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Acronyms and glossary 

List of acronyms 

ADA Austrian Development Agency 

ADC Austrian Development Cooperation 

ADP Adaptation to climate change (Rio-marker) 

AGIK Working Group on international Climate Finance (Arbeitsgruppe internationale 
Klimafinanzierung), 

AsDB Asian Development Bank 

BFW Federal forest research centre (Bundesforschungszentrum für Wald) 

BMEIA Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs (Bundesministerium 
für Europa, Integration und Äußeres) 

BMF Federal Ministry of Finance (Bundesministerium für Finanzen) . 

BMLFUW Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management 
(Bundesministerium für Land- und Forstwirtschaft, Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft)  

BMWFW Federal Ministry for Sciences, Research and Economy (Bundesministerium für 
Wissenschaft, Forschung und Wirtschaft) 

CBD Convention on Biological Diversity (and Rio marker for CBD) 

CCD Rio marker for the UNCCD 

CENN Caucasus Environmental NGO Network 

CEP Country Environmental Profile 

COP Conference of Parties 

CSO Civil-society organisation 

DAC Development Assistance Committee (OECD) 

DC Development Cooperation 

ECA Energy in Europe and Central Asia (World Bank) 

EDF European Development Fund 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

EIB European Investment Bank 

EM Environmental monitoring 

ENV DAC markers for environmental protection 

ENVSEC Environment and Security Initiative 
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ESMAP Energy Sector Management Assessment Program 

EWCA Ethiopian Wildlife Conservation Authority 

EU European Union 

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

FLEG Forest Law Enforcement and Governance 

FLEGT Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade 

GDP Gross domestic product 

GEF Global Environment Facility 

GFDRR Global Facility for Disaster Risk Reduction 

GHG Greenhouse gas 

GIZ German society for international cooperation (Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale 
Zusammenarbeit) 

GNI Gross national income 

GPDI Gayo Pastoralist Development Initiative 

HIV/AIDS Human immunodeficiency virus infection and acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome  

IBRD International Bank for Reconstruction and Development 

ICIMOD International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development 

IDA International Development Association of the World Bank 

IFC International Finance Corporation (World Bank) 

IFI International Financial Institution 

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

IUCN International Union for Conservation of Nature 

JICA Japan International Cooperation Agency 

KfW Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau  

LDC Least Developed Country 

MDG Millennium Development Goal 

MEF Ministry of Environment and Forests (Ethiopia) 

MENR Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (Georgia) 

MOFED Ministry of Finance and Economic Development (Ethiopia) 

NGO Non-governmental organisation(s) 

ÖBF Austrian Federal Forests (Österreichische Bundesforste AG) 

ODA Official Development Assistance 
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OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

OeEB Development Bank of Austria (Oesterreichische Entwicklungsbank) 

OeKB Oesterreichische Kontrollbank 

PCM Project Cycle Management 

POP Persistent Organic Pollutant 

Q Question (Evaluation Question asked by the Terms of Reference 

REDD+ Reduction of Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation - plus 

RBM Result-based management 

SDG Sustainable Development Goal 

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SECCI Sustainable Energy and Climate Change Initiative 

SG Strategic Guideline on Environment & Development in Austrian Development 
Policy 

SIDA Swedish International Development Agency 

TOF Thematic Operational Fields of the Strategic Guideline 

TP Thematic Priorities 

UBA Federal Environmental Agency (Umweltbundesamt) 

UNCCD United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification 

UNDP United Nations Development Program 

UNEP United Nations Environmental Program 

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention in Climate Change 

US$ US dollar 

WFA Effect-oriented impact assessment (Wirkungsorientierte Folgenabschätzung) 

WWF World Wide Fund for Nature 
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Glossary 

Adaptation to climate 
change 

Action or measure taken in order to positively modify the effects 
of climate change (i.e. to reduce its adverse impacts or to benefit 
from opportunities resulting from climate change). 

ADC (Austrian 
Development Cooperation) 

Development cooperation funded by the Austrian Government. 
We use the term “ADC as such” for activities funded by BMEIA 
(usually implemented by ADA). 

Anchorage Extent to which mainstreaming is deeply embedded in an 
organisation. 

Capacity development Increase in the ability of an organisation to deliver particular 
services in particular circumstances (depending notably on its 
resources, its structure, its management and the skills, knowledge, 
motivation and position of staff members). 

Coherence Extent to which actions or actors contribute efficiently to the 
same overall objective. Coherence is supported by a common 
language, shared objectives with clear division of tasks (without 
gaps or overlaps), synergies and overall efficiency (without 
conflicting objectives, actions or impacts). 

Environment Bio-physical resources and conditions in which human lives and 
activities depend, and which in turn they influence. Climate is part 
of the environment. According to the Strategic Guideline on 
Environment & Development in Austrian Development Policy 
“Environment does not just perform ecological, economic and 
social functions; it is of intrinsic value in cultural, ethical and 
spiritual terms”.  

Environmental impact Change caused by an intervention (or an action) on the 
environment, being intentional or not (difference between the 
situation with and without the intervention, not between after and 
before). 

Environmental intervention Intervention pursuing an explicit environmental objective. 

Environment-related 
impact 

Change caused by an intervention (or an action) on socio-
economic aspects that are important from an environmental 
perspective: this includes changes in environmental awareness or 
management capacities, changes in activities exerting pressures on 
the environment, adaptation to- or changes in vulnerability to - 
environmental changes. 

Evaluation period Period covered by the evaluation (2007-2014) 

Horizontal environmental 
mainstreaming  

Mainstreaming consisting of integrating environmental concerns 
in the design and the management of interventions irrespective of 
the objectives. This includes environmental safeguards. For 
example conducting an Environmental Impact Assessment of a 
road building project is “horizontal environmental 
mainstreaming”. 
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Instrument Tool, procedure, strategy or mix of means designed or used for a 
particular purpose. 

Intervention Project or any actions with a specific budget classified as ODA. 

Main ODA actors BMEIA, BMLFUW, BMF and ADA 

Mainstreaming Systematic integration of the concern for an issue by an 
organisation in its decision making process and practice.  

Objective Intended improved situation to be achieved by an intervention 
(concerns for side-effects or quality criteria are not objectives). 

Rio-marker Marker proposed by OECD DAC in order to identify 
interventions contributing to the Rio Conventions (CBD, 
UNFCCC, UNCCD) 

Sustainability a) For an intervention: extent to which benefits persist after the 
activities have stopped. 

b) For natural resources or ecosystems: extent to which the 
resource or ecosystem conserves its capacity to provide services 
in future. 

c) For development: extent to which the current development 
maintains capacity or capital on which further development 
depends.  

Tool Single physical or documentary means other than raw material 
(including machines, data base, checklists and handbooks). 
ADA’s environmental mainstreaming tools are the screening 
Questionnaire and the Environmental Appraisal. 

Vertical environmental 
mainstreaming 

Mainstreaming consisting of integrating environmental 
interventions in the portfolio of the organisation.  

Whole of the Government 
Approach 

Approach fostering coherence between governmental actors. 
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Executive summary 

The evaluation concerns the “Environment Policy of the Austrian Development Co-
operation and its implementation by the main ODA actors during the period 2007-2014”, the 
main ODA actors being defined as the Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign 
Affairs (BMEIA), the Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water 
Management (BMLFUW), the Federal Ministry of Finance (BMF) and the Austrian 
Development Agency (ADA). The main purpose of the evaluation is to assess the anchorage 
of environmental issues and environmental mainstreaming as well as the coherence of 
strategies, interventions and tools with a view to a “whole of Government” approach. A key 
document guiding the evaluation and subject to it is the “Strategic Guideline for 
Environment and Development” approved in 2009. 

Methodological approach 

The Terms of Reference ask 27 Evaluation Questions. The standard methodological 
approach proposed by ADA was followed, although adapted to the complex subject of the 
evaluation, covering both environmental interventions (“vertical environmental 
mainstreaming”) and consideration of environmental issues in interventions pursuing other 
objectives (“horizontal environmental mainstreaming”). In accordance with the triangulation 
principle, the evaluation is based on a broad spectrum of information sources and survey 
methods, including statistical analysis, focus groups and interviews with all main ODA actors 
and other stakeholders, an on-line survey, two field missions (Georgia and Ethiopia), analysis 
of documents at strategic and intervention levels (samples of evaluation reports, logical 
frameworks, environmental appraisals and additional data for specific case studies). The 
evaluation faces limitations due inter alia to the complexity and broadness of its subject and 
to the lack of information on environmental impacts.   

Findings associated with relevance 

The main finding with regard to relevance and associated coherence issues is that the high 
hierarchical level of the environmental objective of Austrian development policy is not fully 
reflected in many strategic documents and in the status of the environment as a single cross-
cutting issue (despite its complexity). The Strategic Guideline on Environment and 
Development (SG) provides useful and relevant guidance but has little impact on other 
documents and does not clarify the key strategic objectives of environmental mainstreaming 
(its numerous aims being organised in thematic fields and not as contributions to a few 
overall objectives). There is no overall strategic vision of environmental mainstreaming at 
the level of the main ODA actors. 

Findings associated with effectiveness and efficiency 

Environmental mainstreaming is anchored in and implemented by all the main ODA actors, 
but not in all their components and activities and not correctly in all relevant stages of the 
intervention cycle.  



 

Final Report – February 2016 Page ii 

Concern for coherence among actors (from a “whole of Government” perspective) is not 
particular to the environmental field, in which the Platform for Environment & 
Development plays a positive role. The effectiveness of Austrian development assistance 
does not benefit from joint programming and joint concentration involving the main ODA 
ministries.  

Environmental mainstreaming efforts have been effective in producing an increase in the 
expenditure on environmental projects (especially for climate protection). However the level 
of environmental expenditure remains low. Issues (including an over-scoring bias) are 
identified as regards the marking system but improvements allow confirmation of the 
positive trend in environmental interventions. Environmental assessment tools are mitigating 
preventing the most significant environmental pressures from ADA projects, but this 
positive effect is reduced by the lack of monitoring of the implementation of 
recommendations emanating from those tools.  

Findings associated with impact 

The growth in environmental expenditure suggests that the positive impacts of 
environmental interventions (vertical mainstreaming) have increased, despite the fact that 
the individual contribution of environmental interventions to environmental protection is 
often indirect and uncertain. Adverse environmental impacts are prevented or mitigated, but 
this only concerns the most significant pressures of that part of Austrian interventions that 
undergoes environmental appraisal procedure.  

Environmental mainstreaming provides positive environmental impacts (compared to a 
situation without environmental mainstreaming), because it contributes to intended impacts 
(vertical mainstreaming) or to mitigation of unintended negative impacts (horizontal 
mainstreaming). It also contributes to socio-economic benefits (including adaptation). Many 
environmental projects have positive socio-economic consequences (while the opposite is 
not true). Thanks to environmental mainstreaming, ADC interventions contribute to 
improved environmental situations and to increased decoupling between development and 
environmental pressures, although they still exert negative pressures on the environment. 
The overall environmental impact of ADC is uncertain, meaning that environmental 
mainstreaming efforts may not yet be sufficient to ensure that Austrian ODA provides a 
positive net contribution to its environmental objective. 

Findings associated with sustainability 

Sustainability of environmental interventions can be more challenging than sustainability of 
other development interventions although it depends on the same factors (notably financial, 
social and institutional). Sustainability of environmental safeguards is presumably weaker. 
Institutional sustainability, in terms of capacities to continue mainstreaming efforts by ODA 
actors, benefit from increased awareness-raising but can face limitations in terms of human 
and budgetary resources. Environmental mainstreaming has also the potential to contribute 
to the sustainable achievement of development objectives (sustainability of non-
environmental projects), but this opportunity is not well grasped.  
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Conclusions 

The evaluation concludes that substantial progress was made during the evaluation period 
with regard to environmental mainstreaming. All identified changes are positive, including 
preparation of the SG, setting-up of the Platform for Environment & Development (which 
plays a valuable role), growth in environmental interventions and improvements in Rio-
marking. That apart, the high level of the environmental protection goal, individual 
commitments and existing environmental mainstreaming tools also contribute to positive 
outcomes.  

However efforts for improvements should continue at the level of all the main ODA actors. 
Weaknesses can be summarized as follows: a) lack of strategic vision for environmental 
mainstreaming, b) poor reflection (at different levels) of the status of the environment as a 
main goal of Austrian development policy, c) lack of capacities and guidance on how to 
correctly mainstream the environment (notably due to insufficient learning from evaluation 
and monitoring), d) coherence issues (not particular to the environment) and e) issues 
regarding markers. 

Lessons learned 

An important lesson to be learned is the recognition of the high complexity of environmental 
mainstreaming. Lessons are also learned at intervention level and include the need to pay 
attention to the final impact of environmental interventions, which depends on the 
sustainability of the achieved outcomes, on logical cause-effect links leading from them to 
the intended impacts and to future external risks placing a strain on this causality chain. 

Recommendations 

Because existing documents do not provide a coherent strategy for environmental 
mainstreaming, recommendations are based on a vision proposed by the consultants, which 
distinguishes the following objectives: 

 a higher share of the budget for environmental objectives; 

 efficient1 use of the budget allocated to environmental objectives; 

 stronger consideration of unintended environmental impacts (through assessment 
and mitigation of adverse impacts); 

 supporting socio-economic development objectives through environmental 
mainstreaming; 

 developing capacities and creating the conditions for adequate environmental 
mainstreaming. 

Several recommendations of the recent DAC Peer Review are also recalled and commented 
on since they are relevant responses to issues raised by the evaluation, although they are not 
specific to the environment.  

In addition, specific recommendations are addressed to the main ODA actors as follows: 

                                                 
1 Efficient means here that we expect a high ratio between the achieved environmental impacts and the costs. 
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 to all actors: R1 - A new strategy; R2 - Guidelines (and training material) on how to 
mainstream the environment at intervention level; R3 - Guidelines (and training 
material) for environmental interventions; R4 - Joint awareness-raising and training 
sessions; and R5 - Amendments in the functioning of the Platform (specific meetings, 
broader invitation policy); 

 to BMF and BMEIA: R6 - More effectiveness and environmental mainstreaming in 
multilateral aid; R7 - Reduced or enhanced support to activities that do not 
adequately mainstream the environment; 

 to BMEIA and ADA: R8 - Concentration and programming based on environmental 
analysis; 

 to BMLFUW: R9 - Playing the role of the custodian of environmental issues; 
R10 - Taking on board more development-policy-related aspects in the development 
cooperation activities of the ministry; 

 to ADA: R11 - Revised procedure and tools for environmental assessment 
(submission criteria, tools and monitoring); R12 - Environmental mainstreaming in 
evaluation and monitoring; R13 - A common framework for all cross-cutting issues; 
R14 - Deploying expertise (local or international) on the field and R15 - More 
adequate marking of environmental objectives. 



