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	Terminal Evaluation of the UNDP/UNEP GEF project: Assisting Least developed Countries (LDCs) with country-driven processes to advance National Adaptation Plans (NAPs)



1. Ho
[bookmark: _GoBack]Evaluation Terms of Reference
Objective and Scope of the Evaluation
In line with the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy, the 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 has 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, UNOPS and the main project partners including IFAD, WHO, FAO and UNITAR. Therefore, the evaluation will identify lessons of operational relevance for future project formulation and implementation [especially for the second phase of the project, if applicable].
It will focus on the following sets of key questions, based on the project’s intended outcomes, which may be expanded by the consultant as deemed appropriate:
Has the project helped countries to develop operational roadmaps and institutions to advance medium- to long-term adaptation planning processes in the context of their national development strategies and budgets?
Were the support mechanisms developed and implemented by the project sufficient to assist LDCs in the development of NAPs as determined by country-specific priorities? Was the support developed in line with the Global Support Programme (GSP) as provided in the LDCF[footnoteRef:2]/SCCF[footnoteRef:3] technical papers prepared by the GEF Secretariat?   [2:  Least Developed Country Fund (LCDF)]  [3:  Special Climate Change Fund ] 

Is there any early evidence of the impact of the institutional and capacity support provided by the project, leading to increased information and awareness influencing political decision making at national levels including national and sectoral planning processes? Was there increased use of tools and approaches that advanced the NAP processes? 
Is there any early evidence of increased/improved South-South and North-South collaboration in the NAP development process? What lessons were learnt to sustain and/or improve these collaborations? 
How effectively and efficiently were the projects planned, coordinated and monitored? Did the projects have sufficient resources for projects implementation? What challenges, constraints and opportunities did the projects face in the implementation phases and how did they deal with these (adaptive management)? How can the lessons learnt from this project be harnessed for the Expanded NAP GSP that is currently under formulation? 

Overall Approach and Methods
The Terminal Evaluation of the Project will be conducted by independent consultant under the overall responsibility and management of the UNEP Evaluation Office in consultation with the UNEP Task Manager, the UNDP RTA, the UNEP Climate Change Sub-programme Coordinator, and the UNDP Global Head - Climate Change Adaptation Programming. 
It will be an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders are kept informed and consulted throughout the evaluation process. Both quantitative and qualitative evaluation methods will be used to determine project achievements against the expected outputs, outcomes and impacts. It is highly recommended that the consultant(s) maintains close communication with the project team and promotes information exchange throughout the evaluation implementation phase in order to increase their (and other stakeholder) ownership of the evaluation findings.
The findings of the evaluation will be based on the following:
0. A desk review of:
Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP Medium-term Strategy 2010-2013 and 2014-2017 and Programmes of Work 2012-2013 and 2014-2015, the goals of GEF-5 Climate Change Adaptation Strategy 2010-2014, LDCF focal area strategies and GEF’s cross-cutting issues and programs on Capacity Development.  The project also contributes to UNDP’s Strategic Plan 2014-2017 to the following outcome areas: 
· Outcome 1: “Growth and development are inclusive and sustainable, incorporating productive capacities that create employment and livelihoods for the poor and excluded”, output 1.4 “Scaled up action on climate change adaptation and mitigation across sectors which is funded and implemented” , and 
· Outcome 5: “Countries are able to reduce the likelihood of conflict and lower the risk of natural disasters, including from climate change”, output 5.2 “Effective institutional, legislative and policy frameworks in place to enhance the implementation of disaster and climate risk management measures at national and sub-national levels” and output 5.3 “Gender responsive disaster and climate risk management is integrated in the development planning and budgetary frameworks of key sectors”.

Project design documents (including minutes of the project design review meeting at approval); Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to the project (Project Document Supplement), the logical framework and its budget;
Project reports such as six-monthly progress and financial reports, progress reports from collaborating partners, meeting minutes, relevant correspondence etc.;
Project outputs as detailed in table 2 above;
Evaluations/reviews of similar projects

Interviews (individual or in group) with:
UNEP Task Manager
UNDP RTA  
UNEP Project executing teams (ROAP)
UNDP Project executing teams 
UNEP and UNDP Fund Management Officers;
Project partners, including IFAD, FAO, WHO and UNITAR and other internal and external partners;
Relevant resource persons;
The Projects Board’s meeting minutes;
Representatives of the target LDCs that received assistance for the development of NAPs
LEG

