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The views expressed in this report do not necessarily reflect the views of the United Nations,
including UNDP, or the UN Member States. All reasonable precautions have been taken to
verify the information contained in this publication. However, published material is distributed
without any warranty, express or implied. UNDP is not responsible for the content of any
external website. The designations and terminology used may not be in accordance with
United Nations practice and do not imply the expression of any opinion by the Organization.

The study is conducted within the framework of the joint project of the Ministry of
Economy and Finance of the Republic of Uzbekistan and the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) "Empowering the Youth to Embrace the Digital Economy and Digital
Entrepreneurship,” financed by the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC).

The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) is the leading UN organization fighting
injustice caused by poverty, inequality and climate change. Working with a wide network of
experts and partners in 170 countries and territories, we help to create integrated, long-term
solutions for people and the planet.

Find out more about us at undp.org/uzbekistan or follow @UNDPUzbekistan on social
networks. © UNDP 2025.

All rights reserved. The contents and information of this report may be reproduced elsewhere
in whole and/or in part, provided the source is acknowledged. Source citation: Digital
economy of Uzbekistan: The State of Digital Entrepreneurship to Harness Al, UNDP, 2025.

© UNDP 2025.
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INTRODUCTION

Uzbekistan has in recent years accelerated its digital transformation agenda, recognizing
digital innovation as a critical driver of economic modernization, youth empowerment,
and inclusive development. Central to this ambition is the Digital Uzbekistan 2030 strategy,
which sets out a comprehensive roadmap for digital infrastructure, entrepreneurship, and
public service reform.

To support these efforts, the UNDP, in partnership with the MoEF implemented the project
“Empowering the Youth to Embrace the Digital Economy and Digital Entrepreneurship.” This
initiative sought to address the systemic barriers faced by young entrepreneurs particularly
thoserelated todigital skills, accesstofinance, and an enabling policy environment. The specific
assignment described in this report formed part of the project’s Institutional Strengthening
component, with the overarching aim of improving the capacity of government institutions
to monitor and evaluate youth-focused digital entrepreneurship programs.

The assignment was designed to achieve both operational and strategic outcomes. At its
core was the recognition that effective policy implementation depends not only on good
design, but also on the ability of institutions to track performance, generate evidence, and
adapt based on learning. To this end, the assignment supported the MoEF and its partner
institutions in building practical M&E tools, strengthening the capacities of civil servants,
and laying the foundations for institutionalizing evidence-based policymaking.

The project focused on four main areas of: (i) assessment of existing M&E practices
and capacities; (ii) development of a modular M&E framework tailored to youth digital
entrepreneurship policies; (iii) delivery of a targeted five-day capacity-building program; and
(iv) support for the institutionalization of M&E practices through a draft Government Decree.

Together, these activities produced four key outputs:

B A detailed Assessment Report, summarizing current institutional arrangements and
capacity needs;

B A comprehensive M&E Methodology Guide, providing tools and approaches adapted
to Uzbekistan’s context;

B A Draft Government Decree, proposing a legal basis for embedding M&E in the
governance of digital reforms; and

mA full Training Program, through which 35 civil servants enhanced their technical
understanding and applied skills.
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Project Deliverables

DELIVERABLE DESCRIPTION

Assessment Report

Summarizes institutional
arrangements and capacity needs

M&E Methodology Guide

Provides tools adapted
to Uzbekistan's context

Draft Government Decree

Proposes legal basis
for embedding M&E

Training Program

Enhanced 35 civil servants' technical
understanding

These outputs contributed directly to the project’s core performance indicator:

Number of public servants with enhanced capacities on M&E of youth-led digital
entrepreneurship programs (Target: 35)

By project close, the assignment had significantly improved institutional readiness for
implementing results-based management practices in digital policy. It also contributed to
longer-term impacts foreseen under the Digital Uzbekistan 2030 agenda, namely, fostering
an inclusive digital economy, reducing regional and gender-based disparities, and aligning
national programs with international development commitments.

This Final Report provides a detailed account of the methodologies applied, deliverables
produced, and lessons learned. It also reflects on institutional progress achieved and presents
forward-looking considerations for sustaining and scaling the reforms initiated.

| N%)
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1. PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The specific assignment detailed in this report was implemented within the broader
framework of the UNDP project “Empowering the Youth to Embrace the Digital Economy
and Digital Entrepreneurship.” While the larger program addressed multiple dimensions of
youth inclusion in the digital economy ranging from digital skills to access to finance this
assignment focused on building the institutional capacity of public servants to develop,
monitor, and evaluate youth-centered digital policies in a more structured and evidence-
informed manner.

