NIP
	CC integr.
	SPSP
	PROJ1
	PROJ2
	PROJ3

	Afghanistan
	ALA
	69,9%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	62,5%
	 
	 

	Algeria
	ENP
	 
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Angola
	ACP
	84,9%
	V GOOD
	MINIMUM
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 

	Antigua and Barbuda
	ACP
	 
	Insufficient
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Azerbaijan
	DCI
	 
	 
	 
	58,3%
	 
	 
	 

	Bangladesh
	ALA
	69,9%
	V GOOD
	V GOOD
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Belarus
	ENP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 

	Belize
	ACP
	 
	Insufficient
	Insufficient
	 
	0,0%
	 
	 

	Benin
	ACP
	93,5%
	V GOOD
	MINIMUM
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 

	Bhutan
	ALA
	67,7%
	V GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bolivia
	ALA
	 
	 
	 
	66,7%
	 
	 
	 

	Botswana
	ACP
	54,8%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Brazil
	ALA
	59,1%
	V GOOD
	V GOOD
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Burkina Faso
	ACP
	91,4%
	GOOD
	Insufficient
	16,7%
	 
	 
	 

	Burundi
	ACP
	89,2%
	GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cambodia
	ALA
	72,0%
	GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cameroon
	ACP
	91,4%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	62,5%
	 
	 

	Cape Verde
	ACP
	 
	Insufficient
	Insufficient
	 
	62,5%
	 
	 

	Central African Republic 
	ACP
	26,9%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Chad
	ACP
	66,7%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	75,0%
	62,5%
	 

	China
	ALA
	76,3%
	V GOOD
	V GOOD
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Congo (RDC)
	ACP
	76,3%
	MINIMUM
	MINIMUM
	 
	75,0%
	50,0%
	 

	Congo Brazzaville
	ACP
	33,3%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cuba
	ACP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 

	Dominica
	ACP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	37,5%
	 
	 

	Egypt
	ENP
	 
	 
	 
	33,3%
	43,8%
	 
	 

	Equatorial Guinea
	ACP
	59,1%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ethiopia
	ACP
	67,7%
	V GOOD
	GOOD
	25,0%
	100,0%
	 
	 

	Fiji
	ACP
	52,7%
	 
	 
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 

	French Polynesia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	87,5%
	 
	 

	Gabon
	ACP
	89,2%
	V GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ghana
	ACP
	54,8%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Guinea-Bissau
	ACP
	100,0%
	V GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	56,3%
	 
	 

	Guyana
	ACP
	84,9%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Honduras
	ALA
	 
	 
	 
	25,0%
	 
	 
	 

	India
	ALA
	61,3%
	V GOOD
	V GOOD
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Indonesia
	ALA
	69,9%
	GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ivory Coast
	ACP
	91,4%
	 
	 
	 
	75,0%
	75,0%
	 

	Jamaica
	ACP
	 
	 
	 
	83,3%
	 
	 
	 

	Kenya
	ACP
	91,4%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Kyrgyzstan 
	DCI
	 
	 
	 
	 
	87,5%
	 
	 

	Laos
	ALA
	74,2%
	V GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Lebanon
	ENP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	62,5%
	 
	 

	Liberia
	ACP
	41,9%
	Insufficient
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Madagascar
	ACP
	74,2%
	GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	12,5%
	62,5%
	37,5%

	Malawi
	ACP
	84,9%
	 
	 
	 
	43,8%
	 
	 

	Malaysia
	ALA
	59,1%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Maldives
	ALA
	57,0%
	V GOOD
	V GOOD
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mali
	ACP
	97,8%
	GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	68,8%
	 
	 

	Mauritania
	ACP
	91,4%
	V GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mongolia
	ALA
	57,0%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Morocco
	ENP
	 
	 
	 
	50,0%
	 
	 
	 

	Mozambique
	ACP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	56,3%
	 
	 

	Myanmar
	ALA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	56,3%
	 
	 

	Nepal
	ALA
	67,7%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Niger 
	ACP
	100,0%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	25,0%
	75,0%
	 
	 

	North Korea
	ALA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 

	Pakistan
	ALA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 

	Papua New Guinea
	ACP
	87,1%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Philippines 
	ALA
	80,6%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rwanda
	ACP
	48,4%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Samoa
	ACP
	52,7%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Senegal
	ACP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	43,8%
	 
	 

	Seychelles
	ACP
	57,0%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sierra Leone
	ACP
	69,9%
	V GOOD
	MINIMUM
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Solomon Islands
	ACP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	50,0%
	 
	 

	Somalia
	ACP
	57,0%
	GOOD
	MINIMUM
	 
	62,5%
	 
	 

	Sri Lanka
	ALA
	76,3%
	GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Suriname
	ACP
	25,8%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	37,5%
	75,0%
	 

	Swaziland
	ACP
	52,7%
	GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 

	Syria
	ENP
	91,4%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Tajikistan
	DCI
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Tanzania
	ACP
	48,4%
	GOOD
	GOOD
	25,0%
	68,8%
	31,3%
	81,3%

	Thailand
	ALA
	46,2%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Togo
	ACP
	54,8%
	GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Tunisia
	ENP
	67,7%
	V GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Uganda
	ACP
	76,3%
	GOOD
	MINIMUM
	 
	6,3%
	62,5%
	 

	Ukraine
	DCI
	 
	 
	 
	50,0%
	 
	 
	 

	Vanuatu
	ACP
	39,8%
	V GOOD
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Vietnam
	ALA
	 
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Yemen
	ALA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	25,0%
	75,0%
	 

	Zambia
	ACP
	62,4%
	MINIMUM
	Insufficient
	91,7%
	 
	 
	 

	Regional - Africa
	ACP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	12,5%
	 
	 

	Regional - ENPI
	ENP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 

	Regional - Latin America
	ALA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	68,8%
	 
	 

	Regional - Asia
	ALA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	75,0%
	 
	 


� Note this report is available in an electronic version which contains additional information and functionality.