Surveys – An e-survey will be conducted targeting the 12 countries that received assistance for the development of NAPs. An additional survey will also be conducted for all the beneficiary countries that received support through training workshops. 
Field visits – The consultant(s) will attend a UNFCCC Meeting to be held in Bonn, Germany on 13-15 October 2015 as an opportunity to meet the Representatives of the target LDCs that received assistance for the development of National Action Plans (NAPs). The consultant will also travel to Bangkok to meet the UNDP and UNEP project teams. 
Other data collection tools as will be discussed an agreed between the evaluation consultant and evaluation manager
Key Evaluation principles
Evaluation findings and judgements should be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly documented in the evaluation report. Information will be triangulated (i.e. verified from different sources) to the extent possible, and when verification was not possible, the single source will be mentioned. Analysis leading to evaluative judgements should always be clearly spelled out. 
The evaluation will assess the project with respect to a minimum set of evaluation criteria grouped in six categories: (1) Strategic Relevance; (2) Attainment of objectives and planned result, which comprises the assessment of outputs achieved, effectiveness and likelihood of impact; (3) Sustainability and replication; (4) Efficiency; (5) Factors and processes affecting project performance, including preparation and readiness, implementation and management, stakeholder participation and public awareness, country ownership and driven-ness, financial planning and management, UNEP  supervision and backstopping, and project monitoring and evaluation; and (6) Complementarity with the UNEP strategies and programmes. The evaluation consultant can propose other evaluation criteria as deemed appropriate. 
Ratings. All evaluation criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. Annex 3 provides guidance on how the different criteria should be rated and how ratings should be aggregated for the different evaluation criterion categories.
Baselines and counterfactuals. In attempting to attribute any outcomes and impacts to the project intervention, the evaluators should consider the difference between what has happened with, and what would have happened without, the project. This implies that there should be consideration of the baseline conditions, trends and counterfactuals in relation to the intended project outcomes and impacts. It also means that there should be plausible evidence to attribute such outcomes and impacts to the actions of the project. Sometimes, adequate information on baseline conditions, trends or counterfactuals is lacking. In such cases this should be clearly highlighted by the evaluators, along with any simplifying assumptions that were taken to enable the evaluator to make informed judgements about project performance. 
The “Why?” Question. As this is a terminal evaluation and an expanded GSP is currently under formulation, a, particular attention should be given to learning from the experience. Therefore, the “Why?” question should be at the front of the consultant’s mind all through the evaluation exercise. This means that the consultant need to go beyond the assessment of “what” the project performance was, and make a serious effort to provide a deeper understanding of “why” the performance was as it was, i.e. of processes affecting attainment of project results (criteria under category F – see below). This should provide the basis for the lessons that can be drawn from the project. In fact, the usefulness of the evaluation will be determined to a large extent by the capacity of the consultant to explain “why things happened” as they happened and are likely to evolve in this or that direction, which goes well beyond the mere review of “where things stand” at the time of evaluation. 
A key aim of the evaluation is to encourage reflection and learning by UNEP and UNDP staff and key project stakeholders.  The consultant should consider how reflection and learning can be promoted, both through the evaluation process and in the communication of evaluation findings and key lessons.  
Communicating evaluation results. Once the consultant(s) has obtained evaluation findings, lessons and results, the Evaluation Office will share the findings and lessons with the key stakeholders. Evaluation results should be communicated to the key stakeholders in a brief and concise manner that encapsulates the evaluation exercise in its entirety. There may, however, be several intended audiences, each with different interests and preferences regarding the report. The Evaluation Manager will plan with the consultant(s) which audiences to target and the easiest and clearest way to communicate the key evaluation findings and lessons to them.  This may include some or all of the following; a webinar, conference calls with relevant stakeholders, the preparation of an evaluation brief or interactive presentation.
Evaluation criteria
Strategic relevance
The evaluation will assess, in retrospect, whether the project’s objectives and implementation strategies were consistent with global, regional and national environmental issues and needs.
The evaluation will assess whether the project was in-line with the GEF Climate Change focal area’s strategic priorities and operational programme(s). 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]The evaluation will also assess the project’s relevance in relation to the goals of GEF-5 Climate Change Adaptation Strategy 2010-2014,  LDCF focal area strategies and GEF’s cross-cutting issues and programs on Capacity Development,.  UNEP’s mandate and its alignment with UNEP’s policies  (including the MTS 2010-2013 and 2014-2017; Strategic Frameworks 2010-2013 and 2016-2017, PoWs 2012-2013, 2014-2015 and 2016-2017; and the Programme Framework 2016-2017 for the Climate Change Subprogramme); and strategies at the time of project approval and UNDP’s Strategic Plan 2014-2017. The evaluation will assess whether the project makes a tangible/plausible contribution to higher level results specified in the aforementioned GEF, UNEP and UNDP strategy documents. The magnitude and extent of any contributions and the causal linkages should be fully described. 
The evaluation should assess the project’s alignment / compliance with UNEP’s policies and strategies. The evaluation should provide a brief narrative of the following:  
i) Alignment with the Bali Strategic Plan (BSP)[footnoteRef:4]. The outcomes and achievements of the project should be briefly discussed in relation to the objectives of the UNEP BSP. [4:  http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-add-1.pdf] 

