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A. Introduction
 1. The Global Environmental Fund (GEF) funded project “Adapting water resource management in the Comoros to expected climate change” (ACCE)[footnoteRef:1], jointly implemented by United Nations’ Development Programme (UNDP) and UN Environment (UNEP), was designed to address climate change induced challenges in the Comoros. Project implementation started in February 2011 and was originally scheduled to finish at the end of 2014, but the duration was extended until the end of 2016. The GEF funding was USD 3,740,000 (UNEP: USD 1,020,000 and UNDP: USD 2,720,000) and UNDP-TRAC provided USD 200,000. Furthermore, there has been a co-financing of Euro 150,000 from the Flemish Government (2013-14), which was not planned originally. [1: 	Acronym derived from the French project title: “Projet d’adaptation de la gestion des ressources en eau aux changements climatiques”] 

 2. This report presents a Terminal Evaluation which was conducted after the operational completion of the project. The evaluation was carried out by a single consultant. Field work was carried out in the Comoros from 20 February to 11 March 2017.
 3. The overarching goal of the project was defined in the project document as “to reduce the risk of climate change on lives and livelihoods from impacts on water resources in the Comoros”. The project’s global objective was defined as to reduce the risk of climate change on lives and livelihoods from impacts on water resources in Comoros. To achieve this, the following outcomes were planned: (a) Institutions at a national (i.e. the Autonomous Agency for Water and Energy Distribution (Ma-Mwe) and the National Agency of Civil Aviation and Meteorology (ANACM)) and community (i.e. the Unions of Water Committees in Anjouan and Mohéli - UCEA and UCEM) level strengthened to integrate climate change information into water resources management, (b) Water supply and water quality improved for five selected pilot communities to combat impacts of climate change[footnoteRef:2], (c) Awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice increased for continued process of policy review and development. [2:     Moroni, Bandasamlini, Lingoni-Pomoni, Hoani-Mbatsé, Nieumakélé] 

B. Findings
 4. Strategic Relevance. The project is aligned to the Initial National Communication (2002) and the National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA) (2006), which listed the water sector as being the second most vulnerable sector to climate change (after agriculture), and it is consistent with the United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF), the UN Environment medium term strategy, the UNDP Strategic Plan, the GEF Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) eligibility criteria and the UN Millennium Development Goals. It also takes into account human rights concerns as the pilot projects are addressing water stressed rural communities, including the construction of public stand-posts for people who cannot afford a household connection. However, several activities under Outcomes 1 and 3, which were related more directly to climate change, were eliminated for various reasons, and the project has thus put less emphasis on climate change than originally planned, being redirected more towards a more traditional water supply project. The project strategic relevance is thus rated as moderately satisfactory. 
 5. Achievement of outputs. Concerning the outputs under Outcome 1 (Capacity building), the two first outputs related to the availability of climate data and the capacity to use them have been achieved. There is clearly more climate information available, it is collected and recorded and ANACM has more capacity to use the data for modelling and forecasting. The hydrological modelling was not achieved as data was deemed to be insufficient for modelling. The outputs related to improving the policy framework and developing a capacity strengthening plan within this area have been partially achieved due to another project (PAEPA)[footnoteRef:3]. As the new Water Act has not been approved, it was not deemed relevant to strengthen capacity within this area, so this output has not been achieved. The outputs related to Outcome 2 (putting into place five pilot water supply schemes) have been partially achieved only, due to budget constraints, as the costs were underestimated in the project document. The outputs related to Outcome 3 (project communication and finding and disseminating the lessons learnt), have been partially achieved concerning the first part (communication) and not achieved concerning the second part (dissemination of lessons learnt). All in all, the evaluation rating of outputs is moderately satisfactory. [3:   AfDB financed project : “Projet d'alimentation en eau potable et d'assainissement”
] 

 6. Effectiveness - Attainment of Objectives and Planned Results. Regarding the first outcome, which aimed at strengthening the capacity of the different institutions to integrate climate change information into water resources management, the attainment is mixed. On one hand, there is clear progress in ANACM (collection of data, modelling and analysis), and there is a more widespread awareness in the institutions about the need to improve the management and integration of data related to climate in general and climate change in particular. There is furthermore a nascent interest in Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM). The more tangible effect expected regarding an improved policy framework for water resource management, which takes into account climate change, has not happened. Even so, with a proposal for a new Water Act elaborated (supported by PAEPA), there is some progress regarding the policy framework. However, there is still a long way to go. 
 7. The planned second outcome was improved water supply and water quality for the five pilot communities to combat the impacts of climate change. The evaluator assessment is that: (a) The quantity of water has increased, but due to the old distribution network, this is not fully noticeable to the users, (b) The quality has probably improved at the two sites where slow filters have been installed, but water quality measurement has not been carried out, so this is not documented, (c) Access has only improved where increased water pressure has returned water to sectors connected, but where the water did not reach because of too low pressure in system. Access is still a major problem in Moroni, Hoani-Mbatsé and probably Lingoni-Pomoni. 
 8. The third outcome was that awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice for continued process of policy review and development has increased. As no measurement has been made, neither for the baseline, nor for the end-of-project situation, this outcome impact is difficult to assess. With these caveats, the evaluator assessment is that there is an increasing awareness of the impact of climate change, as this was mentioned by many of the interlocutors. This is no doubt an effect of the many campaigns and projects related to climate change, including the present project. Regarding the communication part, if a distinction is made between (a) general communication products on climate change and the project, and (b) technical documents on the lessons learnt for knowledge networks, the evaluator assessment is that the general communication (a) has probably been covered quite well, but more specific technical information on lessons learnt (b) has not been covered at all.
 9. The overall evaluation rating of the attainment of the outcomes is moderately unsatisfactory.
 10. The indicator for the project objective was the vulnerability to climate change of the pilot project communities. The baseline study carried out Vulnerability Reduction Assessment (VRA) workshops in the villages and they were rated around 4 with an end-of-project target of 2. As the VRAs have not been repeated end-of-project it is difficult to assess this indicator. The evaluator assessment is that the vulnerability has been reduced, as water supply has increased considerably in the pilot communities thus mitigating the impact of future reductions in rainfall. However, taking into account the limitations of the water supply schemes installed, a rating of 2 appears too optimistic.
 11. Independently of the (probable) failure to achieve the indicator target, it is considered moderately likely that the project objective and goal will be achieved, but it will take time. There are considerable barriers, but also a noticeable political will to progress and a process is in motion. There are several on-going efforts with external support to put in place Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) (among these the SIDS-IWRM project and the newly approved UN Environment GEF financed Watershed Management project).
 12. The sustainability is assessed to be the main weakness of the project. The institutional strengthening of ANACM is considered sustainable, but the process to improve the policy framework will no doubt still need substantial external support to keep moving. However, the main sustainability challenges are related to the pilot projects. 
 13. As it is now, the water division of Ma-Mwe (Moroni water supply) is not sustainable, as non-accounted for water may be as high as 80% and the capacity for operation and maintenance (operation and management) is low. There is no quick fix for the lack of sustainability of Ma-Mwe. The water system was privatised a decade ago but the privatisation was not successful, and it was subsequently taken back by the Government. The bad state of the distribution network is one of the main problems, but also the lack of a proper company structure. An obvious first step is to separate the Ma-Mwe water division out as an independent company, be that public or private. But for the company to be viable, considerable investment is needed, among others for network rehabilitation (substituting the old asbestos-cement pipes with High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) pipes), increased reservoir capacity, construction of new wells and installation of meters. A completely new commercial department would have to be set up to secure metering and invoicing.
 14. The four community water supply projects also have serious challenges regarding sustainability, and it can safely be stated that if something substantial is not done to secure operation and maintenance, they are not sustainable. There is an urgent need to put systems for operation and management and cost recovery in place. If that is not done, the water schemes will soon start to degrade, a process that is already visible. It should be added that the reforestation activities on communal lands are clearly not sustainable either, and the drip-irrigation introduced for water conservation is not working. All in all, the probability that sustainability is achieved is rated as unlikely. 
 15. As the sustainability clearly is a major challenge, it is assessed premature to consider replication of the pilot projects, even if it is assessed that there are some interesting experiences that might be worth replicating. 
 16. It should furthermore be mentioned that the lack of a proper Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system implies that hard data are difficult to get (e.g. people effectively served by the water supply schemes, production of water, service hours etc.). This includes the Moroni pilot project with Ma-Mwe. 
 17. Due to the lack of detailed financial information, it is difficult to make a well-founded assessment of the cost-efficiency. With this caveat in mind, it is the evaluator’s impression that much has been done with relatively limited inputs, and the quality of the works is generally acceptable to good. So the rating for efficiency is satisfactory. 
 18. All in all, the project is rated as moderately unsatisfactory.
D. Lessons learnt
 19. The participatory process to select the communities and the involvement of the communities from the very beginning of the project planning is considered to be a crucial factor that has increased the community ownership. It is a relatively simple element to include in project planning, but is often omitted for time reasons or other inconveniences. This is a positive lesson learnt, widely applicable elsewhere. 
 20. The introduction of slow filters in the community water supply schemes is an interesting innovation to improve water quality, often ignored in community projects. Potentially there is a lesson learnt which can be used for upscaling. However, for that to be the case, the experience needs first to be properly documented. In particular, it has to be documented whether the water quality has actually improved, and whether the required operation and management is suitable for community schemes.
 21. When a water supply scheme is planned, the issue of operation and management should be included from the very project design. Failure to do so, as is the case for the present project, puts the future sustainability of the investment at risk. Furthermore, it is important that the project scope include the whole system, including the distribution network and the meters, which has not been the case for the present project. If the project does not include these elements, it is very difficult to put into place a sustainable management of the scheme. This is not a new lesson learnt, as this is well-known from many other similar projects, but it has once again been confirmed by the present project.
 22. The water supply scheme adopted in the pilot projects are well beyond a size that can be managed informally by a Community Water Committee. The operation and management has to be formalised and paid for, independently of the organisational setup chosen (community operated or outsourced to a private operator). Again, this is not a new lesson learnt, as this is well-known from many other similar projects, but is has once again been confirmed by the present project. 
 23. The main weakness of the pilot project in Moroni is the lack of a proper, dedicated operation and maintenance structure and a system for cost recovery. This obviously puts the investment made at risk. The general lesson learnt is that support to a city water supply system should include as a clear condition that proper operation and management is put in place and that there is a system for tariff collection that permits to cover at least the operation and maintenance costs. If there is a need to subsidise the operation and maintenance costs, it has to be clearly defined how and by whom. Again, this is not a new lesson learnt, as this is well-known from many other similar projects, but is has once again been confirmed by the present project.
 24. When planning the reforestation in the present project, proper attention was not paid to an analysis of why the land had been deforested. The consequence is that most of the reforestation made on communal land has been lost. The general lesson learnt is that a thorough analysis should be made during project planning of the factors that have lead to deforestation in the first place, and that these factors should be addressed as part of the project. If they are not, the reforestation is likely to be unsuccessful.
 25. The present project promoting climate change adaptation has included activities in a variety of fields, covering a variety of issues that are important for climate change adaptation. However, the result has been that the investments have been spread out thinly, there has been a considerable management burden and the impacts are difficult to discern. The lesson learnt is that when planning a climate change adaptation project, it is important to avoid attempting to do everything, as the risk is that the investments are spread out too thinly, that it will be difficult to manage and that the impact in each area will be small. It is therefore important to maintain a focus for the project and only include project issues outside the focus area of the project, when these are absolutely necessary for success, and it is unlikely that they will be covered by other actors.
E. Recommendations
 26. As it has been mentioned, the pilot projects are incomplete, particularly by not including the improvement of the distribution network and the metering. This implies that it is not possible to reap the full benefit of the investments made. The corollary is that there can be considerable benefits from a relatively limited additional investment. Furthermore, it is very difficult to put into place a sustainable management of the water supply schemes when these are not functioning properly at the outset, so this additional investment can increase the probability of success in putting into place a sustainable management of the schemes. It is therefore recommended to the Ministry of Production and its partners, particularly UNDP and UN Environment, to urgently search for additional funds to complement the investments made in the five pilot projects. It is further recommended that these additional funds be conditioned on the putting into place of a formalised management of the community pilot schemes. In the case of Moroni, the condition for the provision of additional funds should be that a process of creating an autonomous water company has at least started. Furthermore, as the arguments for and against privatisation of the water supplies in the Comoros, combined with several unsuccessful experiences with privatisation, appear to have complicated the search for sustainable solutions for the operation and management, it is recommended not to link the setting up of formal structures for the management of the water supply schemes with the question of ownership, as this may derail the process. There are many successful examples of both publicly and privately owned water supply companies in other parts of Africa, so the question of ownership is not at the core of the issue. 
 27. The experience with the slow filters in the community water supply schemes should be documented so decisions can be taken on whether to replicate them in other projects. It is recommended to UN Environment and UNDP to make sure this happens.
 28. The evaluator considers that setting up a policy and institutional framework for IWRM is a necessary step towards adapting the management of water resources in the Comoros to climate change. It is therefore recommended to the Government of Comoros, UNDP and UN Environment to include IWRM in future projects in the country. Experience from other African countries shows that this will be a long process, so it is important not to set up too ambitious short term goals. Putting into place IWRM requires a long haul.
 29. Taking into account the various observations made in the present report, it is recommended that UNDP and UNEP revise the newly approved GEF projects to make sure that: (a) they have conducted proper feasibility studies, when relevant, (b) a gender analysis has been conducted and is reflected in the implementation strategy, (c) adequate formal monitoring systems are set up, and (d) when relevant, VRAs are repeated at the end of the project to document the changes that have been achieved.
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 30. The Global Environmental Fund (GEF) funded project “Adapting water resource management in the Comoros to expected climate change” (ACCE)[footnoteRef:4], jointly implemented by United Nations’ Development Programme (UNDP) and UN Environment (UNEP), was designed to address climate change induced challenges in the Comoros. Project implementation started in February 2011 and was originally scheduled to finish at the end of 2014, but the duration has been extended to the end of 2016. The GEF funding was USD 3,740,000 (UNEP: USD 1,020,000 and UNDP: USD 2,720,000) and UNDP-TRAC provided USD 200,000. Furthermore, there has been a co-financing of Euro 150,000 from the Flemish Government (2013-14), which was not planned originally. [4:  	Acronym derived from the French project title: “Projet d’adaptation de la gestion des ressources en eau aux changements climatiques”] 

 31. In line with the UNEP and UNDP Evaluation Policies, the present terminal evaluation is undertaken at completion of the project to assess project performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts (actual and potential) stemming from the project, including their sustainability. The evaluation had two primary purposes: (i) to provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote operational improvement, learning and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UNEP, UNDP and the GEF. Therefore, the evaluation has identified lessons of operational relevance for future project formulation and implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc478540334][bookmark: _Toc506540032][bookmark: _Toc506540716]Evaluation methods
 32. According to the evaluation Terms of Reference (ToR), the evaluation should focus on four key questions, based on the project’s intended outcomes:
 a) Has climate change information been integrated into the water resources management systems of Comoros as a result of the project? Was the project effective in enhancing institutional capacity at the national and community level to facilitate the process?
 b) To what extent has water supply and water quality improved in the pilot communities as a result of the project? To what extent has this helped the communities to adapt to the adverse effects of climate change? Is there evidence of the approach being replicated elsewhere in the Comoros? 
 c) Has the awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practices increased as a result of the project? Has the increased awareness and knowledge resulted in review and development of adaptation policies?
 d) Overall, has the project contributed towards reducing negative impacts of climate change on water resources in Comoros? Was the project successful in setting in motion a process that will ultimately contribute towards reduced risks of climate change induced problems on the lives and livelihoods of people in terms of water resources?
These questions have guided the evaluation.
 33. The evaluation comprised three main phases: 1) inception and document review, as documented in the inception report, 2) field mission to Comoros including stakeholder interviews and project site visits, and 3) analysis and reporting. The evaluation was carried out by a single consultant. 
 34. During the inception and document review phase the evaluator had only access to part of the project documentation (project document, progress reports from UN Environment and UNDP, and some of the studies carried out, e.g. the baseline study). The evaluator consulted further more general documentation on the Comoros, the expected impact from future climate change, the documentation from related projects and the strategy documents from GEF, UNDP and UN Environment.[footnoteRef:5] These documents were reviewed, a revised Theory of Change (ToC) was proposed, the main evaluation questions were defined and a detailed programme for the field visit was proposed. The draft inception report was discussed with the UN Environment Evaluation Office over Skype and meetings were held with the UN Environment task manager in Copenhagen and the UNEP Evaluation Office in Nairobi. [5:     See Annex D for a list of references] 

 35. The second phase was the field work, which was carried out in the Comoros from 20 February to 11 March 2017. During the field work in Comoros, the main activities were (i) interviews with former key project staff from UNDP/UNEP (principally the former project manager, the UN Volunteer Engineer who formerly worked at the project, the UNDP project responsible and the technical officer (RUTI) responsible at Mohéli), (ii) the key Ministries and institutions involved at central (Union) level (including the Meteorological Services (ANACM) and the Water and Electricity Company (Ma-Mwe)), and (iii) field visits to the pilot projects (5 in all).[footnoteRef:6] As planned, the main thrust was put on the field visits, as the pilot projects in budgetary terms constituted the main component. During the field visits, all the constructed or rehabilitated infrastructures were visited and key stakeholders interviewed. It turned out not to be possible to carry out the planned Focus Group meetings as these had not been convened. Instead, community leaders and water committee members and some randomly chosen beneficiaries were interviewed to the greatest extent possible. [6: 	See Annex C for the itinerary and the people met.] 

 36. A final workshop was carried out, organised by UNDP, where the main findings were presented.[footnoteRef:7] However, the participation in the workshop was very limited (UNDP, ANACM and Ma-Mwe). The feed-back was therefore also limited.  [7: 	See Annex H for the presentation made at the workshop.] 

 37. It is a general limitation for terminal evaluations that the key project team is not in place any more, and that focus generally has shifted towards presently on-going activities. Apart from this general limitation, there were several inconveniences that complicated the field visits to Anjouan and Mohéli. As the Government of Comoros (GoC) had cancelled the operating license for one of the two inter-island airlines, it turned out to be impossible to carry out the planned programme, so eventually the evaluation programme had to be adjusted to the availability of flights. The flight schedules were irregular and this was further complicated by the nearby cyclone in Madagascar (Enowa), which lead to several cancellations. As a consequence, quite a lot of time was lost waiting at the airports at Anjouan and Mohéli and the final workshop had to be postponed to Saturday 11 March. The visit to Anjouan was not prepared as expected as the local UNDP officer was occupied with other tasks, so when the evaluator arrived the programme was improvised, and was only possible due to support from the General Secretary of the Commissariat for Production (this support is sincerely acknowledged). However, as the evaluator was not accompanied by persons knowing the details of the project, and as the visits were not announced on beforehand, and hence it was not possible to interview members of the Water Management Committees at one of the pilot sites (Pomoni-Lingoni), the field visit was less productive than expected. At Mohéli on the contrary, the visit was very well prepared and the evaluator succeeded in interviewing all the relevant stakeholders.
 38. It should be mentioned that project evaluations always face the question of attribution, particularly at outcome and objective level. For the outcomes and objectives, the evaluation has to assess as a first step the present situation and the probability of the outcomes and objectives being attained in the future, independently of the attribution of the project evaluated. Outcomes and objectives may be attained – or not attained – for many reasons beyond the project. What finally has to be evaluated is whether the project has contributed to this, and of course whether the contribution is substantial or marginal. Therefore, even if the evaluation is that a given outcome has a reasonable chance of being attained in the future, this does not necessarily mean that the project is successful, as it may have failed, but other stakeholders may be responsible for it being achieved anyway – and vice versa. There is often a desire by project funders to be able to define exactly their own share of a given achievement, however, particularly when projects are small and there are many actors intervening, this will more often than not be a futile exercise.  
 39. It should furthermore be mentioned that the lack of a proper Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system implies that hard data are difficult to get at (e.g. people effectively served by the water supply schemes, production of water, service hours etc.). This includes the Moroni pilot project with Ma-Mwe. It should also be mentioned that it has not been possible for the evaluator to get detailed financial information comparing the original budget with the actual expenditures for each activity.
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 40. Comoros is a Small Island Developing State predicted to be adversely affected by climate change (climate change) and climate variability. The climate of Comoros is strongly influenced by large ocean-atmosphere interactions, such as trade winds, El Niño and monsoons. However, the negative effects of climate change might result in changes in rainfall levels and patterns, increased temperatures, sea level rise with subsequent salinization and increased frequency of climatic hazards. These effects will reduce the availability of water in general and negatively affect the quality of water through dilution of contaminants, such as pollutants, salts and sediment. Therefore, climate change is likely to have negative impact on water supply and water quality in Comoros. These adverse effects are superimposed on existing human practices such as high rates of deforestation, as well as inadequate water resources management including inadequate water supply infrastructure, insufficient water treatment and water quality monitoring. Combined, these factors threaten water and food security, economic growth and ultimately people’s livelihoods. The risks related to water security are well acknowledged in Comoros; they have been identified by the Comoros Poverty Reduction and Growth Strategy (SCAD II) as among the most critical problems facing the Comoros, and the NAPA (2006) process listed water sector as being the second most vulnerable sector to climate change (next to agriculture). 
 41. No significant changes in the political context have occurred since the project was formulated. The Comoros has been through long periods of political instability since independence in 1975, but there has been relative stability since 2009[footnoteRef:8], the elections in mid-2016 took place in relative calm and the power was handed over to the new President without major upheavals. [8: 	According to the 2009 revised constitution, the Comoros is now a Union (Federation) of three Autonomous Islands: Ngazidja (Grande Comore), Nzwani (Anjouan) and Mwali (Mohéli), each with their own autonomous government.] 

 42. According to the World Bank, the economic situation has deteriorated the last couple of years as growth has slowed and the economy remains undiversified (with a heavy dependence on family remittances from abroad and on production and export of vanilla, ginger and ylong-ylong). While the economy had showed signs of recovery achieving an eight-year high in terms of economic growth at 3.5% in 2013, conditions since then have deteriorated with growth slowing from 2.1% in 2014 to 1% in 2015 and 2016 (against a population growth of around 2.4%). Severe shortages in electricity supply have presented a drag on all sectors of the economy. Slowing growth has been accompanied by a rapid depreciation of the Comorian franc by approximately 24% since June 2014, placing a strain on the import capacity of this highly import-dependent economy, and increasing pressure on domestic prices. For these reasons, the fiscal situation is very fragile and the country is thus very dependent on access to foreign aid.
 43. Of relevance for the present project is that UNDP is implementing another project with GEF funding (USD 8,990,890) called “Enhancing Adaptive Capacity and Resilience to Climate Change in the Agriculture Sector in Comoros”, abbreviated to CRCCA[footnoteRef:9]. This project has been implemented in close coordination with the present project and has complemented activities for which funding was insufficient. Other important complementary projects are the AfDB PAEPA[footnoteRef:10] project and the EU-AFD Water and Sanitation project for Domoni[footnoteRef:11]. An on-going regional Small Island Development State (SIDS) pilot project promoting IWRM (GIRE in French) is also relevant, particularly as it is expected to be scaled up in the future. [9: 	Enhancing adaptive capacity for increased reliance to climate change in the agriculture sector in the Union of the Comoros]  [10: 	“Programme d’Alimentation en Eau Potable et d’Assainissement”]  [11: 	“Approvisionnement en eau potable de l’agglomération de Domoni et ses alentours”] 

 44. Of relevance for the continuation of some of the initiatives financed by the project, it should be mentioned that UNEP has received GEF approval for funding (USD 5,140,000) for a project called: ”Building Climate Resilience through Rehabilitated Watersheds, Forests and Adaptive Livelihoods”, and UNDP has received GEF approval for funding (USD 8,932,421) for a project called: “Comoros: Strengthening Comoros Resilience Against Climate Change and Variability Related Disaster”.[footnoteRef:12] Furthermore, UNDP is preparing a project for the Green Climate Fund, which (if approved) will make it possible to complement crucial missing elements of the pilot projects (see further below). [12: 	https://www.thegef.org/projects?f[]=field_country:44] 
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 45. The overarching goal of the project was defined in the project document as “to adapt water resource management to climate change in the Comoros”. The project’s global objective was defined in the project document as to: “reduce the risk of climate change on lives and livelihoods from impacts on water resources in Comoros”. To achieve this, the following outcomes were planned:
 a) Institutions at a national (i.e. Ma-Mwe and ANACM) and community (i.e. the Unions of Water Committees at Anjouan and Mohéli - UCEA and UCEM) level strengthened to integrate climate change information into water resources management.  
 b) Water supply and water quality improved for selected pilot communities to combat impacts of climate change.
 c) Awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice increased for continued process of policy review and development.
 46. The project logic was therefore that by increasing the availability of information regarding the effects of climate change, enhancing the capacity to use this information and the revision of the policy framework for specifically the water sector, the Government of Comoros would have increased its capacity to take the necessary measures to adapt to climate change. The interventions implemented at the pilot sites would, according to the project document, “test the extent to which: i) delivery to safe water for household use; ii) access to water for irrigation purposes; iii) income streams; and iv) livelihoods can be protected and improved under changing climatic conditions, and based on this a plan for upscaling was to be elaborated. Finally, support for learning and dissemination of the experiences should facilitate the further process of adapting to climate change.”
 47. The main planned outputs and activities are indicated in the table below:
Table 1. Planned outputs and activities
	Outcome
	Outputs
	Main activities

	Outcome 1. Institutions at a national (i.e. Ma-Mwe and ANACM) and community (i.e. UCEA and UCEM) level strengthened to integrate climate change information into water resource management.
	Output 1.1. Information on climate change risks to water availability in Comoros improved.
	Asses capacity of ANACM
Provide adequate equipment
Develop systems for collecting data
Support for analysing of data and modelling
Training of staff from, among others, ANACM, Ma-Mwe, UCEM and UCEA

	
	Output 1.2. Capacity to assess and monitor changes in water supply and quality (given climate change projections) developed.
	

