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Executive Summary 
 

The project titled “Implementing Priority Adaptation Measures to Build Resilience of rain fed 
farmer and pastoral communities of Sudan, especially women headed households to the adverse 
impacts of Climate Change”1 is a USD 2.8 million project aimed at enhancing adaptive capacity 
of at least 1000 households from the small-scale farming and pastoral communities, with at 
least 50% being women headed households. The project focuses on three key areas identified 
in Sudan as urgent and immediate priorities and which are intimately linked to food security, 
namely: (i) water resource management; (ii) rain fed agricultural production, (iii) rangeland 
productivity. The project will introduce, concrete innovative adaptation measures, such as 
watershed-based water harvesting techniques, ground-water based small scale seasonal 
irrigation, in-situ re-introduction of more stress resistent breeds and crop variaties, sand 
stabilisation and other land management and agronomic techniques. These will help increase 
robustness and resilience of at least 1000 highly vulnerable households in each targeted state (  
(At least 50% of total target should be women headed households). By demonstrating viable 
and cost-effective adaptation options and generating essential knowledge on good practices, 
the project will also assist the government of Sudan to improve its food security policies and 
address critical social vulnerabilities that often underpin resource-based conflicts, aggrevating 
human security conditions. 

It has two main outcomes:  

Outcome (1): Resilience of food-production systems and food-insecure communities 
enhanced in the face of climate change (USD 2,228,400): Outcome 2 - A better understanding 
of lessons learned and emerging best practices, captured and up-scaled at the national level 
(USD 301,600), demonstrating viable and cost-effective adaptation options and generating 
essential knowledge on good practices.  

The project is a follow up of the LDCF/NAPA Implementation Project (2010-14); thus it is co-
finance mobilized to upscale best practices demonstrated by the first GEF/LDCF NAPA 
project. It was financed by the Canadian Climate Change Adaptation Facility (CCAF). 
Established in partnership with UNDP, the CCAF aims to strengthen climate-resilient 
approaches to agriculture and water management, with an emphasis on gender-sensitive 
approaches.  The Sudan project is one of six projects that scale up or extend projects previously 
supported by the Global Environment Facility’s Least Developed Countries Fund (GEF/LDCF) 
(the others are in Cambodia, Cabo Verde, Haiti, Mali, Niger).   In addition, a global component 
of the CCAF promotes south-south cooperation and enhances understanding about initiatives 
that address adaptation, especially the gender dimensions. The global Facility therefore collects 
and analyses information, experiences, and lessons learned emanating from the six national 
projects to produce and disseminate knowledge that can be shared between the countries and 
usefully applied in other contexts.  The CCAF also helps to broadly inform climate and 
sustainable development policies at the local, national and global levels, while promoting 
global exchange of information, experiences, and lessons learned. 

Through the introduction of new management schemes and technologies, the project’s strategy 
aims to assist in securing household income, reducing pressure on rangelands resources, 
maximize farmland productivity under the conditions of increasing water stress and mitigate 
the potential for future conflicts over dwindling resources. This will contribute towards the 
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reduction of the proportion of populations classified as vulnerable to climate change impacts 
on food security.  

The project is implemented via a combined Direct Implementation Modality (DIM) and 
National Implementation Modality (NIM), necessitated by the requirements of both 
Government and the Donor. Actual implementation is led by the Higher Council for 
Environment and Natural Resources (HCENR) in collaboration with the State Governments 
and local communities, utilizing the institutional arrangement established by the baseline 
project – the LDCF/NAPA Implementation Project (2010-14).  

The project is in the final year of implementation; the Terminal Evaluation (TE) is therefore 
conducted in accordance with the guidelines and regulations of UNDP and GEF. The TE 
assessed the three critical areas of the project process, namely: Project formulation, project 
implementation and project results. Under project formulation, the TE examined the project 
design, assessing whether the assumptions and risks have influenced implementation and 
achievements of results. Under implementation, the TE assessed the financial management, 
including co-finance, GEF and Implementing partner performance, monitoring and evaluation, 
stakeholder interactions and use of adaptive management. Under results, the TE assessed the 
level of delivery of results along the project targets, country ownership, mainstreaming, 
sustainability, catalytic role and impacts. 

Ratings  
Criteria  Rating  
Outcomes  Highly Satisfactory 
Efficiency Satisfactory 

Effectiveness Satisfactory 
Monitoring and Evaluation Highly Satisfactory 
Implementing Agency  Satisfactory 
Executing Agency Satisfactory 
Relevance Relevant  
Sustainability  Likely 

Overall rating Highly Satisfactory 
 

The TE finds that despite a six month delay at the beginning, the project delivered significant 
results, exceeding all targets except one, which it achieved. They include: a) 4,960 households 
in the four targeted areas have been reached by the project’s various activities (against a target 
of 3,500 households); b) 40% to 50% increase in yield for 98% of project beneficiaries (against 
a target of 25%); c) 97% of the beneficiaries reporting a very high level of perception on 
improved resilience of food production system due to project interventions – 54% females, 
46% males (against a target of 80%); d) four State level draft policies were developed and 
shared (against a target of four); e) seven knowledge products containing critical lessons 
learned and good adaptation practices from the four pilot agro-ecological zones generated and 
shared (against a target of 6). 

The TE finds that overall the results obtained by the project for US$ 2.8 million represent a 
very good return on capital, and that delivering on all targets under the current operational 
climate in the country is exceptional. Five strategies adopted yielded efficiency gains, namely: 
i) building on a recently concluded GEF LDCF project, such that project stakeholders were 
already primed for action; ii) a cross between NIM and DIM where UNDP played both roles 
of implementing as well as executing Agency; iii) the use of, and composition of project 
implementation teams at the State government level, composed of a broad range of 



 

stakeholders (State government, academia, private sector, CSO, communities);  iv) the three 
tier project management modality adopted by UNDP is an efficient distribution of “labour” and 
increased efficient use of resources in this project; v) High levels of commitment from Federal 
and State governments, demonstrated by quality level input of the PSC and other processes.  

Moreover the TE finds that the results achieved by the project are likely to be sustained in 
future due to the absence of risks to sustainability. There is very high country ownership of the 
project demonstrated primarily by the high level of participation by all relevant stakeholders in 
the design and implementation of the project and the high level of alignment of the project 
objectives to national priorities on adaptation.  

 

Lessons  

Lesson: The project implementation has continued to show the importance of country ownership and 
effective institutional arrangements. The co-financing provided by the Government and its development 
partners provides a good example of how such ownership can lead to strong institutional arrangements 
and effective project governance. This relies on the commitment, institutional and financial 
sustainability of the co-financing institution, as in the case of Federal and State Ministries of agriculture 

Lesson: The team put in place to manage the project understood the importance of adaptive 
management and applied it to revise the logframe to make it more effective in managing the project. 
This is a very important step in successful UNDP-GEF projects that unfortunately, does not happen in 
many projects.  

Lesson: Although GEF does not finance a follow-up Phase for projects, there are many efficiency gains 
to be realised from such an arrangement.  

 
Recommendations  

Recommendation  Who should act on it 

Recommendation 1: UNDP should replicate the qualities of the PMU 
team in this project to improve overall performance of the portfolio. It 
should invest in training PMU early on in the process of project 
implementation, to ensure that the PMU understands the important 
concepts of managing a complex project, in order for more projects to 
deliver as effectively as this project. 

All units of UNDP – relates to 
future projects 

Recommendation 2: Need to improve the analysis of assumptions and 
risks to ensure that preconditions are not stated as assumptions. Also 
need to improve the monitoring of risks and assumptions during 
project implementation and to use adaptive management to address 
any challenges related to the two. 

All units of UNDP – relates to 
future projects 

Recommendation 3: Implementation of projects involving adaptation 
of agriculture should involve the Ministry of Agriculture at the 
National level, to increase the probability of integrating lessons from 
the field and best practices into policies and upscaling. 

All units of UNDP – relates to 
future projects 

Recommendation 4: UNDP should build on this excellent experience 
to mobilize funding from non-GEF sources to build on the 
infrastructure established by its GEF projects, which often end before 
the results can be consolidated. 

All units of UNDP – relates to 
future projects 
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1 Background  

1.1 Project Background and Information 

1. The project titled “Implementing Priority Adaptation Measures to Build Resilience of rain fed 
farmer and pastoral communities of Sudan, especially women headed households to the adverse 
impacts of Climate Change”2   has a major focus on building resilience and adaptive capacity of 
rural communities relative to their agricultural and water resource management practices, and 
relative to current and future climate risks in four states: North Kordofan, South Darfur, Gedarif 
and River Nile. The USD 2.8 million project aimed to enhance adaptive capacity of at least 1000 
households from the small-scale farming and pastoral communities, with at least 50% being women 
headed households. In meeting this overall objective, the project focuses on three key areas 
identified in Sudan as urgent and immediate priorities and which are intimately linked to food 
security, namely: (i) water resource management; (ii) rain fed agricultural production, (iii) 
rangeland productivity. To achieve the project objective, the following two outcomes will be 
pursued in the four vulnerable areas to climate change impacts identified below 

2. It has two main outputs:  

� Output (1):  Resilience of food-production systems and food-insecure communities enhanced 
in the face of  climate change (USD 2,228,400). Project will introduce, concrete innovative 
adaptation measures, such as watershed-based water harvesting techniques; ground-water 
based small scale seasonal irrigation; in-situ re-introduction of more stress resistant breeds and 
crop varieties; sand stabilization; and Shelter belts establishment (2300 ha); Use of Renewable 
energy to reduce deforestation; and other land management and agronomic techniques.  

� Output (2): A better understanding of lessons learned and emerging best practices, captured 
and up-scaled at the national level (USD 301,600), demonstrating viable and cost-effective 
adaptation options and generating essential knowledge on good practices.  

3. The project is a follow up of the LDCF/NAPA Implementation Project (2010-14); thus it is co-
finance mobilized to upscale best practices demonstrated by the first GEF/LDCF NAPA project. It 
was financed by the Canadian Climate Change Adaptation Facility (CCAF). Established in 
partnership with UNDP, the CCAF aims to strengthen climate-resilient approaches to agriculture 
and water management, with an emphasis on gender-sensitive approaches.  The Sudan project is 
one of six projects that scale up or extend projects previously supported by the Global Environment 
Facility’s Least Developed Countries Fund (GEF/LDCF) (the others are in Cambodia, Cabo 
Verde, Haiti, Mali, Niger).   In addition, a global component of the CCAF promotes south-south 
cooperation and enhances understanding about initiatives that address adaptation, especially the 
gender dimensions. The global Facility therefore collects and analyzes information, experiences, 
and lessons learned emanating from the six national projects to produce and disseminate knowledge 
that can be shared between the countries and usefully applied in other contexts.  The CCAF also 
helps to broadly inform climate and sustainable development policies at the local, national and 
global levels, while promoting global exchange of information, experiences, and lessons learned. 

