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[bookmark: _Toc121925241]Part 1: Background and approach
[bookmark: _Toc121925242]Background
Eradicating poverty in all its forms and dimensions, including extreme poverty, is the greatest global challenge facing the world today and an overarching objective of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The mainstreaming of poverty-environment objectives into policy, budgeting, programming, and investments by the United Nations Development Programme–United Nations Environment Programme (UNDP–UNEP) Poverty-Environment Action for Sustainable Development Goals (PEA), launched in 2018, and its predecessor entity, the UNDP–UNEP Poverty-Environment Initiative, demonstrates how improved environmental sustainability can address this challenge and contribute to poverty eradication.

The intended outcome of PEA is "Strengthened integration of poverty-environment objectives into policies, plans, regulations and investments of partner countries to accelerate delivery of the 2030 Agenda and the Sustainable Development Goals".  To deliver this, the PEA theory of change (ToC) specifies three interrelated outputs:

Output 1: Development planning, budgeting, and monitoring systems integrate environmental sustainability and climate change objectives for poverty eradication
Output 2: Public finance and investment frameworks incentivize shift in public and private investments towards environmental sustainability and climate objectives for poverty
Output 3:  SDG implementation and acceleration processes leveraged to scale up use of integrated poverty-environment mainstreaming approaches and tools

The overall PEA approach to deliver this ToC has focussed on: i. Deepening mainstreaming efforts to integrate environmental sustainability and climate objectives for poverty eradication into development planning, budgeting and monitoring systems and into public and private finance and investment; and ii. Broadening the dissemination and use of the programme’s substantial body of country-level experience in the application of integrated poverty-environment mainstreaming approaches and tools.  Within this broad strategy, the project document highlights the importance of applying a gender and rights-based approach and strengthening strategic partnerships and improving coordination.

Eight full-fledged country projects have been supported through PEA, four in Africa (Malawi, Mauritania, Mozambique and Rwanda) and four in Asia Pacific (Bangladesh, Lao PDR, Myanmar and Nepal). An additional technical assistance (TA) intervention is being carried in each region in, respectively, Tanzania and Indonesia. Completing the PEA portfolio are four further technical assistance efforts on (i) the blue economy in partnership with the Asian Development Bank (ADB), (ii) green bonds in South Africa in partnership with the Deutsche Gesellschaft für International Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), (iii) gender and climate-smart agriculture in partnership with UN Women and (iv) capacity building.

[bookmark: _Toc121925243]Report objectives and approach
This is a lesson learning report produced from a review of program, country and TA project reports as well as key informant interviews (KIIs) with program staff.  It has been produced in advance of the final PEA evaluation.  This report has the dual purpose of archiving the collective experience derived from 8 country and 6 technical assistance projects as well as providing a repository of good practices as well as challenges and adaptive management actions that can inspire future projects on poverty environment mainstreaming.
The structure of the remainder of the report is as follows.  Part 2 synthesizes lessons learned from PEA experience.  Part 3 considers the role of the project’s achievement for country progress towards the 2030 Agenda and the SDGs; and looks ahead to how the integrated approaches, tools and lessons from PEA experience can be leveraged to help strengthen and accelerate national SDG implementation.  Part 4 sets out lessons and opportunities for addressing the challenges in future mainstreaming work at the UN to strengthen SDG implementation given the lessons from PEA experience.

[bookmark: _Toc121925244]Part 2: Lessons from PEA experience
[bookmark: _Toc121925245]Program design and strategy

1. The PEA Theory of Change (ToC) failed to capture critical assumptions on finance and sub-national capacity for scaling.  In the program document the PEA ToC was rooted in a detailed problem analysis but the assumptions within the ToC are at a much higher and less detailed level.  This was not identified in the mid-term review. 

2. The lessons from PEI[footnoteRef:1] very largely hold true for PEA, but some have turned out to be necessary but not sufficient.  Specifically: Integrating P-E objectives in sector and subnational planning (PEI lesson 3) requires a strategy and resources for scaling of PEA work on evidence generation and sub-national capacity building[footnoteRef:2].  In general, PEA has only been able to achieve demonstration scale with its own resources.  PEI lesson 5 – on identifying strategic entry points to align private sector investment with P-E objectives was never likely to be relevant for low-income countries.  For these countries, strategic P-E entry points for the private sector often do not exist given very large private sector required risk-adjusted rates of return on early-stage innovation.  Identifying strategic entry points to donor or broader climate funding is therefore more relevant for scaling of P-E in LICs.  South Africa and Indonesia provide successful examples of PEA support for green bonds.  In these cases, the new instrument was congruent with the maturity of markets. For middle-income countries with smaller or less developed capital markets, the comparable UNDP approach to de-risking renewable energy investment (DREI) suggests that PEA would have needed a specific strategy and dedicated resources to undertake in-depth analysis of barriers and risks followed by support to policymakers put in place interventions to address these risks.   [1:  Lessons on Integrated Approaches to Sustainable Development from the Poverty-Environment Initiative
2005–2018]  [2:  For example, the evidence previously generated at national level is generally not sufficiently detailed to make the case at the sector and sub-national level and in particular is not sufficient to make the business case for additional specific investments.
] 


3. In general, PEA country projects were not as effective in engaging with private sector and CSOs as with the core government partners. The initial country project designs could have been strengthened with greater focus on these partners and would have benefited from a private sector engagement strategy. 