The primary objective of the assignment was to strengthen the ability of government
institutions particularly the MoEF and related actors to use M&E as a strategic tool for
improving the design, implementation, and adaptation of digital economy programs
targeting youth. In doing so, the assignment aimed to ensure that public policies in this
emerging domain are not only ambitious in intent, but also measurable in their outcomes
and responsive to the needs of young people across different regions and socioeconomic
backgrounds.

This overarching objective was translated into four mutually reinforcing workstreams:
1. Assessment of M&E Capacities and Practices:

To provide an evidence base for action, the assignment first aimed to assess the current
institutional landscape, evaluate the readiness of core ministries to apply M&E tools, and
identify practical capacity gaps.

2. Development of a Modular M&E Framework:

Drawing on international good practices and national needs, the assignment sought to design
a flexible framework that could be applied across different types of interventions, laws and
regulations, strategic policies, and operational programs within the digital entrepreneurship
domain.

3. Targeted Capacity Building:

A structured training program was designed and delivered to strengthen the practical
skills of public servants in using results-based management principles, developing logical
frameworks, selecting indicators, planning evaluations, and using data for adaptive decision-
making.

4. Support for Institutionalization through Legal and Administrative Reform:

To promote sustainability, the assignment also aimed to formalize M&E practices through
the drafting of a Government Decree, enabling systemic integration of evaluation functions
into the broader governance of digital economy reforms.

By focusing simultaneously on technical tools, institutional processes, and human capacity,
the assignment aimed to create the foundational conditions for embedding M&E as a routine
element of policy development and public sector learning in Uzbekistan's digital economy
agenda.

1o
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2. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

The methodology applied in this assignment was designed to be both evidence-based and
tailored to the realities of Uzbekistan’s public administration. It followed a logical sequence
from assessment to design, capacity-building, and institutionalization, with each phase
directly linked to the project’'s deliverables. The process was grounded in collaborative
engagement with national counterparts, ensuring that all tools and recommendations were
context-sensitive, practical, and aligned with reform momentum in the digital policy space.

2.1. DIAGNOSTIC PHASE: ESTABLISHING A BASELINE (DELIVERABLE D2)

The first phase of the assignment focused on identifying existing practices, institutional
structures, and capacity gaps related to M&E in the digital entrepreneurship policy domain.
This began with a comprehensive literature and policy review, followed by an ecosystem-
level assessment using a custom adaptation of the GEI/MESA framework. The aim was to
map governance responsibilities, coordination arrangements, and existing legal mandates
for M&E across the digital economy landscape.

This was complemented by an institutional capacity assessment using the tailored Monitoring
and Evaluation Capacities and Practices Assessment (CPA) Tool, applied to four institutions:

B MOoEF,
mMDT,

B MHESI and
BASR

The CPA Tool examined areas such as staff responsibilities, indicator development,
data systems, feedback mechanisms, and organizational procedures. Findings revealed
considerable variation in institutional maturity: while MoEF had some experience in
performance monitoring, ASR's evaluation culture was nascent, and MDT and MHESI lacked
formalized M&E procedures altogether.

In parallel, a Training Needs Assessment (TNA) was conducted through structured surveys
and interviews. The TNA revealed low familiarity with Theory of Change (ToC), result chains,
and evaluation planning. Participants also expressed a strong demand for practical guidance
on developing indicators, tracking outcomes, and interpreting findings for policy adaptation.
These findings fed directly into the design of the methodology guide and training curriculum.

2.2. FRAMEWORK DEVELOPMENT: STRUCTURING
M&E PRACTICES (DELIVERABLE D3.1)

Based on the assessment results, the team developed a modular M&E methodology guide
tailored to the Uzbek context. This was presented in Deliverable D3.1 and structured across
three levels of public intervention:

B Regulations (RIA)
M Policies and Strategies (PIA)

1~
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B Programs and Projects (RBM)

The framework provided guidance on how to formulate unified results chains, select and
classify indicators (input, output, outcome, impact), and develop simple data collection and
reporting protocols. It also introduced evaluation typologies, ex-ante, formative, and ex-post,
with practical tools for each stage. International best practices from UNDP’s RBM Handbook,
OECD DAC criteria, and the EU’s Better Regulation Toolbox were selectively integrated, but
adjusted to fit the administrative context in Uzbekistan.

Importantly, the guide included visual templates, real-world examples from digital policy,
and decision trees to assist civil servants in applying the tools in practice.