4. Through the introduction of new management schemes and technologies, the project’s strategy aims 
to assist in securing household income, reducing pressure on rangelands resources, maximize 
farmland productivity under the conditions of increasing water stress and mitigate the potential for 
future conflicts over dwindling resources. This will contribute towards the reduction of the 
proportion of populations classified as vulnerable to climate change im pacts on food security.  

5. The project is implemented via a combined Direct Implementation Modality (DIM) and National 
Implementation Modality (NIM), necessitated by the requirements of both Government and the 
Donor. Actual implementation is led by the Higher Council for Environment and Natural Resources 
(HCENR) in collaboration with the State Governments and local communities, utilizing the 
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institutional arrangement established by the baseline project – the LDCF/NAPA Implementation 
Project (2010-14).  

6. Key indicators include the following: 

� Number of people adopting new adaptation measures and practices that build their resilience 
and secure the yields and household incomes in the face of climate change; vulnerability of 
food security to rainfall variability established via perception-based stakeholder survey such as 
VRA3 (targets - at least 1000 households form the  small-scale farming and pastoral 
communities in 4 vulnerable regions to climate change, with at least 50% should be women 
headed households are engaged and adopted adaptation measures);  

� The project lessons-learned and good practices inform national food security and agricultural 
policies and regulatory frameworks (targets - at least 3 categories of adaptation options (e.g. 
water harvesting, adoption of drought resistant local varieties, rangeland rehabilitation and 
reseeding) successfully implemented and introduced to 1000 farming and pastoral households 
In each of the targeted states); 

� Number of farmers and pastoralists benefitting from climate compatible irrigation and water 
harvesting methods (targets - 10 additional communities (1500 ha) in the rain fed sector; 5 
additional villages in each of NK and RN (800 ha); Rehabilitation of 5 wells in NK and fitting 
them with solar pumps, introducing 15 solar pumps in RN;  

� % increase in productivity of crops and livestock and income per targeted household/ % 
increase in income of women (targets - 1000 additional households are reached; at least 
50%women headed households among them; Establishing 10  additional women managed 
shelterbelts); 

� Increase in coverage of adaptation practices in the target states as a result of well tested practices 
demonstrated results (target - at least 3 government programme or policy documents initiate 
adoption and upscale of project demonstrated adaptation practices); 

� Number of legal acts, policy documents and regulations reflect good adaptation practices 
demonstrated by the project (target - at least 3 knowledge products containing critical lessons 
learned and good adaptation practices from the four pilot agro-ecological zones). 

7. Although the project implementation period was supposed to be four years (2013 – 2016), actual 
implementation was slightly over 2 years, starting from November 2014 to December 2016. The 
delay in starting was caused by the long time it took to negotiate the implementation arrangement 
that met the requirements of both the donor and the government. However, the project was able to 
accelerate implementation due to the presence of the project institutions of the baseline project. 
There was no Mid-Term Review for the extension project, but this Terminal Evaluation builds on 
the findings of the Mid-Term Review and Terminal Evaluation of the baseline LDCF/GEF project.  

1.2 OBJECTIVES OF THE Terminal Evaluation (TE)  

8. The objectives of the TE are spelled out in the Terms of Reference (ToR - Annex 2).  In line with 
UNDP-GEF Evaluation Guidelines, the TE assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of the project 
in achieving its intended results and the relevance and sustainability of outputs as contributions to 
medium-term and longer-term outcomes. The TE also contributes to all other UNDP-GEF 
complementary purposes: a) to promote accountability and transparency, and to assess and disclose 
the extent of project accomplishments; b) to synthesize lessons that can help to improve the 
selection, design and implementation of future GEF financed UNDP activities; c) to provide 
feedback on issues that are recurrent across the UNDP portfolio and need attention, and on 
improvements regarding previously identified issues; d) to contribute to the overall assessment of 

                                                      
3 Vulnerability Reduction Assessment (VRA) is a type of qualitative survey in which vulnerability factors are determined 
through stakeholder consultations, and stakeholders rate their vulnerability on a scale of 1-10 at the beginning, periodically 
throughout the project or programme, and at the end. Food security in relation to drought may vary from household to 
household, but the VRA approach allows the comparison of perceived changes despite this variability in terms or unit or % 
change in vulnerability scores. 



 

results in achieving GEF strategic objectives aimed at global environmental benefit; e) to gauge the 
extent of project convergence with other UN and UNDP priorities, including harmonization with 
other UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) and UNDP Country Programme Action 
Plan (CPAP) outcomes and outputs.  

1.3 TE APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY  

9. The TE was conducted in line with UNDP-GEF Guidelines, as spelled out in the ToR (Annex 2). 
The TE was conducted in close coordination with UNDP, Government of Sudan (GoS), and Project 
Implementing Partners (PIPs). The TE took place from 27th May 2017 to 30th July 2017 [14 working 
days spread over a period three months].  The list of persons consulted is given in Annex 4. 

Desk review of documents 

10. The key documents reviewed during the evaluation process include the Project document, UNDAF 
(2014-2017), UNDP Country Program and Action Plan (CPAP, 2013-2016), the baseline 
GEF/LDCF NAPA implementation project, the Program document for the Canadian Climate 
Change Adaptation Facility (CCAF), the UNDP-GEF Evaluation Guidelines, the GEF 
Programming Guidelines under LDCF (Least Developed Countries Fund) and the Sudan’s Five 
year Development Plan (2012-2016). The review provided a basis for the analysis and enabled the 
determination of what further information was required. The review of UNDP documents was 
necessary to establish linkages of the project with the umbrella programmes, such as United Nations 
Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) and Country Programme. Review of GoS policies 
and strategies enabled the linkage of project results at the national level, and to determine the 
contribution of the project towards the achievement of goals as stipulated in the strategic documents 
of the government and contribution to achievements of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

Data collection and analysis 

11. The evaluators spent a week in Khartoum, discussing project implementation, results, impacts and 
other relevant evaluation issues with National level stakeholders. The National consultant then 
spent ten days visiting the project intervention sites to assess progress on the ground and appreciate 
the challenges of adapting agriculture to the impacts of climate change, as well as the changes in 
adaptive capacity of project beneficiaries4. 

Detailed Context  

12. In line with the ToR (Annex 2), the TE reviewed three core areas: 1) Project Formulation 
(assumptions and risks); 2) Project Implementation (includes finance and co-finance, GEF 
implementation Agency Execution, Government Implementing Partner, M&E, Stakeholder 
Interactions, and Adaptive Management); 3) Results (includes Overall Results Delivery, Country 
Ownership, Mainstreaming, Sustainability, Catalytic Role and Impacts). The details examined 
under each criteria are briefly described below.  

Project Formulation  

13. Project Strategy (Project design and Results Framework/Logframe):  The TE examined the 
problem addressed by the project and the underlying assumptions; reviewed the effect of any 
incorrect assumptions or changes to the context to achieving the project results as outlined in the 
Project Document. It reviewed whether the project’s objectives and components are clear, 
practicable and feasible within the project timeframe; whether the capacities of the executing 
institution(s) and its counterparts properly considered when the project was designed; whether 
lessons from other relevant projects were properly incorporated in the project design; whether the 
partnership arrangements were properly identified and roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to 
project approval; whether there was counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities), enabling 
legislation, and whether project management arrangements were in place at project entry; whether 

                                                      
4 The International Consultant was unable to travel to the project site due to complications of travel permits and the limited 
time allocated for the TE to the IC. However, this has not affected the quality of the evaluation or the report, as clear work 
plan and evaluation questions were agreed between the consultants, UNDP and Government. 



 

the project assumptions and risks well-articulated, logical and robust, and if they have helped to 
determine activities and planned outputs; and, whether externalities (i.e. effects of climate change, 
Global economic crisis, etc.) relevant to the findings were considered during project design. 

On implementation, the TE assessed the following sub criteria:  

14. On project implementation, the TE reviewed whether there were any delays in project start-up 
and implementation, identifying the causes and examining if they have been solved; examined if 
work-planning processes are results-based; if changes have been made to the original logframe and 
if it is being used as a management and M&E tool; and, if feedback from M&E activities used for 
adaptive management. It also assessed if effective partnerships arrangements were established for 
implementation of the project with relevant stakeholders involved in the country/region, including 
the formation of a Project Board.  

15. Finance and co-finance: The TE examined the financial particulars of the project, including extent 
annual expenditures, noting any variances between planned and actual expenditures, co-finance at 
CEO and at TE. It also looked at the effectiveness of financial planning, including the extent to 
which the project document: a) identifies potential sources of co-financing as well as leveraged and 
associated financing; b) includes strong financial controls that allow the project management to 
make informed decisions regarding the budget at any time, allows for the timely flow of funds and 
for the payment of satisfactory project deliverables; c) demonstrates due diligence in the 
management of funds, including periodic audits.  

16. GEF Implementing Agency Execution – UNDP: The TE assessed the quality of UNDP execution 
of the project, examining whether there was an appropriate focus on Results, adequacy of UNDP 
support to the Implementing Partner and project team, quality and timeliness of technical support 
to the Executing Agency and project team, candour and realism in annual reporting, the quality of 
risk management, responsiveness of the managing parties to significant implementation problems 
(if any) and how UNDP’s quality of execution may have affected project duration. 

17. Implementing Partner Execution: The TE also assessed the quality of execution by the 
Implementing Partner, examining whether there was an appropriate focus on results and timeliness, 
adequacy of management inputs and processes, including budgeting and procurement, the quality 
of risk management, candour and realism in reporting and the extent of Government ownership. 

18. Monitoring and Evaluation:  The TE assessed the project monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plan 
design and implementation, examining how the M&E was used to monitor results and track 
progress towards achieving project objectives. It assessed the extent to which the M&E plan had 
adequate baselines (including data, methodology, etc.) and SMART indicators. It checked whether 
the data analysis systems, mid-term review, and terminal evaluation had adequate funding. It 
assessed extent to which the project complied with the progress and financial reporting 
requirements/ schedule, including quality and timeliness of reports; the value and effectiveness of 
the monitoring reports and evidence that these were discussed with stakeholders and project staff. 
The extent to which follow-up actions, and/or adaptive management, were taken in response to 
monitoring reports, and whether the MTR recommendations had been effectively utilized. 

19. On stakeholder engagement, the review assessed whether the project management team 
developed and leveraged the necessary and appropriate partnerships with direct and tangential 
stakeholders; whether local and national government stakeholders supported the objectives of the 
project and continue to have an active role in project decision-making; whether public awareness 
was created to support the project and how stakeholder involvement and public awareness 
contributed to the progress towards achievement of project objectives. 