[bookmark: _Toc121925246]Implementation – high level lessons
4. Figure 1 below illustrates how PEA deepening and broadening p-e mainstreaming requires a combination of evidence, capacity, funding, partnerships and a supportive enabling environment.  PEA experience of environment and gender budgeting in Rwanda and Malawi (see Box 1 below) illustrates how this combination can be quite different in different country and institutional contexts, while retaining common key elements for success.
 
[bookmark: _Toc121823224]Box 1: Rwanda and Malawi illustrate different combinations of key ingredients for success

Rwanda, budget planning cycle.  Towards the end of each year, the PEA project supports the GoR to apply environment and climate budget checklists to assess how districts and sectors have planned and carried out environmentally sustainable activities.  This looks at their actual spend on this versus budgeted spend.  It looks at spend relative to previous years and reasons for changes.  If spend has gone down, reasons are examined and recommendations are given by the Government of Rwanda (GoR) technical group.  These are incorporated into the GoR district budgeting system.  Then, PEA conducts training for district and sector planners to address the gaps identified.  This process has led to increased budgets in general.  Beyond the environment budget checklist, PEA with GoR have done gender budget analysis and have added indicators to the budget checklist.  This has been integrated into the government planning practice.   Hence post PEA, there is strong capacity built at districts as well as within the Ministry of Finance.  GoR reported at the final project steering committee meeting that they are confident in taking on the process – they have strong political will and commitment.  Financing to do this is not certain but GoR has a good record of accessing climate funding.  Getting to this point has taken at least 10 years as work on these issues started in PEI.  See: https://pea4sdgs.org/countries/rwanda 
Malawi PEA has shown the potential of One UN via the partnership of UN Women (UNW), FAO and UNEP-UNDP PEA.  PEI did a gender gap analysis for agriculture with FAO and the Government of Malawi (GoM) wanted PEA to implement the recommendations from this PEI work.  Partnership worked well as each agency had clear strengths and a clear mandate e.g. FAO work with agriculture sector personnel, UNW worked with organised women’s groups and linked these to agriculture and PEA link poverty and environment planning.  For example, the project planned to set up greenhouses for women in two districts.  PEA did a cost-benefit analysis incorporating environmental costs to ensure that the greenhouses were both financially viable and sustainable, UNW mobilized women’s groups to work with Ministry of Agriculture and FAO and FAO also pushed for trade policy that would support products grown with project support.   The Resident Coordinator played an important role in supporting this work, clarifying the mandate at the outset for each agency. The capacity and commitment of each agency in country was also important with the head of each agency committing to it. This enabled the partnership to add more than the sum of the parts by flexing to cope with the loss of capacity when people in one agency moved on by taking on additional work when needed.  Both FAO and UNW are likely to take forward lessons from PEA in their own work in Malawi. To make the most of this post PEA, the Malawi UNDP country office will need to take on the convening role around p-e.  However, even with the support of the UNDP Malawi country office, low GoM budgets and capacity present a challenge in taking this forward. See: https://pea4sdgs.org/countries/malawi  
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5. Country programs have often found that a constraint to scaling has been the resources and time required for the combination of supporting evidence, partnerships, capacity building, technical guidance and piloting to sub-national institutions were far greater than expected (once the much lower subnational starting points in all these areas were taken into account).  A tailored country project is needed to deliver the combination of interventions for the specific country context (within the components illustrated in Figure 1).  While PEA has been effective in delivering this at a demonstration level sub-nationally (e.g., in provinces), it has not had sufficient resources or time to replicate economic evidence for each province, and provinces themselves do not have capacity to do this.  A much longer timescale is needed for this sub-national capacity building than was envisaged for PEA.  

6. The investment in PEI built relationships and capacity that provided opportunities for agile and flexible TA projects to secure relatively quick wins.  In these cases, TA projects were able to focus on key missing links in this delivery chain (where the enabling environment was already in place).  This secured greater progress towards scaling than would be expected for a relatively modest PEA spend. The Blue Economy, Tanzania and South Africa TA projects in Box 2 below provide examples of very different ways in which PEA has broadened mainstreaming using TA projects – with partnerships for scaling.  There is evidence that TA projects have been more successful in Asia than Africa, reflecting higher levels of capacity and funding within governments (a more conducive enabling environment for TA).  In Zimbabwe, for example, PEA supported a gender gap analysis.  However, the government did not have sufficient resources to implement the findings.