EVALUATION OF THE ENVIRONMENT POLICY OF THE AUSTRIAN DEVELOPMENT  
CO-OPERATION AND ITS IMPLEMENTATION BY THE MAIN ODA ACTORS  
BETWEEN 2007-2014 ADE - ÖIR 

Final Report – February 2016 Page v 

Zusammenfassung 

Die vorliegende Evaluierung untersucht die Verankerung der Umweltpolitiken im Bereich 
der Entwicklungszusammenarbeit im Untersuchungszeitraum 2007-2014. Im Fokus stehen 
dabei die Hauptakteure der Österreichischen Entwicklungszusammenarbeit (OEZA): das 
Bundesministerium für Europa, Integration und Äußeres (BMEIA), das Bundesministerium 
für Land- und Forstwirtschaft, Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft (BMLFUW), 
Bundesministerium für Finanzen (BMF) und die Austrian Development Agency (ADA). Der 
Hauptzweck der Evaluierung besteht darin, die Verankerung von Umweltthemen sowie die 
Kohärenz von Strategien, Maßnahmen und Instrumenten im Hinblick auf den 
gesamtstaatlichen Ansatz hin zu untersuchen. Der „Strategische Leitfaden Umwelt und 
Entwicklung“ aus dem Jahr 2009 dient der Evaluierung nicht nur als Richtschnur und 
wichtiges Grundlagendokument sondern ist auch selbst Gegenstand der Evaluierung. 

Methodische Herangehensweise 

Die Leistungsbeschreibung dieser Evaluierung beinhaltet 27 Bewertungsfragen. Das 
Evaluierungsteam befolgte den methodischen Ansatz, der von der ADA standardmäßig 
vorgeschlagen wird, ergänzte ihn jedoch um die Ebenen des „horizontalen“ und des 
„vertikalen Mainstreamings“, um den komplexen Fragestellungen gerecht zu werden. 
„Horizontales Mainstreaming“ bezieht sich auf die Integration von Umweltbelange in die 
Gestaltung und das Management von Interventionen die nicht primär Umweltziele 
verfolgen, während „vertikales Mainstreaming“ Interventionen mit explizitem Umweltziel 
betrifft.  

Gemäß dem Triangulationsprinzip basiert die Auswertung auf einem breiten Spektrum von 
Informationsquellen und Erhebungsmethoden, einschließlich Fokusgruppen und Interviews 
mit allen Hauptakteuren der OEZA und anderen Beteiligten, umfassender statistischer 
Analyse und einer Onlineumfrage, zwei Feldmissionen (Georgia und Äthiopien), Analyse 
von Dokumenten auf strategischer Ebene und auf Interventionsebene (Proben von 
Evaluierungsberichten, logischen Rahmenbedingungen, Umweltgutachten und zusätzlichen 
Daten für bestimmte Fallstudien). Die Evaluation ist auch mit Einschränkungen verbunden. 
Dazu gehört die Komplexität und Breite des Evaluationsgegenstandes genauso wie das 
Fehlen von Informationen über die Auswirkungen auf die Umwelt. 

Ergebnisse zur Relevanz 

In Hinblick auf die Relevanz und den damit verbundenen Kohärenzfragen stellt der 
Widerspruch zwischen der hochrangingen Platzierung der Umweltbelange im EZA-Gesetz 
und der geringeren Bedeutung in vielen anderen strategischen Dokumenten sowie die 
Reduzierung von Umwelt auf ein Querschnittsthema (trotz seiner Komplexität), das wohl 
wichtigste Ergebnisse dar.  

Der „Strategische Leitfaden Umwelt und Entwicklung“ (SG) bietet nützliche und relevante 
Orientierungshilfe, hat allerdings wenig Einfluss auf andere Dokumente. Zudem beinhaltet 
er eine Vielzahl von Zielen die Handlungsfeldern zugeordnet werden, allerdings nicht in 
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Beziehung zu einander gesetzt werden. Dadurch schafft es der Leitfaden nicht die 
wichtigsten strategischen Zielsetzungen des Umweltmainstreamings klar darzulegen. Es gibt 
keine allgemeine strategische Vision zur Verankerung von Umweltbelangen auf der Ebene 
der Hauptakteure der OEZA. 

Ergebnisse zu Effektivität und Effizienz 

In allen ODA Hauptakteuren konnte die Verankerung und Maßnahmen zur Umsetzung von 
Umweltmainstreaming identifiziert werden. Es zeigte sich aber auch, dass dies nicht in allen 
Tätigkeitsbereichen und relevanten Phasen des Projektzyklus ausreichend geschieht. 

Die Kohärenz der Akteure - im Sinne einer gesamtstaatlichen Perspektive – stößt im 
Umweltbereich auf dieselben Probleme wie in anderen Sektoren: Fragmentierung und 
fehlende gemeinsame Umsetzung hat einen negativen Einfluss auf die Effektivität. Die 
Plattform „Umwelt und Entwicklung“ wirkt positiv auf die Kohärenz im Umweltbereich.  

Zudem zeigte sich, dass sich Maßnahmen im Rahmen des Umweltmainstreamings in 
erhöhten Ausgaben für dezidierte Umweltprojekte (allen voran im Klimaschutz) 
niederschlugen, wenngleich sie auch weiterhin auf einem niedrigen Niveau verbleiben. Bei 
der Setzung von Markern wurden einige Schwachstellen, wie z.B. eine Tendenz zur 
Überschätzung, identifiziert. Die Analyse zeigte aber auch, dass sich die Marker-Setzung im 
Laufe der Evaluierungsperiode verbessert hat und einen positiven Trend für Umweltprojekte 
bestätigt.  

Die eingesetzten Umweltmainstreaming Instrumente helfen schwerwiegende 
Umweltbelastungen durch ADA Projekte zu vermeiden. Dieser positive Effekt wird 
allerdings dadurch gemindert, dass die Umsetzung, der im Rahmen der Instrumente 
abgegebenen Empfehlungen, nicht kontrolliert wird. 

Ergebnisse zur Wirkung 

Die steigenden Ausgaben für Umwelt-relevante Projekte legen nahe, dass auch die positiven 
Auswirkungen der Umweltprojekte (vertikales Mainstreaming) parallel dazu angestiegen sind, 
obwohl der einzelne Beitrag dieser Projekte zum Umweltschutz oft indirekt oder unsicher 
ist. Jedenfalls konnten nachteilige Umwelteffekte vermieden oder abgeschwächt werden 
(durch horizontales Mainstreaming). Hier gibt es zwei Einschränkungen: Einerseits greift das 
horizontale Mainstreaming nur bei jenen Vorhaben, die den Umweltbewertungsprozess der 
ADA durchlaufen und auch dabei werden vor allem die bedeutendsten Wirkungen 
beleuchtet. 

Die Anstrengungen im Umwelt Mainstreaming führen zu direkten Umweltwirkungen 
(vertikales Mainstreaming), reduzieren unbeabsichtigte negative Auswirkungen (horizontales 
Mainstreaming) und tragen zu einer Verbesserung der sozio-ökonomischen Situation bei, 
wobei darunter auch Anpassungsmaßnahmen verstanden werden. Umweltprojekte haben oft 
positive sozio-ökonomische Effekte (während das Gegenteil nicht wahr ist). 
Umweltmainstreaming leistet - vor allem durch explizite Umweltprojekte – einen wichtigen 
Beitrag um die Umweltsituation im Rahmen der OEZA zu verbessern. Eine weitere 
Auswirkung des Mainstreamings ist die zunehmende Entkoppelung von Entwicklungszielen 
und Umweltbelastungen, obwohl Entwicklungsziele die Umwelt nach wie vor stark in 
Anspruch nehmen können. 
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Im gesamten betrachtet sind die Umweltwirkungen der OEZA ungewiss – die 
Umweltmainstreaming Bemühungen reichen möglicherweise noch nicht aus um 
sicherzustellen, dass Österreichs EZA einen positiven Nettobeitrag für die Umwelt leistet. 

Ergebnisse zur Nachhaltigkeit 

Obwohl die Nachhaltigkeit von dezidierten Umweltprojekten von den gleichen Faktoren 
(vor allem finanzieller, sozialer und institutioneller Natur) abhängt wie jene von anderen 
Entwicklungsmaßnahmen, können die Herausforderungen in diesem Bereich dennoch 
größer sein. Umweltschutzmaßnahmen sind schwer aufrecht zu erhalten. Institutionelle 
Nachhaltigkeit (im Sinne von der Bereitstellung von Kapazitäten für Umweltmainstreaming 
in Organisationen) kann von bewusstseinsbildenden Maßnahmen profitieren, allerdings nur 
solange es nicht an personelle und finanzielle Grenzen stößt. Umweltmainstreaming hat 
zudem das Potenzial zur Nachhaltigkeit von Entwicklungsprojekten ohne dezidiertem 
Umweltziel beizutragen, allerdings wird diese Chance kaum genutzt. 

Schlussfolgerungen 

Die Evaluierung zeigt, dass im Untersuchungszeitraum erhebliche Fortschritte im Hinblick 
auf die Verankerung von Umweltbelange gemacht wurden. Dazu zählen die Vorbereitung 
des SG, die Einrichtung der Plattform (die eine wichtige Rolle spielt), die Zunahme an 
dezidierten Umweltprojekten und die Verbesserungen in der Rio-Kennzeichnung. Ferner 
tragen das hochrangig festgelegte Umweltschutzziel, einzelne Verpflichtungen und die 
bestehenden Instrumente des Umweltmainstreamings zu den positiven Ergebnissen bei. 

Die Studie hat aber auch aufgezeigt, dass die Bemühungen zu einer noch besseren 
Verankerung durch alle Hauptakteure der öffentlichen Entwicklungszusammenarbeit 
fortgesetzt werden sollten. Die Schwachstellen können wie folgt zusammengefasst werden: 
a) Mangel an einer strategischen Vision für das Umweltmainstreaming b) Die hohe 
Positionierung des Umweltschutzes als Ziel der Entwicklungspolitik spiegelt sich nicht auf 
allen Ebenen wieder c) Mangel an Anleitungen für die richtige Umsetzung von 
Umweltmainstreaming gepaart mit unzureichenden Kapazitäten (es wurden zu wenig Lehren 
aus der Begleitung und Evaluierung gezogen) d) Kohärenzthemen, wobei für die Umwelt 
keine speziellen Themen hervor zu heben sind e) Fragen zur Marker Setzung. 

Lessons Learned 

Die wohl wichtigste Lehre ist jene, die hohe Komplexität des Umweltmainstreamings als 
solche anzuerkennen. Lektionen finden sich aber auch auf Maßnahmenebene, insbesondere 
die Notwendigkeit, Aufmerksamkeit auf die endgültigen Auswirkungen der 
Umweltmaßnahmen zu lenken. Diese endgültigen Effekte hängen von der Nachhaltigkeit 
der erzielten Ergebnisse genauso ab, wie von klaren Ursache-Wirkung Beziehungen, die von 
den Ergebnissen zu den geplanten Wirkungen bis hin zu zukünftigen externen Risiken 
reichen, die Auswirkungen auf die Kausalkette haben können.  
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Empfehlungen 

In den bestehenden Dokumenten war keine kohärente Strategie für die Verankerung von 
Umweltbelangen erkennbar. Daher basieren die Empfehlungen auf einer Vision des 
Evaluationsteams, die folgende Ziele unterscheidet:  

 Ein höherer Anteil des Budgets für dezidierte Umweltprojekte; 

 Eine effiziente2 Verwendung der Budgetmittel die Umweltzielen zugeteilt werden; 

 Stärkere Berücksichtigung unbeabsichtigter Umweltwirkungen (durch Erkennen, 
Bewerten und entsprechenden Minderungsmaßnahmen von unerwünschten 
Effekten); 

 Unterstützung von sozio-ökonomischen Entwicklungszielen durch 
Umweltmainstreaming; 

 Aufbau von Kapazitäten und Rahmenbedingungen für eine angemessene 
Einbeziehung von Umweltbelangen. 

Zudem werden mehrere Empfehlungen der DAC Peer Review in Erinnerung gerufen und 
kommentiert, da sie (wenn auch nicht spezifisch für die Umwelt) Fragen aufwerfen und 
Lösungen vorschlagen, die auch für die vorliegende Evaluierung von Relevanz sind.  

Darüber hinaus finden Sie unterstehend Empfehlungen, die sich an die Hauptakteure der 
OEZA richten: 

 An alle Hauptakteure: R1. Eine neue Strategie; R2. Anleitungen (und 
Schulungsmaterial) zur Verankerung von Umweltbelangen auf Projektebene; R3. 
Leitlinien (und Schulungsmaterial) für bewährte Verfahren im Bereich der 
Umweltprojekte; R4. Gemeinsame Sensibilisierung und Schulungen; R5. 
Änderungen in der Plattform (Plattformtreffen zu bestimmten Themen, 
Einladungsliste erweitern; 

 An BMF und BMEIA: R.6 Steigerung der Wirksamkeit und bessere Verankerung 
von Umweltbelangen in der Multilateralen Hilfe; R7. Verminderte oder verbesserte 
Unterstützung von jenen Aktivitäten, die Umweltbelange nur unzureichend 
berücksichtigen; 

 An BMEIA und ADA: R8. Geografische und thematische Konzentration sowie eine 
Umweltanalyse als Basis für Programmierung;  

 An BMFLUW: R.9. Rolle als Wächterin für Umweltbelange wahrnehmen; R10. 
Stärkere Einbeziehung von entwicklungspolitischen Aspekten in den Tätigkeiten im 
Rahmen der OEZA; 

 An ADA: Geänderte Verfahren und Instrumente für die Umweltprüfung 
(Auswahlkriterien, Instrumente, Monitoring); R12. Umweltmainstreaming in 
Monitoring und Evaluierung; R13. Einen gemeinsamen Prüfrahmen für alle 
Querschnittsthemen; R14. Mehr Expertise (lokal oder international) vor Ort 
bereitstellen; R15. Angemessene Kennzeichnung der Umweltziele. 

  

                                                 
2 « effizient » bedeutet, dass das Evaluierungsteam ein stark positives Verhältnis zwischen erzielten Umweltwirkungen und 

Kosten erwartet. 
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1. Background 

The Austrian Federal Act on Development Cooperation states that “Preserving the 
environment and protecting natural resources that form the basis for sustainable 
development” is one of the three primary objectives of Austrian development policy. The 
Three-Year Programme on Austrian Development Policy 2013–2015 (2012) defines 
Environment/Climate Change as one of three cross-cutting issues, climate change also 
featuring in the thematic pillar “Water supply, energy, climate protection, agriculture and 
forestry”. 

Three ministries are tasked with environment and development cooperation. They are the 
Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs (BMEIA), the Federal Ministry 
of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management (BMLFUW) and the Federal 
Ministry of Finance (BMF). Those three ministries and the Austrian Development Agency 
(ADA) are referred to as the “main ODA actors”. 

In 2007-2009 BMEIA and BMLFUW together have coordinated the preparation of a 
“Strategic Guideline on Environment & Development in Austrian Development Policy” 
which is the main document guiding this evaluation. This document will be referred to as the 
“Strategic Guideline” or SG. 

The SG identifies four priority operational fields and aims at the interfaces between 
environmental and development policy: Sustainable natural resource management, 
combating desertification and preserving biodiversity; Sustainable chemicals and waste 
management; Climate protection; Water and sanitation.  

Furthermore, the SG foresees that “An informal platform will be set up with access for all Austrian 
stakeholders. Its task is to continuously monitor guideline implementation and define the relevant processes.” 
The “Platform for Environment & Development” (hereafter often referred to as “the 
Platform”) held its first meeting in January 2010 and has met regularly since then. In 2013 
the members of the Platform conducted an internal review concerning the implementation 
of the activities as mentioned in the “matrix” of operational fields and attached to the 
Strategic Guideline, as well as the overall activities of the Platform. In the follow-up of this 
review, the Platform’s Terms of References have been adjusted, but it was decided not to 
discuss or make any changes of the matrix – or other parts of the Strategic Guideline – prior 
to the strategic evaluation. 