20. Adaptive management: The TE assessed whether there were changes in the environmental and 
development objectives of the project during implementation, why these changes were made and 
what process was used to obtain the relevant approvals. It also assessed how the changes (if any) 
were instigated and how they affected project results.  



 

On project results, the TE assessed the sub categories below. 

21. Results delivery: the TE assessed whether the project has delivered direct project outputs, short- 
to medium-term outcomes, and longer term impacts including adaptation benefits, replication 
effects, and other local effects. It also assessed the factors influencing delivery of results, outlined 
in the paragraphs below. 

22. Country Ownership: The TE assessed the level of country ownership of the project and its results. 
It therefore sort to find evidence that the project fits within stated sector development priorities, that 
it has delivered outputs that support these policies and plans, and that they have been developed 
with involvement of government officials and relevant local communities; and that relevant outputs 
have been adopted into national strategies, policies and legal codes (where necessary). 

23. Mainstreaming: UNDP supported GEF financed projects are key elements in UNDP country 
programming. The TE therefore assessed the extent to which the project objectives and outcomes 
are aligned with UNDP country programme strategies as well as to GEF-LDCF adaptation benefits, 
as outlined in GEF Guidelines. It assessed whether the objectives and outcomes are successfully 
mainstreaming UNDP priorities, including poverty alleviation, improved governance, the 
prevention and recovery from natural disasters, and women's empowerment. 

24. Sustainability: the TE assessed the likelihood of continued benefits after the project ends. GEF 
recognizes four areas of risks to such sustainability, namely; financial, socio-economics, 
institutional framework and governance, and, environmental – presented below 

25. On financial risks to sustainability, the TE assessed the likelihood of financial and economic 
resources being available once the GEF assistance ends, examining the opportunities for financial 
sustainability and additional factors needed to create an enabling environment for continued 
financing. 

26. On socio-economic risks to sustainability, the TE assessed whether there are social or political 
risks that may jeopardize sustainability of project outcomes; whether there is a risk that the level of 
stakeholder ownership (including ownership by governments and other key stakeholders) will be 
insufficient to allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be sustained; whether lessons learned are 
being documented continually; and whether successful aspects of the project are being transferred 
to appropriate parties, potential future beneficiaries, and others who could learn from the project 
and potentially replicate and/or scale it in the future. 

27. On institutional framework and governance risks to sustainability, the TE assessed; whether 
the country’s legal frameworks, policies, governance structures and processes pose risks that may 
jeopardize project benefits; whether the project has in place frameworks, policies, governance 
structures and processes that will create mechanisms for accountability, transparency, and technical 
knowledge transfer after the project’s closure; whether the project has developed appropriate 
institutional capacity (systems, structures, staff, expertise, etc.) that will be self-sufficient after the 
project closure date; and how the project identified and involved champions (i.e. individuals in 
government and civil society) who can promote sustainability of project outcomes; and whether the 
project leadership have the ability to respond to future institutional and governance changes (i.e. 
foreseeable changes to local or national political leadership) – thus can the project strategies 
effectively be incorporated/mainstreamed into future planning?  

28. On environmental risks to sustainability, the TE assessed whether there are environmental 
factors that could undermine and reverse the project’s outcomes and results, including factors that 
have been identified by project stakeholders. Annex 3 shows the detailed evaluation questions that 
guided the TE. 

29. Conclusions & Recommendations: The TE offers evidence-based conclusions, in light of the 
findings. This evaluation plays a critical role in providing (along with others), a basis for the 
evaluation of outcomes and programmes, as well as for strategic and programmatic evaluations and 
Assessment of Development Results (ADRs), and for distilling lessons from experience for learning 
and sharing knowledge. 



 

2 Findings  

2.1 Project Formulation - Highly Satisfactory   

2.1.1 Project Strategy (Project design and Results Framework/Logframe) 

30. The TE finds that the project sought to address an issue that is pertinent to the development of 
Sudan – building adaptive capacity and increase resilience of production systems and livelihoods 
of famers and pastoralists, who are experiencing effects of climate change. Sudan is among the 
most vulnerable countries to Climate Change impacts; it experiences prolonged drought cycles, 
suffers overall acidification and increasing rainfall variability, which affect farmer and pastoral 
communities.  

31. Changes in climate and climate variability are well captured in the NAPA (2007), which reported 
a noticeable trend in decreasing annual rainfall and increased rainfall variability as contributors to 
drought conditions in many parts of the country. It reported that rainfall patterns in major cities 
throughout the ecological zones for the periods 1941-1970, 1951-1980, 1961-1990 and 1971-2000 
show two important trends: first, average annual rainfall has declined from about 425 mm/year to 
about 360 mm/year, a decrease of annual rainfall of about 0.5% per year; secondly, the coefficient 
of variability of rainfall shows an overall increasing trend, suggesting greater rainfall unreliability. 
The variability in rainfall is most serious in the arid northern parts of the country where the average 
variability now exceeds 100%. The situation is less serious in the central parts of the country, where 
average rainfall variability ranges from 20% to 60% and in the South, where it varies between 15% 
and 20%. However, at the national level, there is a trend of greater rainfall variability in Sudan, 
increasing at a rate of about 0.2% per year. The NAPA further reported that average temperatures 
are expected to rise significantly relative to baseline expectations. By 2060, projected warming 
ranges from 1.5oC to 3.1oC during August to between 1.1oC to 2.1oC during the month of January. 
Projections of rainfall under climate change conditions also shows sharp deviations from baseline 
expectations.  

32. Consequently, about 60% of the Sudanese populations are vulnerable to the climate change impacts, 
with agriculture and water resources identified as the most critical sectors where urgent and 
immediate action was needed (NAPA 2007). The NAPA further identifies traditional rain-fed 
farmers and pastoralists as the groups that are the most vulnerable to climate risks, due to low 
capacities for adaptation combined with high exposure. The NAPA identified five priority projects, 
four of which the LDCF-CIDA project addressed: a) Enhancing resilience to increasing rainfall 
variability through rangeland rehabilitation and water harvesting in the Butana area of Gedarif 
State; b) Reducing the vulnerability of communities in drought-prone areas of southern Darfur State 
through improved water harvesting practices; c) Improving sustainable agricultural practices under 
increasing heat stress in the River Nile State; d) Environmental conservation and biodiversity 
restoration in northern Kordofan State as a coping mechanism for rangeland protection under 
conditions of increasing climate variability; and e) Adapting to Strategies to adapt to drought-
induced water shortages in highly vulnerable areas in Central Equatorial State. 

33. The project’s theory of change was that vulnerability to climate change can be reduced by climate-
proofing current productive activities through enhancing the abilities of at least 1000 farming and 
pastoral households in each state to cope with increasing climate variability and future climate 
change. Through the introduction of new management schemes and technologies, the project’s 
strategy aimed to assist in securing household income, reducing pressure on rangelands resources, 
maximize farmland productivity under the conditions of increasing water stress and mitigate the 
potential for future conflicts over dwindling resources. This would contribute towards the reduction 
of the proportion of populations classified as vulnerable to climate change impacts on food security. 
Furthermore, the project threat--�root--�cause barrier analysis was comprehensive and on target. 
The project was indeed an upscaling effort for the original NAPA project ttiled “Implementing 
NAPA Priority Interventions to Build Resilience in the Agriculture and Water Sectors to the 
Adverse Impacts of Climate Change in Sudan”, which run from 2010 to 2014. The project under 
evaluation was funded by Canada, to  replicate the results of the previous project by building on its 



 

results, scaling them up further to achieve greater resilience of an additional 1000 households from 
the most affected communities. 

34. The TE finds that project formulation was based on a thorougher stakeholder consultation, since it 
build on the original NAPA project, which had been identified through a very extensive consultation 
process undertaken during the NAPA formulation and selection of NAPA priorities. Furthermore, 
the extension project (under review) build on lessons generated during the original NAPA project, 
as recommended in the Terminal Evaluation of that baseline project. Two recommendations in 
particular were accomodated in the design of the extension project: a) taking gender into 
consideration; b) providing a more systematic monitoring system, in particular providing baseline 
information for better monitoring of indicators. In addition, the extension project (under review) is 
part of the Canadian Climate Change Adaptation Facility (CCAF) partnership with UNDP, which 
has a high emphasis on gender and integrating lessons from south-south cooperation. Indeed, the 
TE finds that the project formulated a gender strategy which it used to guide integration of gender 
and undertook baseline assessments. 

35. The TE finds that the project was based on an adequate assessment of capacities of the executing 
institutions and its counterparts. Once again, this is because the extension project (under review) 
build on the existing project implementation infrastruture of the baseline LDCF-GEF project of 
2010-2014, whose Terminal evaluation reported significant increase in capacity of the relevant 
institutions, compared to the starting capacity baselines.  

36. The TE further finds that the project’s objectives and outcomes are clear, practical, and feasible 
within the time frame of the project. However, the original project logframe was found to be weak, 
especially on activities, indicators targets and baseline data. The project Team realized this fact 
early on in the implementation process and refined the logframe, clarifying the theory of change 
and logic. The Revised Results Framework (Table 2) was generated in a comprehensive and highly 
participatory process. The activities were carefully revised to match the actual needs and 
requirements while eliminating redudant activities,  Results statements at outputs level, respective 
indicators and targets were also adjusted to reflect consistency and logic, with no change at outcome 
level. Targets were recalculated to remove the inconsistency presented in different parts of the 
PRODOC and to agree with the actual situation in the four targeted states. State level Resource 
Frameworks were also developed to further guide project implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation by those responsible for its implementation. The revision also included the results and 
indicators at higher UNDP strategic levels which the project is expected to contribute to. The TE 
finds that the revised indicators and targets were “SMART” and gender disaggregated, and they 
proved easy to use for monitoring and reporting achievemetns and impacts.  

Lesson 1: The team put in place to manage the project understood the importance of adaptive 
management and applied it to revise the logframe to make it more effective in managing the project. 
This is a very important step in successful UNDP-GEF projects that unfortunately, does not happen in 
many projects.  

Recommendation 1: UNDP should replicate the qualities of the PMU team in this project to improve 
overall performance of the portfolio. It should invest in training PMU early on in the process of project 
implementation, to ensure that the PMU understands the important concepts of managing a complex 
project, in order for more projects to deliver as effectively as this project. 

2.1.2 Assumptions and Risks 

37. The project identified several assumptions which can be grouped into three categories: political 
support for the project, environmental/climate, and willingness of stakeholders to participate and 
advance project initiatives. Under group 1, the assumption was -- Government remains committed 
and willing to uptake successfully tested adaptation measures and practices as part of the food 
security and agriculture policies and regulatory framework; under group 2, the assumption was that 
extreme drought events do not disrupt the implementation of the proposed adaptation measures; 
under group 3, the assumptions were: that local communities are willing to undertake adaptation 
measures and modify their current farming and pastoralist practices; local governments are 



 

supportive and engaged in implementation process; extension workers, farmers, pastoralists and 
others on best practices for integrating and addressing climate risks into livelihood activities are 
willing to participate in the training workshops and recognize the benefits in engaging in adaptation 
processes to ensure food security. 