ii) Gender balance. Ascertain to what extent project design, implementation and monitoring have taken into consideration: (i) possible gender inequalities in access to and the control over natural resources; (ii) specific vulnerabilities of women and children to environmental degradation or disasters; and (iii) the role of women in mitigating or adapting to environmental changes and engaging in environmental protection and rehabilitation. Are the project intended results contributing to the realization of international GE (Gender Equality) norms and agreements as reflected in the UNEP Gender Policy and Strategy, as well as to regional, national and local strategies to advance HR & GE?
iii) Human rights based approach (HRBA) and inclusion of indigenous peoples issues, needs and concerns. Ascertain to what extent the project has applied the UN Common Understanding on HRBA. Ascertain if the project is in line with the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People, and pursued the concept of free, prior and informed consent.
iv) South-South Cooperation. This is regarded as the exchange of resources, technology, and knowledge between developing countries. Briefly describe any aspects of the project that could be considered as examples of South-South Cooperation.
v) Safeguards. Whether the project has adequately considered environmental, social and economic risks and established whether they were vigilantly monitored. Was the safeguard management instrument completed and were UNEP ESES requirements complied with?
Based on an analysis of project stakeholders, the evaluation should assess the relevance of the project intervention to key stakeholder groups.
Achievement of Outputs 
The evaluation will Effectiveness and milestones as presented in Table 2 above, both in quantity and quality, as well as their usefulness and timeliness. 
Briefly explain the reasons behind the success (or failure) of the project in producing its different outputs and meeting expected quality standards, cross-referencing as needed to more detailed explanations provided under Section F (which covers the processes affecting attainment of project results). Were key stakeholders appropriately involved in producing the programmed outputs?
Effectiveness: Attainment of Objectives and Planned Results
The evaluation will assess the extent to which the project’s objectives were effectively achieved or are expected to be achieved. 
The Theory of Change (ToC) of a project depicts the causal pathways from project outputs (goods and services delivered by the project) through outcomes (changes resulting from the use made by key stakeholders of project outputs) towards impact (long term changes in environmental benefits and living conditions). The ToC will also depict any intermediate changes required between project outcomes and impact, called ‘intermediate states’. The ToC further defines the external factors that influence change along the major pathways; i.e. factors that affect whether one result can lead to the next. These external factors are either drivers (when the project has a certain level of control) or assumptions (when the project has no control). The ToC also clearly identifies the main stakeholders involved in the change processes. 
The evaluation will reconstruct the ToC of the project based on a review of project documentation and stakeholder interviews. The evaluator will be expected to discuss the reconstructed TOC with the stakeholders during evaluation missions and/or interviews in order to ascertain the causal pathways identified and the validity of impact drivers and assumptions described in the TOC. This exercise will also enable the consultant to address some of the key evaluation questions and make adjustments to the TOC as appropriate (the ToC of the intervention may have been modified / adapted from the original design during project implementation). 
The assessment of effectiveness will be structured in three sub-sections:   
0. Evaluation of the achievement of outcomes as defined in the reconstructed ToC. These are the first-level outcomes expected to be achieved as an immediate result of project outputs. For this project, the main question will be to what extent the project has contributed to (i) Countries having operational roadmaps and institutions to advance medium to long-term adaptation planning processes in the context of their national development strategies and budgets (ii) Developing and enabling access for LDCs to tools and approaches to support key steps of the National Adaptation Plan (iii) Exchange of lessons and knowledge through South-South and North-South Cooperation to enhance capacities to formulate and advance the National Adaptation Plan process. Additional questions would what criteria and strategies were used to select the 12 LDCs for assistance in the development of NAPs; were the criteria and strategies effective and would they contribute to sustainability?    
0. Assessment of the likelihood of impact using a Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtI) approach[footnoteRef:5]. The evaluation will assess to what extent the project has to date contributed, and is likely in the future to further contribute, to [intermediate states], and the likelihood that those changes in turn to lead to positive changes in the natural resource base, benefits derived from the environment and human well-being. The evaluation will also consider the likelihood that the intervention may lead to unintended negative effects (project documentation relating to Environmental, Social and Economic. Safeguards) [5:  	Guidance material on Theory of Change and the ROtI approach is available from the Evaluation Office.] 