The current study is the first strategic evaluation of the ADC environment policy, along with 
an impact evaluation study in South-East Europe (FAKT, 2015).  
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2. Introduction 

2.1. Objectives of the evaluation 

The current evaluation concerns the “Environment Policy of the Austrian Development Co-
operation and its implementation by the main ODA actors during the period 2007-2014”.  

Specific subjects defined by the Terms of Reference (Annex 1) are (1) environment-related 
interventions supported by the main ODA actors, (2) environmental mainstreaming and 
reporting tools used by them and (3) the Strategic Guideline on Environment and 
Development in Austrian Development Policy (2009). The evaluation covers the period 
2007-2014. 

The purpose of the evaluation is to assess the anchorage of environmental issues and 
environmental mainstreaming as well as the coherence of strategies, interventions and tools 
with a view to a “whole of Government” approach.  

The objectives are:  

1. To analyze the organizational and institutional framework for the implementation of 
environmental measures, the coherence and cooperation between different stakeholders, and 
to identify elements for improvement. This includes: a) an independent assessment of the 
relevance of the strategic guideline, and to formulate concrete recommendations for a 
potential update, b) an analysis of the (policy) dialogue between ADA/coordination offices 
with partner countries, assessing its impact and making concrete recommendations, c) an 
analysis of the themes and approaches (i.e. mainstreaming vs. sector interventions) covered 
by the guideline together with the interventions of the main ODA actors, in order to 
formulate concrete recommendations for a future thematic scope. 

2. To assess the instruments and tools used by the main ODA actors, especially concerning 
a) environmental screening, monitoring, and other mainstreaming methods in project cycle 
management and policy dialogue, b) methods and systems used in reporting towards to 
OECD and Rio Conventions, c) capacity development within the institutions of the main 
ODA actors, in order to suggest concrete possibilities for quality improvement.  

3. To present a statistical analysis and interpretation for the relevant period.  

The Terms of Reference define twenty-seven Evaluation Questions to be addressed by the 
consultants. 

2.2. Austrian ODA and the contribution of the main ODA actors 

During the evaluation period3 Austrian ODA amounted to an average annual contribution 
of € 969 million (0.34% of GNP), of which 44% is multilateral aid and 22% debt relief. The 
most significant trends in the period 2007-2013 were a decline in ADA’s budget (with a 
minimum in 2012) and a sharp drop in debt relief (after 2009), while multilateral aid was 
increasing. The main beneficiaries of Austrian ODA change almost every year (Burma was 

                                                 
3  ADA data (from annual reports) for 2007-2013; 2014 data are not confirmed and have not been taken into account. 
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the top recipient in 2013) and are not the partner countries (owing to the weight of debt 
relief operations, despite the fact that those operations dropped to 3.8% of total ODA in 
2013). 

Table 1. Overview of Austrian ODA (millions of euros) 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Average 

Bilateral ODA 967 855 364 462 352 417 409 547 

Multilateral ODA 354 333 456 450 447 444 473 422 

Total 1321 1188 820 912 799 861 882 969 

as % of GNI 0,5 0,43 0,3 0,32 0,27 0,28 0,27 0,34 

Source: ADA annual reports (http://www.entwicklung.at/en/publications/reports/).  

The main ODA actors contribute 83% of total ODA (2007-2013). BMF is by far the most 
important contributor to multilateral aid (94% of the total in 2013), mainly through payments 
to IFIs (40% of total Austrian multilateral aid) and the EU (52% of total Austrian multilateral 
aid). It is also a major contributor to bilateral aid (51% of bilateral aid in 2007-2013), since 
debt relief operations (by BMF) amount to 39% of bilateral aid (owing to important 
operations in 2007-2008 benefitting Iraq). ADA is the second contributor (exclusively 
involved in bilateral aid) followed with BMEIA and BMLFUW 

 

Figure 1. Share of total Austrian ODA by main ODA actor. 

 
Source: ADA data (from annual reports) for 2007-2013). http://www.entwicklung.at/en/publications/reports/) 

 

 

http://www.entwicklung.at/en/publications/reports/
http://www.entwicklung.at/en/publications/reports/
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3. Methods 

This chapter summarizes the methodological approach, starting with the analysis of the 
Evaluation Questions. The methodology is based on ADA guidelines4 and has been adapted 
to the nature, complexity and multiple dimensions of the evaluation subject. 

3.1.  Analysis of the Evaluation Questions 

The Terms of Reference (Annex 1) specify twenty-seven (27) Evaluation Questions (Q), 
some being complex. A few minor corrections were introduced in the wording of some 
Questions during the kick-off meeting. All have been divided into sub-questions by the 
evaluator in order to structure the search for information and the development of the 
answers. 96 sub-questions were identified (some of them further subdivided) and can be 
found in Annex 2. 

Several sub-questions are a breakdown of complex Questions. Some sub-questions also 
introduce “Judgement Criteria”, in order to assess the extent to which a situation is 
satisfactory or in need for improvement. Judgment Criteria reflect the Austrian objectives as 
regards environmental mainstreaming or, where those objectives are not explicit, our vision 
of the causal links contributing to the overall objectives (reconstructed intervention logic or 
“theory of change” – see Figure 2). Sub-questions (including judgement criteria) were used 
to define the type of information (“indicators”) to be searched and the data collection 
method. 

3.2.  Data collection 

As recommended by ADA a data collection planning sheet (adapted from Annex 7.10 of 
ADA evaluation guidelines) has been prepared and used, as a tool for organising and 
managing data collection: it indicates to each expert involved in data collection the data that 
should if possible be collected by each survey method, although unplanned data are also 
collected.  

Because of the complexity of the evaluation and its broad coverage, we focused on the 
thematic priorities5 of ADC and on the thematic operational fields (TOF)6 of the Strategic 
Guideline. 

The sources of data and survey methods are the following: 

                                                 
4  ADA. 2009. Guidelines for Project and Programme Evaluations (although the subject of this evaluation is not a project 

or programme). 

5  ADC thematic priorities are the following: Water and sanitation; Rural development and natural resource management 
; Energy; Education; Private sector; Governance including peace and security. 

6  The thematic operational fields (TOF) of the Strategic Guideline are the following: (1) Sustainable natural 

management, combating desertification and preserving biodiversity; (2) Sustainable chemicals and waste management; 
(3) Climate protection; (4) Water and sanitation. 
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 Strategic documents, including Three-year Programmes, Country Strategies, Policy 
Documents, Strategic Guidelines, Strategies for implementing and Focus papers (see 
documentation list in Annex 5); 

 ADA statistics (data by ODA actor and markers were provided by ADA and 
complemented with ADC annual reports) and OECD statistics (available on 
internet); 

 Interviews and focus groups in Vienna: 3 focus groups and 15 interviews (9 individual 
interviews, 6 group interviews, involving 53 different persons (43 from main ODA 
actors, 10 from 8 other actors) – see Annex 7 for the list of persons; 

 On-line survey in the partner countries and regions: 55 completed questionnaires 
were received (36 entirely filled, including 25 from local partners and 7 from ADC 
cooperation offices) – see a summary of the Questions in Annex 8; 

 A sample of 60 logical frameworks with the Rio markers, in addition to the logical 
frameworks of the 20 case studies (Annex 6); 

 A sample of environmental assessments (45 environmental appraisals, 18 
environmental screening/checklists, in addition to the case studies, see list in 
Annex 6); 

 A sample of intervention evaluation reports (35 reports in addition to the case 
studies, see Annex 6) and all (28) strategic evaluations (listed in Annex 5) covering 
the evaluation period;  

 Country visits to Georgia and Ethiopia: field visits to projects (four field trips) and 
interviews with ADC coordination offices, partners (governmental or not) and 
beneficiaries (see country reports in Annexes 3 and 4). 

Interventions are covered by “case studies” (18 case studies) and “examples” in order to find 
the best trade-off between the need for in-depth analyses (case studies) and the need to cover 
a broad range of situations: 

 “Case studies” are interventions (or a set of subsequent interventions) to be analyzed 
on the basis of different documents and, for some of them, additional information 
sources (interviews and field visits). 

 “Examples” are interventions where we consider only one type of document (logical 
frameworks, evaluation reports, environmental checklists and appraisals). 

The rationale for this double approach is to find the best trade-off between the need for in-
depth analyses (case studies) and the need to cover a broad range of situations. Our objective 
was to achieve qualitative learning (not quantitative statistics, which are not possible).  

Case studies and examples (a total of 180 interventions, Annex 6) have been selected in order 
to cover equally the three categories 0, 1 and 2 in the DAC environmental marker. 

Triangulation is ensured by combining data sources and data collection methods at the level 
of each Question. To some extent sub-questions (approaching the main Questions from 
different angles) and the co-operation between experts (with their own expertise and views) 
also contribute to triangulation. The mix of data collection or survey methods is the reason 
why we adapted the format of the data collection planning sheet.  
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3.3.  Data processing 

After collection of raw data, a pre-processing phase consists of: 

 Study of strategic documents,  

 Processing of statistical data, in order to measure the relevant indicators for 
answering the Evaluation Questions, 

 Pre-analysis of the information provided by interviews and focus groups, 

 Quantitative and qualitative analysis of the answers resulting from the on-line survey 

 Analysis of logical frameworks (interpreting their logic of intervention, level of 
environmental mainstreaming, consistency with environmental and Rio markers), 

 Analysis of evaluation reports (assessment of their level of environmental integration, 
identification of findings relevant to the current evaluation), 

 Analysis of environmental assessments, 

 Desk analysis of “case studies”: analysis of the process of environmental 
mainstreaming at different stages of project cycle, identification of issues to be 
clarified by field visits and interviews, 

 Country-level analysis in the visited countries (Annexes 3 and 4).  

 
The resulting information is collected in a matrix, in which it is organised by Question, with 
an indication of the person who completed the matrix and the source of information. The 
expert in charge of each Question uses this material to develop the answers to the sub-
questions, and based on this, answers to the Questions. Finally the answers feed into a 
synthesis of findings organised according to the main standard evaluation criteria and 
concerns expressed in the Terms of Reference.  

3.4.  Limitations 

The evaluation addresses many aspects (27 main Questions) of a broad and complex subject 
(the multiple links between the environment and the wide variety of interventions in different 
countries and sectors or following different modalities). Therefore there are components in 
which an in-depth analysis is impossible and where implementation of the triangulation 
principle faces constraints. The main gaps concern (a) the impossibility (for this evaluation) 
of tracking the environmental implications of the considerable amount of money spent 
indirectly (debt relief and multilateral aid), (b) at field level, the poor availability of 
information on the actual impacts on the environment, (c) at institutional level, the reliance 
on stakeholder’s perceptions (which can be triangulated with other perceptions but remain 
perceptions without more objectively verifiable indicators). It should also be recalled that the 
scope of the evaluation, albeit very broad, does not cover all Austrian development actors. 
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Figure 2. The theory of change proposed for the evaluation. 
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4. Evaluation findings 

This chapter provides an answer to the 27 Evaluation Questions (Q)7 specified in the Terms 
of Reference. Annex 2 provides detailed answers to the various sub-questions, which justify 
the 27 main answers.  

In addition to the answers we provide here a summary of the assessment on each main 
evaluation criterion. Answers are grouped by evaluation criterion as in the Terms of 
Reference but the reader should be aware that an assessment based on a particular criterion 
can use answers associated with another. 

4.1. Relevance and related coherence issues 

Environmental protection is a major objective of Austrian development policy, justified by 
the environmental challenges of developing countries and their importance for other 
development purposes. However the high hierarchical level of this environmental objective 
is not reflected in most strategic documents, in the status of the Strategic Guideline on 
Environment and Development (SG), or in the definition of the environment as a single 
cross-cutting issue (despite its complexity). 

The SG, which was developed in 2007-2009, is relevant to the major international 
commitments, providing useful guidance and contributing to coherence (notably through the 
Platform for Environment & Development. Its specific impact cannot easily be distinguished 
from the impact of the process which led to its preparation. It has little impact on BMF (the 
main ODA contributor), although the environmental priorities of BMF pertain to SG aims, 
or on other documents.  

Despite the existence of the SG, there is still no overall strategic vision of environmental 
mainstreaming at the level of the main Austrian ODA actors. The numerous aims – 17 – of 
the SG are organised in thematic fields and not as contributions to a few overall objectives. 
From this perspective the SG is more a guide (defining how to work) than a strategy (defining 
what to do and what to achieve). This partly justifies why the aims are not fully reflected in 
other strategic documents prepared after 2009.  

 

Q1. How are the environmental objectives as formulated in the Federal Act on 
Development Cooperation and in the Strategic Guideline reflected in other general strategic 
documents of the main ODA actors (Three-year-Programme, Strategy for International 
Climate Finance and Strategic Guidelines of the Ministry of Finance for International 
Finance Institutions)?  

 

The general strategic documents of the main ODA actors (Three-year-Programmes, Strategy 
for International Climate Finance, and Strategic Guidelines of the Ministry of Finance for 
International Finance Institutions) are in line with the environmental objective of the Federal 

                                                 
7  An answer can also include additional findings that do not directly respond to the question asked, if deemed useful for 

the purpose of the evaluation. 
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Act on Development Cooperation (2002, amended in 2003) and with the aims of the 
Strategic Guideline. However the environment is usually not recalled as one of the major 
objectives of Austrian development policy and several aims of the Strategic Guideline are 
never referred to. The following aims are poorly addressed: “Advocating precaution in the 
use of genetically modified organisms worldwide”, “Raising political and social awareness” 
(on wastes and chemicals), “Contributing to cleaner production in agriculture, trade and 
industry” (except some actions on organic farming), “Helping to improve the basis for 
informed planning, institutional frameworks and capacities” (regarding climate change) and 
“Contributing to improved water use efficiency”. 

 

Q2. How are environmental objectives incorporated in ADC’s country and regional 
strategies and reflected in other thematic policies and guidelines?  

 

The objective of environmental protection (as stipulated in the Federal Act) is recalled or 
incorporated in most strategies, policies and guidelines. On the other hand, the objectives of 
all documents are consistent with the environmental objectives (although documents may 
promote development actions with potential adverse impacts on the achievement of 
environmental objectives). However the aims of the Strategic Guidelines are not often 
referred to or reflected in the analysis. Country strategies usually select some aims, which is 
justified by the need for concentration, but there is a lack of systematic integration of 
environmental concerns at sector level (Q2.1, Annex 2). The integration of environmental 
objectives in Policy Documents and Focus papers (Q2.2) is unequal, which is sometimes 
justified by the addressed themes and sometimes less justified [for example in the Policy 
Document on NGO cooperation (2007), prepared earlier than the SG, and in the Focus 
papers on Corruption (2010) and Fragile States (2014)]. “Strategies for implementing” make 
only vague references to the environment. Once again most documents do not reflect the 
status of environmental protection as one of the three major objectives of Austrian 
development policy. 

 

Q3. Are Austrian international commitments (UNFCCC, CBD, UNCCD, Harmonisation 
& Alignment Declarations/Paris, Accra and Busan) reflected in those strategic documents 
and in interventions?  

 

Multilateral environmental agreements (UNFCCC, CBD, UNCCD and others) are taken into 
account in the Strategic Guideline, although one (non-environmental) objective of CBD is 
not recalled (the equitable share of benefits). As expected, multilateral environmental 
agreements are much less reflected in other documents, although papers and interventions 
are consistent with them. Several interventions actively contribute to their implementation 
as shown by the Rio markers (Q14). UNCCD receives less attention than UNFCCC and 
CBD in the SG and at intervention level, which is – at least partly – justified by the climate 
of many partner countries. 