38. The TE finds that the third group of assumptions were pre-conditions as the project would not 
succeed without the commitment of all these stakeholders, and the project indeed had activities to 
engage the stakeholders and to capacitate them. However, the TE finds that while the Government 
remained committed and willing to uptake successfully tested adaptation measures and practices as 
part of the food security and agriculture policies and regulatory framework, the actual uptake is 
difficult because the ministry of agrciulture is not involved in project implementation at the national 
level. While the State level staff of agriculture are enthusiastically involved in the project, this 
enthusiasm is not reflecred at the national level. The TE also finds that the project was based on an 
additional assumption that the the institutions set up by the baseline NAPA project would be active 
and available to speed up project implementation. This indeed happened and is probably the reason 
the project still delivered on all its targets in just over 2 years of active implementation of a 4 year 
project. As explained in the introduction section, the project started in November 2014 and was 
closed in December 2016 (after a six months cost neutral extension). Despite this short 
implementation period, the project delivered on all its targets.  

39. The TE also finds that although not stated as assumptions or risks, the security status in South 
Darfur limited access to some areas while delays in obtaining vehicle travel permits has made it 
difficult to comply with the timing of the workplan in some instances.  

Recommendation: Need to improve the analysis of assumptions and risks to ensure that preconditions 
are not stated as assumptions. Also need to improve the monitoring of risks and assumptions during 
project implementation and to use adaptive management to address any challenges related to the two. 

40. The TE however has mixed findings on the question of whether the partnership arrangements were 
properly identified and roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to project approval. On the one 
hand, using the baseline project implementation partners ensured quick mobilization and continuity, 
enabling the project to deliver results rapidly (and to meet all targets in slightly over two years of 
implementation). On the other hand, the absence of the Ministry of Agriculture at the national level 
may slow down the uptake of best practices within the Agriculture Policy processes (as explained 
in the sections above).  

Recommendation: Implementation of projects involving adaptation of agriculture should involve the 
Ministry of Agriculture at the National level, to increase the probability of integrating lessons from the 
field and best practices into policies and upscaling. 

41. The TE finds evidence that all counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities), enabling 
legislation, and adequate project management arrangements were in place at project entry, and 
continued to be available to support project implementation. As explained in several places, the 
project is an extension of an LDCF NAPA project (2010-2014), upscaling the best practices of that 
baseline LDCF project to increase adaptive capacity for an additional 1000 households. In addition 
to utilizing project teams at the State and Community levels, the government re-established a 
National Coordination Unit which was well supported to lead one component of the project – 
Resilience of food-production systems and food-insecure communities enhanced in the face of 
climate change, which had the bulk of the project budget ($2,228,400). Inline with donor 
regulations, UNDP also set up a Project Management Unit which was responsible for implementing 
component 2 of the project - A better understanding of lessons learned and emerging best practices, 
captured and up-scaled at the national level, with a budget of US$ 301,600. Although arriving at 
this implementation arrangement (mixture of NIM and DIM) delayed the project start-up by close 
to a year, the enabling environment for implementation (provision of resources, capacity and 
enabling environment for implementation) enabled the full implementation of the project in just 
over two years. The Annual reports, minutes of Project Board meetings and the audit report do not 
capture any complaints about delayed disbursements or any factors delaying implementation.  



 

2.2 Project implementation– Highly Satisfactory 

42. Under implementation, the TE finds evidence that the logframe was used effectvely as a 
management and monitoring tool, and formed the basis of annual workplans and annual reports 
(more on this under the section on project monitoring). As demonstrated in Table 1 (State of 
Achievements of the Project Results), the project used the indicators to track and report project 
performance, as well as monitor risks and assumptions. As reported in the M&E and Stakeholder 
participation sections, the project partnerships for implementation promoted effective 
implementation and excellent achievement of results, demonstrated by the fact that it met all its 
targets in the reduced project implementation period of slightly over two years. Implementation 
was led by the Higher Council for Environment and Natural Resources, which housed the National 
Project Coordinator. The HCENR was supported by the UNDP Project Management Unit, 
comprising of a project manager and the M&E expert. Implementation of the innovative practices 
aimed at increasing resilience of food-production systems and concrete innovative adaptation 
measures was led by the extension services team at the State levels, in partnership with community 
based organizations and the private sector. These activities included: watershed-based water 
harvesting techniques, ground-water based small scale seasonal irrigation, in-situ re-introduction of 
stress resistant breeds and crop varieties, sand stabilization, Shelter belts establishment, 
introduction of Renewable energy to reduce deforestation; and improved land management and 
agronomic techniques. In addition to that, the Project has developed partnerships with the states 
mainly the ministries of Agriculture and Animal Resources, Forests National Corporation, Research 
Centers and Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) at the state level.  

43. A Project Board was formed as outlined in the Project Document and conducted three Project Board 
Meetings, whose minutes document the decisions made to guide projet implementation. It is noted 
that the Board Meeting of 20th Jan 2016 was convened by the Secretary General of The Higher 
Council of Environment and Natural Resources (HCENR); it was chaired by Dr. Hassan Abdelgadir 
Hilal, Minister of Environment and Physical Development; it was attended by a high caliber of 
participants, including several State Ministers, the UNDP Executive Office (Country Director and 
his Deputy) and second secretary (political/Vice Consul)  Canadian Embassy. The Board consisted 
of all the institutions identified during project formulation, including: the HCENR, Ministry of 
Agriculture (State level), Ministry of International Cooperation, UNDP and Canada High 
Commission. 

2.2.1 Finance and Co-finance 

UNDP-GEF guidelines on the subject 
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44. The project had a total CIDA allocation of US$ 3,080,000.00. Being an upscaling project, it did not 
have the mandatory co-finance expected of GEF projects. Indeed, the entire US$ 3,080,000.00 is 
considered co-finance to the original GEF funded project. However, it raised US$ 60,000 from 
UNDP Trac and US$ 130,455.55 from the French Government.  

45. The TE finds that the project had strong financial controls, being managed under both UNDP and 
Government of Sudan financial management systems. The audit reports have been conducted in 
line with both UNDP and GoS regulations, without qualifications. Although several budget lines 
(arranged per output in the Table above) exceeded the budgets, the relevant approvals were sort and 
provided, and the over-expenditure was met from UNDP funds. 

46. In addition, the TE finds that this project was cost-effective for the following reasons:  

�  It complied with the incremental cost criteria and secured co-funding and associated funding, 
while it is a co-funding investment itself; 

� It completed the planned activities and met or exceeded the expected outcomes in terms of 
achievement of Development Objectives and adaptation benefits according to schedule, and as 
cost-effective as initially planned. 

 

2.2.2 UNDP’s role as the GEF Implementing Agency – Satisfactory 

47. In addition to interviewing project stakeholders, the TE examined the minutes of the Project Board, 
Annual reports and Audits to determine the quality of UNDP’s performance as the GEF 
Implementing Agency. The TE finds that, being an upscaling initiative, this project was not a 
regular GEF project: the implementation arrangement was a mix of Direct Implementation and 
National Implementation Modalities (DIM/NIM). Thus UNDP played a double role as an 
Implementing Agency as well as an Executing Agency, where it was responsible for the outcome 
on knowledge management. Although the donor (Government of Canada) insisted on this mode of 
implementation, the government of Sudan, understandably, was not happy about it, since it was a 
departure from the regular nationally-led implementation. Negotiating and agreeing the mixed 
mode implementation took over six months and led to a delay in project start-up of over a year 
(Prodoc was signed in June 2013 but the first disbursement was made in November 2014). The TE 
however also finds that UNDP played both roles effectively and efficiently, as evidenced by the 
quality of the management support provided to the project. UNDP set up a Project Management 
Unit consisting of a project manager with nationally recognized skills and experience in climate 
change and managing climate change projects, and a monitoring and evaluation expert. In addition 
to the UNDP Country Team support, additional technical expertise was provided by the UNDP 
Regional Service Centre, where the Coordinator of the Global project covering 6 countries was 
stationed. This unit was responsible for collating lessons from the global program and disseminating 
it to the national projects. Several quality publications were generated via this effort, to which Sudan 
contributed, including: a) a synthesis of lessons on mainstreaming gender into adaptation from the 
six countries participating in the Canada-UNDP Climate Change Adaptation Facility titled “Filling 
Buckets, Fuelling Change: Ensuring Gender-Responsive Climate Change Adaptation”; b) a 
cookbook that showcases traditional recipes and compares culinary and agricultural practices from 
the six countries in the programs while examining and raising awareness on the links between food 
security and climate change – titled “Adaptive Farms, Resilient Tables”. 

48. The TE finds that communication between the two project management units was at times 
problematic: on the one hand, the UNDP Project Management Unit was not allowed to 
communicate directly to the State level project implementation teams, and had to go through the 
National Project Coordinators office, which sometimes caused delays: on the other hand, the 
National Project Coordination Office and the project teams on the ground felt UNDP Project 
Management Team did not communicate appropriately. There is however no evidence that these 
inter-team competition issues affected the speed of implementation overall, as the project was 
completed with a delivery that exceeded all its set targets.   



 

49. The TE finds evidence of quality monitoring of risks in Atlas and that senior management supported 
the project, attending several Board meetings. In addition, there is no evidence of delayed 
disbursements, which often causes major challenges for implementation within tight deadlines.  The 
minutes of the Board meetings are notable only in the absence of complaints about complicated 
procurement, disbursements and reporting, so frequent in many other projects. 

2.2.3 Implementing Partner Execution - Satisfactory 

50. As explained above, project execution was led by a National Project Coordinator, who is a senior 
Government Official, with the active involvement of State Officials of the four States involved in 
the project. With the exception of the inter-team competition issues mentioned in the preceding 
section, the TE finds evidence of effective management of the project by government, high level of 
ownership, with senior managers attending Board meetings, high quality of reports, and an absence 
of problems often reported in similar projects (such as delays in mobilisation, procurements, 
reporting, etc.). Indeed, the project Board meeting of 20th January 2016 acknowledged the financial 
resources mobilized from the Government of Sudan to support basic services in the targeted villages 
to the amount of USD 500,000. It is suggested that these resources should be put in the project pool 
fund through a Cost Sharing Agreement with UNDP and then to be delivered for the intended 
purpose as part of the LOA. 