2.3. CAPACITY BUILDING: TRANSFERRING SKILLS (DELIVERABLES D4.1 AND D4.2)

The training curriculum was designed around the actual gaps identified in the TNA and
the tools developed in the framework. It was delivered over five days in June 2025 (10-12
June) and included a mix of technical presentations, facilitated group exercises, and policy
simulation cases. Training modules covered:

B Foundations of M&E and the role of feedback in policy cycles;

B Designing ToC and logframes for digital entrepreneurship programs;
B Developing SMART indicators and data collection strategies;

B Understanding evaluation criteria and choosing appropriate methods;
B Communicating and using findings to adapt digital policies.

The program was delivered in English with simultaneous Uzbek translation, and supported
with a fully developed training kit that included presentations, trainer manuals, exercises,
entry/exit tests, and evaluation forms. A total of 35 public servants were trained, meeting
the project’s output indicator. Participants were drawn from both central government (e.g.,
MoEF, ASR) and regional offices involved in youth entrepreneurship programs.

Exit tests revealed an average 35% improvement in post-training knowledge scores, and
qualitative feedback indicated strong enthusiasm for continued institutional support and
follow-up training, especially on linking M&E with program design and budget processes.

2.4. INSTITUTIONALIZATION: SUPPORTING SYSTEMIC
CHANGE (DELIVERABLE D3.2)

The fourth methodological strand focused on ensuring the long-term sustainability and
institutionalization of M&E practices within Uzbekistan’s digital governance framework.
To this end, the Consultant prepared a Draft Presidential Resolution (Deliverable 3.2)
proposing a legal foundation for embedding monitoring and evaluation mechanisms into
the implementation of digital economy strategies and reforms. The draft decree introduces
a comprehensive, system-level approach to M&E in the digital economy and defines its core
components, institutional mandates, and operational mechanisms.

Key provisions of the draft decree include:

B Formal definitions of monitoring, evaluation, and Theory of Change as strategic
governance tools;

| Jee]
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H Clear delineation of institutional roles and responsibilities for the Ministry of Economy
and Finance (MoEF), Ministry of Digital Technologies (MoDT), Agency for Strategic
Reforms (ASR), and affiliated analytical centers such as DERC and CERR;

B Mandatory inclusion of SMART indicators in all digital economy-related strategies
and programs, with verification mechanisms and predefined data sources;

H Integration of disaggregated data requirements (by region, gender, disability status,
and other socio-economic variables) into all M&E activities;

H Establishment of an electronic M&E platform, to be developed by the MoDT and
linked to existing statistical and policy information systems;

B Annual evaluation planning, public reporting, and accountability mechanisms
coordinated by ASR;

H Performance-based budgeting, to be piloted and institutionalized through new
procedures developed by MoEF, IMRS, and other economic research bodies.

The draft was shared with national counterparts during a consultation meeting convened
by the Ministry of Economy and Finance and revised based on institutional feedback. It
complements the Methodology Guide (Deliverable 3.1) by providing the legal backdrop
necessary to embed M&E as a regular, enforceable function in digital governance processes.
If endorsed, it would mark a significant step toward mainstreaming evidence-based policy
design, adaptive reform management, and inter-agency coordination in Uzbekistan's digital
transformation agenda.

10



INSTITUTIONALIZING THE MONITORING AND EVALUATION SYSTEM FOR UZBEKISTAN'S DIGITAL TRANSFORMATION

3. INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT AND RELEVANCE

The implementation of this assignment took place within a dynamic policy environment
marked by an accelerating digital transformation agenda and a renewed focus on results-
oriented governance in Uzbekistan. At the strategic level, the Digital Uzbekistan 2030
initiative has positioned digitalization as a national priority.

Yet while policy ambition in the digital sphere has grown significantly, institutional capacity
to translate these ambitions into measurable outcomes remains uneven. Across key
ministries and agencies, M&E practices have historically been fragmented, output-focused,
and compliance-driven. In many cases, policy implementation has proceeded without
clear theories of change, defined result chains, or systematic collection of disaggregated
performance data. Evaluations, where they occurred, tended to be ad hoc and lacked formal
methodological standards or learning feedback loops.

This context was particularly evident in the domain of youth entrepreneurship and digital
policy. While multiple institutions including the MoEF, the MDT, MHESI, and the ASR had
mandates relevant to youth or digital innovation, their efforts were often siloed and lacked a
unified approach to tracking outcomes or assessing policy effectiveness. The absence of an
overarching M&E framework or central coordinating mechanism further limited the ability
of government stakeholders to generate insights, course-correct policies, or communicate
results to the public.