Although environmental objectives of ADC are in line with most international 
commitments, a noteworthy difference is identified between the status of the environment 
in the Federal Act of Austrian cooperation and in the 2006 EU Consensus on Development 
Cooperation (involving Member-States): environmental protection and poverty reduction 
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have an equal status in the Federal Act of Austrian cooperation (suggesting that both goals 
can be pursued in parallel), while poverty reduction is the overarching objective of the EU 
Consensus (suggesting that environmental protection in development cooperation should 
always contribute to poverty reduction). The SG also recognizes an “intrinsic value” to the 
environment. This difference can be positively assessed (from an environmental perspective) 
but it leads to questioning of the definitions of development cooperation when cooperation 
is used for climate change mitigation and therefore addresses the same objectives as the 
domestic environmental policies of Austria. 

Harmonisation and Alignment Declarations or Aid effectiveness principles apply to the 
environment as to other areas. They tend to face particular challenges or constraints in the 
environmental area, mainly because environmental needs are not equally perceived by all 
partners and developing countries feel less responsible than developed countries for global 
challenges (see Q13 for ownership). However the evaluation finds no evidence that 
environmental projects follow Aid Effectiveness Principles (including Harmonization & 
Alignment) differently from other projects. 

 

Q4. How far are environmental concerns linked with other cross-cutting issues and 
development goals at the strategic as well as at the intervention level? 

 

Environment and Gender are the most considered cross-cutting issues. Environment thus 
has a high profile, but the combined list of other crosscutting issues considered during the 
evaluation period is long, all concerning human society (Q4.1, Annex 2). Given the multiple 
aspects of the environment (notably reflected in the 17 aims of the SG), selecting the 
environment as one single issue (in contrast with human society) can be interpreted as 
reflecting an unequal balance between the environmental and social pillars of sustainable 
development or between the three objectives of Austrian Development Policy.  

In practice cross-cutting issues tend to be addressed independently and not systematically at 
intervention level. Combining all cross-cutting issues and development goals is demanding 
and therefore does not often take place. The request to mainstream cross-cutting issues 
sometimes leads to random selection of the cross-cutting issue considered or, within the 
environment, a selection of only one or two aspects of the environment. 

Environmental interventions often mainstream gender (more than other cross-cutting issues; 
Q4.3). They usually have a positive impact (in ADC) on cross-cutting issues and development 
goals (Q4.4), but the opposite is not true: interventions pursuing social or economic 
objectives often exert adverse pressures on the environment (despite measures can be taken 
to mitigate them). The major impact of interventions on development goals is obviously on 
MDG 7 (“ensure environmental sustainability”) and its targets, except target 7.D (by 2020, 
to have achieved a significant improvement in the lives of at least 100 million slum dwellers). 
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Q5. Is the Strategic Guideline perceived as relevant by stakeholders? Do new issues, such 
as climate finance, innovative financing, SDGs need to be incorporated into a new or 
revised Strategic Guideline? Are there any other elements in the Strategic Guideline which 
should be updated in line with the results of the evaluation?  

 

Among the main ODA actors the SG is generally known and considered as helpful at 
strategic level but not useful for daily work. Although the SG aims are perceived as relevant, 
several stakeholders expect more consideration of climate change (including adaptation, 
energy efficiency and renewable energies) and incorporation of the Nexus approach8 and 
SDGs. The SG (its implementation matrix in particular) is also perceived as outdated and 
the matrix is not considered a suitable instrument for keeping track of actions planned to 
achieve the objectives and boost the commitment of the actors addressed in the matrix: 
actors show little commitment, which can be attributed to the unclear objectives as well as 
the missing indicators and timeline. The usefulness of the SG is also reduced by the 
perception of a subaltern position in the hierarchy of strategic documents (Q5.1, Annex 2), 
despite its acknowledgement by the Council of Ministers.  

The evaluation reveals other elements that should be considered when tackling a 
comprehensive update of the SG: the value of focusing on a few priorities and of clarifying 
the hierarchy of objectives, the need for guidance on how to systematically integrate 
environmental concerns in all interventions; the need to ensure long-term continuity (and 
therefore not to abandon previous efforts); and the value of following a consultative process 
in order to ensure ownership of stakeholders. This last aspect can be considered a 
prerequisite of the main objective of the guideline - promoting strategic coherence in the 
field of environment within ADC. 

 

Q6. Would it be more appropriate or useful if the Strategic Guideline would focus on fewer 
operational fields, or is the coverage of all those fields helpful for effective mainstreaming 
among all main ODA actors?  

 

The Strategic Guideline has 17 aims grouped in four “thematic operational fields”. The 
concentration principle suggests that an environmental strategy should define a small number 
of priority areas matching the priority themes of ADC, but broad enough to allow addressing 
of the diversity of local needs and demands on a case-by-case basis. As a strategy, the SG 
lacks high-level objectives (see Q1) but it has a satisfactory number of “thematic operational 
fields” matching the priority themes of ADC (except for aspects of the TOF “wastes and 
chemicals”). As a guideline, it is not broad enough to provide guidance on how to mainstream 
the environment as a crosscutting dimension in all sectors.  

  

                                                 
8  The nexus approach is based on the recognition of the linkages between food security, energy and water. See ADA, 

2015, Focus: Water – Energy – Food security nexus. 
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Q7. Has the Strategic Guideline been an effective tool to improve coherence and 
cooperation between the main ODA actors and has it contributed to more long-term 
planning?  

 
The close cooperation between the main ODA actors in preparing the SG, supported by the 
regular meetings of the Platform for Environment and Development, has a positive impact 
on the long-term cooperation between them. The SG itself supports coherence by acting as 
a reference document for common positions between ODA actors on environment and 
development, although outside the “platform community” the importance ascribed to the 
SG is rather low. Long-term planning is not an issue addressed by the SG and no evidence 
was found that it nevertheless had that impact. 
 

Q8. Has the Strategic Guideline contributed to an enabling environment leading to 
increased financial contributions for environmental issues?  

 

Expenditure on projects positively marked as pursuing environmental objectives has been 
irregularly increasing with no particular change after 2009 (Figure 3). A similar growth in 
environmental interventions is observed in the majority of DAC members (OECD, 2012). 
The increase in Austrian environmental expenditure may result from the SG or from the 
conducive conditions that have determined the preparation of the SG itself. It is also 
associated with a growth in expenditure in sectors hosting environmental projects. 
Interviewees have different opinions on the impact of the SG. It is difficult to identify what 
would have happened without the SG but it is nevertheless likely that the SG (along with the 
associated Platform) indirectly contributed to increasing budget resources allocated to 
environmental issues.  

 

Figure 3: Trends in the share of environmental interventions in Austrian bilateral expenditure 
(ENV 1 and ENV 2 refer to the ENV Marker 2, meaning that environmental protection is 
the main objective, Marker 1 indicating that environmental protection is a significant 
objective).  

 
Source: data from ADA ODA data base. 
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4.2. Effectiveness and efficiency 

Environmental mainstreaming is anchored and implemented in all main ODA actors, but 
not in all their components and activities, and not correctly in all relevant stages of the 
intervention cycle. Useful tools, instruments or mechanisms are in place, including the SG, 
the Platform, for Environment & Development, the ADA screening questionnaire and 
appraisal. Capacity shortcomings are the main internal constraint in ODA actors.  

Concerns for coherence between actors (from a “whole of Government” perspective) are 
not particular to the environmental field, where the Platform plays a positive role in Vienna. 
Austrian cooperation is fragmented, ADC programming does not involve all ODA actors 
and notably not the main ODA contributor (BMF), and ADC coordination offices often 
have little capacity to coordinate all actors in the environmental field. The main issue is the 
lack of joint programming between ODA ministries and the lack of concentration in their 
efforts. However it should be noted that climate change mitigation, which is the main 
environmental focus of BMF, does not require the same level of concentration as other 
themes (there can be a need for concentration in the efforts leading to mitigation but no 
need to concentrate effective mitigation effects). 

Environmental mainstreaming efforts have been effective in producing an increase 
(illustrated by Figure 3) in expenditure on environmental projects (especially for climate 
change protection). Although markers tend to overestimate the share of those projects, the 
over-scoring bias has been declining, which suggests that growth is higher than shown by 
the markers. The level of environmental expenditure nevertheless remains low.  

Environmental mainstreaming is also preventing adverse environmental pressures. Within 
ADA (10% of Austrian ODA), only partial use of the environmental assessment tools (not 
applicable in all instruments), and only partial implementation of recommendations with lack 
of monitoring, together reduces the effectiveness of the environmental appraisal system. 
Environmental safeguards are usually in place within multilateral organizations supported by 
Austria (44% of Austrian ODA). In the rest of Austrian ODA (46%) environmental 
mainstreaming relies on other partners and is outside the control of the main ODA actors. 

 

Q9. To which extent is environmental mainstreaming well anchored and implemented in 
BMEIA, BMF, and ADA? How well is the developmental approach anchored within 
BMLFUW?  

 

BMEIA, BMF and ADA follow different standards in environmental mainstreaming. The 
differences in approach result from the specific roles of those actors in ODA and also reflect 
the extent to which environmental mainstreaming is well anchored. Evidence suggests that 
within BMEIA environmental mainstreaming is weak and strongly dependent on the 
goodwill of the stakeholders concerned (Q9.1, Annex 2). BMF contributes to multilateral 
institutions (IFIs and EU), following well-structured environmental safeguards, which 
reduces the need for environmental mainstreaming anchorage in BMF itself. BMF considers 
environmental objectives almost obligatory when trust funds are being considered. Less 
attention is paid to environmental mainstreaming in BMF bilateral cooperation (where debt 
relief operations dominate) (Q9.2). Within ADA environmental, mainstreaming is well-
anchored in general but varies depending on the funding instrument and on the stage of the 
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project cycle. Except in particular instruments, ADA systematically screens project proposals 
for environmental considerations but is rather weak when it comes to monitoring 
implementation (Q9.3). Development not being its core business, BMLFUW has yet to catch 
up in incorporating principles and standards for development cooperation (Q9.4).  

 

Q10. Are there factors within the respective structures or in the implementation praxis 
which hamper or undermine efforts to mainstream environmental issues? To which extent 
are common implementation structures useful (i.e. climate financing)?  

 

Constraints and limiting factors include (1) a small overall ODA budget and especially lack 
of financial resources within ADA, (2) a limited share of this small budget with effective 
entry points for environmental mainstreaming, (3) insufficient awareness (on the linkages 
between environment and development and on entry points for environmental 
mainstreaming in the daily work); (4) insufficient qualified human resources (especially close 
to the field) able to address the complexity of environmental challenges, (5) discontinuity of 
staff, (6) some weaknesses in PCM methodologies (Q9.4), (7) fragmentation between actors, 
countries and sectors or themes, (8) lack of an institution with the authority to issue and 
enforce common strategies and guidelines, and (9) the high number of guidelines and of 
cross-cutting issues (Q4) – to be taken into account.  

According to interviews the most frequently-mentioned factor hampering environmental 
mainstreaming efforts within each ODA actor was the low capacities in institutions for 
environmental concerns. Within ADA the lack of financial resources and high number of 
cross-cutting issues and guidelines also contribute to making some stakeholders perceive 
environmental mainstreaming as a supplementary constraint.  

External constraints may also undermine the effectiveness of environmental mainstreaming 
in the partner country. 

Common implementation structures such as the Platform or the climate finance working 
group support mainstreaming efforts (vertical and horizontal) by facilitating exchange and 
help build a common understanding. The common implementation matrix is assessed in Q5.  

 

Q11. How can the main ODA actors build, institutionalise and maintain capacities for 
environmental mainstreaming in a sustainable manner?  

 

A main requisite for environmental mainstreaming is the sensitisation of all relevant 
stakeholders on environmental issues and its importance for development, together with a 
strong institutionalised commitment – for example through commonly-shared 
implementation rules. Despite the fact that environmental issues are a major objective in the 
Austrian Federal Act on DC, these implementation rules are only weakly embedded among 
the Austrian ODA actors. The SG and the Platform play a prominent role in that regard. 
There are however indications that the SG and the discussion in the Platform are not 
sufficiently transmitted into the organisations. This finding indicates the need for more 
systematic exchange and knowledge transfer within and between the main ODA actors. In 
addition interviews suggest that the dedication of the Platform to specific topics or countries 
would increase its efficiency and effectiveness by supporting the participation of all relevant 
stakeholders for the particular topic. However it has to be pointed out that criticism has been 
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made concerning the number of coordinative instruments and fora (Platform, AGIK and 
working group on policy coherence) which created an unnecessary burden for the 
participants. A recommendation is therefore that coordination activities be streamlined and 
that use be made of synergy effects. Furthermore environmental mainstreaming requires 
solid foundations: there is no consistent implementation of the logical framework approach 
(Q11.4.4; Annex 2) and, if basic rules for adequate intervention cycle management are not 
followed, integration of environmental concerns (“horizontal” mainstreaming) and 
implementation of successful environmental interventions (“vertical” mainstreaming) cannot 
adequately take place. Standards on project cycle management also help define guidance on 
how to integrate the environment. Therefore it is appropriate to continuously strengthen 
capacities for adequately managing the intervention cycle and to adopt a unified project cycle 
management and logical framework approach for bilateral projects. Recommendations 
regarding the tools are provided in Q21. At the strategic level of ADC, a more structured 
approach to incorporating environmental considerations into programming is required, 
based on a deeper analysis of the local environment. 

There is also scope for better use of learning opportunities from appraisals, monitoring and 
evaluation foci by project implementers or policy-makers, instead of using them mainly for 
controlling. Actors in the field do not benefit from generalized information but would need 
a closer feedback loop enabling them to enhance environmental outcomes.  

 

Q12. To what extent do environmental concerns or issues guide the selection, design and 
management of individual interventions? 

 

The extent to which environmental concerns or issues guide selection and design is reflected 
in the share of environmental interventions in bilateral aid. This indicator has been growing 
(despite fluctuations) but is still lower than expected given the status of the environment as 
one out of the three main goals of Austrian development policy (and pillars of sustainable 
development). The share of those bilateral interventions investing in the environment (fully 
or at least significantly) reached 18% in 2013 but was only 8% in the entire 2007-2013 period9. 
Environmental concerns necessarily guide the management of interventions pursuing 
environmental objectives. 

Environmental concerns are also taken into account in the selection and design of other 
interventions, since the environment is an important cross-cutting issue subject to screening 
and appraisal. The environmental assessment procedure helps mitigate adverse impacts both 
in multilateral and in bilateral aid (but not in debt relief: see Q9.2). In ADA (or ADC as such) 
the environmental questionnaire (checklist) guides the design of interventions and the  
environmental appraisal also guides the selection (approval) of projects and provides 
recommendations. But recommendations are not reflected in the main project document and 
logical framework. For this reason and because of the lack of monitoring of the 
implementation of environmental recommendations (Q9), environmental concerns tend not 
to significantly influence the management and implementation of non-environmental 
interventions. Moreover those tools are not used for all ADA interventions (Q20). 

 

                                                 
9 According to our calculation based on data from the ADA ODA data base. 
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Q13. What role does environment play in the policy dialogue with partner countries? Is 
there sufficient ownership in partner countries to ensure a long-term consideration of 
environmental issues even if not demanded by donors?  