2.2.4 Project M&E – Highly Satisfactory 

51. The TE of the baseline LDCF-NAPA project pointed out that the project lacked clear consolidated 
targets, had a weak design of RRF, lacked baseline data and specific and effective measuring 
protocol of the practices, technologies and achievements. As a result, there was a lot of data on 
achievements at the field level not captured and reflected in the overall project progress. The 
extension CIDA-NAPA project (under review) corrected this weakness by designing an M&E 
system in a participatory process, collecting baseline information and providing training to project 
stakeholders on the use of the M&E systems for project management and adaptive management.  

52. The M&E system refined the indicators, the activities and targets to reflect consistency and logic, 
with no change at outcome level. The M&E Framework also included a set of monitoring plans 
customized for each of the four States as well as a summary Master M&E Plan delineating how 
each indicator is measured and where relevant information is found.  A set of the Theory of Change 
models reflecting the logic of changes at state and national levels were developed as part of the 
M&E Framework, with the objective of improving the understanding of the project intended results 
and visualizing how the change is expected to improve people’s life and strengthen their resilience 
in the face of climate change.   

53.  A baseline assessment was undertaken to acquire a quick, clear snapshot of the existing state of 
knowledge, awareness, activities, perspectives and possibilities of project participants regarding 
adaptation, environmental, agriculture, livestock and water resources issues and concerns. The 
baseline was finalized in October 2015 and was used as the reference of all baseline data in the 
revised Result Framework as well as Monitoring and Evaluation Plans.  In addition, basic M&E 
training modules were designed and delivered to staff of all implementing partners on the following 
aspects: Results definition and hierarchy; Indicators definition, design, selection, types and use; 
Baseline targets establishment; Data collection, analysis and triangulation; Monitoring plan, use 
and follow up actions; Development and extraction of best practices; Result-based reporting; and, 
Evaluation, types, focus and use. 

54. The TE finds that the M&E Framework is well conceived, and that the baseline report and the State 
level M&E plans are well articulated and are sufficient to monitor results and track progress toward 
achieving project and country’s adaptation objectives. The quality of the M&E implementation is 
high as evidenced by sufficient budget for implementation and the high quality of project reports.  
The TE finds that the project has therefore complied with progress and financial reporting 
requirements, meeting quality and timeliness criteria without difficulty.  The project did not 
however undergo a Midterm Review (MTR), although the TE finds no evidence that this omission 
affected the project implementation or delivery of results negatively. 



 

2.2.5 Stakeholder Interaction - Satisfactory 

55. The key stakeholders for this project include peasant farmers and pastoralists in the four pilot sites: 
River Nile state: (area of lower River Atbara); North Kordofan state: (area of Bara); Gedarif state: 
(area of Butana), and, South Darfur state (areas around Nyala); their community based 
organizations such as revolving funds and water management committees, government institutions 
both at state and federal levels, including the technical staff of the government organizations, 
national institutions involved in food security issues, Canadian Climate Change Adaptation Facility 
(CCAF) and the five other countries benefiting from the global project (Cambodia, Cabo 
Verde, Haiti, Mali, Niger), academic institutions (including Agricultural Research Corporation, 
University of Nyala (Water Harvesting Centre) and the Water and Wadis Research Centre) and the 
private sector especially the water and solar energy marketing associations. 

56. The TE finds that there was extensive stakeholder interactions at many levels, particularly the 
following: i) NAPA process: the root of this project goes back to the NAPA formulation process, 
which was highly participatory, providing interactions between stakeholders, especially the 
technical institutions; ii) actual project formulation process: being an upscaling initiative, there was 
already high levels of awareness in the country and the four States about the project and its 
initiatives. Community groups, State Governments and Academic Institutions confirmed their 
participation in the formulation and implementation of the project, during the TE field missions. 
The presence of State level Project Technical Teams enabled extensive consultations amongst the 
stakeholders in selecting target villages and initiatives for upscaling; iii) refinement of the Logframe 
and the associated development of M&E framework and plans, baseline data collection and other 
assessments (such as perception-based stakeholder survey, water resources assessment and 
formulation of water harvesting and rangelands improvement plans, gender assessment, etc.). The 
formulation of the M&E Framework was particularly consultative, providing opportunities for 
stakeholder interactions; iv) annual workplan development, technical workshops and training 
events: the project organised numerous workshops bringing together stakeholders from the four 
States to discuss technical subjects (e.g. adaptation options, policy reviews). It also organised 
numerous training events at all levels – from State level technical teams to community groups: v) 
collating and disseminating best practices: Outcome 2 of the project was about knowledge 
management, under which specific effort was exerted to link the six countries under the program to 
interact, via sharing of lessons, generating publications informed by experiences from all the 
countries (example the Gender and the Cookbook). This outcome was implemented in close synergy 
with the ‘’Adaptation Learning Mechanism’’ initiative (ALM), which facilitated further interaction 
between the ideas from the project with the rest of the adaptation community (globally). 

2.2.6 Adaptive Management - Satisfactory 

57. The TE finds that the project applied adaptive management to refine the logframe to improve logic, 
activities, indicators and targets (adaptations described in the table below). This refinement did not, 
however, change the project outcomes. The change was well documented and approved by the 
relevant offices (Project Board, UNDP, Government and the Donor). The project did not undergo 
an MTR and hence there were no recommendations to consider half-way through the 
implementation process. There is no evidence that the lack of an MTR affected project 
implementation and/or delivery of results negatively because there was no material change in the 
assumptions or the implementation arrangements or any other circumstances during the 
implementation. 

Table 1: Table showing adjustments made to the original logframe 
Output Rectified  

Output as indicated in M&E report 
Original  
Output in PRODOC 

Action taken 
(revision) 

 
Comments 

Outcome1: Resilience of food-production systems and food-insecure communities enhanced in the face of climate 
change 



 

Output 1.1 Improved yield and livelihoods  of 
farmers and pastoralists in targeted 
areas using tested water harvesting 
models  
 

Based on rainfall-
run-off models the 
surface water 
harvesting 
techniques in South 
Darfur and Gedarif 
and small scale 
irrigation methods 
in North Kordofan 
and River Nile sates 
delivered to benefit 
1000 farmers and 
pastoralists 
households. 

 Rephrased   Original output is 
too long and not 
clear 
While revised one  
succinct and clear 

Output1.1  
Indicator 1 

Percentage of farmers and 
pastoralists benefitting from climate 
compatible irrigation and water 
harvesting methods, disaggregated 
by gender  

Number of farmers 
and pastoralists 
benefitting from 
climate compatible 
irrigation and water 
harvesting methods 

Rephrased  
  

Revised output is  
Gender 
disaggregated 
 and Verifiable 

Output1.1 
Targets 

Tested Surface water harvesting 
techniques and small scale irrigation 
methods  introduced to communities 
in South Darfur,  Gedarif, North 
Kordofan and River Nile states as 
appropriate  to benefit  at least 1500 
farmers and pastoralists with at least 
50% women, (priority given to 
women headed HHDs).  

10 additional 
communities 
(1500ha) in the rain 
fed sector  
 
5 additional villages 
in each of NK and 
RN (800 ha) 
Rehabilitation of 
5wells in NK and 
fitting them with 
solar pumps 
introducing 15 solar 
pumps in RN. 
 

Substituted  Revised output 
target is relevant 
clearly stated the 
desired products, 
achievable and  
gender 
disaggregated 
 
 

Output1.2 Improved (drought resilient) crop 
varieties and animal breeds adopted 
by communities in targeted areas. 
 

Diversified drought 
resistant varieties of 
crops and animal 
breeds introduced 
and delivered on 
shelterbelt protected 
farm plots to 
improve food 
security situation in 
all targeted 
communities 

Rephrased   Revised is 
succinct  
Original one is 
long and not 
clearly stated 
 

Output1.2 
Indicators 2 

Percentage of farmers adopted 
improved (drought resistant) crop 
varieties and animal breeds. 
Disaggregated by gender 

Percentage increase 
in productivity of 
crops and livestock 
and income per 
targeted house hold. 
 
Percentage increase 
in income of women 

 
Substituted 
 

Revised output is 
relevant to the 
result chain and 
gender 
disaggregated 



 

Output1.2 
Targets 

Diversified, drought resistant 
varieties of crops and animal breeds 
introduced and delivered to improve 
food security situation in all targeted 
communities for at least 2000 HHD 
with 50% women and women 
headed HHDs 

1000 additional 
households are 
reached at least 50% 
women headed 
households among 
them; Establishing 
10 additional 
women managed 
shelterbelts 

 
Substituted  
 

The re vised 
targets is more 
coherent and 
relevant to 
expected results 
Gender 
disaggregated 

Output 1.3:  
 

Rehabilitation of  Rangeland and 
forests cover in targeted areas 
 

Rangeland 
rehabilitation 
through reseeding 
and fencing 

Rephrased  

Output1.3 
Indicators 3 

Number of hectares covered by 
reseeding and plantations activities.  

Number of ha 
reseeded and 
Number of trees 
planted.  

Rephrased  

Output1.3 
Targets 

100 ha are reseeded and planted with 
trees and 100 ha is fenced in the 
targeted areas 

500 ha are reseeded 
and planted with 
trees,100 ha is 
fenced 

  
 

 

Outpu1.4. Improved community based 
ecosystem conservation practices in 
the context of climate change in the 
targeted areas. 

Is not indicated in 
the Prodoc 

Added  It is important 
deliverable to 
achieve 
environmental  
goal 

Output 1.4. 
Indicator  4 
Output 1.4. 
Indicator  5 

Percentage of people who have 
adopted community based 
ecosystem conservation practices in 
the context of climate change in 
targeted areas, disaggregated by 
gender 
Number of ecosystem conservation 
measures introduced by the project 
and adopted by the targeted 
communities. 

Is not indicated in 
the Prodoc 

Two indictors 
have been chosen 
to measure the  
expected results 

 

Output 1.4 
Targets 

Activities to be introduced, fully or 
partially: 
Solar pumping for drinking water 
and irrigation of women collective 
farms  (Jubraka)  
Butane gas for cooking 
Improved environment friendly  
buildings; Fruit and fodder trees; 
Sanitation practices 
Improved stoves; Environmental 
awareness and training; Community 
farms 

   

Output 1.5: 
 

Improved capacities of women 
groups in the face of climate change 
hazards in targeted areas 

Women’s 
associations have 
the relevant 
capacities, skills and 
knowledge to 
undertake farm and 
household level 

 
Rephrased  

Revised output is  
succinct and clear 



 

adaptation 
measures. 

Output 1.5 
Indicators 6 
 
 
 
Output 1.5 
Indicator 7 

No. of functional women 
associations/CBOs in improving 
women participation in adaptation 
measures practices. 
 
No. of women benefiting from the 
project’s adaptation measures 

Not indicated in 
Prodoc. 