7. Deepening PEA mainstreaming has built on PEI by providing evidence to engage policymakers, facilitating partnerships, building capacity, providing technical guidance and demonstrating via pilots and only rarely scaled beyond this by accessing finance.  Indeed, leveraging finance for scaling has proved much harder than expected.  Lessons on financing identified primarily by the PEA team include:
· A need for increased support from global and regional UN on SDG financing. The innovative focus of PEA dealt with aligning finance and investment with poverty, environment and climate objectives to accelerate SDG implementation. In practice this was not always the focus of country projects.   This need also reflects more broadly UNDP and UNEP’s rapid scaling up of public and private SDG financing work since PEA’s inception to meet demand from UNCTs and governments. 
· In Africa more generally, PEA has found some environment ministries are reluctant to apply the successful p-e model of a cross-government approach co-led by Planning/Finance ministries to build climate resilience – as they prefer to monopolise climate finance.  This is problematic as environment ministries have a much lower capacity to effectively mobilise and use funds compared with a cross-government approach; environment ministries have lower credibility with donors and IFIs in terms of effective use of funds compared with Planning/Finance ministries; Effective policy development and implementation to build resilience (a core PEA focus area) is seriously impaired as it requires a cross-government approach.
· Recognition that PEA should have focused more on influencing donors at country level to help implement PE mainstreaming.  There is a need to find any available mechanism for financing – IFIs where possible but also via donor coordination mechanisms/groups, where PEA need to be active members. In practice, this is more difficult than it might seem.  For example, the EU asked for more influencing by PEA but EU country programmes are largely independent of headquarters (and PEA links were to the EU headquarters DevCo).  
· The limited maturity of capital markets in low and many middle-income countries that makes it very difficult to find strategic P-E entry points for the private sector. 
[bookmark: _Toc121823225]Box 2: TA projects support for p-e mainstreaming


Collaboration with ADB on Blue Economy
The PEA advisor (Regional Development Coordinator with the UNEP) was visiting the ADB at the time of the initial design of the ADB Blue Economy program and identified an opportunity for joint ADB-PEA work to inform the proposed USD 5 billion program.  Ultimately, this led to a joint report on “Opportunities and Challenges for Investment in the Sustainable Blue Economy of Asia and the Pacific”. The joint ADB/PEA knowledge product on the blue economy will guide the planning and implementation of ADB's Ocean Finance Initiative through financing options identified in the report itself, five investment dossiers for bankable investments and a policy paper.  This provides a valuable demonstration scale input to the ADB program and increases the chances of scaling by meeting the demand for examples of bankable investments.  See: https://pea4sdgs.org/knowledge/publications/pea-publications/financing-the-blue-economy-investments-in-sustainable-blue-small-medium-enterprises-and-projects-in-asia-and-the-pacific
Enhanced Technical Assistance Project in Tanzania
In Tanzania, the UNDP Country Office designed a four-year project 2018-2022 “Mainstreaming Poverty-Environment-Gender-Climate Change Objectives into LED and SDGs Localization for sustainable development and poverty eradication) to address remaining poverty-environment challenges in the context of Local Economic Development and the SDGs. These challenges include substantive poverty-environment mainstreaming capacity weaknesses at the subnational level, including for the preparation of sound project proposals for the sustainable use of natural resources.  In practice, Tanzania has done well with PEA, building on PEI multidimensional poverty assessment to identify sustainable projects for poverty reduction and critically due to UNDP Tanzania providing US$1.2m in funding in addition to the PEA contribution. Using this from 2019/2020, PEA went to the district level to design projects and concept notes with district authorities and then to look for financing together from donors.  This proved successful and capacity was built to allow this to continue post PEA.  The UNDP country office has been very helpful and partnership has been very important in project success.  Nonetheless, the original project proposal objective of scaling from the small number of demonstration districts to “…influence national level guidance and investment priorities that guide all districts” ignored the practicalities of identifying funding for each project. A key lesson form PEA Tanzania as a TA project is that substantive additional funding is required to generate substantive an sustained results.
Municipal Green Bonds in South Africa
The handbook for South African municipal green bonds was developed by a PEA consultant in coordination with the South Africa Treasury and as part of a partnership with IKI and GIZ.  The initial analysis was undertaken with two municipalities.  PEA then ran training with these municipalities that identified gaps in knowledge and capacity.  The handbook was then revised to take this learning into account.   After launch of the handbook, PEA ran further training to support bond issuance.   Other municipalities are interested in Green Bonds and government will take this forward with GIZ support to scale for other municipalities.  Having this partnership is critical to scaling beyond the demonstration phase. See: https://pea4sdgs.org/ta-projects/green-bonds 

















