 

Environment is broadly considered in policy dialogue with partner countries. This happens 
mainly when environmental support is envisaged or implemented (“vertical mainstreaming”) 
and not in sectors where the environment should be mainstreamed from a cross-cutting 
(“horizontal”) perspective. In environmental programmes, support for national policy 
dialogue between governmental and Civil Society organisations, can be very effective and 
ensure sustainability (especially where there is a high turnover at governmental level). In non-
environmental sectors some staff members in ADA consider that promoting mainstreaming 
is not ADA’s role in the international division of labour, although we can question the validity 
of the division of labour for cross-cutting issues that should be systematically integrated. 

There are important differences in awareness and in perception of environmental issues 
between actors in the same country, between developing countries and between Austrian 
and local partners. The attention paid to the environment is sometimes higher on the 
Austrian side than in partner countries but this is not a general rule. Environmental awareness 
is growing in developing countries and contributes to long-term consideration of 
environmental issues. However even when ownership and consensus on the objectives are 
in place, this may not be sufficient because other factors determine sustainability or long-
term consideration of environmental issues.  

 

Q14. What percentage/share of the Austrian ODA contributes to international 
commitments, especially UNFCCC, CBD and UNCCD (i.e. share of bilateral interventions 
with “Rio-Markers”, multilateral contributions to GEF and other relevant funds)? Is there 
an increasing, or rather declining trend within the evaluation period? How can these trends 
be interpreted?  

 

Less than 8% of bilateral ODA was dedicated to the Rio conventions (2.4% to climate change 
mitigation, 2.2% to biodiversity, 1.2% to climate change adaptation and 1.2% to 
desertification) during the 2007-2013 period. The trend is nevertheless increasing. The main 
contributions to multilateral environmental funds go to the GEF (from BMF) and also grew 
significantly [by 72% between the 4th replenishment (2006) and the 5th replenishment (2010)], 
being equivalent to almost 30% of environmental bilateral aid.  

The overall increase in environmental expanses (see Q8.1) can be interpreted as a sign of 
increasing attention being paid to the environment (associated with the preparation of the 
SG) but it is also supported by the growth in those sectors (water, energy, environment, 
multisector and agriculture) which can host this kind of projects. The trends of the specific 
Rio-markers reflect the international trends: an identical focus in bilateral ADC and in GEF 
on UNFCCC and CBD, increasing concerns for climate change and recent mobilisation on 
adaptation. The low profile of UNCCD in ADC also reflects its status in the SG and the 
geographical distribution of partner countries (see Q3).  
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Q15. Is there a significant difference between the different main ODA actors in their 
contributions to different commitments? If so, is it because of different thematic 
approaches or other necessities?  

 

There are significant differences between the contributions of the main ODA actors to the 
different Rio conventions. In bilateral aid and according to the Rio markers, ADA is the 
most important contributor to all conventions (except for climate change adaptation at the 
end of the evaluation period). BMF is the second contributor, after ADA, to interventions 
scored for climate change mitigation. Thanks to a late increase in climate change adaptation, 
BMLFUW became the first contributor to this issue in 2013. In multilateral aid there is also 
an important share of BMF contributions to mitigation.  

 

Figure 4. Bilateral expenditure of each main ODA actor by Rio-marker 

 

Unit: millions of euro (commitments). Marker 1 accounts for 50%. Source: data from ADA ODA data base, 
processed as explained in Q15.1.1 (See annex 2). 

 

Differences in contributions result from differences in the thematic approaches, in the 
budget amount managed by each actor, and (for climate change adaptation) of recent 
international commitments (following the 2009 Copenhagen conference). BMF has a large 
budget, both in bilateral and in multilateral aid, but with a minor focus on the environment 
in bilateral aid, this focus being fully on climate change mitigation. BMLFUW allocates a 
small (but increasing) budget to development cooperation, with a high focus on the 
environment, notably (albeit recently) on climate change adaptation. ADA (with BMEIA 
funds) is in between: a lower level of funding than BMF but with a higher share used for all 
Rio conventions. Statistics based on Rio markers can however be biased because of the risk 
of over-scoring and the tendency in BMLFUW projects to score the same project for 
multiple purposes (see Q15.3 in Annex 2). 
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Q16. What are the overall coherence and the perception of different ODA actors regarding 
overall coherence, different reporting structures and obligations towards the OECD DAC? 
Are there any changes necessary, if so which ones? In particular, are there any issues 
regarding coherence, data, and reporting of the Rio Markers?  

 

The issue of coherence is not particular to the environmental field. Efforts have been made 
to increase coherence between environmental efforts (preparation of a cross-ministerial 
Strategic Guideline and setting up of a Platform) and the evaluation could not identify any 
major damaging impact resulting from different priorities or lack of coordination between 
the ODA actors. The main weaknesses are the lack of coordinated focus on a few priorities 
at country level and the likelihood of adverse environmental pressures resulting from 
interventions which are not subject to adequate environmental safeguards despite the overall 
policy objective of environmental protection (Q16.4, Q22).  

The overall perception is that coherence should be improved from a “whole-of-Government 
approach”, although this concern is weaker within BMF than within ADA and BMEIA. 

Perceptions regarding OECD DAC obligations are usually positive. Several issues on Rio 
Markers and the Environmental markers are identified (mainly over-scoring) but the 
evaluation notes a significant improvement over the evaluation period. Detailed evidence 
and information on the reasons for over-scoring are provided in Q16.5. (Annex 2).  

 

Q17. To what extent are the operational fields and activities implemented as defined in the 
matrix of the Strategic Guideline? Have the four priority operational fields actually been 
made as a priority?  

 

The environment is not made a major priority but almost all environment efforts target the 
operational fields (mainly because they cover a broad range of environmental issues). Climate 
protection is the major priority in terms of expenditure, followed by sustainable resource 
management and water and sanitation, wastes and chemicals being dismissed. Not all 
activities in the implementing matrix have been carried out (56% were identified as at least 
started in 2014). However there was no commitment to implement them within a particular 
time-frame and currently the pending activities are usually perceived within ODA actors as 
out of date. 

 

Q18. To what extent are interventions of different main ODA actors in the same partner 
countries coordinated? Have synergies between different activities been sufficiently 
exploited? 

 

Not all the main ODA actors follow the ADC three-year programmes and country strategies 
prepared by BMEIA and ADA to the same extent. This reduces coherence and opportunities 
for synergies and interactions. In those circumstances inter-donor coordination mechanisms 
usually ensure sufficient coordination between BMEIA-ADA and multilateral organisations 
supported by BMF. Adequate coordination with BMLFUW projects was also observed on a 
case-by-case basis. Besides the programming issue, the evaluation finds no evidence that a 
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lack of coordination resulted in missing opportunities for synergies, although this can happen 
and yet remain hidden due to a lack of communication. 

Both the ADC coordination offices in the country (Q19) and the Platform in Vienna (Q7) 
can support overall coordination by adequate communication and networking. The 
conditions for adequate coordination vary between countries, depending notably on the 
involvement of several ODA actors in the same sector, the presence of their representatives 
in the country (region) and the quality of international donor cooperation in the country.  

 

Q19. Which role do ADC coordination offices have in this coordination? Do they have 
sufficient staff capacity and competences to do so?  

 

ADC coordination offices play an important and irreplaceable role in coordinating 
interventions and instruments managed by ADA on a thematic or geographic basis (which 
usually does not require coordinating environmental interventions separately). They are also 
a key contact point for other ODA actors and facilitate broader coordination; but they focus 
on ADA/BMEIA interventions, having limited capacities and legitimacy to proactively 
coordinate other interventions. Most ADC coordination offices also lack environmental 
expertise and capacities for engaging more substantially with environmental issues. They 
have not enough resources to discuss and contribute content-wise to donor coordination or 
provide technical support to the projects. 

 

Q20. How effective are tools used for environmental screening and proofing, both for 
country/regional strategy interventions, as well as for “special instruments” (like NGO co-
financing, Business Partnerships with and for the private sector, Humanitarian Aid)? How 
is the quality of the recommendations made in the environmental appraisals generally 
perceived? How are these recommendations implemented in practice, professionally 
accompanied and monitored? How are environmental appraisals perceived and used by 
partners?  

 

The screening questionnaire (checklist) supports project proponents’ thinking about the 
unintended impact of their project before its submission. The environmental appraisal 
complements the screening with external and expert opinion prior to project approval. 
Therefore both screening and appraisal are effective tools in preventing damaging activities, 
although opportunities for improvements are identified (see Q20.1-Annex 2 for a detailed 
assessment and Q21 for suggestions).  

The rate of project rejections is low, but this does not indicate poor effectiveness of the tools 
because project proponents are geared to anticipating comments. Tools are usually positively 
perceived by actors who use them. However the appraisals are only desk studies (not based 
on field evidences), the recommendations are not fully implemented (maybe because they 
are not perceived as compulsory), their implementation is usually not monitored and project 
implementers do not receive the project-specific and locally-relevant environmental 
information needed for better results-orientation of the projects.  

Case-by-case environmental assessments (but not standard good practice) are less adequate 
for small-scale projects, urgent interventions or interventions of certain types. This only 
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partly justifies why the tools (screening and appraisal) are not equally applicable in each 
instrument.  

ADA can also rely on partners’ tools, including those of the partner country if they are 
deemed satisfactory. Other ODA actors mainly rely on the tools of multilateral organisations 
(see Q12.1.3, Annex 2). 

The overall conclusion is that environmental assessment tools are effective but they only 
prevent or mitigate the most significant adverse impacts of ADA interventions and do not 
sufficiently consider opportunities for enhancing positive impacts or supporting socio-
economic objectives. 

 

Q21. How can the effectiveness of tools potentially be enhanced, if necessary, even if 
resources cannot be increased?  

 

An analytical framework is presented in Q21.1 (Annex 2) and is based on the following 
criteria in order to guide the identification of potential enhancements: Balance between 
categories of impacts or outcomes (environmental and socio-economic), Cost acceptance 
and value for money; Cost-effectiveness and Environmental efficiency. The analysis looks 
beyond the tools strictly speaking. 

The tools (screening and appraisal) should be revised in such a way they help identify 
opportunities of improving positive impacts (not just mitigating adverse impacts), take into 
account (environmentally-related) non-biophysical impacts (impacts on environmental 
management capacities, environmental awareness and vulnerability to climate change), help 
assess environmental issues affecting the sustainable achievement of the project objectives 
and include more explicit links with the SG aims. 

In addition to revising the tools, it is also advisable to (Q21.3): 

 Have homogeneous criteria to submit proposals to environmental mainstreaming 
tools (depending on the size and nature of the project and not on the aid delivery 
mechanism); 

 Use standard good practice guidelines valid for all projects (not requiring any ex 
ante analysis on a case by case basis); 

 Improve implementation and monitoring of the recommendations; 

 Systematically integrate environmental concerns in central tools (for example 
problem analysis, logical framework and evaluation); 

 Complement the tools with adequate training of staff (sensitization to the 
importance of integrating the environment, linkages between environmental and 
development issues, use of the tools and how to practically integrate the 
environment); 

 Provide project partners with more technical support during project 
implementation. 

Beyond the environmental sector broader reforms would also support a more effective use 
of the tools and more effective environmental mainstreaming: more balanced share of 
resources (budget, human resources) between the environment and other issues; a single 
appraisal framework including all concerns and cross-cutting issues; more concentration and 
continuity; PCM good practice (including analysis of causality chains, result-based-



 

Final Report – February 2016 Page 22 

management, adequate indicators of results, attention paid to sustainability and risks, 
standard logical framework format) with incorporation of side-effects (external to the logic 
of intervention) in the logical framework; and a “technical assistance facility” facilitating the 
fast recruitment of short term expertise (notably on environmental issues). 

4.3. Impact 

Many environmental interventions target indirect factors of environmental change, therefore 
their impact can be vulnerable to uncontrolled factors and be uncertain, especially in case of 
small-scale and short-term interventions. Despite this, the positive impacts of environmental 
interventions (vertical mainstreaming) presumably grew, following the growth in 
environmental expenditure. 

The share of interventions contributing to positive intended impacts remains low, however, 
and most interventions are likely to exert negative pressures on the environment; because 
environmental assessment tools only mitigate the most significant impacts of a portion of 
interventions10. Therefore the overall environmental impact of ADC is uncertain, 
meaning that current environmental mainstreaming efforts may not be sufficient to ensure 
that ADC provides a positive net contribution to its environmental objective. 

However environmental mainstreaming itself provides positive environmental impacts, as 
compared to a situation without environmental mainstreaming, since it contributes to 
intended impacts (vertical mainstreaming) or to mitigation of unintended negative impacts 
(horizontal mainstreaming). Thanks to environmental mainstreaming, ADC interventions 
contribute to improved environmental situations (thanks to environmental interventions) 
and to increased decoupling between development and adverse environmental impacts, 
although many interventions still exert negative pressures on the environment.  

Environmental interventions (vertical mainstreaming) also contribute to socio-economic 
benefits (Q5) because they often integrate such concerns. Horizontal mainstreaming in 
socio-economic projects has the potential to contribute to the effective and sustainable 
achievement of their development goals but this opportunity is not fully used in Austrian 
development cooperation. 

 

Q22. Is there any evidence in partner countries that the implementation of the Strategic 
Guideline, and/or tools used for environmental mainstreaming, have influenced the 
environmental situation and/or its perception in the respective country or intervention 
area? If yes, how?  

 

Environmental mainstreaming - including implementation of environmental projects - 
positively contributes to improving the environmental situation and perceptions in partner 
countries (compared to the situation without environmental mainstreaming). However the 
specific impact of the Strategic Guideline is quite limited (as explained in Q8 and Q22.6-
Annex 2) and environmental mainstreaming efforts tend to influence only a small part of 
total Austrian ODA (which is itself relatively small). Therefore the overall environmental 

                                                 
10  It can be reminded that all activities using energy and physical means exert pressures on the global environment and 

that economic development is still usually coupled with a growth in environmental pressures. 
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impact of development cooperation is uncertain and can be negative, taking into account the 
inevitable use of energy and other resources associated with the implementation of projects 
and with their development impact (Q22.1). 

Interventions pursuing environmental objectives have been increasing during the evaluation 
period (Q8) and many of them show positive impacts. Because there is no evidence that 
individual interventions have become less effective in producing their intended impacts, the 
evaluators assume that the overall impact resulting from environmental interventions has 
also increased. However the final impact of many environmental interventions is uncertain 
because it can take time or receive only a partial and indirect contribution (many projects 
address “drivers” of environmental change - such as environmental management capacities, 
environmental awareness or enabling economic conditions - which is often justified for 
sustainability reasons). 

Positive impacts (compared to the situation without intervention) result mainly from the 
“vertical dimension” of environmental mainstreaming (that is implementing environmental 
projects). The “horizontal dimension” (that is integrating environmental safeguards or 
managing the environment as a crosscutting issue in all sectors) is more effective in reducing 
or preventing adverse impacts (the “no harm” approach), although more active horizontal 
mainstreaming has the potential for using opportunities for positive impacts and reaching 
many more beneficiaries.  