At the same time, there were clear signs of readiness for reform. Several institutions had
expressed interest in results-based management and performance budgeting. Civil servants
demonstrated openness to learning, and ongoing discussions around digital governance,
public sector modernization, and strategic planning reform created a favorable entry point
for introducing more structured M&E practices.

Notably, this readiness has begun to materialize in policy. A clear illustration came in
May 2025, with the adoption of the Presidential Resolution No. PQ-164 “On measures to
improve the system of monitoring oncological diseases among women”. The decree formally
established a policy specific M&E system aligned with key elements of the present
project’s recommendations introducing structured monitoring requirements, specifying
disaggregated indicators, and designating the Agency for Strategic Reforms as the lead
institution for coordination and oversight. The adoption of this decree represents a critical
step toward institutionalizing M&E practices and demonstrates high-level political support
for evidence-based governance models promoted through this assignment.

This assignment was therefore both timely and necessary. It responded to a concrete capacity
gap that directly affected the quality, transparency, and responsiveness of youth-focused
digital programs. By combining diagnostic analysis, practical tools, legal reform support,
and targeted training, the assignment aimed not only to improve the technical ability of
institutions to conduct M&E, but also to lay the groundwork for a culture of learning and
accountability within public administration.
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4. OVERVIEW OF PROJECT DELIVERABLES

The assignment was structured around four sequential and interlinked deliverables, each
contributing to the overarching objective of enhancing Uzbekistan's institutional capacity
to monitor and evaluate youth-focused digital entrepreneurship policies. Together,
the deliverables followed a logical sequence beginning with a detailed inception and
methodological framework, followed by a structured diagnostic assessment, the development
of a tailored M&E methodology and supporting legal instrument, and concluding with
a targeted capacity-building program. Each deliverable was shaped through ongoing
stakeholder consultations and reflected both international good practices and the specific
institutional realities of Uzbekistan. The following sub-sections present a detailed account
of each deliverable, including the tools used, institutional coverage, and the rationale that
informed their design and execution.

4.1. DELIVERABLE 1: INCEPTION REPORT AND WORK PLAN

The inception phase focused on establishing a shared understanding of the project’s
goals, methodology, and expected outputs. The Inception Report laid out the conceptual
framework, detailed the methodology for both the assessment and the training components,
and included a risk matrix and initial stakeholder mapping. It also included a detailed work
plan specifying tasks, responsible parties, timelines, and dependencies.

The document positioned the assignment within the broader UNDP “Empowering Youth”
program and aligned it with national policy strategies such as the Digital Uzbekistan 2030
Strategy. Early consultations with the Ministry of Economy and Finance and other institutions
ensured the work plan’s feasibility. The methodology foresaw a diagnostic phase (Deliverable
2), the development of a methodological guide and legal framework (Deliverable 3), and the
delivery of a capacity-building program (Deliverable 4).

4.2. DELIVERABLE 2: ASSESSMENT OF M&E CAPACITIES AND PRACTICES

The second deliverable provided a structured diagnostic of both the M&E ecosystem
and organizational capacities in key institutions. The assessment was grounded in two
complementary tools:

1. An adapted GEI/MESA framework was used to analyze ecosystem-level coordination,
governance structures, and the extent to which monitoring and evaluation were integrated
into digital policy-making processes.

To guide the diagnostic phase of the assignment, the Consultant applied a customized
version of the GEI/MESA Tool. This framework was adapted to the Uzbek context to
structure a comprehensive institutional and ecosystem-level review of M&E arrangements
related to youth digital entrepreneurship. The tool organized the assessment across four
building blocks, each comprising several subdimensions:

1. Country Background

Focused on the broader governance structure and prevailing administrative culture shaping
M&E practices.
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1.1 Government Structure: Explored institutional mandates, coordination functions, and
the presence or absence of overarching M&E legislation.

1.2 Organizational Culture: Examined institutional attitudes toward learning, use of
evidence, and internal reporting norms across ministries and agencies.

2. Planning, Budgeting and M&E System (PBM&E)
Analyzed how M&E is embedded within strategic planning and budgeting systems.

2.1 Legal and Policy Basis: Reviewed whether legal and regulatory provisions exist for
M&E at national and sectoral levels.

2.2 Roles of Key Actors: Mapped institutional responsibilities, coordination roles, and the
degree of role clarity across government entities.