Evaluation of the achievement of the formal project overall objective, overall purpose, goals and component outcomes using the project’s own results statements as presented in the Project Document[footnoteRef:6]. This sub-section will refer back where applicable to the preceding sub-sections (a) and (b) to avoid repetition in the report. To measure achievement, the evaluation will use as much as appropriate the indicators for achievement proposed in the Logical Framework (Logframe) of the project, adding other relevant indicators as appropriate. Briefly explain what factors affected the project’s success in achieving its objectives, cross-referencing as needed to more detailed explanations provided under Section F. Most commonly, the overall objective is a higher level result to which the project is intended to contribute. The section will describe the actual or likely contribution of the project to the objective. [6:  	Or any subsequent formally approved revision of the project document or logical framework.] 

The evaluation should, where possible, disaggregate outcomes and impacts for the key project stakeholders. It should also assess the extent to which HR and GE were integrated in the Theory of Change and results framework of the intervention and to what degree participating institutions/organizations changed their policies or practices thereby leading to the fulfilment of HR and GE principles (e.g. new services, greater responsiveness, resource re-allocation, etc.)
Sustainability and replication
Sustainability is understood as the probability of continued long-term project-derived results and impacts after the external project funding and assistance ends. The evaluation will identify and assess the key conditions or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the persistence of benefits including factors that may impact on the planned/future expanded GSP. Some of these factors might be direct results of the project while others will include contextual circumstances or developments that are not under control of the project but that may condition the sustainability of benefits. The evaluation should ascertain to what extent follow-up work has been initiated and how project results will be sustained and enhanced over time. The reconstructed ToC will assist in the evaluation of sustainability, as the drivers and assumptions required to achieve higher-level results are often similar to the factors affecting sustainability of these changes.
Four aspects of sustainability will be addressed:
0. Socio-political sustainability. Are there any social or political factors that may influence positively or negatively the sustenance of project results and progress towards impacts? Is the level of ownership by the main stakeholders sufficient to allow for the project results to be sustained? Are there sufficient government and other key stakeholder awareness, interests, commitment and incentives to utilize the tools, approaches and roadmaps in the development of NAPs? Would the South-South and North-South cooperation continue to enhance capacities in the formulation of NAPs?  Did the project conduct ‘succession planning’ and implement this during the life of the project?  Was capacity building conducted for key stakeholders? Did the intervention activities aim to promote (and did they promote) positive sustainable changes in attitudes, behaviours and power relations between the different stakeholders? To what extent has the integration of HR and GE led to an increase in the likelihood of sustainability of project results?
Financial resources. To what extent are the continuation of project results and the eventual impact of the project dependent on financial resources? What is the likelihood that adequate financial resources[footnoteRef:7] will be or will become available to use capacities built by the project? Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project results and onward progress towards impact? [7:  	Those resources can be from multiple sources, such as the national budget, public and private sectors, development assistance etc.] 

Institutional framework. To what extent is the sustenance of the results and onward progress towards impact dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and governance? How robust are the institutional achievements such as governance structures and processes, policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and accountability frameworks etc. required to sustaining project results and to lead those to impact on human behaviour and environmental resources, goods or services?
Environmental sustainability. Are there any environmental factors, positive or negative, that can influence the future flow of project benefits? Are there any project outputs or higher level results that are likely to affect the environment, which, in turn, might affect sustainability of project benefits? Are there any foreseeable negative environmental impacts that may occur as the project results are being up-scaled?
Catalytic role and replication. The catalytic role of GEF interventions is embodied in their approach of supporting the creation of an enabling environment and of investing in pilot activities which are innovative and showing how new approaches can work. UNEP and UNDP also aim to support activities that upscale new approaches to a national, regional or global level, with a view to achieve sustainable global environmental benefits. The evaluation will assess the catalytic role played by this project, namely to what extent the project has:
0. catalyzed behavioural changes in terms of use and application, by the relevant stakeholders, of capacities developed;
provided incentives (social, economic, market based, competencies etc.) to contribute to catalyzing changes in stakeholder behaviour; 
contributed to institutional changes, for instance institutional uptake of project-demonstrated technologies, practices or management approaches;
contributed to policy changes (on paper and in implementation of policy);
contributed to sustained follow-on financing (catalytic financing) from Governments, private sector, donors etc.;
created opportunities for particular individuals or institutions (“champions”) to catalyze change (without which the project would not have achieved all of its results).
Replication is defined as lessons and experiences coming out of the project that are replicated (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in different geographic areas) or scaled up (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in the same geographic area but on a much larger scale and funded by other sources). The evaluation will assess the approach adopted by the project to promote replication effects and determine to what extent actual replication has already occurred, or is likely to occur in the near future. What are the factors that may influence replication and scaling up of project experiences and lessons?
Efficiency 
The evaluation will assess the cost-effectiveness and timeliness of project execution. It will describe any cost- or time-saving measures put in place in attempting to bring the project as far as possible in achieving its results within its (severely constrained) secured budget and (extended) time. It will also analyse how delays, if any, have affected project execution, costs and effectiveness. Wherever possible, costs and time over results ratios of the project will be compared with that of other similar interventions. The evaluation will also assess the extent to which HR and GE were allocated specific and adequate budget in relation to the results achieved.
The evaluation will give special attention to efforts by the project teams to 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. For instance, the evaluation will consider similar efforts and processes supported by GEF to develop National Action Plans in other comparable sectors such National Environmental Action Plans and National and Regional Sustainable Development Action Plans and assess to what extent the project made explored opportunities for linkages. 
Factors and processes affecting project performance 
Preparation and readiness. This criterion focusses on the quality of project design and preparation. Were project stakeholders[footnoteRef:8] adequately identified and were they sufficiently involved in project development and ground truthing e.g. of proposed timeframe and budget?  Were the project’s objectives and components clear, practicable and feasible within its timeframe? Are potentially negative environmental, economic and social impacts of projects identified? Were the capacities of executing agencies properly considered when the project was designed? Was the project document clear and realistic to enable effective and efficient implementation? Were the partnership arrangements properly identified and the roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to project implementation? Were counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities) and enabling legislation assured? Were adequate project management arrangements in place? Were lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated in the project design? What factors influenced the quality-at-entry of the project design, choice of partners, allocation of financial resources etc.? Were any design weaknesses mentioned in the Project Review Committee minutes at the time of project approval adequately addressed? [8:  Stakeholders are the individuals, groups, institutions, or other bodies that have an interest or ‘stake’ in the outcome of the project. The term also applies to those potentially adversely affected by the project.] 