� Extra indicator not initially included in work programme.


� The CSPs reviewed relate to the latest programming exercise (2008-2013 for ACP countries, 2007-2013 otherwise). The NIP was included in the assessment wherever available [3 unavailable in the reviewed sample].


� Including small island states but excluding Overseas Countries and Territories.


� A ‘compilation of environmental information on Egypt’ dating back to 1999 exists but is not considered to be a ‘detailed CEP’ since its format is very much different from the current requirements.


� Based on a sample of SPSPs submitted to the QSG in 2008, in the following sectors: agriculture, rural development and food security; energy; environment and natural resource management; transport; and water supply and sanitation. 


� Jamaica (Sugar Reform Accompanying Measures) and Zambia (SPSP Road Transport II).


� Egypt (Transport Policy Support Programme).


� In one case, namely Suriname (rehabilitation of the eastern part of the east-west road connection: Meerzorg-Albina), the project was initially submitted to the QSG in 2008 and was then re-submitted in 2009; the assessment was conducted on the basis of the latest documents.


� Based on a sample of projects submitted to the QSG in 2008, in relation to “environmentally sensitive” sectors: agriculture, rural development and food security; energy; environment and natural resource management; transport; and water supply and sanitation. 


� Cat. A, B or C according to the criteria set out in the environmental integration Handbook/Guidelines.


� The concerned projects are: French Polynesia (wastewater & sanitation programme in Moorea and Punaauia), Madagascar (southern road network – Fort-Dauphin connection), Mozambique (upgrading of Milange-Mocuba road), Niger (10th EDF road infrastructure programme), Senegal (rehabilitation of the St Louis-Rosso road), and Suriname (rehabilitation of the eastern part of the east-west road connection: Meerzorg-Albina).


� The concerned projects are: Benin (transport sector support programme), Swaziland (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries – transport), and ENPI region (pre-investment project for the implementation of the Trans-Caspian Black Sea corridor).


� The concerned project is: Chad (cattle sector support programme).


� The projects concerned are: Belize (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries), and Uganda (sawlog production grant scheme II).


� The concerned programmes are: Ivory Coast (special assistance framework in favour of traditional ACP banana suppliers), Mali (transport network development in the Northern part of the Niger delta), and Tanzania (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries).


� The concerned programmes are: Fiji (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries), and Madagascar (accompanying measures for Sugar Protocol countries).


� As from April 2007 (2nd Environment Helpdesk contract).


� Equatorial Guinea, Sao Tomé y Principe, Mauritania. Also: 5 ACP country CEPs assessed as a pilot exercise (Botswana, Ivory Coast, Mali, Niger, Sierra Leone).


� Bolivia, Caribbean islands, Philippines, Syria, Timor-Leste, Uganda, Vietnam + planned update to India’s CEP. Also: 56 detailed CEPs assessed in the context of establishing a baseline for EI indicators.


� Bolivia, Chile, Kenya, Morocco, Tanzania, Ukraine, Vietnam.


� Caribbean RSP.


� 49 CSPs/NIPs assessed in the context of establishing a baseline for EI indicators.


� Mali (eucalyptus plantations).


� Kyrgyzstan (road) + Suriname (road).


� Mali (irrigation + sugar project).


� Ivory Coast (banana) + Mauritius (sugar).


� Guyana (sea defences) + Mali (transport) + Trinidad & Tobago (sugar).


� East Timor (rural development) + Ghana (transport) + Zambia (sugar).


� Africa (Sahara Green Wall study), Ghana (costs of environmental degradation study).


� DG DEV (EFR study), DG Relex (Laos ENR study), EuropeAid (pilot study on climate risk assessment + study of ENR sector approaches), Philippines (climate risk assessment), Trinidad & Tobago (CC adaptation study), World Bank (economics of CC adaptation study).


� Central America (formulation study Procorredor) + SADC (food safety project).


� Chad (livestock project), Ghana (NREG project), Mauritania (protected area project), Mauritius (sugar programme).


� Africa & Indian Ocean (regional water programme), Azerbaijan (rural development SPSP), + GCCA Bangladesh, Mali, Rwanda, Tanzania. Also: IF/AFs of 49 projects and 12 SPSPs assessed in the context of establishing a baseline for EI indicators.


� Africa (guidelines for Infrastructure Trust Fund), EuropeAid (new templates of ToR for identification/formulation studies), OCTA (Env’l Action Plan).


� EuropeAid (paper on ARD sector approaches), Mali (guidelines for food security grants programme).


� Cuba (ENRTP guidelines).


� The standard text used in the CSPs of most ACP countries, which refers a few times to the environment and sustainability in the context of the "general" and "strategic" (in principle country-specific) objectives of EC cooperation does not count as an "entry point" for EI having been used, since it does not reflect a specific commitment. 
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