2.3 Planning and Budgeting System: Considered the relationship between sectoral
planning and national development strategies, and the extent to which budgeting
incorporates results logic.

2.4 M&E System: Explored whether structured M&E processes, policies, and reporting lines
exist across ministries.

2.5 Role of Other Stakeholders: Looked at the contribution of external actors such as
development partners, research centers, and civil society to the M&E landscape.

2.6 Statistical and Administrative Data: Examined data availability, disaggregation,
interoperability, and the role of statistical systems in supporting M&E.

2.7 M&E Capacity Development Initiatives: Reviewed the availability of training
programes, certification systems, and institutional mechanisms for strengthening M&E
capacities.

3. Monitoring and Reporting Systems
Focused on how monitoring information is generated and used at the national level.

3.1 National-Level Monitoring and Reporting System: Assessed the presence of
institutional monitoring platforms, data flows, and formal reporting processes.

3.2 Use of Monitoring Information by Government: Explored whether monitoring data
(s integrated into decision-making, planning, or budget processes.

4. Evaluation System
Focused onthe institutionalization and practical application of evaluation across government.

4.1 National-Level Evaluation System: Reviewed whether formal evaluation systems,
processes, or mandates exist within government institutions.

4.2 Government Capacity to Coordinate and Manage Evaluations: Assessed how
evaluations are managed, planned, and overseen across sectors.

4.3 Systems and Incentives for Incorporating Evaluation Findings in the Policy Cycle:
Considered whether formal mechanisms exist to link evaluation to policy revision or
funding decisions.

4.4 Use of Evaluations by the Government: Focused on the extent to which evaluations
are commissioned, accessed, and used by public institutions.
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GEI/MESA Tool

PLANNING, BUDGETING

AND M&E SYSTEM EVALUATION SYSTEM

B Legal and Policy Basis B National-Level Evaluation System

B Roles of Key Actors B Government Capacity to Coordinate and
B Planning and Budgeting System Manage Evaluations

m M&E System B Systems and Incentives for Incorporating

Evaluation Findings in the Policy Cycle
B Use of Evaluations by the Government

B Role of Other Stakeholders
B Statistical and Administrative Data
B M&E Capacity Development Initiatives

MONITORING AND REPORTING

SYSTEMS COUNTRY BACKGROUND

B National-Level Monitoring and Reporting B Government Structure

System ® Organizational Culture
B Use of Monitoring Information by Government

The M&E Capacities and Practices Assessment Tool (CPA Tool) was applied to four
institutions MoEF, MoDT (including DERC and IT Park), ASR, and MHESI (including IDA) to
assess internal capacity across six dimensions: roles and responsibilities, planning, data
systems, indicator use, feedback loops, and staff competencies.

To assess the internal capacities of selected public institutions involved in digital economy
governance, the Consultant applied a tailored Capacity and Practices Assessment (CPA)
Tool. This instrument was designed to evaluate five key dimensions of institutional readiness
to plan, implement, and use M&E functions in the context of youth digital entrepreneurship

policy.
The assessment was applied to four institutions:
W Agency for Strategic Reforms (ASR)
B Ministry of Digital Technologies (MoDT), including DERC, IT Park, and Uzkomnazorat
W Ministry of Higher Education, Science, and Innovation (MHESI), including IDA
W Ministry of Economy and Finance (MoEF)
The tool examined the following five diagnostic dimensions:
1. General Institutional Profile

Reviewed each institution’s core mandate, its role in digital policy design or implementation,
and how its positioning affects the scope and relevance of M&E activities.

2. Institutional M&E Capacity

Assessed the presence of formal structures, procedures, or units dedicated to monitoring
and evaluation; the extent to which M&E is embedded in internal planning, reporting, or
reform functions; and whether evaluation is seen as an operational or strategic priority.
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3. Human Resources and Technical Skills

Analyzed staffing profiles and technical capacities, including the availability of personnel
with evaluation knowledge, data analysis experience, or familiarity with digital policy
evaluation frameworks.

4. Data Availability and Management

Focused on whether institutions collect, access, and manage data relevant to digital
entrepreneurship and innovation. It considered the scope, quality, disaggregation, and
timeliness of data, internal data systems; and the extent of coordination with external data
sources.

5. Institutional Capacity to Influence Policymaking

Assessed the institution’s ability to translate monitoring and evaluation results into actual
policy or budget decisions. This included internal decision-making authority, access to
senior leadership, and mechanisms for influencing inter-ministerial processes.