	
	Output 1.3. Preparation and provision of improved climate information for water resource management policies and spending plans.
	

	
	Output 1.4. Integration of improved climate information with water resource management policies and spending plans, and other relevant policies.
	Revise and analyse policy documents (including the Water Act)
Develop proposals
Establish a cross-ministerial body for coordination of climate change adaptation
Develop capacity for policy development


	
	Output 1.5. Capacity development plan for policy review and design among decision-makers developed based on best known scientific and technical evidence-base.
	

	
	Output 1.6. Capacity development plan for policy review and design among decision-makers implemented. 
	

	Outcome 2: Water supply and water quality for selected pilot communities to combat impacts of climate change improved.
	Output 2.1. Technologies to improve water access and quality that mitigate climate change risks piloted, e.g. soil conservation measures, water harvesting, remedial work on existing boreholes.
	Rehabilitation of water schemes at five pilot project sites
Training of water  management committees in operation and management
Awareness raising in communities
Training of farmers in sustainable agriculture
Reforestation
Train Ma-Mwe staff in operation and management and cost recovery
Develop a replication plan

	
	Output 2.2. Community members trained to manage adaptive water interventions sustainably. 
	

	Outcome 3: Awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice for continued process of policy review and development increased.
	Output 3.1. Knowledge products developed on lessons learned for policy makers, communities and donors throughout the project.
	Compile the results and lessons learned under Outcome 1 and 2
Develop awareness and training materials 
Establish parliamentarian working groups and brief them 
One national and three island-level workshops for dissemination
Community workshops to disseminate lessons learnt
Newsletters, newspaper articles, booklets and pamphlets
Collate and submit all technical documents and establish project web-site


	
	Output 3.2. Learning disseminated through platform for national learning and sustainability.
	

	
	Output 3.3 Disseminate Comorian experience in knowledge networks related to water and climate change, including ALM, GAN and IW Learn.
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 48. The project has the following principal target stakeholders:
 a) At central (Union) level: The General Directorate of Water and Forests (DGEF) (where the Project Unit is located), The General Directorate of Energy and Water (DGEME) (both originally under the same Ministry, MAPEIAA, but since mid 2016 under two different ministries), and the meteorological services (ANACM). Originally also the parliamentary politicians would be targeted, but these activities were transferred to another project (PAEPA).
 b) At Island Level: The Water and Electricity Company (Ma-Mwqe) at Grande Comore, the Union of Water Committees at Anjouan (UCEA) and Mohéli (UCEM), and the Island Directorates for the Environment at Anjouan and Mohéli.
 c) At community level: the Village Water Committees and Inter-village Water Committees and the Municipalities.
 49. Important stakeholders are also several similar projects, among these the UNDP CRCCA[footnoteRef:13] project, the AfDB PAEPA[footnoteRef:14] project, the EU-AFD Water and Sanitation project for Domoni[footnoteRef:15], the IFAD project PNDHD[footnoteRef:16] and others. There is a table with a stakeholder analysis in Annex J. [13: 	Enhancing adaptive capacity for increased reliance to climate change in the agriculture sector in the Union of the Comoros]  [14: 	“Programme d’Alimentation en Eau Potable et d’Assainissement”]  [15: 	“Approvisionnement en eau potable de l’agglomération de Domoni et ses alentours”]  [16: 	“National Programme for Sustainable Human Development”] 

 50. Some additional stakeholders were mentioned in the project document. The University of Comoros has been participating in the Project Board, but has not been actively involved. It is not clear for the evaluator what the involvement has been of the Farmers Union (FNAC), the National Institute for Research in Agriculture, Fishery and the Environment (INRAPE), or the National Center for Scientific Documentation and Research (CNRDS), also mentioned in the project document, as the meetings set up with these did not materialise. It is understood that their involvement has been very limited. Taking into account the focus of the project on climate change adaptation in the water sector, with a heavy emphasis on water for human consumption, it is considered that the stakeholder involvement has been satisfactory.
 51. Regarding the coordination, the main water sector institutions were represented on the Project Board (see below). There have been quite extensive consultations with the stakeholders during project preparation and the minutes from the different events were included as an annex to the project document. Regarding the broader sector coordination, there is as part of the monitoring framework for the Poverty Reduction Strategy (SCAD) a Water and Sanitation Sector Working Group, chaired by the General Planning Commissariat, which is in charge of the coordination between the GoC and the donors, presently with AFD as lead donor.
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 52. The Project Board (Steering Committee – “Comité de Pilotage”) included as mentioned a broader range of stakeholders, including stakeholders not directly targeted by the project activities such as the University of Comoros. The Chief Technical Adviser (CTA) and technical project staff have also participated in the project board meetings, and in some of these there has also been representatives from other similar projects (as CRCCA and PNDHD).
 53. The project board has met a little less than once a year, in all 4 times over five years. First meeting was in February 2012, the second in September 2012, the third in April 2013 and the fourth (and last) was in December 2015. At the project board meetings reports on project progress were presented, the annual work plans for 2012, 2013 and 2016 were presented and general issues of concern were discussed. The role of the project board has been more ceremonial than envisaged in the project document, where 2 meetings per year were stipulated. The work plans and budgets for 2014 and 2015 seem not to have been approved by the project board. It is understood that the technical committees at national and island level have never been functional. In the documentation received by the evaluator there are no minutes from these meetings.
 54. The project implementation set-up is shown in the below figure (taken from the project document):
Figure 1. Organisational structure
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 55. The day-to-day operations were handled by a Project Coordinator located at DGEF and supported by an accountant and some support staff. The technical part was supported by the CTA, UN Volunteers (called VNU after their French acronym) and short term consultants. At each island, there was a responsible technician (called RUTI), financed and shared by the present (and other) UNDP-UNEP projects. It is evident that even if the project has been carried out under the National Execution modality, the UNDP country office has had a pro-active role in project implementation. 
Figure 2. Management setup
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 56. Project supervision has been divided between UNEP and UNDP, according to the division of the outputs between UNEP and UNDP across the outcomes. The UNEP supervision was handled by a Task Manager located at the UNEP-DTU Centre in Copenhagen, and the UNDP supervision was carried out by the local UNDP office at Moroni with backstopping from the UNDP Regional Office at Addis Ababa. This division of the supervision has of course not made is easier for UNDP and UNEP, as each of them have struggled to keep themselves updated on the progress on the outputs, which were the responsibility of the other part. 
 57. It was stated in the project document that “M&E will be undertaken by the Project Support Staff and the UNDP Country Office with support from UNDP/UNEP. UNDP will be the lead on all M&E with input provided by UNEP to ensure that there is one harmonized M&E report.” The Mid Term Review pointed out that the M&E needed to be strengthened, but this has not happened. There was a budget for M&E (Annex 7 to the project document), which also included funding for the Mid Term Review and the Final Evaluation. An M&E Expert was planned as part of the technical team, but it is understood that this post was eliminated.
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 58. The basic design of the project with three outcomes has not been changed. However, it turned out after making the feasibility studies for the Pilot Projects under Outcome 2 (UNDP part) that the cost of these had been severely underestimated during project design. At the same time, several activities planned under Outcome 1 (UNEP part) were not feasible. Among these was the hydrological modelling, as there was not sufficient data for this, the need for weather stations was reduced and the planned hydrological measuring equipment was not acquired. As a consequence, a budget revision was carried out in 2013, where several activities planned under the UNEP part for Outcome 1 were scaled down or eliminated, and UNEP took on some of the soft costs of Outcome 2 (among others the payment for international consultants and co-financing of the RUTIs), which made it possible to allocate more UNDP funding for the Pilot Projects (Outcome 2). At the same time the project period was extended with one year to end 2015 within the existing budget (“no-cost” extension).
 59. Even with this reallocation, the funding was still insufficient for the five pilot projects. It was then discussed whether one or two pilot projects should be eliminated, or whether all five projects should be maintained, but scaled down. As the communities had been part of the participative planning process, it was not considered a good idea to completely eliminate a pilot project, so the second option was chosen. However, this decision has had consequences for the effectiveness and sustainability of the projects, as it will be discussed below, as the projects generally are incomplete.
 60. After the Mid Term Review a new revision was made, where some activities under Outcome 1 were changed (and some eventually - for different reasons - not carried out). At the moment of the Mid Term Review, it looked as if the project could still be finalised within the existing time-frame, which turned out to be too optimistic. The project was thus in practice extended to end 2016. It was mainly the Pilot Projects that were implemented in 2015-2016 as most of the other activities had been finalized (or decisions had been taken not to carry them out).
 61. One of the five pilot projects was changed, so instead of the Djandro Plateau (Mohéli), the nearby communities of Hoani and Mbatsé were included (2 communities instead of 5). This could be done without creating major problems as the Djandro Plateau was taken over by a project financed by AFD.
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 62. The evaluator has received summary information on the budgets and actual expenditures from the UNDP country office in Moroni. Below is a summary table – there are more details in Annex H. Detailed information that would permit to compare the budget with the actual expenditure for each planned activity was not made available.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The evaluator has asked UNDP Comoros for this information, but what is presented here is what has been made available.] 

TOTAL BUDGET AND ACTUAL EXPENDITURES (USD)
Table 2. Original budget and actual expenditure
	Outcome / Component
	Original budget
	Actual expenditure

	Outcome 1: Institutions at a national (i.e. Ma-Mwe and ANACM) and community (i.e. UCEA and UCEM) level strengthened to integrate climate change information into water resources management.
	1,018,000
	847,164

	Outcome 2: Water supply and water quality for selected pilot communities to combat impacts of climate change improved.
	2,144,000
	2,869,068

	Outcome 3: Awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice for continued process of policy review and development increased.
	178,000
	276,633

	Project Management
	500,000
	346,340

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	100,000
	66,481

	Outcome / Component
	3,940,999
	4.405.685



 63. The project document expected co-financing from several sources, basically other similar projects and contributions from partner institutions. This co-financing only means that the projects are expected to contribute to the same objectives and outcomes, not that ACCE would receive funding from these, expect for the UNDP-TRAC funds.
Table 3. Co-financing
	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Type 
	BUDGET (USD)

	UNDP-TRAC
	Grant
	200,000

	BAD
	Parallel
	6,398,106

	AFD
	Parallel
	1,020,000

	ANACM
	Parallel
	23,515

	Ma-Mwe
	Parallel
	568,147

	UNDP-BCPR
	Parallel
	918,550

	UNDP
	In-kind
	148,000

	Comoros Government
	In-kind
	40,000

	Total co-financing:
	
	9,316,318



 64. According to the UNDP Country Office, these projects have been carried out as expected. The UNDP-TRAC funding has materialised, and the same has the ANACM and Ma-Mwe contributions. [footnoteRef:18] [18:  The evaluator asked the UNDP office for documentation from these projects but was told that they don’t have these documents, which sounds plausible.] 

[bookmark: _Toc478540342][bookmark: _Toc506540040][bookmark: _Toc506540724]Project partners
 65. As mentioned above, the project has been implemented under the national execution modality. The main partner and organisation responsible for the project implementation was the Ministry of Agriculture, Production, Environment, Energy, Industry and Handicraft (MAPEEIA).[footnoteRef:19] There were some initial discussions on whether the project should be placed under the DGEME or the DGEF. The project management unit ended up being located at the DGEF.[footnoteRef:20] [19: 	“Ministère de la Production, de l'Environnement, de l'Énergie, de l'Industrie et de l'Artisanat”]  [20: 	After the election of a new Government in mid 2016 the Ministry has been split up, but during the project it was one single Ministry. ] 

 66. The main partners being involved in the implementation were, apart from DGEF (WRM) and DGEME (Water Sector Policy), ANACM (climate data collection, analysis and modelling), Ma-Mwe (Moroni Pilot Project), UCEM and UCEA (support to the setting up of Water Management Committees at the four community pilot schemes). At community level the partners have been the Water Management Committees and to some extent the municipalities. Neither the Regional Directorates for the Environment (decentralised authority at Island level), nor the Commissariats for Production (deconcentrated authorities at Island level) have been directly involved in the implementation, as this has been managed directly by the Project Coordinator at DGEF (DGEF was contract holder for the construction of the pilot projects). These main partners have at the same time received technical assistance and training, strengthening their capacity. There is a more detailed stakeholder analysis in Annex J.
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 67. The project document did not make use of Theory of Change but it had a table with the outcomes and indicators. The outputs and activities were detailed in the text. The underlying logic was coherent: The project was intervening at three levels:
 a) Strengthening the relevant sector institutions so they would have better data relevant for climate change available and would be able to interpret them and use them for disaster prevention, for planning for climate change adaptation and for sector policy formulation,
 b) Piloting water supply schemes at community level that are more resistant to climate change (droughts, extreme weather events, saltwater intrusion) and protect the water sources (reforestation and more sustainable agricultural practices).
 c) Information and lessons learnt, particularly from the pilot projects, on adaptation and how to remove barriers to adaptation should be collected and disseminated. 
 68. The logic was then that based on these three outcomes, contributions would have been made to the objective: “to reduce the risk of climate change on lives and livelihoods from impacts on water resources in the Comoros”. One of the pathways described is that the GoC decides to upscale the experiences from the project.
 69. However, how to come from the outcomes to the goal is not clear. Below is a reconstructed ToC based on the project document logical framework, where intermediate states have been included[footnoteRef:21]. At Union level, it is supposed that the strengthening of the institutions related to climate change monitoring and data processing, will lead to the following intermediate states: [21:  There is as mentioned no ToC in the project document. The intermediate stages are proposed by the evaluator based on an interpretation of the inherent logic in the project document. The revised ToC has been presented at the final workshop but no comments were received.] 

 a) The institutions, among these ANACM and Ma-Mwe, have put in place a self-sustaining system with the capacity to predict the future impact of climate change on water resources,
 b) A satisfactory policy framework for Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) is put in place, and
 c) The improved policy framework for IWRM is implemented and enforced
 70. Experience from other countries shows that it is a long process to put into place a political and institutional framework for IWRM, and when that has been done, to actually succeed in the implementation and the enforcement. Among the barriers are normally:
 a) Resistance to IWRM measures from vested interests.
 b) Lack of understanding in the communities of the need for IWRM measures to secure the water resources for the common good. This is a barrier that the project has possibilities to influence (hence a driver).
 c) Difficulties in the enforcement because of lack of political backing when negotiation and consensus seeking turns out to be insufficient to solve conflicts over the water resources. This is often when political will to implement IWRM falters (hence an assumption).
 71. Regarding the pilot activities at community level, the envisaged intermediate stage is: Best practices from the pilot projects and other experiences are integrated into the GoC’s developments plan for the water sector and used for scaling up.
 72. A driver for this to happen is that a solution is found for sustainable operation and maintenance, which makes them candidates for replication (together with other experiences with community water schemes), and an assumption is that the GoC is able to find the resources internally and/or externally for this upscaling. 


Figure 3. Reconstructed Theory of Change
[image: ]Note: The yellow boxes indicate the outputs as stated in the project document, while the blue boxes indicate the outcomes as stated in the project document. The grey boxes indicate the proposed intermediate states, the olive boxes indicate the proposed drivers and the orange boxes the proposed assumptions, as identified in the reconstructed ToC. 

 73. This reconstructed TOC was presented to the stakeholders that participated in the debriefing, but there were no detailed comments to it.
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 74. The Project is contributing to the 2008-2012 United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF), Outcome 4: "By 2012, the integrity of the ecosystems is preserved and the eco-services they provide are for the benefit of the population, and the vulnerability to natural and climatic hazards is significantly reduced"[footnoteRef:22].[footnoteRef:23] The project is also aligned to the UN Environment Medium-term Strategy 2010–2013 (even if it is not mentioned in the project document), where Climate Change is one of the six cross-cutting thematic priorities[footnoteRef:24], and to the UNDP 2008-2011 Strategic Plan, which has environment and sustainable development, including adaptation to climate change, as one of its strategic pillars[footnoteRef:25]. It is also aligned to the Initial National Communication (2002) and the National Adaptation Programme of Action (NAPA) (2006), which listed the water sector as being the second most vulnerable sector to climate change (after agriculture). [22: 	Système des Nations Unies en Union des Comores : “Plan cadre des Nations Unies pour l’aide au développement (UNDAF) (2008-2012)”. Page 38.]  [23: 	In the UNDAF 2015-2019, the project contributes to Outcome 2: “Strengthening of the access to basic social services and of household resilience”, under which water and sanitation is a component. ]  [24:   In particular the expected accomplishment (a) (That adaptation planning, financing and cost-effective preventative actions are increasingly incorporated into national development processes that are supported by scientific information, integrated climate impact assessments and local climate data); and (e) “That country policymakers and negotiators, civil society and the private sector have access to relevant climate change science and information for decision-making.”]  [25:   “The strategy of UNDP focuses on supporting countries in (a) assessing vulnerability in key sectors; (b) integrating climate change risk considerations into national development plans and policies; and (c) gaining access to new funding sources to support innovative adaptation initiatives” (UNDP: “Strategic plan, 2008-2011”, 2008).] 

 75. The project conforms in principle to the GEF Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) eligibility criteria, namely: i) undertaking a country driven and participatory approach; ii) implementing the NAPA priorities; iii) supporting a “learning-by-doing” approach; iv) undertaking a multi-disciplinary approach; v) promoting gender equality; and vi) undertaking a complementary approach. It also takes into account the human rights as the pilot projects are addressing water stressed rural communities and the construction of public stand-posts, which gives access to water for the people who can not afford a household connection. The weakest point here is the promotion of gender equality, an issue which is not explicitly addressed, despite that it is well known that gender issues are very important in water projects at community level. It is stated in the project document that the project has been designed to meet overall GEF requirements in terms of implementation and design, e.g. sustainability, replicability, M&E and stakeholder involvement. As it will be discussed below, this is the case for stakeholder involvement, but regarding sustainability, replicability and M&E, this may have been the intention, but is has not been fully achieved. 
 76. The project document is from before the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG), so reference is made to the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). The project document states that the resultant improved access to drinking water will be a key element for the improvement of the nutritional status of the Comorian community, therefore attaining better health outcomes and positively affecting MDGs 4 and 6 and 7. It is considered that this is a too broad statement and that the most clear contribution of the project is to Target 7C of MDG 7 (“halve by 2015, the proportion of the population without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation”) and Target 7A (“To integrate the principles of sustainable development into every nation’s policies and programmes, and also reverse the depletion of environmental resources”).
 77. With the emphasis in the project on capacity building, the project is also aligned to the Bali Strategy[footnoteRef:26]. However, it should be noted that eventually not all the planned capacity building activities were carried out (which is considered justified – see below). [26: 	Governing Council of the United Nations Environment Programme: “Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-building”, 2005] 

 78. In conclusion, the project is well aligned, both to the UN and to the national priorities. However, as mentioned above, several activities under Outcome 1 and 3, related more directly to climate change, were eliminated for various reasons, and the project has thus put less emphasis on climate change than originally planned, being redirected more towards a more traditional water supply project. The project strategic relevance is thus rated as Moderately Satisfactory. 
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 79. To secure the planned 11 outputs (6 outputs for Outcome 1 and 3 outputs for each of Outcome 2 and 3), 52 activities were planned (20 for each of Outcome 1 and 2, and 12 for Outcome 3). Not all activities were eventually carried out, either because they were being done by another project, or they were considered infeasible, or because they were considered to be less relevant due to the circumstances – and in some cases because of budget constraints. In Annex E there is comparison of planned activities and activities eventually carried out.[footnoteRef:27] There is of course a direct relationship between the realization of activities and the outputs – if some of the activities are not carried out, the outputs can not be expected to be fully achieved (unless they have been carried out, but just with financing from other sources). [27: 	It should be mentioned that it has not been easy to establish exactly which activities have actually been carried out – completely or partially – due to various factors: (I) the reporting is not very precise, (ii) it has not been possible to get detailed financial information related to each activity, and (iii) the Project Unit was not in place any more at the time of the evaluation. The table in Annex E therefore constitutes the evaluator’s best understanding of what has been done – and not done.] 

 80. The activities fall principally in two main groups: (i) strengthening of national institutions in the area of Water Resource Management (WRM) and climate change, and (ii) the five pilot projects aimed at putting into place sustainable and climate change resistant Water Supply Schemes and improving water and soil conservation. The third group of activities is derived from the two first (collecting and disseminating information on the project and climate change, and supporting advocacy in the area of WRM and climate change).
 81. In general terms, there were most changes in the planned activities for the first outcome (outputs 1.1 to 1.6), while several activities for the third Outcome (outputs 3.1 to 3.3) were not carried out. For Outcome 2 (outputs 2.1 to 2.3), activities were carried out on all five planned project sites, but the scope was reduced due to budget constraints. All these changes of course affected the achievement of the outputs.
[bookmark: _Toc478540348][bookmark: _Toc506540046][bookmark: _Toc506540730]Achievement of outputs related to Outcome 1
 82. Output 1.1. “Information on climate change risks to water availability in Comoros improved”, and Output 1.2 “Capacity to assess and monitor changes in water supply and quality (given climate change projections) developed”.
 83. The main partner institution for these two outputs is the National Agency for Civil Aviation and Meteorology, ANACM. The project has financed the installation of 5 small automatic meteorological stations (2 in Anjouan, 2 in Grande Comore and 1 in Mohéli). All five stations are operational (since 2012) and according to ANACM they have had few problems during operation and they have never lost data. They are connected to ANACM by mobile phone. Two staff members have been trained by the provider at their factory in France. The data collected is used in the climate models for forecasting. They have technical support from ASECNA.[footnoteRef:28] [28: 	“Agence pour la Sécurité de la Navigation Aérienne en Afrique et à Madagascar”] 

 84. Before the installation of these 5 stations, the only meteorological data available was from 2 airports and the forecasting was made by international agencies (the evaluator saw 4 of the 5 stations during the field visits). ANACM has since received 4 more weather stations financed by the CRCCA project.








[image: ]
The weather station at Bandasamlini
 85. The data and the climate modelling have permitted ANACM to produce its own weather forecasts, which are recorded for Television at the studio installed at ANACM.
[image: ][image: ]Climate modelling workstation at ANACM (not financed by the project)
Studio for recording weather forecasts, ANACM


 86. ANACM staff has together with staff from other institutions received training in climate modelling (15 persons for 1 week). One staff from ANACM has been trainee in Niger for two months in the use of the modelling software and one staff from ANACM has been on a one week training in France.
 87. The ex-project-coordinator has provided the following information on the training carried out:
Table 5. Training workshops Outcome 1.
	Training workshops
	Participants

	Training of staff from Ma-Mwe, UCEA, UCEM, DGEF, DGEME and ANACM on the integration of climate data and the risk management approach in the water sector (UNEP funds).
	33 participants of which 8 women

	Training of staff from ANACM and DGEF on the collection and analysis of climate data and the downscaling of climate models (UNEP funds)
	18 participants of which 5 women



 88. It was planned also to introduce hydrological modelling. However, it turned out that the hydrological data available were not sufficient for this modelling. Training was carried out, but concrete modelling was not done. The planned installation of hydrological measuring equipment was not done. Several of the activities related to the first output were gathered after the Mid Term Review in a new activity 1.1.4 “State of the Art study on water and climate in Comoros, including analysis of sectorial policies that hinder or facilitate resilience and, links between tides and salinity, an analysis of costs and benefits of adaptation, and the recommendation of adaptation indicators”.[footnoteRef:29] This study – in the latest planning scheduled for last quarter of 2016 - was not carried out. The justification for this study is not clear, and hence the consequence of not carrying it out does not appear to be of major importance. [29: 	The original formulation was: “1.1.4. Analyse available meteorological data (including data converted in Activity 1.1.3, river flow data and rainfall data) to validate the hydrological models computed in Activity 1.2.1.“ It was joined with the original activities 1.1.6 (“Installation of tide gauge”), 1.5.1 (“Develop a capacity development plan for policy review and design among stakeholders.”) and 2.1.9 (“Develop indicators and targets to measure adaptation in the water sector”).] 