[bookmark: _Toc121925247]Implementation – lessons from practice

8. Embedding project staff in Government offices usually significantly strengthens implementation. PEA staff often embedded in national government structures and offices which allowed for very close cooperation and increased national ownership.  For example, having the project team embedded in the Bangladesh Ministry of Planning (a powerful ministry) was important in facilitating government commitment and institutional coordination (key elements of a supportive enabling environment).  For the Indonesia TA project, it helped to have some of the PEA team based within the Ministry of Finance as the high capacity and convening, planning and financing power of this ministry magnified the relatively small PEA project spend (see Box 3 below).  In part, this reflects, the strong country relationships and capacity built previously when Indonesia was a PEI program country.  Nonetheless, embedding project staff in overstretched ministries does not guarantee they will be used for p-e work.  For example, PEA in Nepal faced requests from the Ministry of planning with tangential p-e links such as support for a national suicide action plan.
9. Poverty-environment mainstreaming becomes more challenging as progress is made. The initial stage of p-e mainstreaming involves influencing the national development plan, which is one process.  Subsequent stages of p-e mainstreaming require influencing the national budget process, four to five key p-e relevant sectors and their budgets and then influencing sub-national development and budgeting processes.  In practice, this means, for example, influencing 30 districts in Rwanda and many more in larger countries.
[bookmark: _Toc121823226]Box 3: PEA support for Indonesian municipal bonds


The Indonesian Ministry of Finance developed the Green Sukuk (Sharia-bond) - an innovative financing instrument - which aims to accelerate progress towards the achievements of Nationally Determined Contributions and SDGs target. In the process, PEA has continuously provided support to the Ministry of Finance and relevant line ministries, through a series of capacity building and technical support activities in the pre- and post-issuance process, e.g. in the development of Republic of Indonesia Green Bond/ Sukuk Framework, preparation of Green Sukuk Annual Allocation and Impact Reports, as well as in several studies/ knowledge products development – one of which is the study on Indonesia’s Retail Green Sukuk.
Since leading as the world’s first sovereign Green Sukuk issuer in 2018, the government has mobilized over US$3.9 billion towards green investments through its six Green Sukuk issuances (four times in the global market and twice in the retail market). The proceeds from Green Sukuk have been allocated towards projects in renewable energy, energy efficiency, sustainable transport, waste management, and resilience to climate change sectors – contributing towards reducing up to 10.3 million tonnes of CO2 emissions, along with the strengthening of climate resilience.
Following the successful in implementation of national climate budget tagging (CBT), the Ministry of Finance has expanded this to the sub-national level since 2020. Piloting sub-national CBT has been conducted in several provinces, cities, and regencies, with PEA support provided through capacity building and training for local governments’ staff, as well as data monitoring and evaluation. In addition, the programme also initiated a gender responsive climate change budgeting study with government. This was a crucial move as climate change disproportionally affects women.  Provincial guidance for budget tagging has now been issued based on PEA support.   This is scaling in process and  will need funding for provincial level to replicate national level work.
Source: Draws on https://pea4sdgs.org/knowledge/stories/poverty-environment-action-stories-of-change-062021-strengthening-indonesia-s-climate-finance-governance-through-climate-budget-tagging-and-green-sukuk-issuance


























10. The strengthened UN Resident Coordinator (UNRC) system requires UNRC country offices to have strong and strategic advice.  This has generated demand for PEA economic evidence on p-e.  In Mozambique, for example, UNDAF (now UNSDCF) has had PEA support through the UN Resident Coordinators office to get p-e issues included in the Mozambique CCA and UNSDCF.  More generally, PEA has not always had the in-country capacity to meet the demand for strategic advice and this route has not been developed as an exit strategy.  PEA also contributed significantly to the preparation of the VNR.
 
11. It has been a challenge to get some UNDP country offices to prioritize PEA.  In part, this reflects the small size of PEA projects.  There is also an incentive for UNDP to focus on GEF/GCF projects as major contributors to budgets rather than strategic projects such as PEA.  Key informants report that some UNDP Country Offices also found the conditionalities and procedures applied by PEA onerous, which contributed to a decline in support from some UNDP country offices compared with PEI. 

12. There have been a number of challenges that caused delays in implementation. These include: 

a. The impact of Covid and remote working on project implementation was particularly strong in low-income countries.  During Covid lockdowns many staff did not have laptops, airtime allowances or internet access.  This slowed down implementation significantly.  
b. Countries depend on government processes to plan and implement activities, as PEA is embedded within Ministries of Finance.   This strengthens uptake of PEA work.  However, in some cases, other government priorities take precedence which causes delays in planning and implementing PEA activities. 
c. UNDP country offices procurement processes have experienced major delays, that have ultimately affected PEA implementation. 