The CPA Tool was applied through semi-structured interviews, document reviews, and
targeted follow-up queries. Institutions were not scored quantitatively, but rather qualitatively
assessed to identify entry points for methodological adaptation, legal reform, and capacity
development..

Institutional Capacity Assessment Process

General Institutional Profile

Institutional M&E Capacity
Human Resources and Skills

Data Availability and
Management

Policy Influence
Capacity

Consultations were held with public institutions and international partners, including the EU
Delegation, World Bank, and GIZ. These engagements helped triangulate data and validated
the assessment findings.

Key Findings of the M&E Assessment

The diagnostic assessment conducted under Deliverable 2 revealed a number of systemic
and institutional constraints that currently limit the development of a coherent and effective
M&E system for youth-focused digital entrepreneurship policies in Uzbekistan.

At the ecosystem level, the assessment identified several structural weaknesses:

14
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M |nstitutional mandates related to M&E remain fragmented, with overlapping roles
and unclear boundaries between ministries. There is no designated lead agency for
evaluation coordination across government, nor a unifying national M&E policy or
framework.

B Common evaluation standards, procedures, or terminology are lacking. Ministries and
agencies approach monitoring and evaluation using diverse, often informal practices,
which inhibits cross-government comparability and shared learning.

B Monitoring remains largely output-driven. Ministries track delivery timelines, funding
absorption, and implementation rates, but rarely assess medium- or long-term outcomes.
Results chains are seldom articulated, and theories of change are absent from most
policy frameworks.

B Feedback mechanisms that connect M&E with strategy adjustment or budget planning
are weak or non-existent. Information flows vertically and often stop at compliance-level
reporting rather than informing adaptive decision-making.

These systemic limitations are compounded by challenges at the level of individual institutions.
At the institutional level, the assessment found that:

B The MoEF has made progress in integrating results indicators into program-based
budgeting reforms. However, these indicators are generally not subject to formal
evaluation, and linkages between digital economy outcomes and fiscal planning remain
underdeveloped.

BThe ASR, while mandated with overseeing strategic reforms, lacks a dedicated M&E
function for digital policy. Its internal capacity is strong in policy analysis but is not
supported by evaluation-specific processes, guidance, or staff.

B The MDT and the MHESI both lack structured procedures or institutional arrangements
for conducting M&E. While MDT operates advanced monitoring platforms such as NIS.
UZ, these systems focus on operational data capture and do not feed into outcome-
oriented evaluations. MHESI, through IDA, collects innovation data but lacks systems to
track the long-term impact or commercial success of supported startups.

W Across all institutions, indicator frameworks tend to focus on administrative or output
metrics and are not systematically aligned to program objectives or broader digital
transformation goals. Baselines, targets, and verification methodologies are inconsistently
applied.

These insights directly informed the development of both the M&E Methodology Guide
(D3.1) and the draft Government Decree (D3.2). The guide responds to identified
technical gaps by offering practical tools for defining results chains, formulating indicators,
and planning evaluations across different types of interventions (regulatory, strategic, and
programmatic). The draft decree addresses institutional bottlenecks by clarifying roles,
introducing coordinated planning mechanisms, and laying the legal foundation for a more
consistent and outcome-focused M&E system.

4.3. DELIVERABLE 3: M&E METHODOLOGY GUIDE
AND DRAFT GOVERNMENT DECREE

Deliverable 3 consisted of two closely linked components designed to institutionalize M&E
practices in the governance of digital entrepreneurship policies:
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4.3.1. D3.1: METHODOLOGY GUIDE

The M&E Methodology Guide was developed to address the specific institutional, technical,
and systemic challenges identified through the ecosystem and capacity assessments. Rather
than offering a generic framework, the guide is intentionally adapted to the governance and
administrative structures of Uzbekistan, with a particular focus on the digital entrepreneurship
sector.

At its core, the guide aims to create a shared language and structured approach to M&E,
spanning three primary levels of public intervention:

H. Regulatory tools (e.g., inspections, licensing schemes, compliance mechanisms)
B Policy and strategy frameworks (e.g., sectoral action plans, national strategies)
B Operational programs (e.g., grant funds, support schemes, training initiatives)

Each of these intervention types is supported by specific methodological modules, allowing
for differentiated but coordinated application of M&E principles across government.

The guide is organized around several core components:

B Logic Models and Results Chains: Introduced as foundational planning tools to shift the
current focus from output-tracking toward results-based management. These models
are illustrated with sector-relevant examples tailored to the digital economy, including
startup incubation and digital skill development programs.

m Unified Indicator Typology: The guide classifies indicators across input, output, outcome,
and impact levels, supported by templates that encourage consistent formulation,
baselining, and verification. It seeks to improve alignment with both program objectives
and national policy goals.