Added  

Output 1.5. 
Targets 

At least 10 women’s associations 
and women groups have the relevant 
capacities, skills and knowledge to 
undertake farm and household level 
adaptation measures. Associations 
effectively supports and ensure the 
attainment of women 50% 
participation. 

Not indicated in 
Prodoc. 

Added  

Outcome 2: A better understanding of lessons learned and emerging best practices, captured and up-scaled at the 
national level 

Output2.1 Lessons learned and emerging best 
practices captured, documented and 
disseminated  
 

Successfully 
demonstrated 
adaptation measures 
and practices 
codified, 
documented and 
integrated into the 
state and national 
level policies. 

  

Output2.1 
Indicator 

Number of best practices 
documented and disseminated 

Number of legal 
acts, policy 
documents and 
regulations reflect 
good adaptation 
practices 
demonstrated by the 
project 

  

Output2.1 
Targets 
 

Successfully demonstrated 
adaptation measures and practices 
codified, documented and integrated 
into the state and national level 
policies (at least 7 knowledge 
products containing critical lessons 
learned and good adaptation 
practices from the four pilot agro-
ecological zones) 
 
At least 3 government program or 
policy documents initiated; adoption 
and upscale of project demonstrated 
adaptation successful practices. 

At least 3 
knowledge products 
containing critical 
lessons learned and 
good adaptation 
practices from the 
four pilot agro-
ecological zones. 

  

58. In conclusion, the adjusted logframe is complete and its elements are well defined (revised logframe 
was incorporated in the Results Framework in Annex x). The expected results are achievable (and 
were achieved) and activities are relevant and necessary to deliver intended outputs. Therefore the 
revised log frame was effectively used as a management and monitoring tool. 



 

2.3 Project Results – Highly Satisfactory 

2.3.1 Overview of results and achievements 

59.       The project addressed three components which have been seriously affected by climate change 
and have a direct link to food security. These components are: 1) water resources; 2) Agriculture 
(crop and animal production, and 3) rangeland and forests cover. As stated in the PRODOC, through 
introduction of new management practices and technologies the project’s strategy aims   at securing 
household income, maximizing land productivity and reducing pressure on rangelands resources.  
The TE finds that the project delivered all the stated results as explained in the paragraphs below 
and Table 2.  

60. Water resources management interventions results: Improved water resources and water harvest 
techniques adopted to increase yield and livelihoods of farmers and pastoralists in targeted areas is 
the first expected results of the project) output 1.1 in the log frame of the project). Beneficiaries 
have reported very high levels of perception on improvement in adaptation (98% of which 54% 
women and 46% men) and on benefits (96% of which 54% women and 46% men) from introduction 
and use of improved water resources and water harvest techniques. These techniques/interventions 
included rehabilitation and drilling of wells, use of solar-powered water pumps, improved irrigation 
technique (drip irrigation), installation of rain and flow gauge station, training and capacity building 
in water harvesting and management. 

61. The key achievements include: 

� Rural water supply using solar pumping which resulted in availability of clean water for human 
an animal use and saving time of getting it. 

� Increase  animal production  

� Production of forest tree seedlings 

� Cultivation of horticultural crops (introduction of new vegetables and practicing cultivation in 
3 seasons instead of one season cropping system in Gerf area in Gedarif State). 

� Improved  health status and hygiene 

� Improved small scale irrigation and women farms. 

62. Improved/drought resilient crop varieties and animal breeds/feed (output 1.2): this output 
included introduction of improved vegetable and fodder varieties; establishing shelterbelt 
plantations to protect the target farm plots from sand encroachment; designing new extension 
products and services on farming methods and drought resistant varieties; organize farm 
demonstrations for successful agronomic measures and yield results from drought resistant crops 
introduced by the project; introduction of improved animal breeds and animal feeds to improve 
production. The high level adoption of improved/drought resilient crop varieties and animal 
breeds/feed have been reported by beneficiaries (92%). Productivity improved significantly 
(increased by 50 % to 80%). Adoption of improved animal breeds/feed and supplementary feeding 
resulted in increase of weight (30%- to 40%), twining rate (25% to 30%) and milk production rate 
(40% to 60%). 

Key Achievements: 
� Improved crop productivity as a result of introduction of improved crop varieties improved 

agronomic practices and agroforestry. 

� Diversification of crop production |(fruits, vegetables and fodder) 

� Increased animal weight, milk production and twinning rate as a result of introduction of 
improved animal breeds, veterinary services, supplementary feeding. 

� Rehabilitation and improvement in irrigated agriculture production in Gerf area (Wad Hassan 
village Gedarif State) contributed in creation of new source of income and labor opportunity; 
improved socioeconomic status of the community.    

� Improved  food quality and health status  (diversified food items) 



 

� Introduction of new livelihood activity (Fisheries) 

� Increased  income 

 

63. Rehabilitation of Rangeland and forests cover in targeted areas: Under this intervention  more 
than 90% of benificiaries have adopted and benefited from improved rangeland and forests cover 
to minimize negative effect of climate changes. Their benefits appearded  in form of: green cover 
and protected rangeland; sand dune fixation. 

Key chievements include: 

� Shelter belts around some farms in River Nile State assissted in  protection of farms from hot 
wind and created favourable micro climate, which increased productivity and yield. 

� Sand dune fixation in Nourth Kordofan State provided protection of agricultaral lands and 
residential areas. Here, 7 community nurseries were established and 75 acres were planted with 
53,000 trees. 

� Awairness raising and capacity building through demnonstration of farm approach in which 
direct application of recommended technical packages within  the farms of beneficiaries  led to 
improvement in crop productivity (e.g. faba beans and broad beans) in river Nile State.  

64. Improved community based ecosystem conservation practices in the context of climate change 
in the targeted areas: actions contributing to conservation of ecosystems services include:  
introduction of alternative energy (Butane gas and improved stove); introduction of solar energy 
for drinking water pumping and other services; strenthening village development committee roles 
in ecosystem mangement and conservation. Benificeries have reported very high adoption 
precentage (99%) and more than 90% of beneficiaries have benefited from improved community 
based ecosystem conservation practices in the context of climate change. They have attributed their 
benefits to the use of clean energy; saving time and effort for getting firewood; reducing tree cutting 
and expanding green cover, securing animal rangelands. 

 
The key achievements are: 

� Improved indoor environment 

� Deforestation rate reduced 

� Alternative income Generating activities increased 

� Improved awareness about importance of  environmental protection. 

� Organic production through adoption of integrated pest managemnet; plant based pesticides; 
light traps and organic fertilisers. 

 

65. Improved capacities of women groups in the face of climate change hazards in targeted areas: 
To enhance women empowerment the project supported, among other activities, women 
organization into development committees; establishment of women collective farms; supported 
trainig  in income gererating activities and other capacity building (farming skills) and awareness 
raising programs. While 98% of beneficiaries have agreed that the project has improved capacities 
of women groups in the face of climate change hazards other 94% reported that they have benefited 
from this intervention in the form of improvement in women capacities and skills; women have 
their income and own women associations. 

Key acievements are: 
� Women more oriented to climate change adaptation practices 

� Improved women awareness about protection of natural resources and adaptation issues 

66. Lessons learned and emerging best practices captured, documented and disseminated: TE 
finds that a numer of lessons and best practices have been clearly identified  and documented in the 



 

final reports and had been disussed in the final board meeting of the project.  Different means of 
dissemination, knowledge transfer and sharing  used include radio broadcasts, journals, hard copies 
(booklets), soft copy  and  presentations in relevent conferences  and during  project  technical 
workshops (4th one  held at the  El Obeid  the capital of North Kordofan State, from 27th  to 29th 
November 2017). 

Key achievments 
� 7 Lessons learned  were documented and  disseminated through the Adaptation Learning 

Mechanism (ALM)   

� Best practices identified per each State were documented and shared. 

� A cook book on climate resilient food preparations and traditional meals had been issued and 
deseminated 

� Abooklet containing summary of climate adaptation  results and impacts of the project (Climate 
Change Adaptation at A glance)  had been issued and widely disseminated.  

67. The TE finds that the project delivered on all the outcomes and outcome indicators, as described in 
the table below. 

Table 2: Achievement on Outcomes 
Outcome  Outcome 

indicators  
2014 
Baseline 

End of project 
Targets 

End of Project 
status 

TE 
comment 

Ratin
g  

Resilience of food 
production systems and 
food insecure 
communities improved 
in the face of climate 
change  benefiting at 
3500 thousand farmers 
and pastoralists with 
50% women 
 

Number of people 
adopting new 
adaptation measures 
and practices that 
build their resilience 
and secure the 
yields and 
household incomes 
in the face of 
climate change 
disaggregated by 
gender. 

Zero 
households 
in the 
targeted 
villages. 
(Not 
counting the 
entire states, 
just the 
villages of 
the project’s 
activities). 

3,500 households 
from the small-scale 
farming and pastoral 
communities in 4 
vulnerable regions (at 
least 50% should be 
women headed 
households. 
Adaptation 
measures). 
 

4960 households 
in the four 
targeted areas 
have been 
reached by the 
project’s various 
activities. 

This target 
has been 
exceeded by 
over 1,000 
households 

HS 

 % increase in yields 
and household 
incomes as a result 
of project 
implemented 
adaptation measures 
disaggregated by 
gender  
 

zero 
household 
incomes for 
households 
in the project 
area from 
agriculture 
and livestock 
 

 20% increase in the 
yields and average 
household income. 
 
 

40% to 50% 
increase in 
average 
household 
income 
95% of the 
beneficiaries 
reported that 
their income has 
increased by 
more than 20%. 
(54% were 
females, 46% 
were males) 
 
2. 40% to 50% 
increase in yield. 
98% of the 
beneficiaries 
reported that 
their yield has 

The project 
exceeded 
targets by 
far, 
including 
gender 
targeting 

HS 



 

increased by 
more than 20%5. 

 Level of perception 
of project 
beneficiaries in 
targeted areas on 
improved resilience 
of food production 
system due to 
project 
interventions, 
disaggregated by 
gender.  
 

Baseline: 
very low 
level of 
perception 

Target: for the 2016: 
80% reporting: high 
level of perception on 
the project 
contribution 
 
  

 97% of the  
beneficiaries 
who were 
interviewed 
have reported a 
very high level 
of perception on 
improved 
resilience of 
food production 
system due to 
project 
interventions 
54% were 
females 
46% were 
males6   

This target 
was 
exceeded 

HS 

Successfully 
demonstrated 
adaptation measures 
and practices codified, 
documented and 
integrated into the state 
and national level 
policies. 

Number of local and 
national  
government plans,  
policy documents 
and regulations 
reflect good 
adaptation practices 
demonstrated by the 
project 
 

1 policy 
adopted 
from the 
NAPA 
project 

3 government 
program or plans 
documents initiated 
adopting and up 
scaling of project 
demonstrated 
adaptation successful 
practices.  
 