 89. In conclusion, as there is no clear target for these outputs (“increased”, but with how much?), it can safely be stated that the two outputs have been achieved. There is clearly more climate information available, it is collected and recorded and ANACM has more capacity to use the data for modelling and forecasting. 
 90. The data could be used better, however. The information is published in a monthly bulletin, but the evaluator considers that the data ought to be available at an ANACM website. Furthermore, as stated by ANACM, the database it very extensive and could be brought to much more use than it is presently. 
 91. Output 1.3. “Preparation and provision of improved climate information for water resource management policies and spending plans”.
 92. This output was to be based on the hydrological modelling of water resources, which turned out not to be feasible due to insufficient data. It should have been done in close cooperation with the AFD project and the SIDS IWRM project. This output has not been achieved.
 93. Output 1.4. “Integration of improved climate information with water resource management policies and spending plans, and other relevant policies.”
 94. The activities under this output were primarily an analysis of the institutional and policy framework for the water sector, make proposals for a revised Water Act (“Code de l’Eau”), develop proposals for tariff policy and analyse the consequences for other sector policies (Agriculture, Environment, Economic Growth). As these activities were taken up by the AfDB financed PAEPA project, they have not been carried out by the ACCE. The PAEPA project has only been partly successful in achieving this output: the sector analysis has been carried out and a proposal for a revised Water Act has been developed. The proposal has not passed parliament and is still under consideration – an often heard comment is that the proposal is too generic and not sufficiently adapted to the concrete Comorian environment. The output has thus been partly achieved, but due to another project.
 95. Output 1.5. “Capacity development plan for policy review and design among decision-makers developed based on best known scientific and technical evidence-base.”
 96. The elaboration of a capacity development plan was taken out after the Mid Term Review as this was being done by the PAEPA project. The planned training was not carried out either, according to the former project coordinator because the new Water Act had not been approved. The output has thus been partly achieved, but due to another project.
 97. Output 1.6. “Capacity development plan for policy review and design among decision-makers implemented.”
 98. The activities included the establishment of a cross-ministerial body for government coordination on adaptation policy and training activities. These have not been done, according to the former project coordinator because the new Water Act had not been approved. Hence, the output has not been achieved.
[bookmark: _Toc478540349][bookmark: _Toc506540047][bookmark: _Toc506540731] Achievement of outputs related to Outcome 2
 99. Output 2.1. “Technologies to improve water access and quality that mitigate climate change risks piloted, e.g. soil conservation measures, water harvesting, remedial work on existing boreholes.”
 100. As mentioned, the five planned pilot projects have been implemented, but with a general reduction in scope due to budget constraints, and one of the sites was changed (the five Djandro Plateau communities were substituted with the neighbouring communities Hoani and Mbatsé).
 101. The main scope of the projects was eventually the following:
1. The Moroni project with Ma-Mwe. The improvement of the network was limited to the 7 km Transmission Main from TP5 to the main reservoir (RB2000), partial rehabilitation of the borehole TP5, installation of 5 valves for air exhaust, 1 interconnection and 1 evacuation valve. The borehole UNO4 is presently under rehabilitation with other funding.
2. The Bandasamlini Project, Grande Comore (Njazidja). The project scope was changed to mainly cover construction of impluviums, reforestation and training in soil and water conservation. The planned reservoirs are under construction with funds from the CRCCA project.
3. The Nioumakélé project, Anjouan (Nzwani). The rehabilitation of the network was limited to the construction of a new water intake and a partial rehabilitation of the transmission main.
4. The Lingoni-Pomoni project, Anjouan. The rehabilitation of the network was limited to the rehabilitation of the intake, construction of a new transmission main and the construction of a slow filter was added. Only one of the reservoirs was constructed (Pomoni), the other reservoir (Lingoni) was rehabilitated. 57 public stand-posts installed.
5. The Mbatsé-Hoani Project, Mohéli. As the site was changed, the scope was also different from the planned. The project consisted in the rehabilitation of the water intake, a new transmission main, a slow filter and one reservoir. Installation of 35 public stand-posts and rehabilitation of 20 more.
 102. In conclusion, the output has been partly achieved (partly only due to budget constraints).

[image: ][image: ]








Impluvium, Bandasamlini			Water harvesting Reservoir, Bandas. (CRclimate changeA financed) 
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Contour planting, Bandasamlini			         Slow filter, Lingoni-Pomoni scheme
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Public stand-post, Pomoni			      Broken school stand-post, Pomoni
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Household yard connection, Pomoni		      Water reservoir, Hoani
 103. Output 2.2. “Community members trained to manage adaptive water interventions sustainably.”
 104. Training has been carried out of members of the water committees (“Comités de gestion de l’eau“) in four of the pilot projects (i.e. excluding Moroni). Slow filters for water treatment have been constructed at two sites (Lingoni-Pomoni and Hoani-Mbatsé) as the lack of water treatment in the community water schemes is an obvious challenge. The Ma-Mwe staff has been trained in soldering of HDPE pipes. 
 105. The ex-project-coordinator has provided the following information on the training carried out for community members:


Table 6. Workshops Outcome 2
	Training workshops
	Participants

	Training on Community Management of water supply
	28 members of the Lingoni-Pomoni, water committees, of which 8 women (Anjouan)
20 members of the Mbatsé-Hoani water committees, of which 8 women (Mohéli)

	Training on maintenance and repair of rural water supply networks 
	15 members of the Lingoni-Pomoni and Nioumakelé water committees (Anjouan)
10 members of the Hoani-Mbatsé water committees (Mohéli)

	Training on sustainable and resilient agricultural land management
	125 farmers in 8 groups

	Training of farmer-promoters on installation and maintenance of drip-irrigation kits
	26 farmers in Bandasamlini, 17 in Lingoni –Pomoni (Anjouan) and 9 in Mohéli 



 106. As the output has been formulated more as an activity than as an output, it can be said that the output has been achieved. However, sustainability remains a distant goal still, as discussed below in the section on sustainability.
 107. Output 2.3. “Degraded agricultural and forested lands in pilot sites are the object of sustainable land use plans and vegetative cover increases”
 108. A participative species selection for reforestation was carried out, land use plans were elaborated and training in agro-sylvo-pastoral systems was carried out. Participatory reforestation was carried out within communities in the framework of the national campaign "1 Comorian, 1 tree". Data on number of trees planted are hard to get at. However, as much of the planting has been done on communal lands, and the survival rate on these communal lands according to information from some of the participants is extremely low, it is dubious whether there has been a measurable increase in the vegetative cover. We shall discuss this further under the sustainability section below. The output has thus been partly achieved. 
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 109. Output 3.1. “Knowledge products developed on lessons learned for policy makers, communities and donors throughout the project.”
 110. The planned activities were the compilation of project results and identification of potential barriers to their replication, and the launching and disseminating of knowledge products and communications products. 
 111. Apart from the printing of some pamphlets and the production of caps and t-shirts, this output has not been achieved.
 112. Output 3.2. “Learning disseminated through platform for national learning and sustainability”
 113. The activities carried out were related to the project inception: an inception workshop, community workshops on the project and publicizing information on the project in newsletters, newspaper articles and other local media. The potentially more transcendental activities as creating a parliamentary working group and the organisation of national and island workshops disseminating the results and lessons learnt from the project have not been carried out. Hence, the output has been partially achieved. 
 114. Output 3.3. “Disseminate Comorian experience in knowledge networks related to water and climate change, including ALM, GAN and IW Learn.”
 115. This has not been done; hence the output has not been achieved.
 116. Concluding on the achievement of outputs, it is evident that many outputs have not been achieved or have only been partially achieved. There are several reasons for this, as mentioned above. It obviously does not make sense to insist on an output that another project is already working on delivering (e.g. the policy framework and the elaboration of an institutional strengthening plan being done by the PAEPA project). However, there are also some more project design related constraints. It is e.g. not clear, how it should be possible to derive the lessons learnt from the project and disseminate these in community workshops and on knowledge platforms within the stipulated project period, unless the implementation plan had allowed for a significant period after the implementation of the last proper project activities to carry out these (in practical terms) post-project activities. The main reason the pilot project outputs under Outcome 2 have only been partially achieved is again down to a design issue, as the original budgeting for these projects was way below what was needed. On the other hand, it is the impression than when prioritising the outputs, the pilot projects were considered imperative as there was much pressure from the communities and the Government to show concrete results, leading to lower priority being given to the more climate change specific outputs under component 1 and 3. For these reasons it is assessed that the achievement of the outputs is moderately satisfactory (and not unsatisfactory).
[bookmark: _Toc478540351][bookmark: _Toc506540049][bookmark: _Toc506540733]Effectiveness: Attainment of project objectives and results
 117. A baseline study was carried out during the inception phase (in 2011), which revised the indicators for the objective and the outcomes and proposed some changes to these, and established baseline values. A total of 9 outcome indicators were originally included in the project document. After the baseline study, several of these indicators were changed and once again after the Mid Term Review. In the end, two of the indicators were dropped as not measurable (indicators for typhoid cases and for increased agricultural production), and 7 indicators remained.
 118. Several of these indicators have not been measured and the assessment of the indicators made by UNEP and UNDP respectively is not identical. In Annex F there is a table with the (revised) indicators, baseline values, end-project targets, assessment made by UNEP and UNDP and comments by the evaluator. In the present section we will only give an overall summary assessment of the outcomes. For details, please see Annex F.
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 119. Outcome 1: Institutions at a national (i.e. Ma-Mwe and ANACM) and community (i.e. UCEA and UCEM) level strengthened to integrate climate change information into water resource management.
 120. One indicator for Outcome 1 is: “Number of policy documents at the Union decisional level, the island decisional level and the community/local level revised or elaborated to include regulations and provisions that promote gender equitable adaptation in the water sector.” It has an end-project target of: 
 a) The Water Act is revised and includes regulations and provisions that promote gender-equitable adaptation.
 b) One water programme with priority actions by 2030 is elaborated by the end of the project.
 c) Water Acts at the local level in the pilot sites in Moheli and Anjouan are revised to include regulations and provisions that promote gender-equitable adaptation
 121. The following has been achieved:
 a) The Water Act has been revised, but financed by the PAEPA project. The quality is questionable and there is still a long way to approval and implementation.[footnoteRef:30] [30:    There is for example no mention of gender issues in the proposal.] 

 b) Not achieved. 
 c) There are no local Water Acts, but the project has elaborated standard statutes and regulations for water management committees which can be used locally. No specifics regarding women or gender are mentioned in these standard regulations (e.g. composition of the boards). 
 122. The second indicator for Outcome 1 is: “The number of policy-makers and planners at the Union and island levels using adjusted processes and methods (e.g. collecting water data and climate data, modelling climate trends and monitoring water quality and supply) to develop gender-equitable water management policies that integrate climate change projections”. 
 123. The end-project target is: “By the end of the project, at least the following numbers of planners are using adjusted processes and methods, in terms of collecting water and climate data, modelling climate trends and monitoring water quality and supply, to develop water management policies that integrate climate change projections: 7 policy makers and planners at Union level, 5 in MaMwe; 10 in ANACM; 3 in the Directorate of Environment in Mohéli; 5 in the Directorate of Environment in Anjouan; 2 in UCEM and 7 in UCEA.”
 124. UNDP reports that “12 planners use methods adjusted to take climate change into consideration in order to develop water management policies”. It is not clear what exactly UNDP is basing the assessment upon. The evaluator has not been able to make a firm assessment on this from the interviews. 
 125. The evaluator assessment regarding the first outcome is that there is clear progress in ANACM (collection of data, modelling and analysis), and that there is a more widespread awareness in the institutions (DGEME and DGEF) about the need to improve the management and integration of data related to climate in general and climate change in particular. There is furthermore a nascent interest in integrated water resource management, and there is an on-going political process to bring forward a new Water Act, which is expected to include a more consistent regulatory framework for water resource management. However, there is still a long way to go before an appropriate policy and institutional framework for climate change adaptation is in place. This should not be a surprise as this type of political processes tends to be slow. 
[bookmark: _Toc478540353][bookmark: _Toc506540051][bookmark: _Toc506540735]Attainment of Outcome 2.
 126. Outcome 2: Water supply and water quality for selected pilot communities to combat impacts of climate change improved.
 127. The first indicator for Outcome 2 is: “Overall perception of the population per pilot site on: i) the daily quantity of water accessible for domestic uses ii) the facility of access to this water and iii) the quality of the water used (as per WHO standards) on a rating of 1-4”[footnoteRef:31] [31: 	1 = very satisfied, 2= satisfied, 3 = unsatisfied, 4 = very unsatisfied.] 

 128. The end-project target is: Raise the rating to 2 for all three criteria across all project sites. The UNDP assessment is that this target has basically been achieved.[footnoteRef:32]  [32: 	For details, including the baseline values, cfr. Annex F.] 

 129. As mentioned, the Vulnerability Reduction Assessment workshops carried out in the communities during the baseline study have not been repeated end-project (the UNDP ratings is a desk assessment). The evaluator has only been able to talk to members of some of the water committees. It is debateable whether the change of this indicator made after the Mid Term Review to cover perceptions instead of more tangible data on water quantity, water quality and continuity of service was a good idea. These more tangible data could have been collected with a relatively simple monitoring system, but as this was not done, it is not possible to make a precise assessment.
 130. The evaluator assessment is that:
 a) The quantity of water has increased, but due to the old distribution network, this is not fully noticeable to the users,
 b) The quality has probably improved at the two sites where slow filters have been installed, but water quality measurement has not been carried out so this can not be documented.
 c) Access has only improved where increased water pressure has returned water to sectors connected, but where the water did not reach, and in some cases where new areas have been covered with public stand-posts. Access is still a major problem in Moroni, Hoani-Mbatsé and probably Lingoni-Pomoni. The UNDP rating as 2 (users report that they are satisfied) therefore appears too optimistic. 
 131. The second indicator for Outcome 2 is: “Number of surviving trees in reforested areas”, with an end-project target of “80% survival rate which gives 144,000 living trees by the end of the project”. The UNEP assessment is that the tree planting directly attributed to the LDCF project is around 140 ha (140,000 trees), with a reported 'good' survival rate. 
 132. The evaluator assessment is that the survival rate of the reforested communal areas is very low, in some cases zero. The survival rate at private farms is much higher, particularly for the fruit trees (up to 80% in Bandasamlini). A more detailed assessment is not possible due to lack of monitoring data. 
 133. The overall evaluator assessment of the attainment of outcome 2 is that the pilot projects have contributed to improve the water supply in the communities (and Moroni), but as mentioned not to the degree expected due to the limited character for the interventions. The promotion of water and soil conservation in agriculture has no doubt had some positive effects. It is difficult to assess the degree of impact, as there is no monitoring data on e.g. how many farmers have actually put into practice more sustainable farming methods. As this is a relatively small add-on component, the impact is probably not very significant[footnoteRef:33]. Changing agricultural practices among small farmers is a long progress, which is often started working with selected farmer-promoters (as it has been done in the project) and then the successful experiences are promoted among other members of the communities. [33:    Which is also the reason why the very ambitious indicator related to increased agricultural production was taken out.] 

[bookmark: _Toc478540354][bookmark: _Toc506540052][bookmark: _Toc506540736]Attainment of Outcome 3.
 134. Outcome 3: Awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice for continued process of policy review and development increased.
 135. The first indicator for Outcome 3 is: “Percentage of men and women (public and decision makers) aware of climate change vulnerability and adaptation responses”. The end-project target is: “By the end of the project, at least 30% of the population within pilot site communities are aware of climate change impacts and adaptation options.  Mid-way through the project, at least 10% of the population within pilot site communities are aware of climate change impacts and adaptation options based on their involvement with pilot site interventions.”  The UNDP assessment is that 40% of the population within pilot sits and 70% of decision-makers have better knowledge on climate change impacts and adaptation options.
 136. As no measurement has been made, neither for the baseline, nor for the end-project situation, it is difficult to assess. It is not clear how the 10% baseline value was arrived at, neither how UNDP makes its assessment of the 40%. With these caveats, the evaluator assessment is that there is an increasing awareness of the impact of climate change, as this was mentioned by many of the interlocutors. This is no doubt an effect of the many campaigns and projects related to climate change, including the present project. A more precise attribution is not possible.
 137. The second indicator for Outcome 3 is: “Number of newspaper articles, booklets and pamphlets highlighting lessons learned during the project and # of technical documents on lessons learned submitted to knowledge networks”. The end-project target is that “The project lessons are distributed in hard copy (e.g. pamphlets, briefing notes, newsletters, booklets etc), electronically (e.g. via the project website), via radio broadcast and via one national and three island-level workshops. Mid-way through the project, a project website is operational and is regularly updated with project information. 
 138. The UNEP-UNDP assessment is that this is work in progress as a number of communication products have been produced. 
 139. The evaluator has seen a few communication products but has not received a complete list of what has been produced. The web-site was reportedly working for two years. If a distinction is made between (a) general communication products on climate change and the project, and (b) technical documents for knowledge networks, the evaluator assessment is that the general communication (a) has probably been covered quite well, but more specific technical information on the project and the lessons learnt (b) has not been covered at all.
 140. The overall evaluator assessment of the attainment of outcome 3 is that there has been an increase in awareness, attributable to many different programmes, of which the present project is one. However, it is difficult to quantify. The contribution of the project to learning is minimal, but this could still be done (see the recommendations below). As a consequence, the overall evaluator rating of the attainment of outcomes is moderately unsuccessful.  
[bookmark: _Toc478540355][bookmark: _Toc506540053][bookmark: _Toc506540737]Attainment of project goal and planned objectives
 141. The overarching goal of the project was “to adapt water resource management to climate change in the Comoros.” The project objective was that “The risk of climate change on lives and livelihoods from impacts on water resources in Comoros has been reduced”. The indicator was: “The percentage change in vulnerability of men and women living in the pilot sites to climate change risks on availability of clean water.”  The baseline study carried out vulnerability reduction assessment workshops in the villages.[footnoteRef:34] The end-project target is that the vulnerability is reduced to 2 at all 5 project sites[footnoteRef:35]. The UNDP assessment is that this target has been achieved.  [34:    They were conducted based on a composite of 4 indicator questions: (i) Vulnerability of livelihood/welfare to existing climate change and/or climate variability; (ii) Vulnerability of livelihood/welfare to developing climate change risks; (iii) Magnitude of barriers to adaptation (institutional, policy, technological, financial, etc); and (iv) Ability and willingness of the community to sustain the project intervention.]  [35:    A vulnerability score on a scale of 1 to 5. (1: Not vulnerable; 2: Not very vulnerable; 3: Moderately vulnerable; 4: Quite vulnerable; 5: Highly vulnerable.)] 

 142. The vulnerability reduction assessment workshops have as mentioned not been repeated end-project and the evaluator has only been able to talk to randomly selected community members. The evaluator assessment is that the vulnerability has been reduced, but taking into account the limitations of the water supply schemes installed, a rating of 2 appears too optimistic. 
[bookmark: _Toc478540356][bookmark: _Toc506540054][bookmark: _Toc506540738]Likelihood of impact based on reconstructed ToC and using RoTI
 143. As mentioned, the objective is: “The risk of climate change on lives and livelihoods from impacts on water resources in the Comoros has been reduced”. 
 144. As mentioned in section 3.8 on the reconstructed ToC, to reach this desired situation the following intermediate states could be envisaged:
 a) The institutions, among these ANACM and Ma-Mwe, have put in place a self-sustaining system with the capacity to predict the future impact of climate change on water resources,
 b) A satisfactory policy framework for IWRM is put in place, and
 c) The improved policy framework for IWRM is implemented and enforced 
 d) Best practices from the pilot projects and other experiences are integrated into the GoC’s developments plan for the water sector and used for scaling up.
 145. The likelihood for a) to happen is considered high for ANACM which has already reached a good capacity, but low for Ma-Mwe. b) is in process, and is also likely to take place, but it will probably take several years, so it is considered moderately likely. c) obviously depends on b), and experience from other countries in Africa and elsewhere shows that this is a rather long process, so again it is moderately likely. Another thing is “attribution”. Regarding a), the attribution by ACCE is considered to be substantial, while for b), the attribution from other projects is considered to be more important.  
 146. Regarding the assumptions identified in the reconstructed ToC:
 a) There is a political interest and will to implement and enforce IWRM. This interest and will is considered to be weak for the moment, but as the issue of water becomes increasingly serious due to climate change and increased population pressure, the assumption is in the medium to long term considered to be likely to hold.
 b) The Government gives priority to improving the water resource management. Following the above reasoning, as the political will increases with time, this assumption is also considered to be likely to hold in the medium to long term.
 c) Funding is made available for scaling up. The likelihood of this assumption to hold is difficult to assess as it depends on the financial capacity of the Government and the willingness of the development partners to contribute. It is considered moderately likely to hold.
 147. Barriers are as mentioned likely to be: a) Resistance to IWRM measures from vested interests, (b) lack of understanding in the communities of the need for IWRM measures to secure the water resources for the common good, and (c) difficulties in the enforcement because of lack of political backing when negotiation and consensus seeking turns out to be insufficient to solve conflicts over the water. This is often when political will to implement IWRM falters.
 148. For the upscaling to happen (intermediate stage d) above), a driver is that a solution is found to the challenge of sustainable operation and management of the water supply schemes. As it will be discussed in the next section, this continues to be a serious challenge and should be prioritised by the water sector stakeholders.
 149. In conclusion, it is considered moderately likely that the objective will be achieved, but it will take time. There are considerable barriers, but also a noticeable political will to progress. There are several on-going efforts with external support to put in place IWRM (among these the SIDS-IWRM project and the newly approved UNEP GEF financed Watershed Management project). The challenge related to sustainable operation and management is recognised, even if the resistance to payment for water - and in particular a tariff which secures cost recovery - is still considerable, among both the population and several influential politicians.
[bookmark: _Toc479777596][bookmark: _Toc479777721][bookmark: _Toc479848886][bookmark: _Toc479849008][bookmark: _Toc479849257][bookmark: _Toc478540357][bookmark: _Toc506540055][bookmark: _Toc506540739]Sustainability and replication
 150. The strengthening of ANACM appears to be sustainable. The institution has a considerable technical staff with a relatively low turnover. The change of Government in mid 2016 led to changes to the top management, but not to changes in the technical staff. The institution has continuous technical support from ASECNA and the World Meteorological Organisation. The provider of the weather stations has a representative in the country. As ANACM is an autonomous institution that also covers civil aviation, it has a fairly stable economy.
 151. The - admittedly limited  - efforts done by the project to improve the policy framework and institutional set-up (given that the planned activities were taken over by PAEPA), including the drive towards IWRM, have contributed to setting in motion a process, but it cannot be considered sustainable, unless further support is given. Luckily, several donors seem to be willing to do this. The Water and Sanitation Sector Working Group mentioned above has the water policy high on the agenda. Furthermore, several new projects to support IWRM are upcoming.
 152. The main institutional anchoring of the project in Anjouan and Mohéli is in the unions of water committees (UCEA and UCEM). These organisations have been created with support from earlier projects by the French Development Agency (AFD). They are supposed to be maintained financially by contributions from the members (the water committees), but in reality they depend crucially on external support. There are several ideas on how to make them viable in the future, among these as service providers and providers of spares to the water committees, but it is likely that they will in the medium term continue to be almost completely dependent on external support. An AFD representative explained to the evaluator that it is planned to continue cooperation within the water sector in the future and that this support will include continued technical and financial support to UCEA and UCEM. So at least in the medium term, the unions should be able to continue operating.
 153. The water division of Ma-Mwe has a quite capable technical staff and was itself in charge of laying the Transmission Main financed by the project. However, the organisation is predominantly an electricity provider, and water supply is clearly a second priority (there is presently no wastewater services). The payment for water is extremely low – a rough calculation made by Ma-Mwe in 2012 showed that only around 20% of the water produced was actually invoiced. The rest was either physical losses (leakages in the network) or commercial losses (water delivered was not metered and invoiced). This is clearly unsustainable. There is no quick fix for the lack of sustainability of Ma-Mwe. A privatisation was tried a decade ago but was not successful, and the company was taken back by the Government. The bad state of the distribution network is one of the main problems, but also the lack of a proper company structure. The Ma-Mwe water director wants his division separated out as an independent company, be that public or private. But for the company to be viable, heavy investments are needed, among others for network rehabilitation (substituting the old asbestos-cement pipes with HDPE pipes), increased reservoir capacity, construction of new wells and installation of meters. A completely new commercial department would have to be set up to secure metering and invoicing. How likely this is to happen is difficult to say. The director of DGEME expressed that she is aware of the need for a complete overhaul of Ma-Mwe, so the political will may be there. Regarding financing, UNDP is - as mentioned - about to present a new project to the Global Green Fund, which includes follow-up on the pilot projects, including considerable funding for Ma-Mwe. If this financing is achieved, the future may look brighter, on the condition that profound changes are made at Ma-Mwe – in fact a complete organisational overhaul.
 154. The four community water supply projects also have serious challenges regarding sustainability, and it can safely be stated that if substantial action is not taken to secure operation and maintenance, they are not sustainable. There is an urgent need to put into place systems for operation and management and cost recovery. If that is not done, the water schemes will soon start to degrade, a process that is already visible. The challenge for the community pilot schemes is aggravated by the fact that the water supply schemes are incomplete, as they do not include rehabilitation of the distribution network or the installation of meters. An interlocutor told the evaluator that he considered that the Pomoni-Lingoni water supply system was “unmanageable” (“ingérable”) due to the fact that investment had not been made to improve the distribution system. The evaluator agrees with this assessment.
 155. In general, these community water supply schemes are too big for informal community management, where the operation and management is based on voluntary work. There is an urgent need to set up a formal structure for operation and management and financial management and to pay for the operation and management services (independently of the institutional set-up, i.e. whether the community takes on the responsibility for operation and management and hires the necessary staff or contracts the operation and management out to private operators). It is worth mentioning that this problem is general for the Comoros, as most water supply schemes lack sustainable management. There are few cases of successful management. One case mentioned is Sima town (Anjouan) (around 11,000 inhabitants, not visited), where the water supply is managed by a private company. However, at the same time the evaluator was told that the water tariff is 1,000 KMF (around 2 Euro) per m3, which does not sound as a realistic model to replicate.[footnoteRef:36] UNDP informs that in the project presented to the Global Green Fund, extra funding for the four community water supply schemes is included. It is vital when trying to put into place a sustainable management system that it starts out with a reasonably well functioning scheme, including distribution and metering.[footnoteRef:37] [36: 	Experience from other countries in Africa known to the evaluator (e.g. Burkina Faso and Uganda) is that when the tariff for community water is too high, it tends to start a vicious circle of falling consumption, increasing prices and lack of profitability, as people revert to insecure water sources.]  [37: 	An earlier World Bank Water Supply project in Mutsamudu and Fomboni, where the posterior operation of the schemes was contracted out to private operators, turned out unsatisfactory due to several factors, among these a low service level because of the state of the network, which created conflicts between the stakeholders. See the study: Nodalis: “Diagnostic de la gestion de l’eau en milieu urbain aux Comores. Fomboni et Mutsamudu”, 2013] 