There is a weak correlation between objectives and impacts relating to climate change 
adaptation. On one hand, many projects (socio-economic or environmental) reduce 
vulnerability to climate change and hazards, and therefore Austrian development 
cooperation has presumably a positive unintended impact on such adaptation. On the other 
hand, the specific impact of interventions labelled or scored as adaptation projects is often 
unclear, partly because they are too recent, partly because the causal links between their 
activities and adaptation (reducing the impact of climate change) is not explicit. As explained 
in Q16.5.1 (Annex 2) a project has an adaptation impact if its development impact is higher 
in the event of climate change than it would be without climate change. This means that we 
need both an assessment of the development impact of the project and an assessment of the 
hypothetical impact it would have in a scenario without climate change, which is never done. 
We only know that projects positively scored for the adaptation marker have been increasing 
(although the share they account for is still small).  

 

Q23. Are there best practice examples and lessons learned from these interventions that 
have significantly influenced the environmental situation and/or perception? Which players 
or alliances have contributed to these changes?  

 

Although the impact on the environmental situation or perceptions is usually poorly assessed, 
best practice examples and lessons learned are available. Best practice examples include 
multi-stakeholder processes (involving Civil Society organisations), thematic and 
geographical concentration, long-term involvements or long-term views (leading to a need 
for combining both time-frames  -  short term and long term benefits; and levels of 
interventions - field and policy) and selecting adequate partners. It is important to recognize 
that achieving the intended impact can take time and be subject to uncertainty, therefore 
achieving intermediary outputs or outcomes requires attention to their sustainability, to the 
logical cause-effecs links leading from them to the intended impacts and to future external 
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risks putting this causality chain under strain. Austrian ODA actors and their implementing 
partners play a positive role but co-operation with other stakeholders is a prerequisite for 
long-term success, notably alliance with local environmental organisations and Civil Society.  

 

Q24. Is there any evidence to be found in the partner countries that certain types of 
intervention have had a higher impact on the ground than others (e.g. supporting the 
elaboration of national policies vs. project interventions)?  

 

No evidence has been found to suggest that certain types of environmental intervention are 
more effective. A good impact can result from synergies between interventions of different 
types and different levels (for example field level and policy level). 

 

Q25. Is there any evidence that activities with an environmental focus have worsened, or 
mitigated, social inequalities and local conflicts?  

 

This Question addresses the linkages between environmental protection and the other major 
goals of Austrian development policy: poverty reduction and conflict alleviation.  

Activities with an environmental focus usually contribute to mitigating poverty (or 
inequalities) and conflicts. Social benefits are often part of the project strategy: they 
contribute to environmental objectives or they result from them, and some social support is 
often required for the effectiveness and sustainability of the project.  

However adverse impacts are possible and environmental projects (notably on climate 
change mitigation) can compete for funding with projects having more direct social impacts. 

Beyond the scope of the Question it should also be recalled that environmental safeguards 
(within environmental or non-environmental projects) have the potential to reduce the risk 
of conflicts resulting from adverse environmental impacts or from projects negatively 
affecting local communities. 

4.4. Sustainability 

Sustainability of environmental interventions can be more challenging than sustainability of 
other development interventions, although it depends on the same factors (notably financial, 
social and institutional). Sustainability is often required to achieve the intended impact 
because many environmental projects only contribute to long-term impacts, which cannot 
be achieved during the implementation period.  

Sustainability of environmental safeguards is presumably weaker. When assessing the 
sustainability of non-environmental projects, the risk of sustainable environmental damage 
combined with weakly sustainable development outcomes may deserve attention. 

Institutional sustainability, in terms of capacities to continue mainstreaming efforts within 
ODA actors, benefit from increased awareness-raising but can face limitations in terms of 
human and budgetary resources.  

Environmental mainstreaming has also the potential to contribute to the sustainable 
achievement of development objectives (sustainability of environmental projects). Project 
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documents usually have a section on “environment sustainability” where this should be 
analysed but this section is in practice not properly used to assess sustainability as such. 

 

Q26. Concerning interventions in partner countries, to which degree have environmental 
aspects been included both in analysis and planning as well as in monitoring and evaluation? 
Are there any concrete examples that interventions have been more sustainable if 
environmental aspects had been included in the problem analysis, planning and 
implementation? 

 

Except in environmental interventions, environmental aspects are mainly considered at the 
end of the preparation phase (through the environmental appraisals). They are seldom 
included prior to that phase (in analysis or planning) or afterwards (monitoring and 
evaluation). (See Q26.1, Annex 2 for detailed analysis). 

In practice consideration of environmental aspects also contributes only weakly to 
sustainability since, when environmental mainstreaming takes place, the main focus is on 
environmental impacts resulting from the project. There is a tendency to confuse the analysis 
of environmental sustainability with consideration of environmental safeguards; 
environmental tools (screening and appraisal) are not designed to assess the effects of the 
environment on sustainable achievement of the project objectives.  

Opportunities to enhance the sustainability and other aspects of the interventions through 
adequate environmental mainstreaming are not systematically grasped.  

 

Q27. How can the sustainability of environmental mainstreaming as well as interventions 
in the environment sector be improved?  

 

This Question concerns three aspects: 

 sustainability of environmental interventions; 

 sustainability of environmental mainstreaming measures taken in interventions of 
all sectors, which consists mainly in environmental safeguards; 

 capacities or prospects for continuing environmental mainstreaming efforts after 
the period covered by the evaluation. 

The sustainability of environmental projects (Q27.3 – Annex 2) is at least as challenging as 
the sustainability of development projects. It depends on similar factors and may face 
additional constraints with respect to financial sustainability, institutions and ownership 
(Q13). Sustainability of environmental project can be improved (Q27.4 – Annex 2) by paying 
due attention to the standard sustainability factors and their interactions, by incorporating 
sustainability targets as part of the expected results, by planning exit strategies and by 
allocating sufficient time to the projects. A detailed analysis of risk mitigation measures in 
provided in Q27.4. Environmental projects can nevertheless produce intrinsically sustainable 
outcomes consisting of avoiding irreversible losses. 

Little is known about the sustainability of (Austrian) adaptation projects which are recent 
(but the evaluation found no example of maladaptation). 
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The sustainability of environmental safeguards is not well known. As explained above there 
is little monitoring of their implementation (Q20), therefore monitoring of their effectiveness 
and sustainability cannot be better. Sustainability of environmental safeguards is certainly 
fragile (and depending on the sustainability of the project), especially in case there is a need 
to continue action and monitoring after project completion. Building capacities can be a 
relevant response but the risk that this remains insufficient or unsuccessful should also be 
considered with realism at project approval stage. If environmental safeguards are not 
effective and sustainable, there is a risk of sustainable environmental damage which is not 
necessarily offset by sustainable development outcomes. 

Capacities for continuing environmental mainstreaming activities within the main ODA 
actors have been assessed under Q9 and Q10 and can be sustained through adequate training, 
awareness and concentration. They are sustained by increasing awareness and commitments 
of individuals but face challenges in terms of resources. The Platform (Q10), which emanates 
from the SG, plays a valuable role in maintaining active environmental mainstreaming efforts.  
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5. Conclusions 

5.1. Progress made by environmental mainstreaming 

Following a “theory of change” perspective (Figure 2), we summarize here the progress made 
by environmental mainstreaming during the evaluation period, distinguishing what was done 
(inputs), direct effects (outputs), indirect effects (outcomes) and final impact.  

At input level it should be recalled that environmental mainstreaming was already anchored 
(Q9), to some extent, in main ODA actors at the beginning of the evaluation period. 
Environmental protection was already a key objective of Austrian development policy; 
environmental assessment tools were in place and environmental interventions were 
implemented. During the evaluation period (2007-2014), enabling conditions, capacities and 
efforts have still been improving, but the evaluation finds no evidence of new tools or other 
inputs to improve the environmental quality of interventions. The main changes consist of 
the preparation of the SG (with an implementation matrix defining actions partly carried 
out); establishment of an active platform (Platform for Environment & Development); and 
growing awareness of and increasing attention to climate change, especially after the 2007 
IPPC report and the 2009 Copenhagen COP. Despite budget cuts, more resources were 
allocated to sectors suitable for hosting environmental interventions.  

At output level, the most measurable and detected effects were a growth in the share of funds 
allocated to environmental interventions defined as interventions positively scored for the 
ENV marker (Q8, Figure 3). This trend runs parallel to improvements in the scoring 
methods, reducing over-scoring, which means that real expenditure has been growing faster 
than is suggested by statistics. As expected from the inputs, there is no evidence that the 
quality of interventions (environmental or not) has been improving. Efforts to achieve 
coherence (SG and Platform notably) have not resulted in visible effects, but there is a lack 
of indicators available to measure them. 

At outcome level it is assumed that the direct benefits from environmental interventions 
increased, as a result of increasing expenditure on projects that are often effective (see Q22). 
These outcomes consist of a contribution to decoupling economic development (or growth) 
from environmental pressures (mainly because of the large share of projects scored for 
climate change mitigation), building local capacities and awareness (mainly because most 
environmental projects work at this level, with an additional contribution from policy 
dialogue) and enhancement of the local environmental (bio-physical) situation. The socio-
economic effects are more uncertain (environmental projects are positively assessed but if 
they replace socio-economic projects their growing trend does not result in improving those 
aspects). Despite the positive effects of environmental mainstreaming, it is also uncertain 
that they were sufficient to ensure a positive environmental impact of ADC as a whole. 

At final impact level, environmental mainstreaming efforts are expected to contribute to 
sustainable development in partner countries (with short- and long-term benefits in terms of 
poverty alleviation) and to protecting the global environment (including climate). The 
observed changes and the analysis of causal links strongly suggest that leverage is exerted 
towards this end, although there is room for improvement and the final impact is broadly 
beyond the control of ODA actors. Although the impact of environmental mainstreaming is 
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positive, it is still uncertain that the overall environmental impact of Austrian development 
cooperation is also positive. 

5.2. Main strengths in ADC environmental mainstreaming 

The changes identified above are significant and are all positive: they include the preparation 
of the SG (although it could be improved, Q6-Q8), the setting up of the Platform (which 
plays a valuable role – Q7), the growth in environmental interventions (Q8) and 
improvements in Rio marking (Q16). Besides that, the high level of the environmental 
protection goal, individual commitments and existing environmental mainstreaming tools 
(Q20) also contribute to positive outcomes. Chapter 4 also shows a quite satisfactory 
assessment for each main evaluation criterion. 

5.3. Weaknesses and opportunities for improvement 

Weaknesses are described in more detail because they have to guide the recommendations: 

Lack of strategic vision for environmental mainstreaming: 

 Although the SG provides useful guidance to work within Thematic Operational 
Fields, there is no strategic vision for environmental mainstreaming (Q5). The SG 
defines many aims (17) that are not hierarchically organized, although they do not 
contribute to the same goals (there is a mix of contributions to environmental 
improvements, adaptation and green economy purposes) (Q6). 

Poor reflection of the high status of the environmental goal of Austrian development policy: 

 The status of the environment as a main goal of Austrian development policy is not 
fully reflected in strategic documents, in programming (Q1, Q2), in budget allocation 
(Q8, Q12, Q14), in the (perception of the) hierarchical status of the SG (Q5, Q22), 
and in the share of Austrian ODA which is subject to environmental mainstreaming. 

 Despite the overall goal of environmental protection, it is still likely that an important 
part of Austrian ODA contributes to adverse environmental pressures (Q22). 

Lack of capacities and guidance: 

 Environmental assessment procedure and tools (ADA’s checklist and appraisal, 
partners’ tools) only mitigate the most significant impacts of a part of Austrian 
cooperation (Q12, Q20). ADA tools – as they were during the evaluation period - 
are not optimal as regards (a) submission criteria, (b) issues addressed (opportunities 
for improvements and non-biophysical impacts are dismissed), (c) monitoring of the 
recommendations. ADA tools have been enhanced following the evaluation period 
but further improvements can still take account of the findings of the current 
evaluation (Q21).  

 Insufficient attention is paid to the recipient environment in partner countries (Q11, 
Q26).  

 Guidance on “horizontal mainstreaming” is weak. This aspect is only superficially 
addressed in the SG (Q5). Staff and partners involved in project design and 
management have not always adequate capacities to adequately mainstream the 
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environment (from a horizontal perspective) and prevent the need for external 
appraisal (Q10, Q11).  

 “Horizontal mainstreaming” is only weakly used to support or sustain project 
objectives; there is little consideration of the need to anticipate climate change and 
its effect on the sustainable achievement of the objective (horizontal mainstreaming 
of climate change adaptation) (Q20, Q21); the concept of “environmental 
sustainability” is not properly understood (Q26). 

 Staff and partners may also lack of skills or knowledge in PCM (including RBM), 
which may reduce their ability to “horizontally” mainstream the environment or to 
design and manage environmental interventions (Q11). Staff fluctuations play their 
part in maintaining low expertise in the environmental field, along with other factors 
(Q10). 

 Neither the appraisal nor the monitoring and evaluation functions focus on the 
learning opportunities for project implementers or policy makers (Q11).  

 Project design, monitoring and evaluation do not sufficiently assess the causal links 
between actions, impact and their sustainability (Q23).  

 The environment is only one cross-cutting issue (despite its multiple aspects), 
sometimes competing with other cross-cutting issues, and the lack of a unified 
framework for managing cross-cutting issues can be detrimental to proper 
consideration of each (Q4). 

Coherence issues: 

 The ministry in charge of ADC coordination (BMEIA) has limited influence (Q10.1) 
on the other main ODA contributors (BMF and BMLFUW), with their own policies 
and a different geographical coverage. The level of commitment to the intended 
actions (e.g. Implementation Matrix or agreements in the Platform) is rather low and 
no means exist for enforcing guidelines. The SG is perceived as low in the hierarchy 
of strategic documents (Q5). 

 Coherence at country level has remained constrained by the lack of concentration or 
of common programming (between all main ODA actors) and by limited capacities 
at ADC coordination office level (Q16). Lack of thematic and geographical 
concentration is also a constraint to adequate knowledge of intended or unintended 
impacts on the environment. 

Issues associated with Rio marking: 

 Adaptation to climate change is classified as part of environmental protection (the 
SG itself classifies adaptation as climate protection, and the ADP marker is 
systematically reflected in the ENV marker). This results (1) either in a misleading 
use of the terms “environmental protection” (2) or in being obliged to give up many 
non-environmental adaptation opportunities (for example providing mosquito nets, 
providing insurance services, building infrastructure etc.) (Q16). Classifying 
adaptation within the environment reflects a poor recognition of the close similarity 
– or quasi-identity - between adaptation projects and development projects 
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integrating the adaptation constraint11. This also leads to neglect of the need for more 
systematic mainstreaming of adaptation in all vulnerable interventions and sectors. 

 Despite improvements in the scoring approach for the ENV and the Rio markers, 
there are still issues concerning over-scoring, distinguishing the (unintended) impact 
from the objective and defining the objective as an intended change as compared to 
the without-project situation. In “green” energy projects (to be scored for climate 
change mitigation) there is often a need for clarifying the baseline, in order to 
determine whether the aim is providing energy (in the case of “green” energy is added 
to conventional energy) or avoiding GHG emissions (in the case of substitution) 
(Q16). 