B Evaluation Planning and Execution: The guide outlines practical steps forcommissioning
and conducting evaluations, distinguishing between ex-ante, mid-term, and ex-
post approaches. It also includes tools for defining evaluation questions, managing
consultants, and structuring reports.

B Monitoring Systems and Feedback Loops: Recognizing the current overemphasis
on administrative reporting, the guide provides guidance on establishing real-time
monitoring systems that go beyond compliance. It links monitoring outputs to decision-
making cycles and outlines how findings should be integrated into policy revisions and
budget planning.

EData Management and Interoperability: The guide includes recommendations for
standardizing data collection, improving indicator metadata, and using digital platforms
for reporting. It addresses the fragmentation of data systems revealed in the assessment,
promoting inter-agency data-sharing protocols.

HInstitutional Roles and Capacities: Informed by the CPA Tool findings, the guide
provides light-touch recommendations on institutional anchoring of M&E functions,
highlighting the importance of assigning clear responsibilities while preserving flexibility
across line ministries.

Hntegration into the Policy Cycle: Throughout the guide, emphasis is placed on

embedding M&E as an integral component of policy design, implementation, and review
not as an afterthought. It presents M&E as both a learning and accountability tool.

The development of the guide drew from international good practices (e.g., OECD-DAC, the
EU’s Better Regulation Toolbox, UNDP RBM guidance), but avoided over-importing models
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unsuited to the local context. Instead, it promotes a lean and actionable approach, calibrated
to theinstitutional maturity and strategic needs of Uzbekistan's digital governance ecosystem.

The Methodology Guide was validated in consultation with key institutional counterparts
and served as a key reference document during the design and delivery of the training
program (Deliverable 4). It is intended to remain in use as a practical reference for public
servants engaging with digital economy policies and programs, and can be scaled across
other sectors in future reform cycles.

4.3.2. D3.2: DRAFT GOVERNMENT DECREE

To formalize the proposed methodology and address the institutional coordination gaps, a
draft Presidential Decree was developed. The proposed resolution aimed to:

B Define institutional roles in monitoring and evaluation of digital entrepreneurship
policies;

B Require all relevant ministries to develop annual M&E plans and integrate indicators into
policy documents;

B Introduce rolling evaluation plans and harmonized indicator registries;

B Mandate the development of a digital platform for tracking performance indicators and
outcomes;

B Promote capacity-building for ministry staff as part of broader civil service modernization
efforts.

The draft was presented at a technical consultation meeting with representatives of the
MoEF.

4.4. DELIVERABLE 4: CAPACITY BUILDING ON MONITORING
AND EVALUATION IN THE DIGITAL ECONOMY

The fourth component of the assignment focused on strengthening institutional capacity for
M&E among key public officials involved in Uzbekistan's digital entrepreneurship and policy
planning ecosystem. The capacity-building process was designed not only to deliver technical
content but to foster a deeper understanding of how M&E can be used as a governance tool
in a rapidly evolving policy landscape.

This component consisted of three formal deliverables:

B D4.1 Training Materials: Based on the results of the Training Needs Assessment
distributed to participants from all involved institutions the Consultant developed a five-
day training program covering core M&E competencies. These included fundamentals
of monitoring and evaluation, indicator development, theory of change, data collection
methods, results chains, and evaluation planning. The training materials comprised
presentations, applied exercises, handouts, group activities, and supporting reading
content. Exercises were adapted to the specific context of youth digital entrepreneurship,
using realistic case studies to simulate policy challenges.

mD4.2 Training Delivery: The training was delivered in-person in Tashkent from
10 to 12 June 2025, to a cohort of 35 public servants drawn from key institutions
including the MoEF, MDT, ASR, and the MHESI. Affiliated agencies such as DERC, IT
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Park, IDA, and Uzkomnazorat, along with representatives from district governments,
also participated. The training was structured around practical, interactive learning
methodologies. The M&E Methodology Guide (D3.1) served as the anchor reference
throughout, with participants engaging in guided exercises drawn directly from the
Guide’s tools and modules. Evaluation forms completed at the conclusion of the
program indicated a high level of engagement, perceived relevance, and demand
for follow-up training.

EDA4.3 Final Report (this document): This report documents the delivery and results
of the training component, situating it within the broader project logic. It provides an
overview of implementation, summarizes key stakeholder interactions, and reflects on
the institutional value of the training process. It also outlines strategic recommendations
for sustaining the knowledge base and building institutional ownership over M&E
practices in the digital economy.