 

4 State level 
policies were 
developed and 
shared  
 
A draft policy 
proposal was 
developed with a 
complete policy 
for each state 

This target 
was reached 

 

No of best practices 
documented and 
disseminated  
 

6 Best 
Practices 
document 
during the 
NAPA 
Implementat
ion phase 

At least 7 knowledge 
products containing 
critical lessons 
learned and good 
adaptation practices 
from the four pilot 
agro-ecological zones 

Target was 
exceeded by one 

  

 

Lesson: Although GEF does not finance a follow-up Phase for projects, there are many efficiency gains 
to be realised from such an arrangement.  

Recommendation: UNDP should build on this excellent experience to mobilize funding from non-GEF 
sources to build on the infrastructure established by its GEF projects, which often end before the results 
can be consolidated. 

 

2.3.2 Country ownership 

68. The MTR finds that the project concept addressed an issue relevant to the development plans of 
Sudan, which is pertinent to building adaptive capacity and increase resilience of production 
practices and livelihoods of famers and pastoralists who are facing effects of climate change. 
Moreover, the project relevance to the country’s national and sectorial plans and strategies are 
illustrated by its alignment with the National Adaptation program of Action (NAPA) in Sudan (The 
project is a follow up of NAPA program) as well as with National Action Plans that have been 

                                                      
5 Cross Sectional survey was conducted in half of the project’s sites (2 states) during the 1st Quarter of 2016 
6 Cross Sectional survey was conducted in half of the project’s sites (2 states) during the 1st Quarter of 2016 



 

developed as part of multilateral environmental agreements (MEAS) to combat desertification and 
conserve biological diversity. The project fits perfectly with the main focus of the Sudan Poverty 
Reduction Strategy and the five year plan (2007 -2011) and UNDP’s Sudan Country program 
Document (2013 -2016). Also the project strategy was formulated in full realization of the 
importance of finding climate – proof solutions to current production activities practiced by Sudan’s 
farmer/pastoralist communities to increase their resilience in the face of changing climate. The 
concerned national and local decision -makers were fully involved in the project design and 
implementation. There is evidence that the introduced climate resilient interventions are in the heart 
of the strategies and plans of the Governments of the States and the States Ministries of Agriculture 
and Animal Resources of the four States without exception. From the field visits, interviews and 
final report of the project, it is evident that successfully demonstrated adaptation measures and 
practices were identified documented and integrated into annual plans and supported adaptation 
policies at State level. Moreover the Sates general policies, best practices and lessons learned 
together with future plans to sustain impacts of the project have been discussed and approved at the 
final board meeting of the project held on 17 July 2017.   

69. The Higher Council of Environment and Natural Resources has served as national executing agency 
responsible for management and supervising of project activities at the national level. Relevant 
departments of State Ministries of Agriculture and Animal resources, Agriculture Research, 
Extension administration, water resource administration, and University department of Natural 
Resources had been involved in implementation through providing technical support and services. 
As evident from the field visits, the engagement and roles of these actors were well stated during 
project formulation and worked very well during implementation. The project Technical committee 
is headed by the Secretary General of Agriculture in the State (Except for River Nile State) and the 
Heads of States Technical Committees of the project together with the State Coordinator are among 
the members of the project board which is headed by The Federal Minster of Environment and 
Natural Resources and Physical Development. At State level the technical committee comprises 10 
members from relevant institution headed by the Secretary General of the State Ministry of 
Agriculture. These structural arrangement and design of the project ensured strong country 
ownership. 

70. Since the project strategy has focused on the three identified key areas of urgent and immediate 
priorities (water resource management; rain fed agricultural production and rangeland 
management) this will contribute towards reduction of the proportion of population classified as 
vulnerable to climate change. These priorities are the subject of focus for intergovernmental 
organizations, national institutions and NGOs, who are interested in the project interventions or 
working in the same communities and villages.   

Lesson: The project implementation has continued to show the importance of country ownership and 
effective institutional arrangements. The co-financing provided by the Government and its development 
partners provides a good example of how such ownership can lead to strong institutional arrangements 
and effective project governance. This relies on the commitment, institutional and financial 
sustainability of the co-financing institution, as in the case of Federal and State Ministries of 
agriculture.  

 

2.3.3 MAINSTREAMING  

71. The TE finds that the objectives and outcomes of the project aligned the UNDP country programme 
strategies (Table x below).  

Table 3: UNDP, UNDAF and NAPA strategies and priorities that the project contributes to 
UNDP strategy/NAPA 
objectives/priorities 

Project contribution 

UNDAF/CPD  Outcome: 
Populations vulnerable to 
environmental risks and climate 

The project increased adaptive capacity of 4960 households in the four 
targeted areas (46% female headed households), increasing household 
incomes by an average 45% (40% to 50% increase in average household 



 

change become more resilient, 
and relevant institutions are 
more effective in the sustainable 
management of natural resources 
Relevant outcome Indicator(s): 
Number of environmental 
strategies with sound action 
plans for implementation in 
place 
 
CPAP/CPD Output: Vulnerable 
communities to climate change 
and climatic risks adapted 
comprehensive sets of 
adaptation measures. 
 
CPAP/CPD Output Indicator:  
Extent to which comprehensive 
measures–plans, strategies, 
policies, programmes, and 
budgets – implemented to 
achieve low-emission and 
climate-resilient development 
objectives 

income) with 95% of the beneficiaries reporting that their income had 
increased by more than 20% (54% female).  
 
This was achieved by widespread adoption of climate smart agriculture 
(crop and livestock production technologies) that led to a 40% to 50% 
increase in yield of major crops supported by increased access to markets, 
with 98% of the beneficiaries reporting that their yield has increased by 
more than 20% (54% female). 
 
Indeed, the perception of communities regarding resilience of their 
livelihoods increased from a baseline of zero to 97% of the beneficiaries 
who were interviewed reporting a very high level of perception on 
improved resilience of food production system due to project interventions 
(54% were females).  
 
In addition, the project strengthened national and local institutions, creating 
new partnerships for addressing climate risks in agriculture. In particular 
the partnership between the Higher Council for Environment and Natural 
resource (HCENR), state ministries of Agriculture and Animal Resources, 
Forests National Corporation, Research Centres and Civil Society 
Organizations (CSOs) at the state level, Village Development Committees 
(VDCs) in four eco-zones, local NGOs and associations. These partnerships 
will continue to support and upscale the improved practices introduced by 
the project. Sustainability of these initiatives is further ensured via the 
development of 4 state level climate change policies (one for each district), 
whose drafts were developed and shared. 
 
Thus, not only have the project outcomes contributed to better preparations 
to cope with natural disasters, it has improved the understanding of the 
importance of climate change considerations and perception of 
preparedness amongst the beneficiary communities. 

 

72. The project mainstreamed gender considerations in every aspect of planning and implementation. 
The project objective and its targets sought to reach at least 50% of women headed households. A 
gender assessment was undertaken to inform targeting of activities. It also contributed to the Global 
Gender Analysis which identified lessons on integrating gender into climate change interventions 
in the six countries, which was shared widely via a technial publication (Filling Buckets, Fuelling 
Change: Ensuring Gender-Responsive Climate Change Adaptation”). The purpose of the Gender 
Analysis was to identify men and women’s adaptation needs and, based on an assessment of these 
differences, make it possible for UNDP to determine men and women’s constraints and 
opportunities which will help to ensure the provision of services by  UNDP that are needed by men 
and women, and are appropriate to their circumstances. 

 

2.3.4 SUSTAINABILITY – Moderately Likely 
Financial risk to sustainability 

73. The MTR finds that the project initiatives are likely to be sustained even though there may be no 
further financial flows into the project areas. The project has contributed to the formulation of a 
follow up project currently being prepared for submission to the Green Climate Fund, but the areas 
of implementation are not likely to include those that benefitted from the LDCF extension project. 
Sudan is also going through challenges at the macro-economic level, with limited funding available 
for extension services at the State level. However, the nature of the project activities and results are 
such that once they are established, they will require minimal funds to sustain. Key activities 
included training in improved agriculture and livestock production, introduction of water harvesting 



 

and linkages to markets. The skills provided during training, which included both men and women 
at local community and extension service levels, together with the community associations are 
likely to continue supporting the introduced practices.  

Socio-economic risks  

74. The TE finds no social or political risks that may threaten the sustainability of project outcomes. 
There is very high levels of stakeholder ownership of the project initiatives, including ownership 
by communities, State and National governments, academia and civil society. This is demonstrated 
by the fact that this project is an upscaling initiative building on an LDCF-GEF adaptation project; 
the project received government budgetary allocation (in addition to donor funds), and it has 
informed the formulation of an additional project for submission to the Green Climate Fund 
(proposing an even larger scale upscaling of adapting agriculture to climate change). These events 
demonstrate that the various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that project benefits 
continue to flow. In addition, 97% of the beneficiaries sampled reported an increase in perception 
about the state of resilience of their livelihoods and agriculture due to project iniatives and results. 
The TE finds that there is therefore a high level of awareness of the project, its results and their 
importance in securing livelihoods and reducing vulnerability to climate change. 

Institutional framework and governance risks to sustainability:  

75. The TE finds that at the national level, the legal frameworks, policies, and governance structures 
and processes within which the project operates do not pose any risks that may jeopardize 
sustainability of project benefits. This is because the country has taken on the agenda of climate 
resilience very seriosuly. The country has a national climate change policy and a NAPA. The State 
governments have a high level of awareness of the importance of mainstreaming climate risks into 
productive systems and formulated draft State level climate change policies, facilitated by this 
project. However, these draft State level policies on climate change are not yet approved. In 
addition, the project set up local institutions to support continuation of several initiatives such as 
revolving funds management committees. While these institutions are important, it is not clear if 
they have established to the point where they can survive withuout further support from the project. 
This factor is however counteracted by the fact that there is high levels of ownership of the project 
initiative from communities and State government, hence there is likelihood that the State 
governments will continue to support them. 

Environmental risks:  

76. Sudan has a highly variable climate. Droughts are increasing, but the project sought to introduce 
strategies to cope with such climate risks. This reduces the environmental risk to sustainability 
substantially. 

 

2.3.5 Catalytic Role 

77. The TE finds that project was sufficiently catalytic for the following reasons: 

� Scaling up – although the project is a scaling up initiative itself, it has contributed to the 
formulation of another and larger adaptation project currently being finalized for submission to 
the Green Climate Fund. This will allow approaches developed through the project to be taken 
up in other States in the country. When the draft State policies on climate change is approved, 
mainstreaming climate risk into agriculture and livestock production is expected to be legally 
required in the 4 States that were part of the project. 