 156. The reforestation on communal lands is clearly not sustainable. When asking to see the reforested areas at Bandasamlini the evaluator was told by the farmer-promoters working with the project that there was really nothing to see, as survival was close to zero. At Hoani-Mbatsé the evaluator saw some areas on the river banks that had surviving trees, but the general conclusion is that reforestation on communal lands at present is very unlikely to become sustainable. One of the challenges is the lack of clear property rights. Lands that are denominated communal tend to have somebody considering himself the owner. So in cases where the perceived owner does not agree, he will simply cut down the trees planted (the evaluator was shown two cases where this had happened). Generally, when planning reforestation, it should be analysed why the area has been deforested in the first place. If the factors causing the deforestation are still present (use for agricultural activities, use for grassing, agricultural fires etc.), there is no reason to believe that the reforestation will be successful.
 157. Drip-irrigation has been introduced as a water conservation measure, e.g. in Bandasimlini. According to the farmer-promoters the drip-irrigation kits worked well the first year, but not afterwards. They claimed that the reason was the quality of the drip-irrigation kits, but it is difficult to say. It might also be because of the lack of experience with drip-irrigation farming and hence that care is not taken to protect the pipes. The challenge was recognized by the CRCCA project team (which continues the activities started by the AcCCE), and they told the evaluator they were now piloting alternatives.
[image: ]         Broken (and abandoned) drip-irrigation pipes, Bandasamlini
 158. Based on the above the following overall assessments can be made of the different sustainability categories mentioned in the terms of reference:
 a) Socio-Political sustainability. As mentioned, the political will to take action on climate change in the water sector is rather incipient presently, except for simply investing in supplying more water. A political process favouring improved water resource management has been set in motion. However, if there is no further external support, it will be very slow. Socially, there is increasing awareness of climate change and the need to adapt, but in very general terms. As further external support is likely to materialise, it is considered likely that the process will achieve socio-political sustainability,
 b) Sustainability of the institutional framework. The present institutional framework is not conducive for an improved water resource management to adapt to climate change. A clear policy and regulatory framework for water resource management is not in place yet, and in the case of Ma-Mwe a restructuring is necessary. The project has, as mentioned above, contributed to a process that may result in an improved institutional framework, but again further external support is needed. As this support is likely to materialize, it is considered moderately likely that an improved institutional framework may be put in place in the medium term.  
 c) Technical and financial sustainability. The weak point is as mentioned related to the technical and financial sustainability of the water supply schemes constructed with support from the project, and the improved agricultural practices promoted. These are considered financially and technically unsustainable.
 d) Environmental sustainability. The activities supported by the project are generally environmentally sound: constructing more robust water supply infrastructures able to withstand harsher climatic conditions, reducing water losses and improving water and soil conservation in agriculture. The main negative environmental effect is – as is normally the case for water supply schemes – that the increased availability of water will produce more wastewater, particularly in the case of Moroni. For that reason, further projects to improve water supply in urban areas should be accompanied by investments to mitigate this negative environmental effect. The environmental sustainability is hence considered moderately likely.
 159. As the sustainability clearly is a major challenge, it is assessed to be premature to consider replication of the pilot projects. There are good experiences that might be replicated, among which should be mentioned: the participative approach from the very start of the project planning, the use of local contractors in Mohéli and the introduction of slow filters to improve water quality. For the latter, it would be a good idea to check the water quality to assess the working of the filters. It should also be remembered that if the filters are not backwashed regularly, they may actually block the water supply, so good operation and management is absolutely crucial. All in all, the evaluation rating for replicability is considered to be unsatisfactory.
[bookmark: _Toc478540358][bookmark: _Toc506540056][bookmark: _Toc506540740]Efficiency
 160. Regarding the timeliness of the project interventions, the project has experienced delays, particularly in the implementation of the pilot projects. There are many reasons for these delays, but in the case of the pilot projects the need to carry out proper feasibility studies was an important factor. The Moroni project was thus not finished until mid 2016. Regarding the training activities, the process of hiring external consultants turned out to be very slow. So regarding the timeliness, the efficiency was rated as unsatisfactory.
 161. Due to the lack of detailed financial information, it is difficult to make a well-founded assessment of the cost-efficiency. With this caveat in mind, it is the evaluator’s impression that much has been done with relatively limited inputs. 
 162. This is for example the case for the project with Ma-Mwe to improve the water supply in Moroni. Ma-Mwe had a considerable stock of HDPE pipes (that it had received earlier as a donation from the Chinese Government, independently of the present project), they contracted out the excavations but laid the pipes with their own staff (after training in HDPE soldering provided by the project). The supervision was provided by the UN volunteers. As the water supply in Moroni did not improve noticeably in many parts of Moroni after the new transmission line went on stream in mid 2016, some critics claim it is due to leakages in the new transmission main due to bad quality of the work laying the pipes. However, Ma-Mwe insists that when they measure what goes in at the well and what arrives to the reservoir RB2000, the loss is actually only around 5%.[footnoteRef:38] Obviously, the limited impact of the project is due to its partial character – the transmission main has improved but all the other imperfections in the system are still there, particularly the leaking distribution network and the instability of the electricity supply for the pumps (which limits production). [38: 	This sounds plausible, but as the statistics provided by Ma-Mwe for January-February only refer to production (what goes in) the evaluator can not corroborate this.] 

 163. In general, the works inspected by the evaluator give the impression of being of acceptable, and in many cases quite good, quality[footnoteRef:39]. The water committees were generally expressing satisfaction with the works carried out, even if some details were criticised. Often the main critique was related to the limited scope of the work, e.g. in Hoani-Mbatsé where the fact that the distribution network in general was not improved means that several sectors are not connected to the system, and they are of course not happy. [39: 	The evaluator has a lot of experience with water supply systems, but is an economist, not an engineer.] 

 164. The use of local contractors is commendable, as is the case of the contractor SOGEM at Mohéli. There are big advantages using local contractors and normally it is less costly. The main risk is the quality, but in this case it does not seem to be a problem as the quality appears to be relatively good.
 165. The use of UN volunteers appears as a case of relatively cost-efficient provision of technical assistance. The assistance was highly appreciated by the partner institutions.
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[bookmark: _Toc478540360][bookmark: _Toc506540058][bookmark: _Toc506540742]Preparation and readiness
 166. The project planning has been participatory from the very beginning, including the selection of the sites for the pilot projects, where priority was given to the poorest and most water stressed communities.[footnoteRef:40] [40: 	The pilot communities were selected at multi-stakeholder scoring workshops on each Island, using 11 criteria, among which are vulnerability to climate change, poverty level, rainfall, level of land degradation, incidence of water born diseases, feasibility of interventions and local implementation capacity. The minutes from the scoring workshops are included as annex to the project document.] 

 167. As has been mentioned during the sections above, the project document is in places not quite realistic regarding the extent, the sequencing and the timing of the outputs, underestimating the time needed for political processes. This is for example the case regarding several follow-up activities, which in practice needed the new Water Act to be approved before it was relevant to carry them out, and regarding the time needed from the end of the implementation of the activities to the documentation and dissemination of the lessons learnt foreseen in outcome 3. This has obviously affected the achievement of these specific outputs.
[bookmark: _Toc506540059][bookmark: _Toc506540743]Project implementation and management
 168. The project steering has not been functioning as it was planned. The Project Board has taken a more ceremonial character than it was envisaged in the project document. Only 4 meetings have been held in five years, whereas the plan was 2 annual meetings. Furthermore the annual work plans and budgets should be approved by the PB, which is only the case for 3 of them. The technical committees were never made operational.
 169. There are quite a lot of projects related to climate change in the water sector in the Comoros. It is the impression that there has during implementation been a good coordination between the projects searching for complementarity, which has been very helpful, not least because of the budget constraints for ACCE. This is particularly the case for the AfDB funded PAEPA project, the UNDP-GEF CRCCA project and the AFD projects. A good example of coordination with the latter is the swap made of communities in Mohéli with AFD (Djandro plateau communities exchanged with Hoani-Mbatsé).
 170. The fact that UNDP has had technical units at each island (RUTI), co-financed by different projects, including the ACCE, has been helpful for implementation, taking into account the difficult transport between the islands. 
[bookmark: _Toc506540060][bookmark: _Toc506540744]Stakeholder participation, cooperation and partnerships
 171. As mentioned above, the project preparation process has been participative from the beginning, starting with the planning of the pilot projects. This has continued during project implementation with the setting up of local Project Steering Committees with the inclusion of the communities. This participative process means that there is an active participation by the target groups, which is very important for the future. The degree of participation was appreciated by the evaluator during the visit to Hoani-Mbatsé in discussions with the Mayor and the Water Committees regarding the future management of the water supply scheme. What may have been lacking is a better integration of the schools.
[image: ]Discussion on the future management of the Hoani-Mbatsé scheme at the Mayor’s office.
 172. In the case of the main national partner institutions (ANACM and Ma-Mwe), it appears that the support received from the project has been discussed thoroughly with these on beforehand and basically corresponds to what they needed (within the financial limits of the project)
[bookmark: _Toc506540061][bookmark: _Toc506540745]Communication and public awareness 
 173. Communication and public awareness activities were foreseen under outcome 3 and are reported to have been carried out, including pamphlets, newspaper articles and local radio programmes (the evaluator has no seen the products). Regarding the pilot projects, particularly the Moroni project, it is the impression than the information on the project may have been too optimistic taking into account the partial character of the project, which has contributed to the frustration and criticism arising from the lack of improvement in the water supply perceived by many people in the city[footnoteRef:41]. [41:  See discussion under section 4.5 “Efficiency”] 

[bookmark: _Toc506540062][bookmark: _Toc506540746]Country ownership and drivenness
 174. The project has been carried out using the national execution modality so the project unit was located in DGEF, and the project manager was the director of DGEF. It is the evaluator’s impression that there has been a quite high sense of ownership by the DGEF and the Ministry, which also has been reflected in the high priority given to the concrete water supply activities.
 175. The UNDP country office took on a quite active role during project implementation, which on one hand has probably helped implementation, but on the other hand has made the division of roles less clear. The evaluator has e.g. been informed that the contracting of external consultants under the UNDP activities were carried out directly by UNDP using UNDP procedures, which turned out to be a quite lengthy process.
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 176. All the UNEP funding and part of the UNDP funding were managed directly by the project unit in DGEF. This appears to have been functioning adequately. However, the financial reporting has not followed the original project budget, which was following the logic of activities, outputs and outcomes. Instead, the detailed reporting is on type of expenses (staff, travel, external consultants, payment to contractors etc.). This must have been a major drawback, not only for the progress reporting but also for the financial planning and management.
 177. The extension of the project was given as “no-cost extension” so the extension of the project with two years would be expected to increase the relative weight of the administrative costs. However, referring to the budget and actual expenditures in section 3.6, the actual administration cost are lower than budgeted. One reason could be that several administration costs have been reduced (e.g. the non-hiring of communication and M&E staff). This is not easy to determine from the accounts.
 178. Except for one case, the external auditors do not have comments to the project accounts. The case commented upon by the auditors was a payment made by the CRCCA “borrowing” funds from the ACCE project. This is of course not permitted, and the funds have been transferred back from the CRCCA to the ACCE project.
 179. As it can be seen from the presentation of the budgets in section 3.6, the project was cofinanced by other projects, but in the sense that these projects aim at some of the same outputs and outcomes as the present one. In some cases these alternative sources of financing have taken over a specific output, which have therefore not been done by the present project. And in other cases these projects have taken over from the present one, as it is e.g. the case of the UNDP managed CRCCA project (construction of reservoirs in Bandasamlini and in general training of farmers in sustainable farming). This close cooperation between the projects has generally been positive, e.g. when the CRCCA project (which continues to 2018) has been able to follow up on activities of the ACCE project in the area of sustainable agriculture, as the ACCE sustainable agriculture component was very limited. A draw back is that it obviously makes attribution more difficult to assess.
[bookmark: _Toc506540064][bookmark: _Toc506540748]UNEP/UNDP Supervision, guidance and technical backstopping
 180. The project implementation was complicated by the fact that the outputs were divided between UNEP and UNDP across the outcomes. This implied in practical terms double reporting to UNEP and UNDP, even if the main donor for both was the same (GEF).
 181. The UNEP supervision has been relatively hands-off with only a few visits to the project. Combined with the lack of a proper M&E system it is obvious that it has been difficult for the UNEP task manager to keep himself updated on the project, and this is also reflected in the reporting (the PIRs), which is detailed and follows the project document closely, but in places is inaccurate. This is compounded by a lack of timely responsiveness by the project unit to UNEP questions.
 182. The UNDP has had a much closer supervision from its Country Office in Moroni. However, the progress reports (PIRs) are imprecise and difficult to follow. The reporting follows the standard UNDP format, but it is simply not possible to compare the activities planned in the project documents, including the changes made after the Mid Term Review, with the activities actually carried out. Combined with the lack of detailed financial reporting, this can not have been conducive for the supervision.
[bookmark: _Toc506540065][bookmark: _Toc506540749]Monitoring and Evaluation
 183. Concerning the Mid Term Review, one of the main issues being analysed was how to adapt the pilot projects to the lack of funds due to the underestimation of the costs. The Mid Term Evaluation made a long list of recommendations, but most of them quite general and not very operational. Changes were suggested for some of the indicators, which were actually made afterwards, but even so several indicators were not easy to follow.[footnoteRef:42]  [42:  Please see section 4.3 above.] 

 184. As mentioned, a proper formal monitoring system was not set up, despite a recommendation in this sense from the Mid Term Review, so there was no system in place to systematically track the achievements of the targets. VRAs were conducted in the pilot communities, but final VRAs to establish the end-of-project situation were not carried out. None of the persons interviewed had any idea about the GEF tracking tool, so it must be supposed it has not been used.
 185. The lack of a proper monitoring system has made project steering and reporting more complicated than necessary. Relatively simple monitoring tools could have been installed, registering regularly e.g. the water production and the level of service in each community, the number of farmers that are actively participating in training on sustainable agriculture and putting into practice some of the new techniques, the number of farmers receiving subsidised inputs (e.g. drip-irrigation kits, seeds, technical assistance), etc.
[bookmark: _Toc506540066][bookmark: _Toc506540750]External factors
 186. [bookmark: _Toc479338247][bookmark: _Toc479338375][bookmark: _Toc479338503][bookmark: _Toc479338631][bookmark: _Toc479338759][bookmark: _Toc479338887][bookmark: _Toc479339016][bookmark: _Toc479339144][bookmark: _Toc479337744][bookmark: _Toc479337871][bookmark: _Toc479337999][bookmark: _Toc479338248][bookmark: _Toc479338376][bookmark: _Toc479338504][bookmark: _Toc479338632][bookmark: _Toc479338760][bookmark: _Toc479338888][bookmark: _Toc479339017][bookmark: _Toc479339145][bookmark: _Toc479337745][bookmark: _Toc479337872][bookmark: _Toc479338000][bookmark: _Toc479338249][bookmark: _Toc479338377][bookmark: _Toc479338505][bookmark: _Toc479338633][bookmark: _Toc479338761][bookmark: _Toc479338889][bookmark: _Toc479339018][bookmark: _Toc479339146][bookmark: _Toc479337746][bookmark: _Toc479337873][bookmark: _Toc479338001][bookmark: _Toc479338250][bookmark: _Toc479338378][bookmark: _Toc479338506][bookmark: _Toc479338634][bookmark: _Toc479338762][bookmark: _Toc479338890][bookmark: _Toc479339019][bookmark: _Toc479339147][bookmark: _Toc479337747][bookmark: _Toc479337874][bookmark: _Toc479338002][bookmark: _Toc479338251][bookmark: _Toc479338379][bookmark: _Toc479338507][bookmark: _Toc479338635][bookmark: _Toc479338763][bookmark: _Toc479338891][bookmark: _Toc479339020][bookmark: _Toc479339148][bookmark: _Toc479339021][bookmark: _Toc479339149]There is in general a difficult environment in the Comoros when it comes to promoting sustainable management of water supply schemes, as there is a generalised lack of understanding of the need to pay for the water. There are even some political leaders who have been campaigning against the payment for water. However, if the positive discussion with the Hoani-Mbatsé water committees on the need for metering and payment can be taken as a signal, this may be improving.
 187. The population pressure leading to the use of lands on steep slopes for agriculture leads to continued deforestation and will make it more difficult to conserve soil and water and thus adapt to climate change. The ACCE project, as well as e.g. the CRCCA project, has been promoting contour planting with trees and other perennials to diminish the erosion, which is commendable, but these areas are in reality not apt for agriculture.
 188. The lack of clarity regarding property rights to communal lands has significantly hampered the promotion of reforestation on communal lands.
 189. There is in fact no system for water quality control in place in the Comoros, which means that there is little awareness of the problems with water quality, and little incentive to improve the quality.
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 190. The Union of Comoros has considerable challenges related to water supply. Even if these challenges are not directly related to climate change, but are rather a result of population pressure, lack of maintenance of existing infrastructure, deforestation and expansion of agriculture to steep sloping lands that are not apt for agriculture, they are expected to be further aggravated by future climate change. The project is thus addressing a highly relevant challenge for the Comoros, and is considered to be well aligned, both to the UN and to the national priorities. However, for different reasons the activities related more directly to climate change adaptation have been reduced and it is clear the pilot water supply schemes have been given priority, thus redirecting the project towards a more traditional water supply project. The relevance is therefore rated as Moderately Satisfactory.
 191. The achievement of outputs presents a mixed picture. Concerning the first outcome (Institutional strengthening to cope with climate change), the main achievements is the strengthening of the collection, storing and analysis of meteorological data (ANACM), while several outputs have not been delivered, either because they were covered by other projects (e.g. improving the policy framework for the sector), were not feasible (e.g. hydrological modelling) or considered not relevant (e.g. training of decision makers, taking into account that the new Water Act has not been approved). 
 192. Concerning the outputs related to the second outcome (the five pilot projects), all projects have been constructed and are operational, but the scope has had to be reduced due to funding constraints as the cost had been underestimated during project preparation. The overall assessment is that the project has delivered within the financial limitations, but that the incomplete nature of the projects represents a major risk related to the sustainability.
 193. Concerning the outputs related to the third outcome (analysing and publicising the results of the project), little has been achieved (mainly initial workshops and some promotional products). However, this is not assessed to be a major drawback, as it is considered that the expectations regarding this outcome were too high in the project design. It is not likely that a 4-year rather limited project (less than 4 million USD) will result in radically new knowledge being produced that can be included in a scaling up at Union level. The project has some interesting innovations, as e.g. the introduction of slow filters to improve water quality, but the functioning of these filters has not been sufficiently analysed yet (e.g. water quality measurements to check whether the quality has actually improved and possible operation and management challenges) for it to be prudent to do scaling up. Overall, the achievement of the outputs is rated as moderately satisfactory. 
 194. The achievement of the Outcomes also presents a somewhat mixed picture. There is clearly some progress related to Outcome 1, particularly in the field of the collection and use of meteorological data. There has also been some progress in improving the policy framework as the debate on a new Water Act has started, but there is still a long way to go. The introduction of the concept of IWRM, crucial for improving the water resource management, is still very incipient. It is considered that the achievements are acceptable for a relatively short project, taking into account that these political processes normally take quite a long time, and that it is likely progress will continue after the project (helped along by several new externally financed projects).
 195. Outcome 2 (the pilot projects) is not fully achieved, as the projects due to budget constraints are incomplete. This means that even if the water production has increased, the full benefit is not derived from the projects as reflected in service level and access. This is also the case for the Moroni project. As the projects have been reduced because of an underestimation of the costs, an important weak point not addressed by the projects is the distribution network, so water leakage is a major problem affecting the service. For the community water supply schemes, what the water committees do is to close the water main in the evening so the reservoir can be filled during the night (as leakage during the night is prevented) and hence there is at least water in the early morning hours. Evidently, this is not an optimal solution.
 196. Outcome 3 (awareness raising regarding climate change and dissemination of project results) is difficult to assess, as awareness is not easily measured. Even so, the evaluator’s assessment is that it is partly achieved as awareness on climate change seems to be rising (due to many factors of which the project is only one). The other part of the outcome (dissemination of lessons learnt from the project) has not been achieved. It should be taken into account that as the pilot projects were among the latest activities to be carried out in 2015-2016, it is difficult to identify the lessons learnt immediately after the constructions have finished. This is thus a difficulty inherent in the design of the project. Overall the achievement of the outcomes is rated as Moderately Satisfactory.
 197. The main weakness of the project is related to the operation and management, and hence the sustainability of the pilot project infrastructures. This is assessed to be a very serious issue, because if it is not addressed, the infrastructures constructed or rehabilitated will start deteriorating again very soon – in fact the deterioration is already visible in places. So basically, the investment is at risk of being lost. It should be added that this problem is general for most projects within the water sector in the Comoros, so it is neither new, nor surprising. 
 198. To address the issue of sustainable operation and management of the water supply schemes, it is necessary to put into place more formal management structures. The community schemes are too big for the operation and management to be based on voluntary work by a Water Committee. More formal structures have to be set up, where the operation and management is taken care of by paid staff, be that own staff or contracting the management out to a private operator. The challenge related to operation and management is compounded by the fact that the pilot schemes have weaknesses, which have not been addressed by the project, particularly rehabilitation of the distribution network and installation of meters. Before this is done, it will be difficult to establish sustainable management structures for the schemes. These same problems are present for the Moroni project, but at a bigger scale. Sustainable operation is difficult to visualise without further investments to improve the system, combined with an overhaul of the electricity and water company, Ma-Mwe, separating the water division out in an independent company. 
 199. The probability of eventually achieving the objective (increased capacity for the Comoros to adapt to climate change) is considered moderately likely (but far from assured), as processes have been set in motion that are likely to continue, supported by both internal and external actors, including newly approved projects by UNEP and UNDP.
 200. The probability that sustainable management of the water supply infrastructures is put in place depends crucially on whether it turns out to be possible to find additional funding to complement the investments made. UNDP is presently applying for funds from the Global Green Fund for this purpose. If this funding is approved, and if they are conditioned on improvements in the management of the water schemes, including in Moroni, the probability that the projects become sustainable will increase. The overall rating of the probability of achieving sustainability is therefore Unlikely.
 201. When taking an overall look at the project design, it appears that the project intended to do many things in different areas with a quite limited budget and management setup: Institutional development at national, island and community level, development of the policy framework for the sector, advocacy for inclusion of climate change into the sector policy, improvement of potable and agricultural water supply in Moroni and selected communities, promotion of protection of water sources and promotion of water and soil conservation in agriculture. The risk with this approach is that the investments are spread out too thinly. And this seems effectively to have been the case for the ACCE project, an issue that became more evident as the costs of the water supply infrastructures were heavily underestimated and the project therefore experienced severe budget constraints. 
 202. Returning to the key questions from the ToR (mentioned above under Chapter 2 on the evaluation methodology), the following conclusions can be drawn based on the above conclusions:
 a) Has climate change information been integrated into the water resources management systems of Comoros as a result of the project? Was the project effective in enhancing institutional capacity at the national and community level to facilitate the process? The answer to the first question is no, and to the second question yes. As mentioned, a process to put into place an improved water resource management integrating climate change information has been started as a result of the activities of several actors, including the present project. The main contribution made by the present project is no doubt the improved availability of climate data and the enhanced capacity to analyse these data.
 b) To what extent has water supply and water quality improved in the pilot communities as a result of the project? To what extent has this helped the communities to adapt to the adverse effects of climate change? Is there evidence of the approach being replicated elsewhere in the Comoros? The water supply has increased in the pilot communities by increasing the water intake, increasing the reservoir capacity and to some extent reducing the water loss. The quality has probably increased in two of the pilot schemes. To what extent this has happened is difficult to answer due to the lack of monitoring data. These changes, combined with some progress in soil and water conservation, will help the communities to adapt to adverse effects of climate change, expected to result in less availability of water. There is no evidence of replication. As mentioned, the evaluator finds this would also be premature to expect. It may be possible (and commendable) to replicate some of the experiences (see further below).  
 c) Has the awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practices increased as a result of the project? Has the increased awareness and knowledge resulted in review and development of adaptation policies? The answer to the first question is probably yes, due to several actions in the field, including the present project (no precise measurement has been made). The answer to the second question is no, not yet.
 d) Overall, has the project contributed towards reducing negative impacts of climate change on water resources in Comoros? Was the project successful in setting in motion a process that will ultimately contribute towards reduced risks of climate change induced problems on the lives and livelihoods of people in terms of water resources? The answer to the first questions is yes. The second question is not adequately formulated. Yes, a process has been set in motion, but this can not be attributed to the present project alone.
Table 7. Summary assessment
	Criterion
	Summary Assessment
	Consultant’s Rating[footnoteRef:43] [43: 	Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S); Moderately Satisfactory (MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability is rated from Highly Likely (HL), Likely (L), Moderately Likely (ML), Moderately Unlikely (MU), Unlikely (UL), Highly Unlikely (HU).] 