Project implementation and management. This includes an analysis of implementation approaches used by the project, its management framework, the project’s adaptation to changing conditions and responses to changing risks including safeguard issues (adaptive management), the performance of the implementation arrangements and partnerships, relevance of changes in project design, and overall performance of project management. The evaluation will:
0. Ascertain to what extent the project implementation mechanisms outlined in the project document have been followed and were effective in delivering project milestones, outputs and outcomes. Were pertinent adaptations made to the approaches originally proposed? 
Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of project management and how well the management was able to adapt to changes during the life of the project.
Assess the role and performance of the teams and working groups established and the project execution arrangements at all levels. 
Assess the extent to which project management responded to direction and guidance provided by the UNEP / UNDP Task Managers and project steering bodies including the project board. 
Identify operational and political / institutional problems and constraints that influenced the effective implementation of the project, and how the project tried to overcome these problems.
[bookmark: _Ref294791081]Stakeholder participation, cooperation and partnerships. The Evaluation will assess the effectiveness of mechanisms for information sharing and cooperation with other UNEP projects and programmes, external stakeholders and partners. The term stakeholder should be considered in the broadest sense, encompassing both project partners and target users (such as relevant government institutions, UNEP and UNDP Country and regional offices and officers, project partners and other stakeholders) of project products. The TOC and stakeholder analysis should assist the evaluators in identifying the key stakeholders and their respective roles, capabilities and motivations in each step of the causal pathways from activities to achievement of outputs, outcomes and intermediate states towards impact. The assessment will look at three related and often overlapping processes: (1) information dissemination to and between stakeholders, (2) consultation with and between stakeholders, and (3) active engagement of stakeholders in project decision making and activities. The evaluation will specifically assess:
0. the approach(es) and mechanisms used to identify and engage stakeholders in project design and at critical stages of project implementation. What were the strengths and weaknesses of these approaches with respect to the project’s objectives and the stakeholders’ motivations and capacities? 
0. How was the overall collaboration between different functional units of UNEP and UNDP involved in the project? What coordination mechanisms were in place? Were the incentives for collaboration adequate?
0. Was the level of involvement of the Regional, Liaison and Out-posted Offices in project design, planning, decision-making and implementation of activities appropriate?
0. Has the project made full use of opportunities for collaboration with other projects and programmes including opportunities not mentioned in the Project Document? Have complementarities been sought, synergies been optimized and duplications avoided? 
0. What was the achieved degree and effectiveness of collaboration and interactions between the various project partners and stakeholders during design and implementation of the project? This should be disaggregated for the main stakeholder groups identified in the inception report.
0. To what extent has the project been able to take up opportunities for joint activities, pooling of resources and mutual learning with other organizations and networks? In particular, how useful are partnership mechanisms and initiatives such as GEF funded global Projects including “Assisting non- LDC Developing Countries with Country-driven Processes to Advance National Adaptation Plans (NAPs)” and “Expanding the Ongoing Support to Least Developed Countries (LDCs) with Country-driven Processes to Advance National Adaptation Plans (NAPs)” among other GEF, UNEP and UNDP projects. To what extent did the project explore opportunities for linkages? 
0. How did the relationship between the project and the collaborating partners (institutions and individual experts) develop? Which benefits stemmed from their involvement for project performance, for UNEP and for the stakeholders and partners themselves? Do the results of the project (strategic programmes and plans, monitoring and management systems, sub-regional agreements etc.) promote participation of stakeholders, including users, in environmental decision making?
Communication and public awareness. The evaluation will assess the effectiveness of any public awareness activities that were undertaken during the course of implementation of the project to communicate the project’s objective, progress, outcomes and lessons. This should be disaggregated for the main stakeholder groups identified in the inception report. Did the project identify and make us of existing communication channels and networks used by key stakeholders?  Did the project provide feedback channels?
Country ownership and driven-ness. The evaluation will assess the degree and effectiveness of involvement of government / public sector agencies in the project, in particular those involved in project execution and those participating in the project board in particular:
0. To what extent have Governments assumed responsibility for the project and provided adequate support to project execution, including the degree of cooperation received from the various public institutions involved in the project?
How and how well did the project stimulate country ownership of project outputs and outcomes?
Financial planning and management. Evaluation of financial planning requires assessment of the quality and effectiveness of financial planning and control of financial resources throughout the project’s lifetime. The assessment will look at actual project costs by activities compared to budget (variances), financial management (including disbursement issues), and co-financing. The evaluation will:
0. Verify the application of proper standards (clarity, transparency, audit etc.) and timeliness of financial planning, management and reporting to ensure that sufficient and timely  financial resources were available to the project and its partners;
0. Assess other administrative processes such as recruitment of staff, procurement of goods and services (including consultants), preparation and negotiation of cooperation agreements etc. to the extent that these might have influenced project performance;
Present the extent to which co-financing has materialized as expected at project approval (see Table 1). Report country co-financing to the project overall, and to support project activities at the national level in particular. The evaluation will provide a breakdown of final actual costs and co-financing for the different project components (see tables in Annex 4).
Describe the resources the project has leveraged since inception and indicate how these resources are contributing to the project’s ultimate objective. Leveraged resources are additional resources—beyond those committed to the project itself at the time of approval—that are mobilized later as a direct result of the project. Leveraged resources can be financial or in-kind and they may be from other donors, NGO’s, foundations, governments, communities or the private sector. 
Analyse the effects on project performance of any irregularities in procurement, use of financial resources and human resource management, and the measures taken to prevent such irregularities in the future. Determine whether the measures taken were adequate.
Supervision, guidance and technical backstopping. The purpose of supervision is to verify the quality and timeliness of project execution in terms of finances, administration and achievement of outputs and outcomes, in order to identify and recommend ways to deal with problems which arise during project execution. Such problems may be related to project management but may also involve technical/institutional substantive issues in which UNEP/UNDP had a major contribution to make. 
The evaluators should assess the effectiveness of supervision, guidance and technical support provided by the different supervising/supporting bodies including:
0. The adequacy of project supervision plans, inputs and processes; 
The realism and candour of project reporting  and the emphasis given to outcome monitoring (results-based project management); 
How well did the different guidance and backstopping bodies play their role and how well did the guidance and backstopping mechanisms work? What were the strengths in guidance and backstopping and what were the limiting factors?