                                                 
11  IPCC has defined adaptation as a measure or action aimed at mitigating the impact of climate change. In 

development cooperation, we can extend the definition towards the mitigation of climate change impacts 
on development objectives. This suggests that adaptation should not be an objective per se, but a strategy 
supporting the achievement of development objectives which may suffer from climate change. This is the 
reason why there is no clear operational distinction between adaptation projects and development projects 
adequately anticipating the impact of climate change.  
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6. Lessons learned 

An important lesson from the evaluation is confirmation of the high complexity of 
environmental mainstreaming. Complexity results from different factors: the complexity 
of the environment itself and of broader socio-ecological systems; the two dimensions 
(vertical and horizontal) of environmental mainstreaming; the reciprocal relationships 
between interventions (or beneficiaries) and their environment (exerting impact on it and 
depending on it); the need for systemic thinking regarding components of environmental 
systems; and the need to combine different timeframes and geographical scales. Complexity 
is also reflected in the high number of Evaluation Questions and sub-questions. It was 
certainly a constraint for the evaluation itself but should be taken into account in the 
recommendations, which, considering the magnitude of the environmental challenges, have 
to be ambitious. 

Lessons learned at intervention level have been summarized in the answers to Q23 and Q25 
(see also Annex 2 for more details). A particular aspect is the frequently late appearance of 
intended environmental impacts. Many environmental projects address root causes of 
environmental changes and therefore have only indirect and delayed impacts on the 
environment. Other projects restore environmental resources, which also takes time. This 
results in uncertainties regarding the impact of outputs and outcomes achieved during short 
intervention periods. Therefore particular attention should be paid to the likelihood that the 
achieved outcomes effectively will contribute to the intended impact, which depends on their 
sustainability, and on logical cause-effect links leading from them to the intended 
impacts and to future external risks placing this causality chain under strain. 
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7. Recommendations 

7.1. Strategic framework 

7.1.1. Towards a strategic vision for environmental mainstreaming 

Recommendations need to contribute to a coherent strategic framework. As Austrian ODA 
actors have no explicit strategy for environmental mainstreaming, the following main 
objectives are suggested and guide the following recommendations:  

 a higher share of the budget for environmental objectives, 

 efficient use of the budget allocated to environmental objectives, 

 stronger consideration of unintended environmental impacts (through assessment 
and mitigation of adverse impacts), 

 supporting development objectives by environmental mainstreaming, 

 developing capacities and creating the conditions for adequate environmental 
mainstreaming. 

Objective 1: A higher share of the budget for environmental objectives 

The first objective responds to the discrepancy between the high-level policy objective of 
environmental protection and the low share of the budget allocated to it during the 
evaluation period (2007-2013). Environmental objectives should be understood as objectives 
consisting of (or contributing to) enhancing the state of the environment (compared to the 
without-project situation). They should not be confused with concerns for mitigating the 
impact of an intervention. 

Projects contributing to this overall objective can be identified by scores 1 and 2 of the DAC 
ENV marker, provided they are adequately scored (see recommendation 15). This objective 
is already reflected in the Three-Year Programme 2016-2018 (2015). However when pursuing 
this objective there is a need to maintain a demand-driven approach in order to ensure 
ownership. 

Objective 2: An efficient use of the budget allocated to environmental objectives 

This second objective logically accompanies the first. Efficiency is defined here as the cost-
impact ratio, the impact being the intended environmental benefit pursued by those projects. 
Because budget resources are very limited and will remain so compared to the environmental 
challenges faced by developing countries, it is important to ensure they contribute as far as 
possible to positive, significant and sustainable environmental benefits. Standard principles 
of aid effectiveness usually recommended for development (not specifically environmental) 
interventions are valid (including results-based management, consideration of project 
alternatives, internal and external coherence and coordination, thematic and geographical 
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concentration, and international division of labour12 taking into account Austrian 
comparative advantages, for example in managing mountainous environments). In addition, 
project duration, particular attention to sustainability and impact-oriented management are 
recommended foci for environmental interventions.  

Objective 3: Stronger consideration of unintended environmental impacts 

The third objective addresses the need for continuing current efforts towards adequate 
management of side-effects (or unintended impacts) resulting from all projects 
(environmental or not). Development has to be systematically decoupled from 
environmental pressures, notably through adequate technologies (green energy, organic 
farming etc.) and through environmental safeguards. Interventions contributing to such 
green economy options should be central to economic development instead of being 
classified in the too-small share of “environmental” interventions. 

Objective 4: Supporting socio-economic development objectives by 
environmental mainstreaming 

The fourth objective consists of exploiting opportunities offered by environmental 
mainstreaming for socio-economic purposes. This includes adaptation (to climate change 
or other environmental constraints out of local control) and combining socio-economic 
and environmental objectives in the same intervention logic. A key principle consists of 
systematically identifying environmental causes of poverty and other socio-economic current 
or anticipated problems. Once environmental causes are identified, two options are open: if 
a cause is under control, it should be tackled as an objective; if a cause is beyond control, 
adaptation is required. The first option leads to “environmental projects”. The second option 
may consist of adapting the interventions or contributing to beneficiaries’ adaptation 
procedures. 

Objective 5: Developing capacities and creating the conditions for adequate 
environmental mainstreaming 

The last and fifth objective refers to the common foundations required for a sustainable 
contribution to the four first objectives. They consist of institutional capacities for 
environmental mainstreaming; and enabling conditions, which are beyond the 
environmental field. Among the enabling conditions, thematic and geographical 
concentration of ADC can help develop specialization in order to overcome the complexity 
of environmental mainstreaming.  

7.1.2. Building on DAC Peer Review recommendations 

The 2014 DAC Peer Review provides a set of recommendations for improvements in 
Austrian Development Cooperation. The following list presents and comments (where 
relevant) recommendations on issues of interest to the current evaluation:  

                                                 
12 In line with the EU Code of Conduct on Complementarity and the Division of Labour in Development Policy 
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 “Austria is encouraged to clarify its priorities for mainstreaming cross-cutting 
themes”. We reflect this DAC recommendation in our specific recommendations 
R1 and R13 below. 

 “Austria should deliver on its commitment to develop a realistic time-bound 
roadmap to increase ODA in order to make progress towards meeting the 0.7% 
ODA/GNI target”. Combined with the recommendation to increase the share of 
environmental projects (our first strategic objective defined above) this will also 
increase their absolute importance and hopefully their overall impact. This can 
notably reduce the developing countries’ fear of competition between climate 
funding and traditional development aid addressing poverty reduction (as reflected 
in the request for “new and additional” funds). However from an environmental 
perspective the relevance of this recommendation depends on the overall 
environmental impact of ODA. 

 Austria should “have a clear rationale for allocating resources geographically” and 
“reverse the decline in the share of its ODA allocated to the LDCs, in keeping with 
its commitment to poverty reduction”. In accordance with the environmental 
objective of ADC, environmental criteria can also be considered, including 
vulnerability to climate change and climate disasters. Austrian comparative 
advantages in managing mountainous environments should also be taken into 
account. Concentration is also recommended as reflected in the specific 
recommendation R8 below.  

 “Austria should bring all aid-spending ministries in line with, and make them 
accountable for, achieving the objectives of the three-year programmes” and 
“Austria should ensure that, when involved in the same priority countries, the federal 
ministries, ADA and the Austrian Development Bank agree on a set of common 
development objectives, elaborate joint country strategies, and report on a single set 
of country results”. Implementing those DAC recommendations would build 
coherence. 

 
The following specific recommendations are made assuming that those DAC Peer Review 
recommendations are followed. 

7.2. Specific recommendations 

Fifteen specific recommendations (R1 to R15) are made and organized according to the main 
ODA actors concerned. The table below (Table 2) shows how they contribute to the strategic 
objectives described in 7.1. 

Table 2. Contribution of the recommendations (15 columns) to the objectives (5 rows) 

Objective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1.Expenditure                

2.Efficient use                

3.Impacts                 

4.Development                

5.Capacities                

Legend: 
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 Strong or direct contribution  Weaker or indirect contribution 

 

The evaluators are aware that some recommendations have – or may have - already been 
partly implemented through actions carried out after the period covered by the evaluation. 

 

7.2.1. Recommendations to all ODA actors commited to the whole-of-
Government” approach 

R1. A new strategy 

Description 

Based on a strategic vision to be discussed in the Platform, the SG should be replaced with 
a higher level policy document focusing on a few high level objectives, and organized 
according to a hierarchy of objectives based on their causal links.  

Indicative objectives are suggested above (7.1.1). They should in any event avoid the 
confusion between environmental objectives as such (improving the state of the 
environment), decoupling development and environmental pressures, and climate change 
adaptation. Higher-level environmental objectives should be less numerous than the aims of 
the current SG and associated with the priority themes of ADC, but any revision should also 
take into account the need to continue previous efforts guided by the SG.  

The coverage of the SG does not need to be extended but some aspects, especially climate 
change adaptation, require more detail. The new strategy also requires consideration of 
changes in the international framework, notably decisions taken at Conferences of Parties of 
the Rio conventions and the environmental aspects of the new Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs).  

Operationalising the SG with an implementation matrix or action plan can be undertaken in 
a separate document, to be revised more frequently. This document would benefit from 
indicators with milestones and deadlines and from clarification of the status of the different 
actions (from indicative suggestions to strong commitments). The objectives of the new 
strategy can also be reflected in “impact targets” (Wirkungziele) of the ministries. 

Justification 

The current strategic guideline (SG) has limited impact (due to its low hierarchical level), 
does not define the key objectives of environmental mainstreaming, is out of date, and is 
poorly detailed in emerging issues like climate change adaptation. The actions planned in the 
implementation matrix are not fully implemented. The aims are numerous (17) without 
explicitly contributing to higher-level objectives (Q5, Q6). R1 also provides a framework for 
implementing other recommendations and reflects the DAC Peer Review recommendation 
to clarify priorities regarding cross-cutting issues. 
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R2. Guidelines (and training material) on how to mainstreaming the environment 
at intervention level 

Description 

We recommend the development of guidelines and training material, for integrating the 
environment in the design and management of projects regardless of their objectives. This 
can be based on existing guidelines from other donors (notably the EU guidelines for 
environmental integration) but they require adaptation to the ADC context, notably to the 
small scale of many interventions. 

This includes:  

 Systematic consideration of the interplay between social, economic and 
environmental issues in the problem analysis prior to project identification (as 
promoted by the systemic or holistic - and “nexus” - approach promoted by ADA).  

 Using the intervention logic (derived from the logical framework approach) as a basis 
for considering potential unintended impacts (those impacts may result from 
different levels of the intervention logic, without contributing to the next level). 

 Integrating environmental concerns when defining the expected results and 
objectives and their indicators. 

 Anticipating environmental (including climate) events and trends that may interfere 
with sustainable achievement of the objectives: incorporating them in the logical 
framework assumptions and risk assessment; adapting the project accordingly. 

 Environmental due diligence in managing logistics in projects or in administrative 
work (green procurement, energy efficiency - notably in travelling - waste 
management etc.), both for direct environmental benefits and for awareness and 
capacity-building purposes. 

 Assessing opportunities for cost-effectively improving environmental effects (even 
if they are not adverse and significant) and effects on environmental management 
capacities and on climate change vulnerability. 

 

Although this recommendation concerns all the main ODA actors, ADA could take the lead 
in its implementation. 

Justification 

Despite the usefulness of the Strategic Guideline and of the environmental assessment tools, 
there is currently a lack of guidance on how to “horizontally” mainstream the environment 
at intervention level (Q5). Providing such guidelines should complement the environmental 
assessment tools (screening and appraisal) used on a case-by-case basis, contributing to 
strategic objective 3 (on unintended impact). Case-by-case assessment tools are not sufficient 
because they do not cover all the suggested aspects and are not applicable to all interventions. 
R2 is also a key contributor to objective 4 (on socio-economic development) and underpins 
R4 (on training). 
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R3. Guidelines (and training material) for environmental interventions 

Description 

Specific guidance for environmental interventions would also be useful (as part of guidelines 
or of training programmes). Recalling standard good practice for designing and managing 
development projects is not superfluous, especially for environmentalists less familiar with 
development cooperation. In addition the following aspects should be highlighted (see also 
Q23):  

 Duration and continuity: long-term efforts are usually required for the effectiveness 
and sustainability of environmental interventions, notably in natural resources 
management. Long-term commitments would also contribute to increased 
predictability, along with the Peer Review recommendation for a clear rationale for 
allocating resources geographically, by channel and by instrument. However a long 
duration is not sufficient to ensure sustainability (it can also create dependency on 
external resources).  

 Sustainability: sustainability requires, in addition to sufficient duration, adequate 
attention to the standard sustainability factors (including financial resources and 
economic incentives, institutional framework, technical capacities and ownership). It 
can also be fostered by incorporating sustainability targets as part of the expected 
results and by introducing exit strategies. In the review of sustainability factors, the 
risk of high turnover in staff or decision-makers should be assessed and broad 
participation involving Civil Society should be considered as a potential response. 
The need for social support is also key (both for sustainability and for effectiveness) 
and can justify combining short-term benefits with the long-term expected impacts.  

 Impact-oriented management: many environmental project target the “driver” (D) 
level in the DPSI (drivers-pressures-state-impact) chain, which is justified for 
sustainability reasons but poses challenges for effective contribution to the final 
impacts. There is a need to avoid losing sight of the overall objectives, to check that 
the causality chain exists and works (taking into account external factors) and to more 
systematically assess the outcomes and impacts of environment interventions all 
along the DPSI chain (notably through ex post assessments, in order to learn lessons 
and enhance programming). The RBM (results-based management) concept could 
be modified into “impact-oriented management”. 

Justification 

Lessons learned on environmental projects (resulting from the current evaluation, see Q23 
and chapter 6, or from other evaluations as recommended in R12) would remain useless if 
they are not communicated to their potential users. Environmental specialists may also have 
a need for capacity-building in managing development projects. R3 underpins R4 (on 
training) and mainly contributes to strategic objective 2 (on the efficient use of the budget 
allocated to environmental objectives). 
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R4. Joint awareness raising and training sessions 

Description 

The training programme should preferably be based on preliminary training need 
assessments defining the objectives and target groups and use the training material developed 
under R2 and R3. 

For adequate environmental mainstreaming, staff should benefit from training on the 
linkages between environment and development and on environmental integration 
methodologies (based on the guiding documents and principles recommended above). 
Environmental mainstreaming also requires adequate capacities and performance as regards 
Aid Effectiveness principles and project cycle management (including analysis of causality 
chains, results-based management, adequate indicators of results, attention to sustainability 
and risks, standard logical framework format).  

Training sessions should preferably involve all ODA actors in order to increase coherence. 
Training on environmental issues should include an awareness-raising component based on 
an understanding of the linkages between environment and development. Methodological 
training on project cycle management should also be open to implementing partners 
(including those of BMLFUW). 

The recommendation should be implemented in the framework of the DAC Peer Review 
recommendation to develop a staff development strategy to ensure that it has the 
competence and expertise to engage in and deliver quality aid in its priority partner countries. 

Justification 

R4 directly contributes to objective 5 (on capacity development) and indirectly to other 
objectives, especially 2 (on efficient use of the budget), objective 3 (on unintended impacts) 
and objective 4 (on contributions to socio-economic objectives). It responds to the lack of 
environmental capacities and awareness (Q10, Q11), identified as a key constraint in adequate 
environmental mainstreaming and management of environmental projects. Joint sessions are 
expected to build coherence and the “whole-of-Government approach” (contributing to 
objective 2).  