Some countries had requested an extension period that was not granted.  Program staff felt that the inability of the program to extend the implementation period to adapt to the challenges above had reduced effectiveness and sustainability.  
13. PEA has shown that designing in gender as a cross cutting issue for p-e is possible and effective.  PEA can provide good practice examples for gender mainstreaming to other programs.  The PEA project document identified gender mainstreaming as a core approach, and this has been reflected in a number of country project and TA outputs.  Examples include the Uganda, Tanzania and Malawi cost of the gender gap in agriculture assessments (see Box 1), Indonesia’s gender responsive public climate budgeting assessment (budget tagging – see Box 3) and gender and environment indicators in Rwanda (Box 1).
  
[bookmark: _Toc121925248]Efficiency and process 
14. The program Theory of Change review at the mid-term review did not highlight sub-national capacity and funding for scaling issues despite doing a good job focusing on implementation (winning an IEG award).  The lack of strategic review (as well as the Covid-19 pandemic) hindered adaptive management and delivery of the program outcome and progress beyond this.

15. Financial, administrative, managerial and reporting processes were seen as multi-layered and overly complex by stakeholders and PEA staff and in some cases hindered implementation.  In moving from PEI to PEA, additional procedures and complexity were added.  For example, additional project proposal and reporting templates were introduced which required additional work by both regional PEA and UNDP country offices.  The additional bureaucratic processes delayed delivery and demotivated UNDP and PEA country teams.  The lesson being that financial, administrative, managerial and reporting processes should be simplified and without non-mandatory requirements.

16. There were challenges with the pooled funding arrangements compared with PEI. For example, program staff report that transfers from UNEP through UNON to the UNDP Pooled account took far too long and delayed disbursements to PEA country projects.

17. PEA used adaptive management in a number of ways to respond to the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on project implementation.  These included:
· Obtaining donor flexibility to provide materials, IT equipment and licenses to strengthen the capacity of national partners to work online. 
· Reprogramming activities from 2021 to 2022 in some countries (although other countries had to reduce budgets and activities given the fixed end of program date).
· Holding virtual project Board, Executive and staff meetings throughout 2021. 

PEA also participated in the UN Socio-Economic Response and Recovery Framework (to the pandemic) in five of the eight PEA countries (Myanmar, Nepal, Laos, Indonesia and Mozambique).  

18. Donor requirements for UNDP country offices had significant implications for operational efficiency.  The EU funding framework was very restrictive and required UNDP to procure all goods and services for the project, rather than providing small amounts of funding directly to government.  For example, if a government wanted to run a workshop, the UNDP country office would have to procure each element of the workshop.  However, the UNDP system is not designed to procure small items and is a slow and cumbersome means of doing so.  

[bookmark: _Toc121925249]UN reform and One UN approach
19. PEA provides a model for future UNEP-UNDP cooperation in line with UN reform objectives (see Box 4 below).  In addition to the general model of UNDP-UNEP collaboration, there are good examples of UN multi-agency collaboration with PEA countries. For example, in Mozambique, UNDP and UNEP jointly lead the UNSDCF Strategic Priority area on Climate resilience and sustainable use of natural resources.

20. There are several examples where PEA catalysed additional One UN action.  These include the UN Joint Fund on SDGs project in Indonesia, while in Malawi, FAO, UNDP and UN Women have used the PEA project to build deeper collaboration and joint delivery between the agencies.

21. PEA has informed some broader UN planning processes.  Examples include:  1) integrating PEA into UN Frameworks for the Immediate Socio-economic Response to COVID-19 in Nepal, Myanmar, Mozambique; 2) Including PEA as a tool in the UN Common Approach to Biodiversity Plan; and 3) Presenting PEA at the Regional High-Level Political Forum on Sustainable Development (HLPF) as a model approach.

22. A successful One UN approach requires a strong commitment to joint programming by management and staff.  As indicated by the PEI Final Evaluation and PEA Mid-term review, PEA faced some challenges in this regard.
[bookmark: _Toc121823227]Box 4: PEA as a model of UNEP-UNDP cooperation


UNDP country offices have a strong understanding of country and political context, considerable experience in convening partners and typically have well established relationships with Planning and Finance ministries.  UNEP brings in-depth technical skills and experience of providing technical support to ministries of environment.  PEA (building on PEI) allowed the combined UNDP-UNEP offering to provide p-e mainstreaming to a group of national partners including Planning and Finance Ministries with critical convening and planning roles across government.  In practice, the joint working UNDP-UNEP relationship followed broad global principles with a more detailed country level plan and UNDP country office implementation.    This proved to be an effective model of cooperation that could be applied more widely for UNEP and for collaboration in the UN.  