Monitoring and evaluation. The evaluation will include an assessment of the quality, application and effectiveness of project monitoring and evaluation plans and tools, including an assessment of risk management based on the assumptions and risks identified in the project document. The evaluation will assess how information generated by the M&E system during project implementation was used to adapt and improve project execution, achievement of outcomes and ensuring sustainability. M&E is assessed on three levels: 
0. M&E Design. The evaluators should use the following questions to help assess the M&E design aspects:
Arrangements for monitoring: Did the project have a sound M&E plan to monitor results and track progress towards achieving project objectives? Have the responsibilities for M&E activities been clearly defined? Were the data sources and data collection instruments appropriate? Was the time frame for various M&E activities specified? Was the frequency of various monitoring activities specified and adequate? 
How well was the project logical framework (original and possible updates) designed as a planning and monitoring instrument? 
SMART-ness of indicators: Are there specific indicators in the logframe for each of the project objectives? Are the indicators measurable, attainable (realistic) and relevant to the objectives? Are the indicators time-bound? 
Adequacy of baseline information: To what extent has baseline information on performance indicators been collected and presented in a clear manner? Was the methodology for the baseline data collection explicit and reliable? For instance, was there adequate baseline information on pre-existing accessible information on global and regional environmental status and trends, and on the costs and benefits of different policy options for the different target audiences? Was there sufficient information about the assessment capacity of collaborating institutions and experts etc. to determine their training and technical support needs?
To what extent did the project engage key stakeholders in the design and implementation of monitoring?  Which stakeholders (from groups identified in the inception report) were involved?  If any stakeholders were excluded, what was the reason for this? Was sufficient information collected on specific indicators to measure progress on HR and GE (including sex-disaggregated data)? 
Did the project appropriately plan to monitor risks associated with Environmental Economic and Social Safeguards?
Arrangements for evaluation: Have specific targets been specified for project outputs? Has the desired level of achievement been specified for all indicators of objectives and outcomes? Were there adequate provisions in the legal instruments binding project partners to fully collaborate in evaluations? 
Budgeting and funding for M&E activities: Determine whether support for M&E was budgeted adequately and was funded in a timely fashion during implementation.