	UNEP- EO rating

	A. Strategic relevance
	The Comoros have serious problems with water supply, which are expected to be exacerbated by climate change in the coming years. The project is considered to be highly relevant and well aligned, both to the UN and to the national priorities. However, there has been a change in focus, directing it more towards a conventional water supply project.
	MS
	MS

	B. Achievement of outputs
	The achievement of outputs presents a mixed picture, as several outputs have not been achieved, and others have been reduced as the costs have been underestimated in the project document. 
	MS
	MU

	C. Effectiveness: Attainment of project objectives and results
	
	
	

	1. Achievement of direct outcomes
	As several outputs have not been achieved or only partly achieved, this has an effect on the outcomes. This is particularly serious for the pilot projects as they – due to budget constraints - only partly address the challenges in the communities and hence the full benefit of the investments is not achieved.
	MS
	MU

	2. Likelihood of impact
	As processes have been set in motion in the area of climate change, water resource management and improvement of the policy framework for the sector, and as several internal and external actors are supporting these processes, it is considered moderately likely that the intended increased capacity for adaptation will be achieved, even if it will take time.
	ML
	MU

	3. Achievement of project goal and planned objectives
	
	ML
	MU

	D. Sustainability and replication
	
	UL
	UL

	1. Financial
	The pilot projects are presently not sustainable technically and financially. This is also the case for the Moroni project. The likelihood that this will improve depends on further efforts for funding the sector and for changing the management setup.
	UL
	UL

	2. Socio-political
	The political will to take action on climate change in the water sector is rather incipient presently. A political process favouring improved water resource management has been set in motion, however, if there is no further external support, it will be very slow. Socially, there is increasing awareness of climate change and the need to adapt, but in very general terms. As further external support is likely to materialise, it is considered likely the process will achieve socio-political sustainability.
	L
	L

	3. Institutional framework
	As mentioned above, a process has been set in motion to improve the institutional framework for the sector. Where this will lead is of course difficult to say, but it is assessed as likely.
	L
	L

	4. Environmental
	The activities undertaken are generally environmentally positive (water and soil conservation, reduction of leakages, improved framework for IWRM etc.). The main negative impact will probably come from increased wastewater in Moroni.
	L
	L

	5. Catalytic role and replication
	The project is considered to have played a positive role with good coordination with the different actors, both internal and external. The question of replication is considered premature.
	MS
	U

	E. Efficiency
	The project has generally achieved the outputs with limited funds, so it is considered relatively cost-effective.
	S
	MU

	F. Factors affecting project performance
	
	
	

	1. Preparation and readiness 
	The project preparation is generally considered to be satisfactory. The main weakness is that the question of sustainability has not been sufficiently addressed during preparation. The cost estimates have turned out not to be realistic, which has affected the project. The planned time schedules have in places been unrealistic.
	MS
	MS

	2. Project implementation and management
	The project management set-up has generally been working satisfactorily. It has been supported by the presence of UN Volunteers to give technical support, particularly to the implementation of the pilot projects. The presence of technical units (RUTI) on each island has also been helpful.
	S
	S

	3. Stakeholders participation and public awareness
	The pilot projects have had a good stakeholder involvement from the very beginning (site selection) and with local project committees during implementation, which is considered a major strength. At island level, the involvement of local authorities has been less satisfactory.
	S
	S

	4. Country ownership and driven-ness
	The modality has been National Execution and DGEF has taken an active role in project management. The main sector institutions have been represented in the project board, but the board has not been meeting as planned and the technical committees have not been functional.
	MS
	MS

	5. Financial planning and management
	The financial planning has been complicated by the fact that the different outputs have been financed by UNDP and UNEP across outcomes. Furthermore, the financial reporting has not been helpful for an overview of the financial situation during implementation, which is an essential planning tool.
	MU
	MU

	6. UNEP and UNDP supervision and backstopping
	The UNEP supervision has not been very close and this is reflected in not very precise reporting. The UNDP has followed the project more closely through its Country Office, but the reporting is not very informative.
	MS
	MS

	7. Monitoring and evaluation 
	
	U
	U

	a. M&E Design
	A quite good baseline study was carried out during inception, which is commendable. However, several of the outcome indicators defined turned out to not be easy to measure and hence were dropped. No output indicators were defined.
	U
	U

	b. Budgeting and funding for M&E activities
	Even though funding was provided for in the budget, these funds were not used as planned.
	MU
	MU

	c. M&E Plan Implementation 
	The M&E has not been working well, and this is reflected in the rather imprecise reporting
	U
	U

	Overall project rating
	
	MU
	MU



[bookmark: _Toc478540364][bookmark: _Toc506540069][bookmark: _Toc506540753]Lessons Learnt
 203. The project carried out a participatory process to select the communities and the involvement of the communities from the very beginning of the project planning. It is considered that this has been a crucial factor for increasing the community ownership, which appears to be relatively high for at least some of the pilot projects. This is potentially a good point of departure for setting up a sustainable management of the schemes (which for other reasons have not happened). It is a relatively simple element to include in project planning, but is often omitted for time reasons or other inconveniences. This is a positive lesson learnt, widely applicable elsewhere. 
 204. Water quality is a major concern in the Comoros as Anjouan and Mohéli are dependent on surface water for the water supply systems. The introduction of slow filters in two of the community water supply schemes is an interesting innovation to improve water quality, often ignored in community projects. Potentially there is a lesson learnt which can be used for upscaling. However, for that to be the case, the experience needs first to be properly documented. In particular, it has to be documented whether the water quality has actually improved, and whether the required operation and management is suitable for community schemes.
 205. When planning the pilot water supply schemes, little attention was paid to the issue of the operation and management of the water supply schemes, except for supporting the setting up of water management committees and providing these with some training. This has proved to be insufficient. Another challenge has been that the projects, due to budget constraints, have only addressed some of the deficiencies in the existing systems, while others have not been addressed. This is in particular the case for the existing distribution networks, which have not been rehabilitated, implying that there continues to be substantial water losses in the systems. Furthermore, no meters have been installed. This has made the water supply schemes difficult to manage, and when the schemes are not working properly, people are less willing to pay for the service. The lesson learnt is that when a water supply scheme is planned, the issue of operation and management should be included from the very project design. Failure to do so puts the future sustainability of the investment at risk. Furthermore, it is important that the project scope include the whole system, including the distribution network and the meters. If the project does not include these elements, it is very difficult to put into place a sustainable management of the scheme. This is not a new lesson learnt, as this is well-known from many other similar projects, but it has once again been confirmed by the present project. 
 206. The community water supply schemes constructed by the project are rather big. They are managed by water management committees, and the task of operating the schemes clearly surpass what can be expected from this type of management, so the infrastructures are not properly operated and maintained. The lesson learnt is that water supply schemes over a certain size can not be managed informally by a community water committee. The operation and management has to be formalised and paid for, independently of the organisational setup chosen (community operated or outsourced to a private operator). Again, this is not a new lesson learnt, as this is well-known from many other similar projects, but is has once again been confirmed by the present project. 
 207. The pilot project in Moroni is support to a rather big city water supply system. However, as the management of the system is the responsibility of an institution (Ma-Mwe) dedicated mainly to the provision of energy, the management of the water supply is not prioritised and the funds for maintaining the system are way below what is needed. Furthermore, the cost recovery is extremely low. This was known when the project was planned, but even so the question of operation and management was not addressed as part of the project, except for some training in the issue of cost recovery. The sustainability of the Moroni water system is therefore very low. The lesson learnt is that support to city water supply systems should include as a clear condition that the management of the system is separated out in an autonomous water company, public or private, and that tariffs should make it possible to cover at least operation and management. If the tariffs are insufficient to cover operation and management, then is should be clearly defined how and by whom it will be subsidized, and the likelihood for this to happen should be assessed. Again, this is not a new lesson learnt, as this is well-known from many other similar projects, but it has been confirmed by the present project.
 208. The project has supported reforestation on communal lands but the survival of the trees is very low. The reason for the areas being deforested in the first place have not been analysed during the project planning, so this is not surprising. It is understood, that there are many reasons for the deforestation, including pressure from agriculture, lack of clarity on the ownership for these communal lands, agricultural fires etc. The lesson learnt is that when reforestation is planned, the causes of deforestation should be analysed thoroughly. If the factors causing the deforestation are not addressed, the reforestation is likely to be unsuccessful.
 209. The present project promoting climate change adaptation has included activities in a variety of fields: Institutional development at national, island and community level, development of the policy framework for the sector, advocacy for inclusion of climate change into the sector policy, improvement of potable and agricultural water supply in selected communities, promotion of protection of water sources and promotion of water and soil conservation in agriculture. All these issues are important for climate change adaptation, however, the result is that the investments have been spread out thinly, the management burden has been heavy and the impacts are difficult to discern. The lesson learnt is that when planning a climate change adaptation project, it is important to avoid attempting to do everything, as the risk is that the investments will be spread out too thinly, that it will be difficult to manage and that the impact in each area will be small. It is therefore important to maintain a focus for the project and only include in the project issues outside the focus area of the project, when these are absolutely necessary for success, and it is unlikely that they will be covered by other actors. 
[bookmark: _Toc478540365][bookmark: _Toc506540070][bookmark: _Toc506540754]Recommendations
 210. As it has been mentioned, the pilot projects are incomplete, particularly by not including the improvement of the distribution network and the metering. This implies that it is not possible to reap the full benefit of the investments made. The corollary is that there can be considerable benefits from a relatively limited additional investment. Furthermore, it is very difficult to put into place a sustainable management of the water schemes when these are not functioning properly, so this additional investment can increase the probability of success in putting into place a sustainable management of the schemes. It is therefore recommended to the Ministry of Production and its partners, particularly UNDP and UNEP, to urgently search for additional funds to complement the investments made in the five pilot projects. It is further recommended that these additional funds be conditioned on the putting into place of a formalised management of the community pilot schemes[footnoteRef:44]. In the case of Moroni, the condition for the provision of additional funds should be that a process of creating an autonomous water company has at least started. Furthermore, as the arguments for and against privatisation of the water supplies in the Comoros, combined with several unsuccessful experiences with privatisations, appear to have complicated the search for sustainable solutions for the operation and management, it is recommended not to link the setting up of formal structures for the management of the water supply schemes with the question of ownership, as this may derail the process. There are many successful examples of both publicly and privately owned water supply companies in other parts of Africa, so the question of ownership is not at the core of the issue.  [44: 	At the discussions the evaluator participated in with the Hoani-Mbatsé water committees and the mayor, the water committees raised it as a concern that this may be the case and hence that they needed urgently to do something about it.] 

 211. Water quality is a major concern in the Comoros as Anjouan and Mohéli are dependent on surface water for the water supply systems. The introduction of slow filters in two of the community water supply schemes is an interesting innovation to improve water quality, often ignored in community projects. The experience with the slow filters in the community water supply schemes should be documented so decisions can be taken on whether to replicate them in other projects. It is recommended to UNEP and UNDP to make sure this happens. If this is not possible using remaining project funds, alternative funding should be found.
 212. The present project has as one of its stated goals to improve the water resource management and to include into it the expected climate change impact.  This goal is considered to be highly relevant, but it is touched upon only lightly in the present project. The evaluator considers that setting up a policy and institutional framework for integrated water resource management (IWRM) is a necessary step towards adapting the management of water resources in the Comoros to climate change.  It is therefore recommended to the GoC, UNDP and UN Environment to include IWRM in future projects in the country. Experience from other African countries shows that this will be a long process, so it is important not to set up too ambitious short term goals. Putting into place IWRM requires a long haul.
 213. The project evaluated has few considerations regarding gender. This is surprising as it is well-known that a right approach to gender is essential for community water supply projects. As very little information is available on gender, it is not possible to say to which degree this lack of gender analysis and strategy has affected performance. However, it is recommended that future UNEP and UNDP projects within the community water sector in Comoros include gender analyses and based on this identifies possible gender differentiated implementation strategies, including the two new GEF funded projects.
 214. Taking into account the various observations made in the present report, it is recommended that UNDP and UNEP revise the newly approved GEF projects to make sure that: (a) they have conducted proper feasibility studies, when relevant, (b) a gender analysis has been conducted and is reflected in the implementation strategy, (c) adequate formal monitoring systems are set up, and (d) when relevant, VRAs are repeated at the end of the project to document the changes that have been achieved.
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To be filled in before the final version.


To the comments received on (date) from the Terminal Evaluation of (project name) (UNDP/UNEP Project ID-PIMS #)

The following comments were provided in track changes to the draft Terminal Evaluation report; they are referenced by institution (“Author” column) and track change comment number (“#” column):

	Author
	#
	Para No./ comment location 
	Comment/Feedback on the draft TE report
	TE consultant
response and actions taken
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Programme
	Date
	
	Activity

	Monday, February 20
	Morning
	Meeting in Copenhagen with UNEP task manager Lars Christiansen

	Friday, February 24 
	Morning
	Meeting in Nairobi with UNEP Evaluation Unit, Tiina Piiroinen and Shakira Adil Khawaja

	Saturday, February 25
	Afternoon
	Evaluator arrives to Moroni

	Monday, February 27 
	Morning
	Initial meeting with National Directorate for Environment and Forests (DGEF)

	
	Afternoon
	Initial meeting with UNDP National Office

	
	
	Reading of new documentation received

	Tuesday, February 28 
	Morning
	Meeting with ANACM

	
	Afternoon
	Meeting with Director, Ma-Mwe
Visit to University of Comores, Water laboratory
Buying of flight tickets for visit to Anjouan and Mohéli

	Wednesday – March 1
	Morning
	Meeting with Director, DGEME

	
	Morning-Afternoon
	Field visit to Moroni Pilot Project

	Thursday, March 2
	Whole day
	Field visit to Bandasamlini

	Friday, March 3
	Morning
	Meeting with AFD

	
	Afternoon
	Meeting with GIRE project, Dr. Oledi

	Saturday, March 4
	Morning
	Meeting with CRclimate changeA Project

	Sunday, March 5 
	
	Start preparation of debriefing

	Monday 6 March
	Morning
	Flight to Matsamudu, Anjouan
Meeting with the Union of Water Committees (UCEA)

	
	Afternoon
	Meeting with Directorate for the Environment (decentralised authority)
Meeting with Commisariat (de concentrated authority)

	Tuesday 7 March
	Whole day
	Field visit to the two pilot projects (Pomoni-Lingoni and Niumakele)

	Wednesday 8 March
	Morning
	Flight to Mohéli (arriving around midday as the flight was several hours delayed due to rains from Cyclone Enowa)

	
	Afternoon
	Meeting with stakeholders at CDRE, Fomboni
Travel to Hoani. Meeting with Municipal Council at Hoani-Mbatsé and representatives from the Water Committees.

	Thursday 9 March
	Morning
	Visit to pilot project Hoani-Mbatsé

	
	Afternoon
	Preparation of debriefing presentation

	Friday 10 March
	Morning
	Flight back to Moroni. Heavy delay due to the disruptions in flights the days before.

	
	Afternoon
	Finalisation, debriefing presentation

	Saturday 11 August
	Morning
	Debriefing at PNUD Country Office

	
	Afternoon
	Evaluator departs for Nairobi



People Met
	Name
	Position
	Contact

	UNEP
	

	Lars Christiansen
	Task Manager, Copenhagen
	lachr@dtu.dk
+45 4533 5272

	Tiina Piiroinen
	Evaluation Officer, UNEP Nairobi
	Tiina.Piiroinen@unep.org
+254 20 76 4181

	Shakira Adil Khawaja
	Fund Management Officer , UNEP Nairobi
	Shakira.khawaja@unep.org

	Mela Shah
	Senior Programme Management Assistant, UNEP Nairobi
	Mela.Shah@unep.org
254-20-7623740

	UNDP
	

	Karim Ali Ahmed
	Project Officer, PNUD Country Office
	karim.a.ahmed@undp.org


	Omar Houmadi
	Comptable, PNUD, Moroni
	omar.houmadi@undp.org
+269 33 463 12

	Seybou Mossi
	Hydraulic Engineer, VNU
	Mossi.seybou@undp.org
+269 359 79 96

	Saïd Hamada Mdziani
	RUTI de Ngazidja (Gran Comore)
	Saidhamada.mdziani@undp.org
+269 332 14 06

	Abdou Soimadou Ali
	RUTI ACCE/CRCCA
	Abdou.soimadou@undp.org
+269 332 09 31

	AFD
	
	

	Bicarima Ali
	Project Officer
	alib@afd.fr
+2693311330

	DGEF
	

	Youssouf Elamine Mbechezi 
	General Director
	Elamine_youusouf@yahoo.fr
3219486

	Ismael ?
	Director, CRCCA Project
	

	Charaf-Eddine Msaidié 
	Project Coordinator, ACCE, now Expert in Biodiversity, RNAP
	charafeddine2008@gmail.com
+269 332 08 49

	Advisors

	Joana Talafre (by Skype)
	Chief Technical Advisor
	joana.talafre@okapiconsulting.ca     +1(514) 465.8446

	Ministry of Production

	Issimaila Mohamed
	National Director, CRCCA project and Deputy Director for DNSAE
	issimaila2002@yahoo.fr
+269 333 11 02

	ANACM

	Farid
	Responsible for Meteorological Services
	

	Mohamed Hamid
	Technical Director
	

	Ma-Mwe

	Abderemane
	Director for Water
	+269 3238962

	University of Comores
	

	Dr. Achmet
	Dean, Faculty of Technical Sciences
	achmetsm@yahoo.fr

	General Directorate for Energy and Mines

	Mme Chadhuiliati 
	General Director
	

	CEFADER

	Dr. Ouledi
	Administrative and financial responsible, GIRE project
	+269 3332757

	Anjouan, Environmental Directorate

	Mouhoudhoir Boura
	Director
	moudhoir3@yahoo.fr
+269 320 31 80

	Fairouze Toybou
	Director for Water
	Fairouze.toybou@yahoo.fr
+269 324 52 01

	Anjouan, Commissariat for Production

	Nassouri Toilibou
	General Secretary
	+269 336 07 74

	UCEA (Union of Water Committees, Anjouan)

	Farid Anasse
	Coordinator
	Farid.anasse.fah@gmail.com
+269 332 70 68

	Omar Houmadi
	President
	+269 338 38 31

	Pomoni-Lingoni Pilot Project

	Arfashad Mohamoud
	Member of Project Steering Committee, Pomoni
	

	?
	Wife of President for the Pomoni Water Committee, Shirach Salin.
	

	Nioumakele Pilot Project

	Faisau Suf
	President of the Water Committee, Shaucini Village
	

	Stakeholder Meeting at CRDE, Fomboni (Mohéli)

	Loutoufi madi
	Director CRDE fomboni 
	Loutma2010@yahoo.fr
+269 332 04 62

	Ahamada Madi Ahamada
	Head of services, CRDE
	Ahamada-madi@yahoo.fr
+268 349 46 97

	Bendjadide Ali Tamou
	Technician, CRDE
	Back-home@ymail.fr

	Abdou Soimadou 
	Member of UCEM

	Ucem.moheli@yahoo.fr
3494692

	Toiouildine Mouandhui 
	Former responsible for water supply management at UCEM
	mouandhuitoiouilou@yahoo.fr
3354352

	Lailina Daniel
	Regional Directorate for Environment and Forests (DREF)
	Dalayass98@yaho.fr

	Mohamed Mhidhine Tsira

	Mohéli National Marine Park
	Tsira.hidhin@gmail.com

	Toihiri Mohamed


	Director, FADESIM
	cdfadesim@yahoo.fr

	Mohamed Abdou 
	Administrative and financial responsible, SOGEM
	+269 343 96 66

	Soidi Ahmed 

	Member of SOGEM
	+269 349 70 85

	Anrifatte Mohadji Charif

	General Director, SOGEM
	+269 357 25 26

	Chamsidine Abdallah

	Director, Commissariat, Production 
	

	Said Abdouroihmane Ahmed
	Former director for the DREF. Now president of Water User Committee, Djoiezi
	+269 332 49 85

	Malida Abdelkader Ahamada

	Member, CRDE
	+269 321 04 09

	Ousmane Soiyifiliamane
	Member, CRDE
	+269 338 79 28

	Meeting at the Mayors Office, Hoani-Mbatsé

	Hazalis Dokara 
	Mayor, Hoani-Mbatse 
	+269 339 00 60

	Chamsidine Abdallah
	Member of the Municipal Council
	+269 337 01 80

	Bacrar ali
	Notable 
	

	Ali hamidoun
	Member Water Management Committee
	+269 334 02 86

	Ahmed omar avilaza
	Member Water Management Committee
	+269 353 86 06

	Mikidache ahamada
	Member Water Management Committee
	+269 327 15 20

	Loutfi madi ahamada
	Member Water Management Committee
	+269 332 04 62

	Enrabi abassi abdallah
	Member Water Management Committee
	+269 321 00 08

	Ankibou hamissi 
	Member Water Management Committee
	+269 337 58 67

	Madi hamada
	Member Water Management Committee
	+269 339 30 30

	Field visit, Hoani-Mbatsé

	The field visit to the Water Supply Scheme was accompanied by the PNUD RUTI, members of the Water Management Committees and an Engineer from SOGEM (company that constructed the system). For names, see above.

	“Sandy” (nickname)
	Farmer and promoter for sustainable agricultural practices 
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In the table below the evaluator has tried to compare the planned activities with the activities actually carried out. It is not an easy task as the reports are not very specific about the activities carried out. The table has been compiled based on the PIR and information from the former project coordinator. 

	Outcome
	Outputs
	Activities
	Progress

	
Outcome 1. Institutions at a national (i.e. Ma-Mwe and ANACM) and community (i.e. UCEA and UCEM) level strengthened to integrate climate change information into water resource management.
	
Output 1.1. Information on climate change risks to water availability in Comoros improved.
	1.1.1a definition and adoption of the water and climate monitoring parameters
	Completed in 2012 (UNEP PIR)

	
	
	1.1.1b. Identification, in collaboration with ANACM of the equipment needs and sites for monitoring stations
	Completed in 2012 (UNEP PIR)

	
	
	1.1.2 Acquisition and installation of hydrometerological and agrometeorological stations
	Completed in 2015 (UNEP PIR)

	
	
	1.1.3 conversion of existing available data on microfile to a usable format
	Completed in 2014 (UNEP PIR)

	
	
	1.1.4 State of the Art study on water and climate in Comoros, including analysis of sectorial policies that hinder or facilitate resilience and, links between tides and salinity, an analysis of costs and benefits of adaptation, and the recommendation of adaptation indicators 
	Planned for 2016 4Q. Has not been carried out.

	
	
	1.1.5 Develop data collection, conservation and analysis systems in each island
	Taken over by other project?

	
	
	1.1.6 Acquire and analyze data from the tide gauges in Ngazidja to determine links between salinity and tides as well as to measure sea level (reformulated activity as tidal gauge is already available in Comoros)
	After the MTR this was to be included in 1.1.4

	
	Output 1.2. Capacity to assess and monitor changes in water supply and quality (given climate change projections) developed.
	1.2.1 stakeholder analysis and assessment of needs towards the development of a capacity building plan to strengthen monitoring and assessment capacity for availability and water quality.
	Completed in 2014 (UNEP PIR)

	
	
	1.2.2 Training of ANACM staff on climate data collection  and analysis and on climate model downscaling
	Completed in 2015 (UNEP PIR)

	
	
	1.2.3 Training of MAMWE staff on integration of climate data and on water related climate risk management
	Completed in 2015 (UNEP PIR)

	
	
	1.2.4.  Training of UCEA and UCEM staff on the operation and management of hydraulic infrastructures
	Completed in 2015 (UNEP PIR)

	
	Output 1.3. Preparation and provision of improved climate information for water resource management policies and spending plans.
	1.3.1 Acquisition and installation of hydrological monitoring equipment including training.
	The equipment has reportedly been procured and installed, and final calibration is still needed. Training and final calibration is planned for second half of 2016. Not clear if this has been done.