[bookmark: _Toc121925250]Lessons on broadening the dissemination and use of PEA experience
23. PEA TA Blue economy and Green Municipal Bond projects are examples of successful broadening PEA experience through partner scaling (see Box 2 above).  This involved a knowledge exchange between South Africa and Indonesia on municipal green bonds.  There has been less progress in getting international replication of PEA country practices in additional countries, as getting traction from donors in-country to do this has proved more difficult than expected.  There have also been fewer opportunities for international lesson sharing than was the case with PEI, in part due to the pandemic.

24. PEA has established a capacity-building platform and massive open online course in partnership with United Nations Institute for Training and Research.  This offers considerable potential for achieving the PEA broadening objectives – but it is too early to say how successful this will be. 

[bookmark: _Toc121925251][bookmark: _Hlk118307959]Part 3: The role of PEA in progress towards the 2030 Agenda and leveraging PEA experience for delivery of the SDGs

[bookmark: _Toc121925252]The role of PEA in progress towards the 2020 Agenda
The overall role of PEA in progress towards the 2030 Agenda is in supporting countries to apply a best practice model to achieve the environmental SDGs in a manner that also contributes to social and economic focused SDGs.
The PEI developed and operationalised a practical model for implementing the environmental dimension of the SDGs[footnoteRef:3] in a manner that contributes to development SDGs and the PEA further enhanced this model and applied it in greater depth and more broadly. [3:  This refers to both the environment, natural resource and climate focused SDGs plus environment, natural resource and climate targets in other SDGs] 

A core argument of PEA is that achievement of the SDGs requires, inter alia, taking an integrated socio-economic-environmental approach that reflects the linkages between the three dimensions of sustainable development and between different SDGs.  Key components of the PEI/PEA model include taking an integrated socio-economic-environmental approach. For example, the PEA model uses integrated socio-economic-environment assessments to measure the linkages and interactions between poverty and environment indicators – with poverty a proxy for development indicators and objectives in a more general sense and environment a proxy for environment, natural resource and climate indicators and objectives. The PEA model uses economic evidence it has gathered to identify the links between environmental and more development focused SDGs.  For example, the links of SDGs 14 and 15 with SDGs 1 and 2.   
In practice, PEI and PEA analysis has provided strong evidence of how more sustainable management of ENR and resilience (SDGs 14, 15 and 13) can increase economic growth and significantly reduce poverty in both a monetary and multi-dimensional sense (SDGs 1 and 8).  Further the PEA model includes a focus on gender and has, for example, demonstrated how empowering women to invest in more sustainable agriculture can improve both agricultural sustainability and women’s income.
The PEA model subsequently supports the design of integrated policy and budgetary mechanisms that improve ENR and sustainability and resilience in a manner that also helps achieve development focused SDGs such as SDG 2 (food security) and SDG1 (poverty eradication).  Examples include supporting increased priority for reducing soil erosion in agricultural sector investment plans. 
Another component of the PEI/PEA model that is directly relevant to the implementation of the environmental SDGs focuses on strengthening policy coherence (SDG17).  This including through supporting a cross-government approach to environment and climate change and supporting Governments to improve policy and budgetary vertical and horizontal coordination mechanisms.  For example, through mechanisms to coordinate budget allocation and expenditure with national and sectoral poverty-environment objectives.  A second example is supporting the drafting and adoption of guidelines for the inclusion of sustainability objectives in policy development.
[bookmark: _Toc121925253]Evidence of PEA influence at the country level
The mid-term review of PEA (2021) identified the relevance of PEA for delivery of the SDGs noting “The project addresses priorities in each of the countries involved and is it aligned with national development plans, UNDAF, UNDP and UN Environment priorities, and strategic plans, formally as well as conceptually, as evidenced in each of the individual country’s proposals.” p22.   The focus on gender in poverty-environment mainstreaming has also strengthened linkages across SDGs - increasing the participation of women in policy (SDG target 5.5.), enhancing women’s ownership and control over natural resources including land (relating to SDG targets 1.4 and 5.a) and increasing women’s productivity and strengthen their climate resilience in the agriculture sector (as indicated in SDG targets 2.3 and 2.4).
More generally, it has proved difficult to use independent country programme reviews focused on SDGs to identify the role of PEA.  UNDP country programme reviews that include PEA as one programme within the UNDP portfolio supporting delivery of country development plans and the SDGs are available for 6 of the 8 PEA countries - three mid-term reviews and four independent country programme evaluations (ICPE)[footnoteRef:4].  It is perhaps inevitable that these country levels documents do not focus on PEA as there are many UNDP programs and PEA projects are small.  [4:  The most recent country programme reviews for Mauritania and Rwanda are 2015 and 2017 respectively – both preceding PEA.] 