M&E Plan Implementation. The evaluation will verify that:
The M&E system was operational and facilitated timely tracking of results and progress towards projects objectives throughout the project implementation period;
PIR reports were prepared (the realism of the Task Manager’s assessments will be reviewed)
Half-yearly Progress & Financial Reports were complete and accurate;
Risk monitoring (including safeguard issues) was regularly documented
The information provided by the M&E system was used during the project to improve project performance and to adapt to changing needs.
1 The Consultant 
For this evaluation, the evaluation will be undertaken by one Consultant. Details about the specific roles and responsibilities are presented in Annex 1 of these TORs. The consultant should have at least 10 years of technical/evaluation experience, including of large, regional or global programmes and using a Theory of Change approach; and a broad understanding of large-scale, consultative assessment processes and factors influencing use of assessments and/or scientific research for decision-making. 
The consultant will coordinate data collection and analysis, and the preparation of the main report for the evaluation. The consultant will ensure together that all evaluation criteria and questions are adequately covered. 
By undersigning the service contract with UNEP/UNON, the consultant certifies that (s)he has not been associated with the design and implementation of the project in any way which may jeopardize their independence and impartiality towards project achievements and project partner performance. In addition, (s)he will not have any future interests (within six months after completion of the contract) with the project’s executing or implementing units. 
Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures
The evaluation consultant will prepare an inception report (see Annex 2(a) of TORs for Inception Report outline) containing a thorough review of the project context, project design quality, a draft reconstructed Theory of Change of the project, the evaluation framework and a tentative evaluation schedule. 
It is expected that a large portion of the desk review will be conducted during the inception phase. It will be important to acquire a good understanding of the project context, design and process at this stage. The review of design quality will cover the following aspects (see Annex 7 for the detailed project design assessment matrix):
Strategic relevance of the project
Preparation and readiness;
Financial planning;
M&E design;
Complementarity with UNEP strategies and programmes;
Sustainability considerations and measures planned to promote replication and up-scaling.
The inception report will present a draft, desk-based reconstructed Theory of Change of the project. It is vital to reconstruct the ToC before most of the data collection (review of progress reports, in-depth interviews, surveys etc.) is done, because the ToC will define which direct outcomes, drivers and assumptions of the project need to be assessed and measured – based on which indicators – to allow adequate data collection for the evaluation of project effectiveness, likelihood of impact and sustainability.
The inception report will also include a stakeholder analysis identifying key stakeholders, networks and channels of communication.  This information should be gathered from the Project document and discussion with the project team. See annex 2 for template.
The evaluation framework will present in further detail the overall evaluation approach. It will specify for each evaluation question under the various criteria what the respective indicators and data sources will be. The evaluation framework should summarize the information available from project documentation against each of the main evaluation parameters.  Any gaps in information should be identified and methods for additional data collection, verification and analysis should be specified. Evaluations/reviews of other large assessments can provide ideas about the most appropriate evaluation methods to be used.
Effective communication strategies help stakeholders understand the results and use the information for organisational learning and improvement. While the evaluation is expected to result in a comprehensive document, content is not always best shared in a long and detailed report; this is best presented in a synthesised form using any of a variety of creative and innovative methods. The evaluator is encouraged to make use of multimedia formats in the gathering of information e.g. videos, photos, sound recordings.  Together with the full report, the evaluator will be expected to produce a 2-page summary of key findings and lessons.  A template for this has been provided in Annex 10. 
The inception report will also present a tentative schedule for the overall evaluation process, including a draft programme for the country visit and tentative list of people/institutions to be interviewed.
The inception report will be submitted for review and approval by the Evaluation Office before the any further data collection and analysis is undertaken.
[Optional] When data collection and analysis has almost been completed, the consultant will prepare a short note on preliminary findings and recommendations for discussion with the project team and the Evaluation Reference Group. The purpose of the note is to allow the consultant to receive guidance on the relevance and validity of the main findings emerging from the evaluation.