	
	Output 1.4. Integration of improved climate information with water resource management policies and spending plans, and other relevant policies.
	1.4.1 Analysis of sectoral policies that facilitate or hinder community resilience
	After the MTR this was to be included in 1.1.4. Not done.

	
	
	1.4.2.  Develop policy notes showing impacts, costs, benefits of resilience in the three islands
	After the MTR this was to be included in 1.1.4. Not done.

	
	
	1.4.3  Revise the water Code and regulations
	Has been transferred to the AfDB financed PAEPA project

	
	
	1.4.4 Develop recommendation on the changes to national budget or water prices and tariffs, including on cost recovery
	Has been transferred to the AfDB financed PAEPA project

	
	
	1.4.5.  Review and revise development legislation and policy, the environmental action plan and the poverty reduction strategy
	Has been transferred to the AfDB financed PAEPA project

	
	
	1.4.5b.  Training on the recovery of costs related to hydrological infrastructure
	Not done.

	
	Output 1.5. Capacity development plan for policy review and design among decision-makers developed based on best known scientific and technical evidence-base.
	1.5.1 Develop a capacity development plan for policy revision and planning related to adaptation (following 1.2.2)
	The activity was removed from the project after the MTR, following the realization that a capacity development plan had been developed by another project.

	
	
	1.5.2  Train planners and decision-makers on revisions and proposed changes to existing legislation and regulations
	Planned for Q4 of 2016. Not done, as the Water Code has not been approved.

	
	Output 1.6. Capacity development plan for policy review and design among decision-makers implemented. 
	1.6.1.  Establish an intergovernmental and interministerial process for revising policies related to water
	Not done, as the Water Code has not been approved.

	Outcome 2: Water supply and water quality for selected pilot communities to combat impacts of climate change improved.
	Output 2.1. Technologies to improve water access and quality that mitigate climate change risks piloted, e.g. soil conservation measures, water harvesting, remedial work on existing boreholes.
	2.1.1 Feasibility study for the rehabilitation of Moroni's main water line and system
	Completed in 2013

	
	
	2.1.2 Environmental and Social Impact Assessment for construction and rehabilitation works on three islands
	Completed in 2013

	
	
	2.1.3  Feasibility study for the reservoirs and harvesting structures in Anjouan
	Completed in 2013

	
	
	2.1.4.  Feasibility study on the implementation of a water piping network for drinking and agricultural purposes in Moheli
	Completed in 2013

	
	
	2.1.5  Feasibility and ESIA for the rehabilitation and construction of water conservation structures for agriculture in Bandassamlini Sangani and Hamalengo (Grance Comore)
	Completed in 2013

	
	
	2.1.6  Conduct rehabilitation works for the Moroni water network
	Partially done only due to budget constraints.

	
	
	2.1.6b Conduct rehabilitation works for Bandassamlini and surroundings
	Partially done only due to budget constraints.

	
	
	2.1.7  Conduct rehabilitation and piping works in Anjouan
	Partially done only due to budget constraints.

	
	
	2.1.8  Conduct water mobilization and conservation works in Moheli
	Done, shared with the CRCCA project.

	
	
	2.1.9.  Work supervision and develop a replication plan
	Work has been supervised. Replication plan not elaborated.

	
	
	2.1.10  Develop indicators and targets to measure adaptation in the water sector
	Not done.

	
	Output 2.2. Community members trained to manage adaptive water interventions sustainably. 
	2.2.1  Establish and train a water management committee in Ngazidja under supervision of MAMWE
	Not clear whether that has been done.

	
	
	2.2.1b  Assess previous experience on water treatment and propose adapted and replicable technologies for water quality control and treatment
	Not clear whether that has been done.

	
	
	2.2.2 Train MAMWE technical staff in charge of operations and maintenance (chlorination, pump maintenance, leak detection)
	The Ma-Mwe director reported that the staff has been trained in soldering of HDPE pipes.

	
	
	2.2.3 Capacity development for local water stakeholders towards a sustainable management of rehabilitated water structures
	Done.

	
	
	2.2.4 Introduce technologies for water potabilization and treatments at local level, including ecological sanitation systems (Mbatse, Hoani and Lingoni-Pomoni)
	Slow filters have been installed in both sites.

	
	2.3. Degraded agricultural and forested lands in pilot sites are the object of sustainable land use plans and vegetative cover increases (UNEP)
	2.3.1a finalize the state of reference on agricultural planning and perform participatory species selection for reforestation works  (formerly part of 2.1.5)
	Reportedly completed in 2014. Report not received.

	
	
	2.3.2 Elaborate a land use plan in each site
	Completed in 2014. 

	
	
	2.3.3.  Train and support communities during reforestation using an agro-sylvo-pastoral approach that promotes resilience
	Completed in 2014 

	
	
	2.3.4  Participatory reforestation within communities in the framework of the national campaign ""1 Comorian, 1 tree"
	Completed in 2014 

	
	
	2.3.5 Training and support to producers towards the sustainable and resilient land use for agriculture (Bandassamlini and Nioumakele)
	Completed with Flemish Funds in 2016.

	Outcome 3: Awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice for continued process of policy review and development increased.
	Output 3.1. Knowledge products developed on lessons learned for policy makers, communities and donors throughout the project.
	3.1.1 compile project results and identify potential barriers to their replication
	Planned for Q4 of 2016 at project closure. Not done.

	
	
	3.1.2  Launch and disseminate knowledge products and communications products
	Some communication products have been produced (caps, t-shirts, pamphlets).

	
	Output 3.2. Learning disseminated through platform for national learning and sustainability.
	3.2.1  Create a parliamentary working group and organize seminars on risks posed by climate change
	Not done, as the Water Code has not been approved.

	
	
	3.2.2  organize  national workshop and 3 islands workshops for the dissemination of project lessons and results
	Not done.

	
	
	3.2.2a  Inception workshop
	Completed in 2012

	
	
	3.2.3  Organize community workshops on the project
	Done

	
	
	3.2.4  Publish workshop reports and distribute documents
	Done

	
	
	3.2.5  Publish a monthly newsletter, newspaper articles, pamphlets and other documents on the project
	Some materials produced. Copies not received.

	
	
	3.2.6  intervene through local media (radio, TV)
	Done

	
	Output 3.3 Disseminate Comorian experience in knowledge networks related to water and climate change, including ALM, GAN and IW Learn.
	3.3.1 Create, validate and launch project website
	Website was launched and functioned for 2 years (2013-2014).

	
	
	3.3.2 compile information and technical documents and submit them to various networks
	Not done

	
	
	3.3.4 develop a document summarizing project lessons for publication in an academic journal and presentation at an international conference
	Not done
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	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target
	Assessment UNDP/UNEP PIR
	Assessment evaluator

	Objective
	1. The percentage change in vulnerability of men and women living in the pilot sites to climate change risks on availability of clean water. 
	Moroni: rating of 4 (on a scale of 1-5): quite vulnerable; Plateau Djandro in Moheli: rating of 4 on average for four villages; Lingoni-Pomoni in Anjouan: rating of 4: quite vulnerable; High Nioumakele in Anjouan: rating of 4: quite vulnerable; Bandamsamlini:  rating of 3:  moderately vulnerable.
	Rating to be improved to 2: Not very vulnerable
	UNDP: Rating of 2 achieved for all 5 sites
UNEP: Not measured
	The baseline study VRAs have not been repeated end-project (the UNDP ratings is a desk assessment). The evaluator has only been able to talk to randomly selected community members. 
The evaluator assessment is that the vulnerability has been reduced, but taking into account the limitations of the water supply schemes installed, a rating of 2 appears somewhat optimistic. 

	Outcome 1
	2. Number of policy documents at the Union decisional level, the island decisional level and the community/local level revised or elaborated to include regulations and provisions that promote gender equitable adaptation in the water sector.
	Water Act for the Union of Comoros does not have any regulations for application.  There is one environmental law and environment strategy, but lack of regulation for adaptation. The Comoros agricultural strategy dates back from 1994 and has not been implemented. Water management is only considered from the point of view of intensification, not rainfall scarcity or intensification of rainfall.
	a. The Water Act is revised and includes regulations and provisions that promote gender-equitable adaptation.
b. One water programme with priority actions by 2030 is elaborated by the end of the project.
c. Water Acts at the local level in the pilot sites in Moheli and Anjouan are revised to include regulations and provisions that promote gender-equitable adaptation
	UNDP: Since the revision of the water code was done by another project financed by the AfDB, this project contributed only for the inclusion of the climate change dimension in the document.  Another revision that will take into account the Gender dimension needs to be done.
UNEP: No formal measurement of outcome indicator yet 
	a. The Water Act has been revised (PAEPA project). The quality is questionable and there is still a long way to approval.
b. Not achieved
c. There are no local Water Acts, but the project has elaborated standard regulations for water management committees which can be used locally.
The evaluator assessment is that some progress has been made regarding the policy framework, but that there is still a long way to go.

	
	3. The number of policy-makers and planners at the Union and island levels using adjusted processes and methods (eg collecting water data and climate data, modelling climate trends and monitoring water quality and supply) to develop gender-equitable water management policies that integrate climate change projections.
	Policy makers and planners at the Union and Island levels do not currently integrate knowledge of climate change into policies related to water and agriculture and they lack capacities to collect water data, to model climate change and to monitor water quality and supply.   At the Union level there are a total of 20 policy makers and planners.
	By the end of the project, at least the following numbers of planners are using adjusted processes and methods, in terms of collecting water and climate data, modeling climate trends and monitoring water quality and supply, to develop water management policies that integrate climate change projections: 
7 policy makers and planners at Union level, 5 in MaMwe; 10 in ANACM; 3 in the Directorate of Environment in Moheli; 5 in the Directorate of Environment in Anjouan; 2 in UCEM and 7 in UCEA,
	UNDP: 12 planners use methods adjusted to take climate change into consideration in order to develop water management policies
UNEP: No measurement yet.
	It is not clear what exactly UNDP is basing the assessment on. The evaluator has not been able to establish a clear assessment on this from the interviews.
The tentative evaluator assessment is that there is clear progress in ANACM (collection of data, modelling and analysis), and that there is a more widespread awareness in the institutions (DGEME and DGEF) about the need to improve in the management and integration of data related to climate in general and climate change in particular. There is furthermore a nascent interest in IWRM.

	Outcome 2
	4. Overall perception of the population per pilot site on: i) the daily quantity of water accessible for domestic uses ii)the facility of access to this water and iii)the quality of the water used (as per WHO standards) on a rating of 1-4 ( 1 = very satisfied, 2= satisfied, 3 = unsatisfied, 4 = very unsatisfied).
	Moroni:  Quantity = 3, Access = 3, Quality = 3; Djandro:  Quantity = 4, access = 4, Quality = 4; High Nioumakele in Anjouan:  Quantity = 3, Accesss = 2, Quality = 3; Lingoni=Pomoni in Anjouan:  Quantity = 2, Access = 4, Quality = 3.
	Raise the rating to 2 for all three criteria across all project sites.
	UNDP: Moroni: Quantity = 2, Access = 2, Quality = 2;
Mbatse-Hoani: Quantity = 2, access =2, Quality = 2;
High Nioumakele: Quantity = 3, Accesss = 2, Quality = 2;
Lingoni=Pomoni: Quantity = 1, Access = 2, Quality = 2
UNEP: No rating
	As mentioned, the baseline study VRAs have not been repeated end-project (the UNDP ratings is a desk assessment). The evaluator has only been able to talk to members of the water committees. 
The evaluator assessment is that (a) the quantity of water has increased, but due to the old distribution network, this is not fully noticeable to the users, (b) the quality has probably improved at the two sites where slow filters have been installed, but that quality measurement has not been carried out. (c) Access has only improved where increased water pressure has returned water to sectors connected, but where the water did not reach before. Access is still a major problem in Moroni, Hoani-Mbatsé and probably Lingoni-Pomoni. The UNDP rating therefore appears rather optimistic.

	
	5. Number of surviving trees in reforested areas.
	The GDT project has planted 10000 fruit and forest trees in Lingoni-Pomoni. None in Bandasamlini.  There are no protection measures for forests currently.
	2 sites of 95ha each to be reforested (Bandasamlini & Lingoni-Pomoni).  At 1000 trees/ha = 180,000 trees.  Target is an 80% survival rate which gives 144,000 living trees by the end of the project.
	UNEP: Reforestation campaigns during end 2015 and 2016 have achieved a total planting of an additional 67,152 trees (67 ha), with a reported 'good' survival rate. The total tree planting directly attributed to the LDCF project is thus around 140 ha
	The evaluator assessment is that the survival rate of the reforested communal areas is very low, in some cases 0. The survival rate at private farms is much higher, particularly for the fruit trees (up to 80% in Bandasamlini). A more complete assessment is not possible due to lack of monitoring data. 

	Outcome 3
	6. Percentage of men and women (public and decision makers) aware of climate change vulnerability and adaptation responses.
	Currently knowledge on specific climate change risks and adaptation options is low among the public and decision-makers.  It is estimated that 10% of decision makers and less than 5% of the population in the pilot sites know much about climate change and adaptation.
	By the end of the project, at least 30% of the population within pilot site communities are aware of climate change impacts and adaptation options. 
 Mid-way through the project, at least 10% of the population within pilot site communities are aware of climate change impacts and adaptation options based on their involvement with pilot site interventions. 
	UNDP: 40% of the population within pilot sits and 70% of decision-makers have better knowledge on climate change impacts and adaptation options.
UNEP: Progress on awareness has not yet been measured,.
	As no measurement has been made, neither for the baseline, nor for the end-project situation, it is difficult to assess. It is not clear what the 10% baseline value is arrived at, neither how UNDP makes its assessment of the 40%.
With these caveats, the evaluator assessment is that there is an increasing awareness of the impact of climate change, as this was mentioned by many of the interlocutors. This is no doubt an effect of this and many other campaigns and projects related to climate change. 

	
	7.  Number of newspaper articles, booklets and pamphlets highlighting lessons learned during the project and # of technical documents on lessons learned submitted to knowledge networks.
	Except for the National Communications and the NAPA there are currently no available documents and reports about good practices on climate changeA and water in Comoros.
	By the end of the project, project lessons are distributed in hard copy (e.g. pamphlets, briefing notes, newsletters, booklets etc), electronically (e.g. via the project website), via radio broadcast and via one national and three island-level workshops.
Mid-way through the project, a project website is operational and is regularly updated with project information. 
	UNDP: This work is in progress, a number of communications products have been produced.
UNEP: A number of communication products have been produced in the reporting period.
	The evaluator has seen a few communication products but has not received a list of what has been produced. If a distinction is made between (a) general communication products on climate change and the project, and (b) technical documents for knowledge networks, the evaluator assessment is that the general communication (a) has probably been covered quite well, but more specific technical information (b) has not been covered at all.
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[bookmark: _Toc478540373][bookmark: _Toc506540077][bookmark: _Toc506540761]Annex G. Debriefing presentation
Below is a handout of the presentation made by the consultant at the UNDP Office in Moroni on Saturday 11 March 2017, before the consultant left the Comores.[footnoteRef:45] [45: 	It should be mentioned that the presentation erroneously refers to the PAEPA project as PADEA. Is should thus read PAEPA.] 
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[bookmark: _Toc506540078][bookmark: _Toc506540762]Annex H. Budget and actual expenditures

The evaluator has received the following table from the UNDP office in Moroni regarding budget and actual expenditures.
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Based on this and the budgets indicated in the project document, the following tables have been computed:
BUDGET UNDP (From Project Document) AND ACTUAL EXPENDITURES (USD)
	Outcome / Component
	Source 
	Budget
	Rev. Budget
	Actual expenditure
	Diff. With original budget

	Outcome 1: Institutions at a national (i.e. Ma-Mwe and ANACM) and community (i.e. UCEA and UCEM) level strengthened to integrate climate change information into water resources management.
	GEF
	288,000
	220,738
	339,437
	51,437

	
	UNDP co-financing
	0
	37,573
	37,573
	37,573

	
	Flemmish Government
	0
	123,696
	123,696
	123,696

	Total Outcome 1
	
	288,000
	382,006
	500,705
	212,705

	Outcome 2: Water supply and water quality for selected pilot communities to combat impacts of climate change improved.
	GEF
	2,078,000
	2,036,844
	1,886,789
	-191,211

	
	UNDP co-financing
	0
	501,477
	501,477
	501,477

	
	Flemmish Government
	0
	68,208
	66,658
	66,658

	Total Outcome 2
	
	2,078,000
	2,606,530
	2,454,925
	376,925

	Outcome 3: Awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice for continued process of policy review and development increased.
	GEF
	74,000
	80,509
	127,059
	53,059

	
	UNDP co-financing
	0
	22,515
	22,515
	22,515

	Total Outcome 3
	
	74,000
	103,024
	149,574
	75,574

	Project Management
	GEF
	210,000
	298,152
	282,958
	72,958

	
	UNDP co-financing
	200,000
	55,382
	55,382
	-144,618

	Total project management
	
	410,000
	353,534
	338,340
	-71,660

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	GEF
	70,000
	63,756
	63,756
	-6,244

	
	UNDP co-financing
	0
	2,724
	2,724
	2,724

	Total Monitoring and Evaluation
	
	70,000
	66,481
	66,481
	-3,519

	Sub-total (GEF)
	
	2,720,000
	2,700,000
	2,700,000
	-20,000

	Sub-Total TRAC and other UNDP co-financing
	
	200,000
	619,671
	619,671
	419,671

	Sub-total (Flemmish Government)
	
	0
	191,904
	190,354
	190,354

	TOTAL
	
	2,920,000
	3,511,575
	3,510,025
	590,025





BUDGET UNEP (From Project Document) AND ACTUAL EXPENDITURES (USD)
	Outcome / Component
	
	Budget
	Rev. Budget
	Actual
	Diff. With original budget

	Outcome 1: Institutions at a national (i.e. Ma-Mwe and ANACM) and community (i.e. UCEA and UCEM) level strengthened to integrate climate change information into water resources management.
	GEF
	730,000
	486,088
	346,458
	-383,542

	Outcome 2: Water supply and water quality for selected pilot communities to combat impacts of climate change improved.
	GEF
	66,000
	394,388
	414,143
	348,143

	Outcome 3: Awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice for continued process of policy review and development increased.
	GEF
	104,000
	99,059
	127,059
	23,059

	Project Management
	GEF
	90,000
	9,965
	8,000
	-82,000

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	GEF
	30,000
	30,500
	0
	-30,000

	TOTAL
	
	1,020,000
	1,019,999
	895,661
	-124,340


TOTAL BUDGET AND ACTUAL EXPENDITURES (USD)
	Outcome / Component
	Original budget
	ACTUAL

	Outcome 1: Institutions at a national (i.e. Ma-Mwe and ANACM) and community (i.e. UCEA and UCEM) level strengthened to integrate climate change information into water resources management.
	1,018,000
	847,164

	Outcome 2: Water supply and water quality for selected pilot communities to combat impacts of climate change improved.
	2,144,000
	2,869,068

	Outcome 3: Awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practice for continued process of policy review and development increased.
	178,000
	276,633

	Project Management
	500,000
	346,340

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	100,000
	66,481

	
	3,940,999
	4.405.685





Co-financing
	Co-financing
(Type/Source)
	UNEP own
 Financing
(US$1,000)
	Government

(US$1,000)
	Other*

(US$1,000)
	Total

(US$1,000)
	Total
Disbursed
(US$1,000)

	
	Planned
	Actual
	Planned
	Actual
	Planned
	Actual
	Planned
	Actual
	

	· Grants
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Loans 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Credits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Equity investments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· In-kind support
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Other (*)
-
-

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Totals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* This refers to contributions mobilized for the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral development cooperation agencies, NGOs, the private sector and beneficiaries.
	Financial management components
	Rating
	Evidence

	Attention paid to compliance with procurement rules and regulations
	
	

	Contact/communication between the PM & FMO
	
	

	PM & FMO knowledge of the project financials 
	S
	

	FMO responsiveness to financial requests 
	
	

	PM & FMO responsiveness to addressing and resolving financial issues
	
	

	 
	Were the following documents provided to the evaluator:
	
	

	 
	A.
	An up to date co-financing table
	
	No

	 
	B.
	A summary report on the projects financial management and expenditures during the life of the project - to date 
	
	Yes

	 
	C.
	A summary of financial revisions made to the project and their purpose
	
	Yes

	 
	D.
	Copies of any completed audits
	
	No

	Availability of project financial reports and audits
	
	

	Timeliness of project financial reports and audits
	
	

	Quality of project financial reports and audits
	
	

	FMO knowledge of partner financial requirements and procedures
	
	

	Overall rating
	
	



 
[bookmark: _Toc506540079][bookmark: _Toc506540763]Annex I. Pictures from field visits
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[image: ]Lingoni-Mbatsé water supply scheme. New (right) and old (left) water reservoir. As the new reservoir has few connections, it overflows into the old reservoir (black, upper pipeline) making more water available for the existing distribution system.
New public stand-post, Mbatsé

[image: ]River crossing for the partially rehabilitated transmission main, Nieumakélé

[image: ]Fomboni-Mbatsé. Reforestated river bank with little left.

[image: ]Macro-meter, Moroni water scheme

[image: ]Airing valve, Moroni water supply project.
[image: ]Slow Filter, Lingoni-Hoani water supply scheme. The covers turned out to be too heavy to manage. The plan is to substitute them with lighter covers.
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Rehabilitated intake, Lingoni-Hoani water supply scheme

[image: ][image: ]Contour farming on steep slopes, Lingoni. Farmer-Promoter “Sandi”.
Contour farming, Bandasamlini
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Stakeholder meeting at Fomboni, CRDE




[bookmark: _Toc506540080][bookmark: _Toc506540764]Annex J. Stakeholder analysis
This stakeholder analysis is limited mainly to the institutions that the evaluator has had the opportunity to meet. Other institutions mentioned in the project document are the National Farmers Association (FNAC) and the National Institute of Research in Agriculture and Fisheries (INRAPE). In the case of FNAC, it turned out to be impossible to set up a meeting. Anyway, they are only related to the sustainable agriculture part of the project, which is a minor component. In the case of INRAPE, a meeting was set up, but the director was occupied, and after waiting for an hour, the evaluator decided to cancel the meeting.

	Stakeholder
	Responsibility/Role
	Mandate
	Interest
	Influence
	Rating explanation
	Capacity and Constraints

	Union Level

	DGEME
	After the shift in Government in mid 2016, the Directorate is now under the Vice-Presidency/ Ministry for Production.
DGEME is responsible for the development of policy and regulation for the sector.
It is also responsible for the elaboration of investment plans and for the coordination of the different actors intervening in the sector and for securing the quality of the interventions.
It is in principle project owner (“maître d’ouvrage“) for projects within the sector.
	High
	Medium
	High
	The Directorate has direct access to the Vice-President/Minister for the sector and hence to the Presidency. 
The proposal for new Water Act is presently in the Ministry where is is under revision.
It is the impression that water is not the top priority as the problems in the electricity sector are seen as more pressing.
	The Directorate has very limited human resources
It has a limited budget and is dependent on projects being implemented through the Ministry

	DGEF
	The responsibility of the Directorate for the Environment and Forest is to:
Protect the environment and control pollution
Regulate and require Environmental Impact Assessment Studies
Monitor the environment
Specifically for the water sector, promote the rational use of water, define quality parameters and permits for discharge of wastewater
	High
	High
	Low
	Even if the Directorate has the formal mandate to regulate the environmental sector and hence a strong mandate within climate change adaptation, it has limited leverage.
	The Directorate has few own resources and is very dependent on projects being carried out through the Directorate

	ANACM
	ANACM is responsible for carrying out the public policy in the area of Civil Aviation and Meteorology.
Because of its role in the gathering and analysis of meteorological data, it has become a key agency when it comes to data collection and analysis related to disaster prevention and the adaptation to the future impact of climate change and.
	High
	High
	High
	ANACM has a clear mandate within data collection and climate change
	The meteorological division has competent and stable technical staff
As ANACM it has income from its aviation activities, it has a relatively stable economy
The meteorological division has technical support from both ASECNA and the World Meteorological Organisation. 

	Ma-Mwe
	Ma-Mwe has a double subordination: technically under the Ministry of Energy and financially under the Ministry of Finance. 
It has the responsibility of production and distribution of energy and water at national level. In reality it provides energy and water in Grande Comore only, and energy in Mohéli. 
	High
	Medium
	High
	The institution has a very extensive mandate within water in the case of Grand Comore, so it is in principle a powerful stakeholder.
However, the energy part of its mandate is given priority and that is also where the main income is generated.
	The water division has a relatively good technical capacity.
Very limited financial resources.
The activities of energy and water are not separated and its accounts are not public.
It only recovers around 60% of the costs within energy and 15-20% within water
Its board has never been functional 

	Ministry of Public Health
	The Ministry is in charge of policy formulation within hygiene and sanitation.
The Directorate for Sanitary Education and Social-Sanitary Action has a department for water that is in charge of the control of water quality. 
	High
	Low
	Low
	The Ministry has the mandate but not the resources to control the water quality. There is therefore in practical terms no control of public water quality, except when there are epidemics.
	The Ministry does not have the funding to fulfil its mandate and does not even have a water laboratory.