Country Voluntary National Reviews (VNRs) undertaken under the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development were also reviewed for references to PEA.  However, VNRs usually do not refer to specific UN projects. The Mozambique VNR, for example, refers to Local Adaptation Plans (LAPs) under SDG 13 but doesn’t refer to specific UN or donor support.  Nonetheless, KIIs indicate that the PEA international technical advisor for the UNDP led the SUNRED II (Sustainable Management of Natural Resources for Resilient and Equitable Development) project and PEA provided input to LAPs through SUNRED II.  This support and influence is noted in the 2021 PEA annual progress report.
KIIs also suggest that PEA had a substantive influence in preparation of a number of UNDAFs, CCAs and UNSDCFs (which replace UNDAFs) without there being specific reference to PEA influence.  For example, in Mozambique, PEI and PEA supported and substantially influenced the UNDAF, CCA and UNSDCF. The Mozambique UNDAF Results report (2021) is typical in referring to the ‘UN’ not agencies and not specific projects.  The UNDAF Results Report Natural Resources Management chapter highlights progress in two areas with cross SDG linkages that PEA supported as follows:

“Through the National Directorate for Planning and Budgeting, the MEF received support to initiate a study aiming to assess and improve the mechanisms to channel 2.75% of tax revenues from mineral resources to local budgets of districts where exploration takes place. The results will contribute to enhance transparency in the equitable sharing of benefits from natural resources exploration. Additionally, through the new state budget coding system, tracking of environmental expenses at national, district and municipality level were included in the government budget system for the first time. 

Furthermore, a study was conducted to map environmental actions from 2017-2020 which concluded that there is a huge amount of expenses which is not captured under the specific environmental actions code due to deficient planning and presented recommendations for the GoM to use in the next planning exercises to correctly track environmental expenses.” p37 

Study of the latest Mozambique Common Country Analysis (Aug 2021) component on environment and climate change only refers to one specific UNDP-UNEP PEI report from 2011 but KIIs highlight the influence of PEA engagement to secure the substantive reference to the costs of unsustainable ENR use and climate change, including the impact on poverty.  Similarly, the new Mozambique UNSDCF contains climate resilience and sustainable use of natural resources as a strategic priority area.  The economic evidence of the costs of unsustainable use of the environment and natural resources (ENR) and climate change (CC) was produced by PEA and influenced UN agencies to support a priority on ENR and CC.  Having a PEA International technical advisor in country was vital for this PEA influencing role.

[bookmark: _Toc121925254]Leveraging PEA experience for delivery of the SDGs going forward
Given the small size of PEA in UNDP country programmes supporting delivery of national development plans linked to SDGs, a “top-down” assessment of the role of PEA is of limited use.  Hence, in looking forward to how PEA experience can be used to support delivery of the SDGs, we take a “bottom-up” approach.  Specifically, by considering the major potential pathways for post-PEA programme influence within PEA countries from the lessons in Part 2 above.  This may take the form of sustaining or scaling existing successful PEA initiatives.  The key within country pathways are likely to be via:

PEA country governments 
Countries that have already successfully used PEA-supported innovations such as gender and climate budgeting and wish to repeat this or scale them (sub-nationally, for example) are likely to need some support with capacity building as well as additional funding.  For sustained scaling, this work will need to be linked with national development and climate targets.  In this case, PEA should be able to provide signposting to existing partner ministries on who to approach within UNEP or other UN agencies where relevant for capacity building and work with partners to strategically assess to climate and development funding sources.   Better still, there would be some level of continued technical advisory support to country governments to leverage PEA experience in countries that have been supported by PEA.  In countries with a significant amount of ODA it is important to influence donors so that they include support to implement P-E objectives through their own donor programmes. 
This may require a post-PEA transition phase focussed specifically on p-e sustainability for the big wins identified in Part 2.  Sub-national scaling of successful PEA national innovations such as gender and climate budgeting requires a longer-term time-horizon and the transition phase should seek to plan for this.

UNDP Country offices
UNDP Country offices provide key planning support to governments and a gateway to UN agencies. Translating this into support for successful p-e approaches discussed in Part 2 will require embedding PEA principles in UNDP and ensuring there is sufficient technical capacity within country offices.  There is also the key issue of accessing finance.  For example, the success of PEA in Malawi is very likely to lead to demand for further, post PEA, support from the UN Malawi country office.  Government of Malawi and the UN country office will need to identify sources of finance to take this forward given significant pressures on the GoM budget.  Similar demands are expected in other PEA countries.

UN Resident Coordinator (UNRC) offices
We have seen demand for strategic p-e advice from UNRC offices that is likely to persist post PEA.  There is a strong case for identifying likely areas of demand and ensuring that resources exist to meet this.  This may include securing funding for UNEP regional technical advisors to continue p-e support but is also likely to require engagement with environment-climate change donor committees and in other key sector and higher level donor coordination mechanisms in PEA countries to identify sources of future country-level funding.  To some extent this is also a missed opportunity for responding to demand from non-PEA countries (for example, Cambodia and Sri Lanka) as it has not been developed as a PEA exit strategy.  