The main evaluation report should be brief (no longer than 40 pages – excluding the executive summary and annexes), to the point and written in plain English. The report will follow the annotated Table of Contents outlined in Annex 2. It must explain the purpose of the evaluation, exactly what was evaluated and the methods used (with their limitations). The report will present evidence-based and balanced findings, consequent conclusions, lessons and recommendations, which will be cross-referenced to each other. The report should be presented in a way that makes the information accessible and comprehensible. Any dissident views in response to evaluation findings will be appended in footnote or annex as appropriate. To avoid repetitions in the report, the authors will use numbered paragraphs and make cross-references where possible.
Review of the draft evaluation report. The consultant will submit a zero draft report to the UNEP EO and revise the draft following the comments and suggestions made by the EO. Once a draft of adequate quality has been accepted, the EO will share this first draft report with the Task Managers, who will alert the EO in case the report would contain any blatant factual errors. The Evaluation Office will then forward the first draft report to the other project stakeholders, in particular project partners including UNOPS, WHO, IFAD , FAO and UNITAR among others for their review and comments. Stakeholders may provide feedback on any errors of fact and may highlight the significance of such errors in any conclusions. It is also very important that stakeholders provide feedback on the proposed recommendations and lessons. Comments would be expected within two weeks after the draft report has been shared. Any comments or responses to the draft report will be sent to the UNEP EO for collation. The EO will provide the comments to the consultant for consideration in preparing the final draft report, along with its own views.
The consultant will submit the final draft report no later than 2 weeks after reception of stakeholder comments. The consultant will prepare a response to comments, listing those comments not or only partially accepted by them that could therefore not or only partially be accommodated in the final report. They will explain why those comments have not or only partially been accepted, providing evidence as required. This response to comments will be shared by the EO with the interested stakeholders to ensure full transparency.
Submission of the final evaluation report. The final report shall be submitted by Email to the Head of the Evaluation Office. The Evaluation Office will finalize the report and share it with the interested Divisions and Sub-programme Coordinators in UNEP. The final evaluation report will be published on the UNEP Evaluation Office web-site www.unep.org/eou. 
As per usual practice, the UNEP EO will prepare a quality assessment of the zero draft and final draft report, which is a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation consultant. The quality of the report will be assessed and rated against the criteria specified in Annex 3. 
The UNEP Evaluation Office will assess the ratings in the final evaluation report based on a careful review of the evidence collated by the evaluation consultant and the internal consistency of the report. Where there are differences of opinion between the evaluator and UNEP Evaluation Office on project ratings, both viewpoints will be clearly presented in the final report. The UNEP Evaluation Office ratings will be considered the final ratings for the project.
At the end of the evaluation process, the Evaluation Office will prepare a Recommendations Implementation Plan in the format of a table to be completed and updated at regular intervals by the Task Manager. After reception of the Recommendations Implementation Plan, the Task Manager is expected to complete it and return it to the EO within one month. (S)he is expected to update the plan every six month until the end of the tracking period. As this is a Terminal Evaluation, the tracking period for implementation of recommendations will be 18 months, unless it is agreed to make the period shorter or longer as required for realistic implementation of all evaluation recommendations. Tracking points will be every six months after completion of the implementation plan.  
Logistical arrangements
This Terminal Evaluation will be undertaken by an independent evaluation consultant contracted by the UNEP Evaluation Office. The consultant will work under the overall responsibility of the UNEP Evaluation Office and will consult with the EO on any procedural and methodological matters related to the evaluation. It is, however, the consultant’s individual responsibility to arrange for their travel, visa, obtain documentary evidence, plan meetings with stakeholders, organize online surveys, and any other logistical matters related to the assignment. The UNEP Task Manager and UNDP RTA and project team (including UNEP and UNDP implementing and executing teams) will, where possible, provide logistical support (introductions, meetings etc.) allowing the consultant to conduct the evaluation as efficiently and independently as possible. 
Schedule of the evaluation
Table 7 below presents the tentative schedule for the evaluation.
Table 7: Tentative schedule for the evaluation
	Milestone
	Deadline

	Mission (UNFCCC Meeting) – Bonn, Germany 
	13-15 October 2015 

	Inception Phase
	13-30 October 2015

	Inception Report
	30 October 2015

	Mission to Bangkok 
	02-05 November 2015

	Telephone interviews, surveys etc.
	02-06 November 2015

	Zero draft report
	25 November 2015

	Draft Report shared with UNEP Task Manager and UNDP RTA
	30 November 2015

	Draft Report shared with project teams
	5 December 2015 

	Draft Report shared with stakeholders
	10 December 2015

	Final Report
	21 December 2015
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