Training Design and Foundations

The training content and structure were directly informed by the institutional ecosystem
assessment (Deliverable 2) and a targeted Training Needs Assessment TNA. The TNA identified
several consistent themes through complementary interviews and document review:

M Evaluation practices were emerging but lacked institutionalization;

B Monitoring remained fragmented and often output-oriented;

B Few staff had formal M&E experience, particularly in digital policy;

B Planning and performance monitoring were siloed processes;

m Digital tools for data management and evaluation were underutilized.

Based on these findings, a modular, competency-based training program was developed.
The sessions blended international M&E principles with country-relevant illustrations from
Uzbekistan's digital policy environment.

Structure and Curriculum

The training was organized across three consecutive days, with each day focused on a distinct
thematic pillar:

HDay 1: M&E Concepts and Policy Cycles

Introduced foundational M&E principles, unpacked the ROMAEF policy cycle, and explored
the Theory of Change as a tool for results-based planning. Exercises focused on defining
assumptions, identifying data gaps, and tracing causal logic in policy planning.

H Day 2: Evaluation Methods and Ex-Post Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)

Covered evaluation types, stakeholder engagement in evaluation design, and indicators of
impact. The second half introduced ex-post RIA, highlighting the importance of identifying
unintended consequences in policy implementation. Participants examined real-world digital
policy cases and discussed different impact pathways.

H Day 3: Results Chains, Indicators, and Data Strategy

Focused on constructing result chains and formulating SMART indicators. Sessions included
practical exercises on aligning indicators with planning objectives, setting baselines, and
linking data sources to performance logic. Digital economy case examples were used to
simulate real implementation scenarios.
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M&E Training Program Structure

Results Chains

DAY 3 Constructing chains and SMART indicators

Evaluation Methods
Types, stakeholder engagement, impact indicators

DAY 2

M&E Concepts
DAY 1 Foundational principles and policy cycles

Throughout the training, participants worked in groups, using exercises to simulate
coordination across ministries and challenges of inter-institutional data exchange. The
M&E Methodology Guide provided the methodological backbone for the sessions and was
used in nearly every exercise, giving participants direct exposure to the tools and templates
introduced under Deliverable 3.

Institutional Coverage and Engagement

The training brought together a cross-section of actors from both central and sectoral
institutions. Core participation included:

® MoEF

BASR

B MDT including DERC, IT Park, and Uzkomnazorat

B MHESI, including IDA

H District-level public officials from Yashnabad and Mirzo Ulug'bek administrations

B Affiliated think tanks and policy coordination bodies such as the Development Strategy
Center

The presence of MoEF and ASR helped ground the training in strategic and budgetary
processes, while participation from MDT and MHESI ensured relevance to implementation-
level challenges in digital innovation and education.

Training Outcomes and Evaluation

At the conclusion of the training program, an in-person debriefing session was held with
participants to reflect on the relevance and utility of the training content. Participants
were invited to share their views on whether the program addressed their institutional and
individual needs. Feedback was overwhelmingly positive. Many highlighted the practical
nature of the sessions, particularly the exercises on indicators and results chains, as directly
applicable to their day-to-day responsibilities. Others emphasized how the training sparked
new thinking around evaluation as a learning tool, rather than a compliance mechanism,
marking a cultural shift in how M&E is understood within their institutions. Several
participants expressed that this training represented a critical step toward mainstreaming
MG&E practices across the Uzbek public administration, aligning with broader reforms
aimed at enhancing transparency, accountability, and strategic governance.
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5. REFLECTIONS AND WAY FORWARD

While the training did not seek to create full-fledged M&E experts, it served as an important
entry point for fostering institutional awareness, introducing basic technical tools, and
encouraging a cultural shift toward learning-oriented governance. It also strengthened the
visibility and practical relevance of the M&E Methodology Guide.

Several participating institutions expressed interest in contextualizing the training materials
into internal capacity-building processes or extending the approach through sector-specific
follow-ups. The combination of conceptual framing, Uzbekistan-specific examples, and
interactive delivery was widely appreciated.

To maintain momentum, future steps may include:
B Embedding M&E modules into the civil service training curriculum;
B Formalizing M&E roles within sectoral ministries, supported by operational guidelines;

M Endorsing the M&E Methodology Guide and Government Decree (D3.2) to give legal
force to good practices;

B Creating an inter-agency peer learning mechanism to facilitate ongoing institutional
exchange on results measurement.