Partnerships
Partnerships have proven to be very important for PEA scaling – well illustrated by the Blue Economy and Green Bond examples in Part 2).   The PEA knowledge products for these projects will continue to be relevant into 2023 and 2024 and ADB and GIZ are expected to take this work forward with relevant country counterparts.  There is also, potential linkage with the UNEP administered Regional Seas Programmes and UNEP's Sustainable Blue Economy Finance Initiative and UNDP's Ocean finance and blue economy programmes.  Making the most of this potential linkage will require investment of time by all parties concerned to produce a strategy for scaling.
More generally, partnerships with finance providers offer a key route to scaling PEA good practice.  For example, there may be scope to engage with the IMF in PEA countries with strong p-e macroeconomic evidence to take environment, natural resources and climate change into consideration when allocating funds and working with Government to set budgetary priorities.  There may also be scope to influence World Bank lending by encouraging the use of gender and climate budgeting in loans made.  The scale of these tasks should not be underestimated and World Bank programs such as the Global Program on Sustainability (GPS) are already working to incorporate natural capital and environmental services in country lending.  Engagement with the World Bank GPS might be a useful step.
Knowledge sharing
Poverty-environment action knowledge products will be placed in the Green Growth Knowledge Partnership (GGKP) document repository and be linked to a dedicated poverty-environment action portal at https://www.greengrowthknowledge.org/.   GGKP hosting of the legacy PEA website will contribute to sustainability by extending their life and reach to a broader community of practitioners.  GGKP may also conduct communication and outreach on behalf of PEA as well as hosting PEA communities of practice.  The intention is for these communities of practice to:

a) provide recognition for its members of knowledge acquired in the field of poverty-environment action.
 b) maintain a directory of experts in the field which member States seeking services could draw upon.
 c) stimulate the exchange of experience in poverty-environment mainstreaming and integration between countries and organizations.

The massive open online course (MOOC) and related customized learning modules developed by the partnership of PEA and UNITAR will be distributed by UNITAR through their UN CC: e-Learn platform. This draws on successive editions of the PEI and PEA Handbooks.  The intention is to build links with GCKP-hosted PEA communities of practice. However, PEI and PEA experience is that knowledge sharing in developing countries with substantive capacity and financial constraints is not sufficient by itself to generate increase action to address p-e challenges. Substantive technical advisory support and financial resources over a number of years has proven to be necessary.

[bookmark: _Toc121925255]Part 4. Lessons and opportunities from PEA in addressing the challenges in future mainstreaming work at the UN 
[bookmark: _Toc121925256]Future mainstreaming work within UNDP and UNEP.
A key challenge in future mainstreaming work in UNEP and UNDP is for the two agencies to absorb and apply the lessons from PEI and PEA.  Senior management support to absorb and apply PEA lessons is needed for this to happen. 
There is scope for other UN agencies to mainstream the successful PEA innovations discussed in Part 2.  UNEP has a key role here by virtue of being a co-creator of PEA.  UNEP Nature for Climate Branch will mainstream some PEA products and offer these as part of its response to country demand for mainstreaming and integration services. The UNSDG could lead in efforts to apply the PEA model and lessons across the UN through its role in leading in guiding UN System support for the implementation of the SDGs, particularly at the regional and country levels.  For example, the UNSDG guidelines to country teams on the implementation of the principle of Leaving No-one Behind (LNOB) do not contain any substantive references to environment, natural resources or climate change issues – despite their links with poverty in many countries.
PEA provides a model for future UNEP-UNDP cooperation in line with UN reform objectives.  Future PEA inspired examples could include UNDP and UNEP Asia Pacific discussing joint work on plastics to bring together UNEP’s normative work on plastics pollution treaty with UNDP country level follow up. 
PEA provides a model for future support to UNRCs and UNCTs in line with UN reform objectives. The successful PEA experience in supporting UNRCs and UNRC-led processes in Malawi and Mozambique are a model that should be replicated.  In those countries, PEA evidence of the development benefits of increasing the priority attached to sustainability and resilience was important for UNRCs supporting increased prioritisation of sustainability and resilience across the UNCT. 
Engaging with the World Bank and International Monetary Fund on the basis of the PEA approach of generating and using economic evidence of the benefits of improved sustainability and strengthened resilience.  UNRCs provide a route to engage with the World Bank and IMF, specifically with detailed economic evidence of the costs of unsustainability and climate change.  There is also scope to engage with the World Bank Global Program on Sustainability, as noted above. 
The lack of access to finance for scaling in PEA should be recognised in future mainstreaming of p-e at the UN.  Designing in partnerships or links to funding that support scaling will be critical for implementing countries.