	University of Comores
	The University, created in 2003, has a faculty for science and technique and a Faculty of Medicine and Public Health. It has a water laboratory in Moroni (in La Corniche).
	Low
	High
	Medium
	The main interest of the University is in water quality, which they consider is not given the priority needed (generally next to no treatment, no chlorination, no water quality control)
	Qualified technical staff and a well equipped water laboratory
Strong interest in the issue of water quality.

	Island level

	Regional Directorates for the Environment
	This is a decentralised authority, which depends on the (elected) Governor (after the federalisation of in 2009).
The precise mandate within climate change and water supply is not clear
	Medium
	High
	Medium
	Formally, climate change and water provision is within their mandate, It is not well defined but seems to be a more overall level (plans and policies)
It does not seem that they generally are involved directly in externally financed projects, which constitute an important source of finance.
	Very limited staff and financial capacity

	Island Commissariats for Production
	This is a deconcentrated authority, which depends on the line ministries.
The commissariat has different directorates (Agriculture, Environment, Water and Energy, Fishery etc.), which have a double subordination under the line Ministry and the Governor,
The precise mandate within climate change and water supply is not clear
	Medium
	High
	Medium
	Formally, climate change and water provision is within their mandate. Their precise role is not well defined.
It does not seem that they generally are involved directly in externally financed projects, which constitute an important source of finance.
	The Commissariats have a quite extensive staff in the  different directorates. However, within water it is very limited.  

	UCEA-UCEM
	The Unions of Water Committees have formally received a mandate as delegated Project Owners for water projects (maitres d’ouvrage déléguées), and particularly AFD is cooperating with these to carry out projects within the water sector.
They are furthermore formally responsible for the management of community water supply schemes.
	High
	High
	High
	Even if the mandate is partly overlapping with other institutions, they are in practice involved in many community water projects, particularly responsible for setting up and training the Water Committees
	The Unions have competent staff within water supply and water supply management.
Their main weakness is their dependence on externally financed projects for their operation.
This implies that they are in practice only supervising water supply schemes within the framework of externally financed projects.

	Community level

	The Municipalities
	The municipalities are responsibility for the local water supply, sanitation and the environment, so formally they have an important mandate within climate change and water supply.
	High
	High
	Medium
	The municipalities have a quite extensive mandate, and water is of high priority in the communities. However, as a new institution their influence is still limited.
	As the municipalities were created recently with the law on decentralisation from 2011, they are still a very incipient institution with little capacity and very limited financial resources.
Even so, depending on the mayor, they can have a quite influential role e.g. in organising the operational model for the water supply system.

	Water Management Committees
	The water management committees (“Comités de Gestion de l’eau”) are responsible for the management of water supply schemes at community level – delegated from the Unions of Water Committees).
 
	High
	High
	High
	They are in practice in charge of the water supply schemes. So the schemes depend crucially on the functioning of these committees. Where they work, the system is maintained to some extent. Where they are not, the schemes are deteriorating.
	In general they have serious problems operating the systems, and in particular to collect payments from the users.
This is partly due to their limited capacity and partly due to a culture of no-payment for waterl.
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[bookmark: _Toc506540081][bookmark: _Toc506540765]Annex K. Assessment of the overall quality of project design

	A.
	Project Context and Complexity
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating[footnoteRef:46]: 5 [46:  Rating system for quality of project design and revision.  A number rating 1-6 is used for each section:  Highly Satisfactory = 6, Satisfactory = 5, Moderately Satisfactory = 4, Moderately Unsatisfactory = 3, Unsatisfactory = 2, Highly Unsatisfactory = 1. The overall quality of the evaluation report is calculated by taking a weighted mean score of all rated quality criteria, see below. (For Project Context and Complexity, replace ‘un/satisfactory’ with ‘un/likely’)] 


	1
	Does the project face an unusually challenging operational environment that is likely to negatively affect project performance?
	i)Ongoing/high likelihood of conflict?
	No
	The Comoros has been prone to conflicts and coups since independence, but it has been quite stable since 2008 with peaceful handing over of power after the elections, including the latest on in 2016.

	
	
	ii)Ongoing/high likelihood of natural disaster?
	Yes
	The Comoros are very vulnerable to climatic events, particularly flooding due to heavy rainfalls.  The 2012 floods damaged roads and social infrastructure, including water supply. Around 10% of the population was affected. The 2014 Cyclon Hellen had some impact in Comoros but caused far more damage in Madagascar and Mozambique.

	
	
	iii)Ongoing/high likelihood of change in national government?
	Yes
	There was a change in Government in 2016 and as the winning candidate’s lead was very narrow in the second round, it led to widespread protests, particularly in Anjouan. However, the impact on the project implementation was limited as most activities had been completed.

	B.
	Project Preparation 
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 4

	2
	Does the project document entail a clear and adequate problem analysis?
	Yes
	The vulnerable ecology compounded by rapid population growth and inadequate agricultural practices are described, and the additional challenges presented by CC are analysed with data on rainfall (longer dry seasons) and temperature rise.

	3
	Does the project document entail a clear and adequate situation analysis?
	Yes
	There is a quite thorough description of the context (economy, politics, geography and climate change challenges) and the policy response to CC (the NAPA process). The barriers to solutions are identified as limited knowledge and expertise, inadequate policy framework and financial constraints. The main weakness is an insufficient discussion of possible conflicting interests between stakeholders and the difficulties related to enforcement.

	4
	Does the project document include a clear and adequate stakeholder analysis? 
	No
	According to the UNEP PD, the five pilot sites were identified through an intensive consultative process held at the national, island, and community levels. During the Inception Workshop (held on 24 September 2009 in Moroni) with all stakeholders (national level), teams of stakeholders from different sectors (including stakeholders from different islands) identified the regions most vulnerable to climate change impacts. Scoring Workshops were held on each island. The public institutions involved are described and their technical limitations are emphasised. The responsible institutions and the partners for each of the project outputs are listed in a table, and there is in Annex 17 a Stakeholder Involvement Plan. There is, however, not a description of the roles and interests of the different stakeholders. 

	5
	If yes to Q4: Does the project document provide a description of stakeholder consultation during project design process? (If yes, were any key groups overlooked: government, private sector, civil society and those who will potentially be negatively affected)
	Yes
	As mentioned above, an inception workshop was held with the main stakeholders, including scoring workshops as each Island. During project preparation validation workshops were held. The minutes from the validation workshops are included as Annex 18 in the PD.

	6

	Does the project document identify concerns with respect to human rights, including in relation to sustainable development? 
	i)Sustainable development in terms of integrated approach to human/natural systems
	No
	The term “human rights” is not used in the PD. However, it is mentioned that the project will assist in the realization of the goals set out in the Poverty Reduction and Growth Strategy (PRGS, 2009), with has sustainable development, including protection of the environment, as the major focus of the strategy with increasing water supply, improving soil productivity and integrated coastal management being three of the seven priority programmes.

	
	
	ii)Gender
	Yes
	It is mentioned that “efforts to promote gender equity will also be integrated in all aspects of the project’s activities”, but there is no description of how this will be done. Gender is part of some of the indicators.

	
	
	iii)Indigenous peoples
	N/A
	

	C
	Strategic Relevance 
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 4

	7
	Is the project document clear in terms of its relevance to:
	i) UNEP MTS, PoW and Sub-programme
	 No
	The PD makes reference to UNDAF, Outcome 4, namely: “By 2012, ecosystem integrity is preserved and ecosystem services they provide are valued for the benefit of the population, including communities dependent on natural resources for their survival”. No mention is made of the UNEP Medium-term Strategy 2010–2013.

	
	
	ii) Regional, Sub-regional and National environmental issues and needs?
	Yes

	The PD makes reference to the INC (2002) and the NAPA (2006), which listed the water sector as being the second most vulnerable sector to CC.

	
	
	iii) The relevant GEF focal areas, strategic priorities and operational programme(s)? (if appropriate)
	Yes
	It is stated in the PD that the project conforms to the LDCF’s eligibility criteria, namely: i) undertaking a country driven and participatory approach; ii) implementing the NAPA priorities; iii) supporting a “learning-by-doing” approach; iv) undertaking a multi-disciplinary approach; v) promoting gender equality; and vi) undertaking a complementary approach. Furthermore, it is stated that the project has been designed to meet overall GEF requirements in terms of implementation and design, e.g. sustainability, replicability, M&E and stakeholder involvement.

	
	
	iv) Key SDG[footnoteRef:47] goals and targets [47: 	Depending on the date of project approval and type of intervention the MDGs (2015)or Aichi Biodiversity Targets (2020) may stand as alternatives to the SDGs (2030).] 

	Yes
	The PD is from before the SDG so reference is made to the MDG. The PD states that the resultant improved access to drinking water will be a key element for the improvement of nutritional status of the Comorian community, therefore attaining better health outcomes and positively affecting MDGs 4 and 6 and 7. It is considered that the most clearly relevant contribution is to Target 7C of MDG 7 (“halve by 2015, the proportion of the population without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation”) and Target 7A (“To integrate the principles of sustainable development into every nation’s policies and programmes, and also reverse the depletion of environmental resources”).

	
	Does the project address key cross cutting issues?

	· South-South Cooperation (where appropriate)
	No
	Not mentioned in the PD nor implicitly included. 


	
	
	· Bali Strategic Plan
	No
	The Bali Strategic Plan is not explicitly mentioned. However, with the emphasis on national Capacity Building in the project, it is clearly in line with the Bali Strategy.

	D
	Intended Results and Causality
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 5

	9
	Is there a clearly presented Theory of Change?
	No
	The PD is based on a normal Logical Framework with no explicit mention of a Theory of Change

	10
	Are the causal pathways from project outputs (goods and services) through outcomes (changes in stakeholder behaviour) towards impacts (long term, collective change of state) clearly and convincingly described in either the logframe or the TOC? 
	No
	The casual pathway from outputs to outcomes is relatively clearly and convincingly described. However, the description of the pathway from the outcomes towards impacts (“The project objective is to reduce the risk of climate change on lives and livelihoods from impacts on water resources in Comoros”) is sketchy. To achieve the long-term impact, institutions responsible for the water sector (strengthened through outcome 1) should have improved the regulatory framework, awareness should have increased (outcome 3) and an improved framework for enforcement should come into place. Furthermore, the pilot projects (Outcome 3) should be sustainable (O&M, fee collection) for them to be candidates for replication and financial sources for increasing investment in the sector should have been identified.

	11
	Are impact drivers and assumptions clearly described for each key causal pathway?
	No
	The assumptions are very rudimentary (Sustained commitment of key stakeholders, that pilot sites have been well chosen and that CC concerns are not overshadowed by emergencies).

	12
	Are the roles of key actors and stakeholders clearly described for each key causal pathway?
	Yes
	Lead institutions are identified for the different outputs.

	13
	Are the outcomes realistic with respect to the timeframe and scale of the intervention?
	Yes
	The project turned out to be somewhat underfunded, but as other projects are partially overlapping, it has been possible to achieve most of the outputs by joining efforts.

	E
	Logical Framework and Monitoring
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 4

	14

	Does the logical framework
	i)Capture the key elements of the Theory of Change/ intervention logic for the project?
	Yes
	The logframe captures quite well the pathway from outputs to outcomes.

	
	
	ii)Have ‘SMART’ indicators for outputs?
	No
	There are no indicators for the outputs. 

	
	
	ii)Have ‘SMART’ indicators for outcomes?
	Yes
	The Outcome indicators were refined during a baseline study carried out in the beginning of 2011. There was a minor revision of some of the indicators after the MTR in 2014 to make them more “Smart”. 

	15
	Is there baseline information in relation to key performance indicators? 
	Yes
	The 2011 baseline study defines the baseline values for 9 outcome indicators.

	16
	Has the desired level of achievement (targets) been specified for indicators of outputs and outcomes?  
	Yes
	The 2011 baseline study includes target values for the outcomes. The outputs are defined in the PD.

	17
	Are the milestones in the monitoring plan appropriate and sufficient to track progress and foster management towards outputs and outcomes?
	No
	The 2011 baseline study only includes end-project values for the outcomes. 

	18
	Have responsibilities for monitoring activities been made clear?
	No
	It is  stated in the PD that “M&E will be undertaken by the Project Support Staff (PSS) and the UNDP Country Office (UNDP CO) with support from UNDP/UNEP. UNDP will be the lead on all M&E with input provided by UNEP to ensure that there is one harmonized M&E report. The MTR pointed out that the M&E needed to be strengthened as an M&E staff post had been eliminated.

	19
	Has a budget been allocated for monitoring project progress?
	No
	There is a budget for M&E (Annex 7 to the PD), which includes funding for the MTR and the Final Evaluation. An M&E Expert is mentioned as part of the technical team, but it is understood from the MTR that this post has been eliminated. The M&E expert is not part of the procurement plan in Annex 14 to the PD.

	20
	Is the workplan clear, adequate and realistic? (eg. Adequate time between capacity building and take up etc)
	No
	There is a timetable for implementation in the PD (Annex 5) detailing outputs and activities. There was some delays in the first two years which could be taken to mean that the implementation plan was not wholly realistic. One of the reasons for delay of the pilot projects was that it was decided to make a proper feasibility study, not foreseen in the original implementation plan (Even if it is mentioned in Annex 16 that “A financial and technical feasibility study followed by a detailed design phase will be carried out for the design of the water works.”

	F
	Governance and Supervision Arrangements 
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 5

	21
	Is the project governance and supervision model comprehensive, clear and appropriate? (Steering Committee, partner consultations etc. )
	Yes
	There is a clear governance set-up under a national execution modality. The Project Board (Steering Committee) is reported to have functioned adequately. However, it is understood the Technical Committee has not been functioning regularly.

	22
	Are roles and responsibilities within UNEP clearly defined?
	Yes
	The supervision has been carried out by a Task Manager at the UNEP Copenhagen office.

	G
	Partnerships
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 5

	23
	Have the capacities of partners been adequately assessed?
	No
	There is a description of each partner institution, but not a detailed description of its capacities and needs.

	24
	Are the roles and responsibilities of external partners properly specified and appropriate to their capacities?
	Yes
	The roles look well defined and seems to be in correspondence to the capacities.

	H
	Learning, Communication and Outreach
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 5

	25
	Does the project have a clear and adequate knowledge management approach?
	Yes
	There is a component (Outcome 3) which is dedicated to knowledge management and dissemination.

	26
	Has the project identified appropriate methods for communication with key stakeholders during the project life? If yes, do the plans build on an analysis of existing communication channels and networks used by key stakeholders?
	Yes
	The Project Board is quite comprehensive and includes all key stakeholders, which should ensure a relatively high level of communication.

	27
	Are plans in place for dissemination of results and lesson sharing at the end of the project? If yes, do they build on an analysis of existing communication channels and networks?
	Yes
	Se line 25.

	I
	Financial Planning / Budgeting
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 4

	28
	Are there any obvious deficiencies in the budgets / financial planning at design stage? (coherence of the budget, do figures add up etc.)
	Yes
	According to the MTR, several budgetlines were underfunded, particularly for Outcome 2 (The Pilot Projects), as the Feasibility Studies had not been carried out yet. It is understood that it was possible to cover these gaps relying on other projects (parallel co-funding).

	29
	Is the resource mobilization strategy reasonable/realistic? (If it is over-ambitious it may undermine the delivery of the project outcomes or if under-ambitious may lead to repeated no cost extensions) 
	Yes
	The main funding is parallel co-funding via other projects. Evaluator has not received information on whether this cofunding has actually materialised.

	J
	Efficiency
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 5

	30
	Has the project been appropriately designed/adapted in relation to the duration and/or levels of secured funding? 
	No
	As mentioned, the project has been extended for almost two years. It is understood that most of the activities have actually been carried out with much less delay, as the main delay has been related to the pilot projects. 

	31
	Does the project design make use of / build upon pre-existing institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies and complementarities with other initiatives, programmes and projects etc. to increase project efficiency?
	Yes
	The project uses the existing national institutions and has been coordinated closely with other similar projects, thus securing complementarities. It was e.g. planned in the PD to use HDPE pipes and a trench excavator donated by China for the main transmission line in Moroni.

	32
	Does the project document refer to any value for money strategies (ie increasing economy, efficiency and/or cost-effectiveness)?
	No
	No specific Value for Money considerations are mentioned in the PD. However, the cost per beneficiary does not look excessive.

	33
	Has the project been extended beyond its original end date? (If yes, explore the reasons for delays and no-cost extensions during the evaluation) 
	Yes
	Yes, almost two years. The main reason is delays in the implementation of the pilot projects (Outcome 2).

	K
	Risk identification and Social Safeguards
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 4

	34
	Are risks appropriately identified in both the ToC/logic framework and the risk table? (If no, include key assumptions in reconstructed TOC)
	No
	There is a risk matrix in section 3.5 in the PD that is generally adequate. However, the risk of not being able to achieve cost-recovery in the pilot projects seems to be underestimated, both regarding probability and impact. This can have serious implications for the replicability.

	35
	Are potentially negative environmental, economic and social impacts of the project identified and is the mitigation strategy adequate? (consider unintended impacts)
	Yes
	The risk of a negative social impact from raising the water tariffs is mentioned, but at the same time it is foreseen to provide poor families with subsidized water from standposts.

	36
	Does the project have adequate mechanisms to reduce its negative environmental foot-print? (including in relation to project management)
	Yes
	It is mainly an environmental project which should improve the environment (reforestation, reduction of water losses).

	L
	Sustainability / Replication and Catalytic Effects 
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 4

	37
	Was there a credible sustainability strategy at design stage?
	No
	The project has a strong element of capacity building at Union level, Island level and community level, which aims at creating sustainability. However, even if the question of lack of cost recovery in the water supply systems is mentioned, and the project document stresses the low level of O&M before project intervention, it is not clear how this challenge of operational and financial sustainability will be approached, apart from more general capacity building.

	38
	Does the project design include an appropriate exit strategy?
	Yes
	The project has a strong emphasis on capacity building, which does not imply permanent support to the institutions from the project. 

	39
	Does the project design present strategies to promote/support scaling up, replication and/or catalytic action? 
	Yes
	The aim of Component (Outcome) 2 is to pilot water supply schemes, including protection of the catchment area, which can be replicated. A strategy for scaling up is one of the project outputs, but it is not clear to the evaluator whether this strategy has been elaborated.

	40
	Did the design address any/all of the following: socio-political, financial, institutional and environmental sustainability issues?
	No
	As mentioned, most of the emphasis has been on institutional capacity building, aiming for sustainability by overcoming the lack of properly trained staff. At community level the project implies awareness raising and training of local actors. However, it is not clear from the PD how the financial sustainability of the water supply will be approached.

	M
	Identified Project Design Weaknesses/Gaps
	YES/NO
	Comments/Implications for the evaluation design 
(e.g. questions, TOC assumptions and drivers, methods and approaches, key respondents etc)
	Section Rating: 5

	41
	Were there any major issues not flagged by PRC?
	No
	The evaluator has not got the minutes from the PRC approval, but from the first presentation to the Project Approval Group (PAG). Among the issues were: (i) strengthening the reference to NAPA, ii) make sure outputs are quantifiable to the extent possible, and (iii) underlining the role of UNDP, some existing regional projects, NAPA experience and other work with UNDP.

	42
	What were the main issues raised by PRC that were not addressed?
	No
	The issues mentioned above were addressed in the PD.
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Outputs

1.1. Information on climate change risks
to water availability in Comoros
improved.

1.2. Capacity to assess and monitor
changes in water supply and quality
(given climate change projections)
developed

1.3. Preparation and provision of
improved climate information for water
resource management policies and
spending plans.

Outcomes

Intermediate states

1.4. Integration of improved climate
information with water resource
management policies and spending plans,
and other relevant policies.

1.5 Capacity development plan for policy
review and design among decision-
makers developed based on best known
scientific and technical evidence-base

1.6 Capacity development plan for policy
review and design among decision-
makers implemented.

2.1. Technologies to improve water
access and quality that mitigate climate
change risks piloted, e.g. soil
conservation measures, water harvesting,
remedial work on existing boreholes.

N\ L
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2.2. Community members trained to
manage adaptive water interventions
sustainably.

2. Water supply and
water quality for
selection pilot
communities to
combat impacts of
climate change
improved.

3.1. Knowledge products developed on
lessons learned for policy makers,
communities and donors throughout the
project.

A

3.2 Learning disseminated through
platform for national learning and
sustainability.

3.3 Disseminate Comorian experience in
knowledge networks related to water and
climate change, including ALM, GAN
and IW Learn.

3. Awareness and
knowledge of
adaptation good
practice for continued
process of policy
review and
development
increased.

N N/

. pilots relplicable

" Driver: Asolutionis

The improved
policy
framework for
IWRM is
implemented
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ANNEX B
TERMS OF REFERENCE

Terminal Evaluation of the UNDP/UNEP project
“Adapting water resource management in the Comoros to expected climate change”

[) INTRODUCTION

L UNON on benaf of UNEP Eusustion Offce would ke o contacs a company, an insitution of Wigher
eucain o smia enty (the conracor) with sccess to exprience, qualiied staffjconsulant to undertake
s atuation assgnment. The UN anvisages that the sucessful contracor il 255gn one of s staf (sgle
{ndiual to this asslznrent bt with supportand access 1 1 wider (es0UeS 30d neWr 1o gpor the
afli e erformanc of duie outined i the resltant contrct
2. The contactor or any member of it saff shll heve had o pror ivolvement i the formuiation or
implementationof th proec t be evaluated and il be independent rom the partcpeting nsiturions o the
preiect The conractor whl signthe valation Code of Condset Ag-cement Form, The contactor wi ot have any.
Fuure interest (wihin 4 (6) month ate compltn o the conrsc with the oecutng o implemening unis of
the evslated profct
3 The contactrf ssignec taf wil spend appromately 15 moths spread over e period October (o
Februany 2016 in avalusting the GEF funded project “Adosting wate resource managerent I the Comoros to
expecies clmate crange” implamented ooty by UNEP an UNOP.
4 Thetasks o be uncertaken by the successul conractr o th evauaion o te abovementoned project
willnclude but ot e mited t:
Incepion phase of the evaluatin, ncucing:

Conducta pretminary desk reiew snd ntoductoryinteviews whth rofct st

Draf the reconstruted theory of change of he roject;

Freparsth evluaton ramework,

Deveiap thedesk review and ntevew protoccs;

Drat the suvey potocols parner suvey and ses survey);

Planthe evluaton sehedule;
_ preparsth ncepion report, incuding comments receved from the UNEP Ealustion Ofce and UND?.

Data collction and anaiysis phas of the evaluaton,including:

~ Condiuet further desk reien nd n epth nterviews wih ey sakenalcers f the project
Keep the proect mansgement nformed of the evaluatn progress ad angage the projct menagement
i disussions o evluaton Ineings hroughout e evaluation proces;and
Regulrly eport beck o the UNEP Evluaton Office o progres and fform of ey posstie sroblems or
lsses encourtored;
Condlcton evluation mission o Comros and s he rclecs demorstration s

S
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL 3100001599 Page 10




image25.jpeg
Coordination of the reporting phase, inclucing;

Wiite the main evaluation report, ensuring tha the evaluation report i complete and coherent both in
substance and syle;

Liaise with the UNEP Evaluation Office on comments received and ensure that comments ar taken into
accountduringfializaton of the main report

Prepare a Response to Comments-annexfor the main repor, lsting those comments not accepted by the
evaluation consultant and indicsing the reason fo therejsction;

Prepare aFrench transation of the evaluation report; and

Prepare a wo-page summary of the key evaluation fndings and lessons n both Erglish and Fench,

Managing relations, nducing:

Maintsin 5 positive relationship with evaluation stokehalders, ensuring that the evaluation process s a5
participatory as possible but at the same time melntains s ndependence;

- Communicate In a timely manner with the UNEP Evaluation Offce on any lssues requiring fs atienion
andintervention.

) OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT

1) Project Background
Comoros i predicted to be adversely affected by cmate change ana clmate varibily. These effects will reduce
the avarlabily of water in general and negatively affect the guaity of wate through diution of contaminants.
Therefore, climate change s lcely to have 2 negative impsct on water supply and water quality in Comoros, These.
adverse effects are superimposed on existing human practices such 3s high rates of deforestation, 55 well 35
Inadequate water resaurces management including nadequate water supply and nfrasiructure, insuffcent water
reatment and water qualtty monitoring. Combined, these factors threaten water and food securty, economic
growth and uimately pogle’ livelivaods. However, at the time of project formlation, Comoros lackee the
technicalcapacityand resources 10 overcome or coge wih the challenges relted to water resources management
i the context of worsening cimatic concitons. Th prolect Adpting warer resource management n the Comoros
to expected climote change was funded through the GEF Least Develope Coun'res Fund (LDCF). The project was
designe to address these challenges by implementing two rational adaptation programme action (NAPA]
priritis sex 11 2006, namely the odaptaton oririty “increase In Water supply” and contibute to the adaptation
pririy “Improvement of water qualty”. The project was designed to work on three isands that constitute the.
territory of the Comoros with 2 focus on Improving water resources management to Increase water suppy and
water quality under changing dimatic conditions.
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2) Project objectives and components
The overarching goal of the project was defined in the project document a to adapt water resource management
o cimate change in the Comoros. The projects global environmental objactive was defined in the project
document as to reduce the risk of climate change on fves ond lielioods from impacs on woter resources In
Comros.

o G
T institutions 3t 3 national anc_communty level | 1.1 Information on cimate change r1sks to water valabilty
swengihened 1o tegeate clmats change inforration | in Comoros improved.
Into s esource managerment

12 Capacity 10 assess and monvtor changes in wter supply
and aushy developes.

13 Preporston and provisin of Improved _clmate
Informaton for water resource management poicies
and soendingplans

14 integration of improved cimate nformation with wter
rescurce management polcies and spending plans, and
otnerrelevant polcies.

15 Copacty development lan fo plky review and design
amang decsionmakers developed based on best known
sclentifc and technicl evidonce base

16 Capacity development plan for plicy reiew and design
among decsior-makers implemented,

Fechocloges 1o improve Water sccess ond qualty at |

7 Vister supply snd water qualfy for_selected plot | 23

communites o combat Impacts of clmate changs | milgate cimate change riss pllted.
Improved 22 community members taine to marage acaptive water
ntervetions susticably.
3 Avareness 3 nowieOFe of adaptatlon §ood pracice for | 31 Krowiadse produts doveoped on essons Ieamed for
continued process of polcy review and developmen | polcy makers. communties and donors througtout the
inerozsod proct.

32 Learing dsseminated thiough piatforms for nationsl
leaming and sustinably.

33 Diseminate Comorian experience n knowlecge networks
relatedto water and climate chnge.

“The project was aiso designed to contribute towards the Comoros UNDAF outcome 4; by 2012, cosystem integrity
s preserved and ecosystem services they provde are valued for the benefit of the population, Inclucing
‘communities dependent on notural resources for thelrsurvival.

The project was designed to contribute towards both, UNEP and UNDP priorities. Within UNEP, the project was.
designed 1o be aligned with the Ciimate Change Sub-programme. Within UNDP the project was designed o
contrbute towards the UNDP strategie plan Environment and Sustainable Developmen outcome 1 strengthened.
capocity of developing countries to moinstreom climate change adoplation polices into national development
plans, and the UNDP Comeros country programme outcome 3; current trends in the degradation of the
environment and winerabity to natural hazords and ciimate ore significantly reduced, and he country
programme action plan outputs 3.2; the action plan of the development of systematic,institutionol and individual
capacites of the management ond malti-sectoral coardination of the environment i put in place, and output 3.5;
the development of management copabiltes and integration for SMILinthe perspectiv of keeping lond frtie and.
estoration o deqraded forests or agriculuralareas.
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3) Objective and Scope of the Evaluation
in fine with the UNEP and UNDP Evaluation Policies the terminal evaluation Is undertaken at comoletion of the
project to assess project performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine
outcomes and impacts (actual ard potental) stemming from the project, Inclucing their sustainabilly. The
evaluation has two primary purposes: () to provide evidence of results to meet accountabily requirements, and
(i} 20 promote operational improvement, learning and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learmed
among UNEP, UNDP ard the GEF. Tnereore, the evaluation willdentif lessons of operational relevance forfuture
project formuation and implementation.

It will focus on the following sats of key questions, based on the projects intendsd outcomes, which may be.
‘expanded by the evaluator as deemed appropriate:
(@) Has cimate change information been integrated into the water resources management systoms of
Comoros as a result of the project? Was the project effective In enhancing Insttutional capacity at
the nztional and community level to facitate the process?

(6) Towhat extent has water supply and water quaity Improved in the pflot communities as a result of
the project? To what extent has this helped the communities (o adaot to the adverse effects of
climate change? s there evidence of the approach being replicated elsewhere n tre Comoros?

(6) Has the awaraness and knowledge of adaptation good proctices increased as a resul of the project?
Has the increased swaraness and knowledge resulted in review and development of adaptation
polcies?

(@) Overal,as the project contrbuted towards reciucing negative Impacts of clmate change on water
resources in Comoros? Was the project successful i Setting in motion a process that wil,ultimately
contribute towards reduced rsks of cimate change induced problems on the fives and Ivelinoods of
people Interms of water resources?

4) Overall Approach and Methods

The terminal evaluation of the prject Adapting water resource monogemert in the Comoras (o expected climate
chonge will be conducted by an independent consultant under the overal responsbilty and management of the.
UNEP Evaluation Office In consultation with the UNEP and UNDP Task Managers, UNDP Evaluation Office and
UNEP GEF Coordination Offce.

It will be an In-depth evalation using 3 participatory approach whereby key stakehalders are kept informed and
consulted throughout the evaluation process. Both quantitative and cualiative evaluation methods wil be used to
determine project achievements against the expected outputs, outcomes and impscts. The evaluation wil be.
conducted in close communication with the project team znd the evaluation wil promte information excharge
throughout the evaluation implementation in order to increase the project stakeholders’ ownership of the
evaluation findings

The findings of the evaluation willbe based on the follown:

() Adeskreview of (but ot limited to):

» Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP and UNDP programme documents (UNEP MTS
20102013 and 2014-2017 with the respective Programmes of Work, UNDP Strategic Plans for 2010-
2013 and 2014-2017), UNDAF Comoros 2008-2012, Comoros NAPA (2006), Comoras Poverty Reduction
and Growth Stratey;

« Project design documents including minutes of the profect design review meeting at approval); annusl
work plans and budgets or equivalent, revisions to the project document, the fogieal framework and it
budget and possible revisions;

roject reports such a5 PIRs, sixmonthly progress and finandial reports, progress reports fram
collaborating partners, meeting minutas,relevant correspondenca stc.;

———— e
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL. 3100001599 Page13




image28.jpeg
3) Objective and Scope of the Evaluation
In fine with the UNEP and UNP Evaluation Policies the terminal evaluation s undertaken at completion of the
project to assess project performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficency), and determine
outcomes and impacts (actual and potential stemming from the project, Inclucing thelr sustainabllty. The
evaluation has two primary purposes: {)to provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and
(i} o promote operationa! improvement, Iearning and knowledge sharing through resuls end lessons leamed
amorig UNEP, UNDP ard the GEF. Thercfore, the evaluation willdentify essons of operational relevance forfuture.
project formulation and implementatior.

It will focus on the folowing sets of ke questions, based on the projects intended outcomes, which may be.
expanded by the evaluator as deemed appropriste:
(a)  Has cimate change Information been integrated into the water resources management systems of
Comoros as a result of the project? Was the project effective in enhancing instiutional capacity at
the national and communty level to faciltate the process?

(6] Towhat extent has water supply and water quality improved in the pllot communities as aresult of
the project? To what extert has this helped the communities (o adaot to the adverse effects of
climate change? s there evidence of the approach being replicated elsewhere In the Cororos?

(9 Has the awareness and knowledge of adaptation good practices increased a: a resul of the project?
Has the increased awareness and knowledge resulted in review and development of adaptation
policies?

(@) Overai, has the project contributed towards recucing negative impacts o7 cimate change on water
resources i Comoros? Was the project successful i setting In motion a process that will utimately
contrbute towards reduced risks o ciimate change induced problems on the Ives and Ivefihoods of
people Interms of water resources?

4] Overall Approach and Methods
“The terminal evaluation of the project Adapting water resource management i the Comoros to expected climate
change will be conducted by an Indeperdent consultant under the overal responsibiity and management of the
UNEP Evaluation Offce in consultation with the UNEP and UNDP Task Managers, UNDP Evaluation Office and
UNEP GEF Coordination Office.

e will be an In-depth evaluation using 3 participatory approach wherby key stakeholders are kept informed and
consuled throughout the evaluation process. Both quantitative and cualitative evaluation methods will be used to
determine project achievements sgainst the expected outputs, outcomes and impcts. The evaluation wil be
conducted In close communication with the project team and the svaluation will promote information exchange
throughout the evaluation implementation in order to increase the project stakeholders' ownership of the
evaluation findns.

The findings of the evaluation willbe based o the folowing:

() Adesk review of (but not limited to):

+ Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP and UNDP programme documents (UNEP MTS
20102013 and 2014-2017 with the respective Programmes of Work, UNDP Strategi Plans for 2010-
2013 2nd 2014-2017), UNDAF Comoros 2008-2012, Comoras NAPA 2006), Comoros Poverty Reduction
and Growth Stategy;

o Project design documents including minutes of the project design review meeting ot approval); annusl
work plans and budgets or equivalent, revisions to the project document, the logical ramework and its
budgetand possible revisions;

« Project reports such as PIRs, sixmonthly progress and finandal reports, progress reports from
collaborating partners, meeting minutes,relevant correspondence stc.

e T
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* Documentation on project outputs;.
« Mid-term review of the project;
« Evaluations/reviews o sl projects.

(6) nterviews(individual ot in group) with (but notlmited to):
= UNEP and UNDP Task Manzgers and other relevant taf t the two agencies;

= UNEP and UNDP Fund Management Offcers;

« broject mansger and other relevant staif at Comoros National Directorate of Energy and Water
Resources;

Members of the Project Baard;

Project Cief Technical Advisor,

Members o the Project Techical Committe;
Relevantstaff at projectpartner organisations;

() The evaiuation can conduct surveys o apply other tools to colect evidence to support the
evaluation. A detailed descripton of the evaluation methods wil be proviced i the Evaluation
Inception Report.

(6)  The evaluation consultant il visit Comoros, including th project il communites.

5) Key Evaluation Principles
Evaluation finings and Judgements shouid be basad on sound evidence and analyss,clearly documentes in the
valation report. aformation wil be tranguiated (.e. verifid from diferent sources) o the extent possible, and
when verifcation is not possible, the single source will b mentioned. Analysi leading to evaluative judgements
should shways be clearly spelled out
The avalustion will assess the prcject with respect to @ minimum set of evaluation criteia grouped in five
categories: (1) Strategic Relevance; (2) Attainment of objectves and planned results, which comprises the
assetsment of outpus achieved, effectveness and likelinood of mpact; (3) Sustainabilty and replication; (4)
Efficency; and (5) Factors and processes affecting project performance, including preparation and readiness,
Implementation and management, stskehalder participetion and public awareness, country ownership ard riven-
ness, inancialplanning and management, UNEP and UNDP supervision and backstopping, and project monitoring
‘and cvaluation. The evaluation consultant can propose other evaluation criteria as deemed apgropriate.

Baselines and counterfactusls. It atiempting to at-bute any outcomes and impacts to the project intervention,
the evaluator should consider the difference between what has happered with, and what would have hagpered
without, the project. This implies that there should be consideration of the baseline conditions, rends and
Counterfactuals in elation to the Intended project cutcomes and impacts. t also means that there should be
plausible evidence (o attribute such outcomes and impacis to the actions of the project. Sometimes, edequate
Information on saseline condition, trends or counterfactuals is lacking. In such cases this should be dearly
ighighted by the evaluator, olong with any simplfying assumptions that were taken to enable the evoluator to
make informed jucgamants about project performance.

Theary of Change (Toc), UNEP project evalustions make use of ToC analysis to help assess several evaluation
critera, The ToC of a project describes the causal pathways from project outputs (goods and serices dalivered by
the project) through outcomes (changes resulting fram the use made by key stakehoiders of project outputs)
towards impact {long term changes i environmental bencfis and human lving conditionsl. The ToC also presents
any Intermediate changes required between projact outcomes and impact, caled ‘intermediste sates'. The ToC
further describes the external factors that nflusnce change along the major impact pathways; Le. factors that
affect whether one resull can ead 10 the next, These externa factors are either drivers (when the project has a
certan leve of conti) o assumations (when the project has no control). The ToC also clearly dentifes the maln
stakeholders nvolved In the change processes

—_— e e e
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‘The “Why?” Question. As this s 2 termine! evalustion, particular attention should be given to learing from the
experience. Therefore, the “Why?” question should be at the front of the consultant's mind sl through the
evaluation exercise. This means that the consultant needs to go beyond the asscssment of “what” the project
performance was, and make a serlous effort to provide a deeper understanding of “why” the performance was s
it was. This would nclude reviewing the Theory of Change of the project and the processas affecting attaineaent of
project results (ritria under category F — see beiow). This should provide the basis for the lesson that can be
Grawn from che project. In fact, the usefuiness of the evaluation will be determined o 3 large extent by the
‘capacity of the consultant to explein “why things happened” a they happened and are likel to evolve in ths or
st direction, which goes well beyond the mere review of “where things stand” at the time of evaluation,

A key im of the evaluation s to encourage reflection and learning by UNEP and UNDP staff and key project
stakeholders. The consultant should consider how reflection and leaming can be promoted, both through the
‘cvaluation process and in the communication of evaluation findings and key lessons.

Commuricating evaluation results. Once the cvaluation consultant has abtained evaluation findings, lessons snd
resuits, the UNEP Evaluation Office willshare the findings and lessons with the key stakeholders. Evaluation results
shauld be communicated to the key stakeholders in a brif and concise manner that encapsulates the evalution
exercise i ts entirety. There may, however, be several intended audiences, each with differant interests and
preferences regarcing the report. The Evaluation Manager at UNEP Evaluation Offce will plan with the consultant
which sudiences o target and the easiest and clearest way 1o communicate the key evaluation findings and
lessons to them. This may Include some or all of the following; a webinar, conference cals with refevant
stakeholders,the preparation of an evaluation briefor nteractve presentatlon.

6) Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures

The evaluation consultart will prepare an Inception report contaning a thorough review of the project context,
project dosign qualiy, a draft reconstructed theary of change of the project, the evalustion framework and a
tentstiva evaluation schedule.

The main evaluation report should be brief (no longer than 40 pages — excluding the executive summary snd
annexes), to the point and wrtten in plain English, The final main evaluation roport n fll, will lso be provided in
French. It must explain the purpose of the evaluation, exactly what was evalusted and the methods used (with
their limitations). The report willpresent evidence-based and balanced findings, consequent conclusions, lessons
and recommencations, which will be cross-eferenced to each other. The report should be presented in 3 way that
makes the information accessibie and comprehensible. Any dissdent views n response to evaluation findings will
be appended in footnote or annex as appropriate. To avold repetiions in the report, the authors will use
numbered paragraphs 2nd make cross-references where possible.

7) Schedule of the Evaluation

Table 7.1 below presents the tentative schedule forthe evaluation.

Wigsione
Consultantcortacies
ncepton Rport
Evaluation Mission 15 weaks I Comarot December 016
Zero drsfreport id anvary 2017
Oraf. Report shared ik UNEP ond UNOP Task Waragers [ Late January 2017
Draf Report hared withoiher tokeholders Eary February 2017
Fial Report i Feoruary 2017

Py —— R ———
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Introductio

RESTITUTION * Liobjectf de Févaluation finale du project ACCE
est de:
EVALUATION FINALE DU PROJET ~ Fournir dévidence sur les résultats du projet
ACCE pour ainsi assurer la redevabilité

- Promouvoir Iapprentissage et le partage des
lecons tirés du projet pour le Gouvernement de
Moroni, 11 mars 2017 I'Union des Comores, le PNUD, le PNUE et le FME

(GEF)

La théorie de changemen La théorie de changement

* Les TdR exigent que a Théorie de Changement * LaTdC est étroitement liée au Cadre Logique:
(TdC) soit utilisé comme méthodologie.

+ En plus, pour évaluer la probabllité de que le =
projet va atteindre I'impact escompts, il faut - il
utiliser la méthodologie du GEF appelé ROtI

« En prenant en cornpte que le document du projet

n'utilise pas la TdC, I'évaluateur doit déduire la * La TdC met I'accent sur une explication sur le
TdC implicite selon le Doc. du Projet et présenter chemin ou sentier entre les différents niveau.

atdlsclitsrcetic THCavaca faitenaltes - On va revenir sur ce sujet & fa fin de le
présentation.





image32.jpeg
Activités réalisées

« Est-ce qu'on a réalisé les activités planifies ?

* Le projet a 2 grands domaines d'intervention : (i)
renforcemnent des institutions du secteur, et (ii)
des 5 projets pilotes liés & deux « outcomes »
(effets).

+ Concernant le premier domaine il y a eu plus de
changements en comparalson avec les plans
originaux.

Activités réalisées (3)

+ Les activités liées au nouveau Code de I'Eau on été
éliminées en prenant en compte que le projet
PADEA avait prévu des activités similaires (étude du
cadre Iégal et institutionne| et |'élaboration d'une
proposition d'un nouveau Code).

« Il est entendu que les activités dérivées du nouveau
Code ont également été éliminées (formation des
décideurs, établir un comité interministériel,
formation sur recouvrement des collts d’exploitation
des AEP etc.)

Activités réalisées (4)

Activités réalisées (2

+ Les principales activités liées au premier prodult
(1.1) on été réalisées (les stations
météorologiques, la conversion des données, la
formation du personnel de 'ANACM).

« L'activité 1.1.4 Introduite en substitution de 3
autres activités apres I'évaluation de mi-parcours
n'a pas été réalisé (une étude exhaustive).

« Il est entendu que la modélisation
hydrologique n'a pas été réalisée pour manque de
donnés, y compris la formation.

+ Les activités liées au 5 projets pilotes ont été
réalisées, mais d  la sous-estimation des coilts
dans le Doc. du Projet, les activités ont été
réduites.

« Il est entendu que les activités dérivées du
nouveau Code ont également été éliminées dans
la composante 3.
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Les produits Les produits (2)

« Le prodult 1.1 (meilleure disponibilité de donnés + De maniére général on peut dire que les produits

sur les risques liés aux CC) a été atteint. du deuxiéme domaine (les 5 projets) on été
o partiellement atteints (en prenant en compte les

* Le prodult 1.2 (meilleure capacité d'évaluation fonds Insuffisants).

o fesso ces e saul st sttt + La réduction de la portée des projets implique que

« Le prodult 1.3 (modélisation hydraulique) n'a pas les effets des projets ont été réduits, mais toutefois
o Fapprovisionnement en eau a améiiore.

+ La restauration des terres dégradées a travers le

* Les produits 1.4 - L6 (cadre égal amélioré) ont été Tekclsenicnt & 5 A

P ystemes sylviculture et paturage a
s:rnlaremam atteints, mais principalement di au tE partislienent attuinte.

Les produits (3) La pérennité

- Concernant le troisiéme domaine (« outcome »), il + Concernant les produits du premier domaine, le
n'est pas claire quel sont les produits qu'on a travall de I'ANACM avec les donnés de CC est
atteint, considéré durable,

+ On a produit des matériaux de diffusion généraux « Il reste beaucoup 3 faire pour améliorer e cadre
pour conscientiser I'opinion publique 3 Iégal et institutionnel (avec les prodults du
Iimportance des CC. PADEA). Il n'est pas clair qui va faire le suivi.

« Cependant, I'évaluateur n'a pas vu des matériaux + Concernant la gestion des ressources en eau il y a
'apprentissage. On a Ltilsé les réseaux globaux un nouveau projet du PNUE-GEF sur bassins
cornme ALM, GAN, Integrated Water Learn du versants qui peut assurer un certain niveau de

PNUD, comme l est mentionné dans le DP 7 continuité.
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) La pérennite (3)

La pérennité

+ Concernant les projets pilotes, iis ne peuvent pas * Le reboisement communautaire en général n’est
&tre considéré durables. Il y a un besoin urgent de pas durable. Une grande partie e ce reboisement
mettre en place un systéme d'entretien et de réalisé est d'ores et déja perdue.
recouvrement des couts d’exploitation. * Le reboisement dans les parcelles privées est plus

durable. C'est également le cas pour Ia promotion
des systémes de production durables avec les
producteurs agricoles.

+ Concernant les AEP, il est entendu que le PNUD

* A défaut de cela, les systemes AEP ruraux
installés se dégraderont dans quelques années.
Cest également le cas pour le projet avec MaMwe

2 Moron.
est en train d'appliquer pour un projet au Fonds
+ Le probléme est aggravé pour le fait que les o pemegfaﬁ:e cgmp‘é‘er",e; P
Projets sont incomplets, pllotes, y compris le projet a Moronl.

pérennité (4) Conclusions

S A SR SR A G E A e « Les résultas de la premiére composante sont

fonctionné comme l ékat prévu, et les systémes ont été limités, mals on a réussi améliorer
abandonnés aprés Ia premiére smée de mis en place. substantiellement les services de 'ANACM.

Les paysans affirment que c'est un probléme de la qualité. « Le projet a réussi un bon rapport avec les

des metoriglxTornls, iy e niest pas clek, Communautés bénéficiaires des projets pilotes ce

qui a contribué aux résultats. Le processus de
planification a été participatif.

+ lly aen général un bon rapport entre codt et
produits concernant les projets pilotes. On a atteint
des résultats avec un budget limite. Les
constructions sont en général d'une qualité
acceptable.
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Conclusions (2

+ Le principal défi des projets plotes est la gestion
des systemes AEP pour assurer I'entretien et par
conséquant fa pérennité.

« Il est considéré prémature de chercher la

replication des projets pilotes dd au fait qu'll reste

encore beaucoup des défis & résoudre.

+ Les activités de reboisement ont plus de
possibilité de réussite si on peut mettre en valeur
les arbres pour les propriétaires.

Conclusions (3)

Le systéme de Suivi-Evaluation n'a pas été
satisfaisant. Les rapports (PIR) ne reflétent pas
bien le progrés el le défis.

* Un systéme de S-E ne doit pas étre vu comme un
systéme pour le rapportage seulement, mais
plutdt comme un instrument de gestion.

Recommandations Recommandations (2)

« 1l est recommandé au PNUD et au PNUE de chercher

de fonds pour completer les projets pilotes.On doit
s'assurer que les projets soient complets, y compris
les brancherents aux ménages et les compteurs.

+ On doit conditionner un appui additionnel 2 la mise
en place d'un systéme de gestion et entretien qui
n'est pas basé seulement sur le volontariat.

+ On doit également conditionner un appui
additionnel & une claire manifestation des
usagers de la volonté de paiement pour I'eau.

« Le cas échéant, on doit conditionner un appul
additionnel a Ma-Mwe 3 Iétablissement d’une
entreprise de I'eau autonomme (publique ou
privée).

« Il n'est pas recommandé de conditionner I'appui
additionnel aux AEPs ruraux a une modalité de
gestion particuliere, mais en prenant en compte le
taille des systeme dinsister sur la
professionalisation de la gestion et la manifestation
de la volonté de paiement des usagers.
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Recommandations (3) Lecons tirés

* Sile PNUD et le PNUE réusissent mobiliser des * Quand on prépare des projets d’AEP, il est
fonds additionnels pour le secteur eau, il est important pour la pérennité que:
recommandé d'appuyer la mise en place d'une - Les projets solent compléts, y compris le réseau de
Gestion Intégrale des Ressources en Eau (GIRE). distribution, les branchements et les compteurs
Cependant, il faut étre conscient que cela - Les projets incluent explicitement la modalité de gestion
implique un effort de moyen a long terme. et entretien, et que les systemes qui passent d'une.

« Sy uen un 2ppul sdiblonnel & Fagriculbore certaine taile en soient pas basés sur le volontariat
durable, il est recornmandé de mettre I'accent sur « Les projets d’approvissionnement en eau pour des
I'aménagement dans les parcelles des paysans, en villes doivent étre conditionné 3 Ia mise en place
lieu de par exemple le reboisernent communautaire. d’une entreprise specialisée et autonomme.

Les lecons tirés (2) La théorie de changement
+ Dans le cas de rebolsement communautaire il faut * LaTdC est étroitement liée au Cadre Logique:
analyser d'abord bien la situation pour mieux
comprendre les causes du déboisement. Si les
Causes sont encore 1, e ebolsement v3 »
continuer. £

+ Il y a toujour la possibllité de commencer pour
protégér les zones qui ont besoin de rebolsement
et ainsi permettre le reboisement naturel.
Cependant, il est possible qu'il existe des raisons
soclales et economiques qui I'empéche.

* La TdC met I'accent sur une explication sur le
chemin ou sentier entre les différents niveau:
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La théorie de changement (3)

+ La difficulté principale quand on évalue des
projets est normalement d'évaluer Iatteint des
impacts escomptés

« C'est ici qui entre Ia méthodologie ROt - Review
of Outcones to Impacts - Evaluation du Sentier
des Effets aux Impacts.

+ Pour ce faire on doit analyser ce qu’on pense peut

passer pour y arriver - en passant pour des
« résultats Intermédiaires »

de changement

 Les « résultats intermédiaires » plus importants
sont & I'avis de I'évaluateur :

+ Une solution au défl de la gestion durable des AEP

+ La disponibilité des fonds pour les
investissements nécessaires pour assurer la
quantité et qualité de I'eau suffisantes

* Une meilleur cadre égal et institutionnel pour
assurer une mise en place da la GIRE
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