R5. Introduce amendments in the functioning of the Platform (specific meetings, 
broader invitation policy)  

Description 

The Platform for Environment & Development is a useful tool, and can be improved in a 
three-step way: first, the invitation policy should be pursued more actively (e.g. by inviting 
all relevant departments of BMLFUW, BMWFW, BMF departments for export finances) 
and made more transparent, allowing interested parties to join the Platform; second, the 
practice of dedicating platform meetings to specific environmental topics (inviting experts) 
needs to be strengthened to promote participation in the Platform while at the same time 
keeping up to date on developments in the respective TOFs; and third, dedication of 
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platform meetings to countries or regions whenever their programming is on the agenda 
might stimulate a more coordinated environmental approach in partner countries. These 
well-prepared meetings might act as barter platform of project ideas and involve (potential) 
project implementers (comparable with the GIZ “Facharbeitskreis”). As explained in Q11 it 
is also advisable to streamline coordination activities and make use of synergy effects between 
coordination fora. 

Justification 

The Platform (Q7) plays an important role in coherence (contributing to objective 2) and 
therefore deserves attention to its continuous improvement. R5 directly contributes to 
strategic objective 5 (on capacities) and is expected to have positive impacts on other 
objectives, especially objective 2.  

7.2.2. Recommendations to the main ministries contributing to ODA: BMF 
and BMEIA 

R6. More effectiveness and environmental mainstreaming in multilateral aid 

Description 

Environmental safeguards procedures are well defined and structured in the major 
multilateral organisations (Q9). However there can also be a need to check and encourage 
adequate use of existing environmental safeguards, to encourage continuous improvement 
(based on evaluation) and to promote exchange of experience with bilateral cooperation. 
Austria should also scrutinize the allocation of funds for environmental objectives within 
multilateral organizations. To this end it can promote the use of DAC markers13 in 
multilateral aid (with a distinction within the energy sector between projects reducing GHG 
emissions and projects decoupling development from GHG emissions).  

Austria should also continue its support to multilateral environmental funds, paying attention 
to their efficient management. Given the prospects for increased climate-related funding and 
an increasing autonomy from development aid, there may be a need to carefully check that 
they benefit from the experience of development cooperation and from aid effectiveness 
principles. 

Justification 

Austrian is invited to play – or to continue to play - a pro-active role in the environmental 
aspects of multilateral cooperation since (1) an important share of the Austrian ODA is 
allocated to multilateral aid and (2) Austria has a top level environmental objective, unlike 
many other contributors to multilateral aid. This is also justified by risks and opportunities: 
(1) the existence of well-structured environmental safeguards procedures in large multilateral 

                                                 
13 DAC markers are currently proposed for bilateral cooperation only; multilateral institutions could use a similar system in 

order to monitor their contributions to the Rio conventions and to environmental protection; the EU already uses Rio 
markers. 
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organisations does not guarantee that implementation is satisfactory, (2) they are also a source 
of learning for bilateral aid, and (3) the recent pressures for climate funding may not be 
conducive to efficiency and to adequate integration with development. Finally R6 can 
contribute to all strategic objectives described above, especially objective 1 (on the budget 
share) and objective 2 (on efficient use of the budget).  

R7. Reducing or enhancing the support to activities that do not adequately 
mainstream the environment 

Description 

From an environmental perspective it is logically advisable, whenever possible, to reduce the 
share of interventions with weak integration of environmental concerns or to intensify 
environmental mainstreaming into them. 

A fair representation of the environmental objective (as laid down in the Federal Act on 
Development Cooperation) should be safeguarded. This can be supported by adopting a 
minimum share of environmental projects (scored 1 or 2 for ENV) as an “impact target” 
(Wirkungziele). 

For all activities sufficient attention should also be paid to mitigation of negative 
environmental impacts; another “impact target” could consist of a high share of 
interventions subject to environmental assessment tools. This can be achieved by results-
orientation of all interventions (including all their environmental effects – intended and 
unintended) as foreseen by the results-oriented project assessment regulation (WFA-
Grundsatz-Verordnung – WFA-GV14). This can also be supported by integrating 
environmental objectives within “developmental objectives” when addressing the DAC 
recommendation “to set out clear developmental objectives and expected results of using 
ODA as a catalyst to leverage private investment”.  

In cases where strengthening environmental mainstreaming is not cost-effectively feasible, 
we recommend reducing the support, although the social impact of such a reduction may 
deserve assessment and mitigation. 

Justification 

An important proportion of bilateral aid is not subject to significant environmental 
mainstreaming (notably debt relief, support for education and support for the private 
sector15). This results in a high risk that the overall environmental impact of ADC is negative 
despite the high environmental priority of Austrian development policy. R7 should mainly 
contribute to strategic objectives 1 and 3.  

                                                 
14  489. Verordnung des Bundeskanzlers über Grundsätze der wirkungsorientierten Folgenabschätzung bei 

Regelungsvorhaben und sonstigen Vorhaben (WFA-Grundsatz-Verordnung – WFA-GV) ; BGBl 21. Dezember 2012 

15  The DAC Peer Review (2014) expresses concerns about the approach used by Austria to ensure that its private sector 
activities and instruments contribute to poverty reduction outcomes; similar concerns could be justified regarding the 
contribution to environmental protection). 
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7.2.3. Recommendation to the main actors involved in programming: 
BMEIA and ADA 

R8. Concentration and programming based on environmental analysis 

Description 

More geographical and thematic concentration is recommended, along with long-term 
commitments and coordination between ODA actors. Concentration will also help 
environmental analysis of the intervention areas, which is recommended as a basis for 
programming. 

The proposed assessments should cover the state of and trends in the environment, the 
interlinkages between the environment and socio-economic issues (in accordance with the 
systemic and nexus approaches promoted by ADA) and institutional capacities in 
environmental management. Trends should include climate projections in order to identify 
the need for climate change adaptation. 

This kind of analysis can benefit from the EU Country Environmental Profiles, WB Country 
Environmental Analyses (where they exist) and from a national “State of the Environment” 
but they usually require an additional focus on the areas and themes targeted by Austrian 
cooperation, at an appropriate level of perception. Specific Platform meetings or workshops 
(associated with training objectives) can be used for this purpose.  

Justification 

More geographical and thematic concentration, associated with long term commitments and 
coordination between ODA actors, would contribute to more coherence, effectiveness and 
overall efficiency (contributing to objective 2 on the efficient use of environmental funds). 
Concentration will also foster capacities for environmental mainstreaming through 
specialization (contributing to strategic objective 5). The recommendation to conduct 
environmental analysis of intervention areas also supports identification of relevant 
environmental projects (objective 2) and identification and management of unintended 
impacts (objective 3), since any environmental impact depends both on the source of impact 
(usually assessed by environmental appraisals at intervention level) and on the recipient 
environment.  

7.2.4. Recommendations to BMLFUW 

R9. Playing the role of the custodian of environmental issues  

Description 

BMLFUW, given its portfolio, is the custodian of environmental issues throughout Austrian 
development cooperation activities. This role has to be strengthened by: 

 more and better backstopping for environmental activities of all ODA actors;  
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 clear lines of responsibility for obeying environmental rules and international 
agreements for all other ODA actors;   and 

 provision of environmental know-how and knowledge transfer for all other ODA 
actors (especially BMF). 

Of course this does not mean that all environmental responsibility should be carried by 
BMLFUW or that other actors should stop feeling responsible for environmental protection. 

Justification 

Being the custodian of environmental issues is BMLFUW’s role and responsibility. 
BMLFUW also has expertise and follows the international negotiations and multilateral 
environmental agreements. 

R10. Taking on board more development-policy-related aspects in the DC 
activities of the ministry 

Description 

BMLFUW’s activities have to be mainstreamed with respect to general development 
cooperation principles. BMFLUW and its implementing actors could therefore particularly 
benefit from training on aid delivery methods (including the logical framework approach) 
and on aid effectiveness principles and from the proposed guidance and training on the 
design and management of environmental projects in development cooperation (R3). 
BMLFUW can also be concerned with R14 (see below), notably for ADP marking. 

Justification 

BMLFUW plays an increasing role in development cooperation policy in Austria, without 
being a specialist in development cooperation. 

7.2.5. Recommendations to ADA 

R11. Revised procedure and tools for environmental assessment 

Description (see also Q21). 

Submission criteria 

Criteria for submitting interventions in environmental assessments (screening and appraisal) 
should not directly depend on the instrument. Standard criteria irrespective of the instrument 
are recommended, reflecting the potential value-added of the assessment. The simplest 
solution is to use a cost threshold with exceptions depending on the technical nature of the 
project, its urgency and, if information is available, on the vulnerability of the recipient 
environment (based on the environmental analysis recommended in R8).  
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The opportunities for improvements should also guide the submission criteria. For example 
education projects can contribute to environmental education and awareness-raising and 
therefore should not be systematically excluded. 

Tools 

Environmental assessments should also be adapted to help identify opportunities for 
positively modifying environmental impacts at low cost or producing positive impacts, 
including non-biophysical impacts of environmental importance (effects on environmental 
management capacities, on environmental awareness and on vulnerability to climate or 
environmental change). 

Furthermore the environmental appraisal should clarify the status of their recommendations 
and facilitate their implementation and monitoring. The distinction between soft 
recommendations (suggestions and advice to the implementing partner) and hard 
recommendations (which would be compulsory unless the proponent provides evidence 
and explanation justifying their modification) should be more explicit. Hard 
recommendations should be complemented with recommendations on how to monitor and 
evaluate them. Project proponents should integrate them in the main project document 
(including the logical framework) and demonstrate that the amended project remains feasible 
and sustainable, including in its environmental safeguards. 

Existing tools (checklist/screening and appraisal) should also be complemented with 
standard good practice guidelines (applicable to interventions that are not subject to the 
tools) and, when relevant, with ad hoc field studies by environmental experts (not necessarily 
a formal EIA). 

Monitoring recommendations and unintended impacts 

The environmental appraisal should provide guidance on how to ensure adequate reporting, 
monitoring and evaluation of the “hard recommendations” by non-environmental 
specialists. They should be systematically referred to in the progress reports, monitoring 
reports and evaluation reports. When they include a specific action for implementation at a 
particular stage (for example carrying out an EIA), this can adequately be recalled from the 
database used to monitor projects. Project managers (the persons responsible for 
monitoring, for approval of disbursements of funds etc.) should be more aware of the need 
to take hard recommendations seriously into account. 

Justification 

The recommendation reflects answers to Q20 and Q21. Criteria used to submit projects for 
environmental assessment (screening or appraisals) are not consistent (they depend on the 
instrument). As usual in other co-operation organisations, the assessment focuses on impact 
mitigation without exploiting opportunities to contribute to positive impacts, notably 
through awareness-raising and capacity-building. Monitoring is weak and recommendations 
resulting from assessments tend to be lost sight of. R13 directly contributes to strategic 
objective 3 (on unintended impacts).  
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R12. Environmental mainstreaming in evaluation and monitoring 

Description 

Terms of Reference for evaluations should systematically request consideration of all the 
main goals of Austrian development policy (including environmental protection), when 
assessing the impact of the intervention.  

ADA should also envisage, in some cases, deep ex post environmental assessments, involving 
environmental experts, as part of the final evaluation.  

In addition to that the evaluation should systematically address implementation of the “hard 
recommendations” of the environmental appraisal (looking at their effectiveness) and, on a 
random selection of projects, address the implementation of the “soft recommendations”. 
The environmental mainstreaming process should also be more frequently considered as part 
of the evaluation of projects. There is a need for more frequent assessment of the relevance, 
implementation, effectiveness and sustainability of environmental safeguards. 

In environmental protection projects (often addressing the drivers of environmental 
changes) there is usually a need to check that the causality chain works up until the final 
impact. In adaptation projects causal links are sometimes missing and may require more 
attention to lesson-learning in the new area.  

As was the case for this evaluation, ADA can also support adequate evaluation of 
environmental mainstreaming by other actors and ensure that findings contribute to learning 
(and feed into the proposed training programmes: R4). 

Justification 

The attention paid to the environment in evaluation reports does not reflect the high priority 
of the environmental protection objective of Austrian development policy. When requested 
to look at cross-cutting issues some evaluators feel free to select the cross-cutting issue they 
consider relevant. Evaluation work could better contribute to strategic objectives 2 (on 
efficient use of the budget), 3 (on unintended impacts) and 5 (on capacities). 

 

R13. A common framework for all cross-cutting issues 

Description 

All unintended effects (environmental or not) and all factors having a potential effect of the 
project performances may be important. Therefore we propose a checklist of all aspects to 
be considered when designing or screening a project, covering all cross-cutting issues and 
SDGs. The environment deserves sub-division (instead of being a single aspect among many 
others), with (notably) a distinction between environmental protection and climate change 
adaptation. The list should primarily be a tool for project proponents (or project designers 
in partner organizations) and does not replace the environmental, gender and social 
appraisals (although consistency is required). 
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Justification 

Covering all cross-cutting issues is challenging (Q4). During the evaluation period 2007-2014 
they were numerous, they have been changing and there was no guidance on how to integrate 
them in a consistent manner. Project managers and evaluators tend to choose freely the 
cross-cutting issue – or the environmental aspect - they consider. Some key aspects such as 
climate change adaptation are dismissed. Nowadays, guiding principles for cross-cutting 
issues are defined and described in a new “Manual Environmental and Social Impact 
Management” (2015). However there is still no single list of aspects to be checked when 
designing a project. R13 would enhance capacities (objective 5) and contribute to objective 
3 (on unintended impacts) and objective 4 (on contributions to socio-economic objectives).  

R14. Deploying expertise (local or international) on the field 

Description 

Available environmental expertise should also be deployed in the field, in order to support 
environmental interventions, policy dialogue and horizontal environmental mainstreaming 
in interventions (notably field studies complementing the current environmental appraisals 
and monitoring or following-up the implementation of recommendations). This could be 
achieved through a “technical assistance facility” facilitating the fast recruitment of short-
term expertise (Austrian and local, not exclusively on environmental issues). Having ADA 
environmental advisors in concentration regions (or having strong environmental 
requirements in the selection criteria for recruiting staff in Austrian development 
coordination offices) could also be beneficial. 

Justification 

Technical support to field activities is weak. R14 directly addresses objective 5 (on capacities) 
and will contributes to strategic objectives 2 (on efficient use of the budget) and 3 (on 
unintended impacts). 

R15. Adequate marking of environmental objectives 

Description 

Using the DAC ENV and Rio markers to monitor and assess efforts contributing both to 
the environmental objective of Austrian development policy and to the Rio conventions 
requires additional attention to the scoring methodology: the scores should reflect an 
objective (not to be confused with an unintended impact), defined as an expected improved 
situation compared with the without-intervention situation (not to be confused with a 
concern for mitigating the impact of the intervention). 

Particular attention should be paid to climate change issues: 

 in “green” energy projects, there is a need to define the baseline (without-project 
situation) in order to determine whether the intended impact consists of mitigation 
(fewer emissions) or increased access to energy (without additional emissions); 
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 many development projects may have an adaptation impact without pursuing any 
adaptation objective; the OECD requires that the ADP score depends on explicit 
adaptation objectives; 

 an adaptation project (deserving a positive ADP score) is not necessarily based on - or 

accompanied by - environmental enhancement (and the same is valid for drought-

resilience projects receiving a CCD score); therefore the ENV marker should either (1) 

not automatically reflect all the Rio markers or (2) not be used as a marker of the efforts 

aimed at improving the state of the environment. 

Justification 

Several issues are identified regarding the ENV and Rio markers, including over-scoring 
(Q16.5, Annex 2). Although improvements have already been noted, R15 is still useful for 
correct fulfilment of international reporting obligations and for monitoring achievement of 
strategic objective 1 (on budget share). 