� Replication: The project received additional funds from the French Embassy in Khartoum 
(USD $130,454) to extend solar energy to pump water for multipurpose uses in areas not 
originally covered by the project in the state of Gedarif.  UNDP has also submitted a concept 
note to the Canadian Embassy in Khartoum in the amount of USD $500,000 to scale up the 
project activities to other areas not part of the LDCF upscaling project.  FAO liaised with project 
team of South Darfour State to support Animal production component; in Gedarif State 



 

Sudanese Environmental Conservation Society and the project team working in same village 
(Wad Hassan) where were supporting each other. 

� Demonstration: the project has established many demonstration sites in the project pilot area 
which have been used as learning sites by all those involved in the project, through 
exchange/site/study tours. In addition, project information has been successfully disseminated 
through the various reports such as project annual reports and technical publications, notably, 
one on mainstreaming gender and the Cook Book on climate smart recipies. 

� Catalytic role: As explained above, the project engaged in knowledge transfer (i.e., 
dissemination of lessons through project result documents, training workshops, information 
exchange, a national and regional forum, etc). The project contributed to two key publications 
which have been disseminated globally. They are: a) Filling Buckets, Fuelling Change: 
Ensuring Gender-Responsive Climate Change Adaptation; b) Adaptive Farms, Resilient 
Tables. 

 

2.3.6 Impacts  
According to the project Theory of Change developed during the M&E system development (Fig x), 
the project expected to demonstrate impacts by improving resilience and livelihoods. The project 
indicator for measuring impacts were stated as “at least 3 categories of adaptation options (e.g. water 
harvesting, adoption of drought resistant local varieties, rangeland rehabilitation and reseeding) 
successfully implemented and introduced to 1,000 farming and pastoral households in each of the 
targeted states (making a total of 4,000 households, which was revised to 3,500 households during the 
M&E system formulation).  
 

Figure 1: Project Theory of Change 
 

 
 

78. The TE however finds that this indicator is a measure of outcomes rather than impacts (where 
impacts are defined as change in condition of the environment and livelihoods, such as evidence of 
increased resilience). While the project exceeded the target of 3,500 households by ensuring that 
4,960 households adopted adaptation measures (2920 were women), it had no indicator to measure 
increase in resilience  of livelihoods more directly.  It can however be assumed that increase in 
household incomes from project activities and perception of levels of  resilience can indicate 
increase in resilinece. Using these indicators, communities reported 40% to 50% increase in average 



 

household income with 95% of the beneficiaries reporting that their income has increased by more 
than 20%. They also reported 40% to 50% increase in yield, with 98% of the beneficiaries reporting 
that their yield increased by more than 20%. In addition, 97% of reported a very high level of 
perception on improved resilience of food production system due to project interventions (54% 
were females, 46% were males for the three indiators).  

3 Conclusions and recommendations 
3.1 Conclusions  

79. The TE finds that despite a six month delay at the beginning, the project delivered significant 
results, exceeding all targets except one, which it achieved. They include: a) 4,960 households in 
the four targeted areas have been reached by the project’s various activities (against a target of 
3,500 households); b) 40% to 50% increase in yield for 98% of project beneficiaries (against a 
target of 25%); c) 97% of the beneficiaries reporting a very high level of perception on improved 
resilience of food production system due to project interventions – 54% females, 46% males 
(against a target of 80%); d) four State level draft policies were developed and shared (against a 
target of four); e) seven knowledge products containing critical lessons learned and good adaptation 
practices from the four pilot agro-ecological zones generated and shared (against a target of 6). 

80. The TE finds that overall the results obtained by the project for US$ 2.8 million represent a very 
good return on capital, and that delivering on all targets under the current operational climate in the 
country is exceptional. Five strategies adopted yielded efficiency gains, namely: i) building on a 
recently concluded GEF LDCF project, such that project stakeholders were already primed for 
action; ii) a cross between NIM and DIM where UNDP played both roles of implementing as well 
as executing Agency; iii) the use of, and composition of project implementation teams at the State 
government level, composed of a broad range of stakeholders (State government, academia, private 
sector, CSO, communities);  iv) the three tier project management modality adopted by UNDP is 
an efficient distribution of “labour” and increased efficient use of resources in this project; v) High 
levels of commitment from Federal and State governments, demonstrated by quality level input of 
the PSC and other processes.  

81. Moreover the TE finds that the results achieved by the project are likely to be sustained in future 
due to the absence of risks to sustainability. There is very high country ownership of the project 
demonstrated primarily by the high level of participation by all relevant stakeholders in the design 
and implementation of the project and the high level of alignment of the project objectives to 
national priorities on adaptation.  

82. The project has the following ratings: 

Table 4: Summary Ratings  
Criteria  Rating  
Outcomes  Highly Satisfactory 
Efficiency Satisfactory 
Effectiveness Satisfactory 
Monitoring and Evaluation Highly Satisfactory 
Implementing Agency  Satisfactory 
Executing Agency Satisfactory 
Relevance Relevant  
Sustainability  Likely 
Overall rating Highly Satisfactory 

 
3.2 Lessons and Recommendations 



 

Lessons  

Lesson 1: The project implementation has continued to show the importance of country ownership and 
effective institutional arrangements. The co-financing provided by the Government and its development 
partners provides a good example of how such ownership can lead to strong institutional arrangements 
and effective project governance. This relies on the commitment, institutional and financial 
sustainability of the co-financing institution, as in the case of Federal and State Ministries of agriculture 

Lesson 2: The team put in place to manage the project understood the importance of adaptive 
management and applied it to revise the logframe to make it more effective in managing the project. 
This is a very important step in successful UNDP-GEF projects that unfortunately, does not happen in 
many projects.  

Lesson 3: Although GEF does not finance a follow-up Phase for projects, there are many efficiency 
gains to be realised from such an arrangement.  

 
Recommendations 

Recommendation  Who should act on it 

Recommendation 1: UNDP should replicate the qualities of the PMU 
team in this project to improve overall performance of the portfolio. It 
should invest in training PMU early on in the process of project 
implementation, to ensure that the PMU understands the important 
concepts of managing a complex project, in order for more projects to 
deliver as effectively as this project. 

All units of UNDP – relates to 
future projects 

Recommendation 2: Need to improve the analysis of assumptions and 
risks to ensure that preconditions are not stated as assumptions. Also 
need to improve the monitoring of risks and assumptions during 
project implementation and to use adaptive management to address 
any challenges related to the two. 

All units of UNDP – relates to 
future projects 

Recommendation 3: Implementation of projects involving adaptation 
of agriculture should involve the Ministry of Agriculture at the 
National level, to increase the probability of integrating lessons from 
the field and best practices into policies and upscaling. 

All units of UNDP – relates to 
future projects 

Recommendation 4: UNDP should build on this excellent experience 
to mobilize funding from non-GEF sources to build on the 
infrastructure established by its GEF projects, which often end before 
the results can be consolidated. 

All units of UNDP – relates to 
future projects 

 



 

4 Annexes  
4.1 Annex 1: Terms of Reference 

83. To be obtained from Magda or UNDP CO (I don’t have a copy)



 

4.2 Annex 2: TE schedule and list of stakeholders consulted 
 

84. To be provided by Magda.



 

4.3 Annex 3: Evaluation matrix and sample evaluation questions 
The table below outlines the questions that will guide the evaluation based on UNDP criteria.  

Evaluation Subject Evaluation Questions 

Project Strategy • What challenges did the project seek to address? 
• What was the ToC used to identify and select components, outcomes, outputs and 

activities? 
• What are the underlying assumptions? 
• Have any of the risks and assumptions played out and what is the effect on 

implementation and achievement of results? 
• Were any assumptions incorrect or missed out entirely? 
• Have they played out and what is the effect on implementation and delivery of 

results? 
• Was the threat--�root--�cause barrier analysis comprehensive and on--�target? 
• Have new threats and/or barriers emerged? 
• Is there room for adaptive management to tackle new threats, barriers? 
• Relevance: Are the issues/challenges being addressed by the project relevant to 

national development and livelihoods? 
• In which way are they relevant? 
• Are they government priority and if so where are these priorities stated? 
• What lessons were used to influence project design? What is working well from 

this project that it has brought excitement in--�terms of impacts? What happiness 
has the project brought so far? 

• Have those lessons proven to be useful yet in project implementation? 
Decision--�making processes: 

• Which groups are likely to be affected by the project, including benefitting from it? 
• Was project design done in a truly participator manner? 
• Was gender perspectives factored into project design and reflected in the 

participatory design process? 
• If not, why not and what has been the impact of this non participatory design 

process on implementation and project ownership? 
• Where is the evidence of participation by the relevant groups? 
• If there are major areas of concern, recommend areas for improvement. 

Results 
Framework/ 
Logframe 

• Are the project’s objectives and outcomes or components clear, practical, and 
feasible within its time frame? 

• Are the log--�frame indicators and targets “SMART” and gender disaggregated? 
• Has progress made so far led to, or could in the future catalyse beneficial 

development effects (i.e. income generation, gender equality and women’s 
empowerment, improved governance etc...) that should be included in the project 
results framework and monitored on an annual basis. 

• How are the catalysing effect of the project results being monitored? 
Project 
Implementation 
and Adaptive 
Management 

• What is the current project management arrangement? 
• What are the SWOT of the current project management arrangements? 
• Has it been effective? 
• Are responsibilities and reporting lines clear? 
• Is decision--�making transparent and undertaken in a timely manner? 
• Has the Executing Agency/Implementing Partner(s) facilitated project execution 

adequately? 
• What are the recommendations for improvement? 
• What lessons can be drawn from this arrangement? 
• Has the Partner Agency (UNDP) supported project execution effectively? 
• What are the key challenges of project execution? 
• What recommendations? 

Work Planning • Is project implementation in line with the timeline set in the Prodoc? 
• If there were delays what caused them? 
• What is the likely implication of any delays on the rest of the project timeline? 
• Has adaptive management effectively resolved any issues of delays? If no, why 

not? 



 

• Are work--�planning processes results--�based? 
• Has the results framework/ log--�frame been used as a management tool? 
• To what end? Has it worked well and if not why not? 
• What recommendations? 

Finance and co-
finance 

• What is the level of expenditure to--�date? 
• Is this level in line with the original plans in the project budget? 
• If not, why have changes occurred? And what are the exact changes? 
• Have the appropriate approvals been sought and provided for these changes? 
• Has the project been cost effective and what criteria can we use to determine this? 
• Does the project have the appropriate financial controls, including reporting and 

planning, that allow management to make informed decisions regarding the budget 
and allow for timely flow of funds? 

• Has the project mobilized extra funding? 
• Has it accessed any co--�finance? 
• Is co--�finance being monitored to confirm the expected situation at project design 

stage? 
Project level 
monitoring and 
review systems 

• Does the project use an M&E system? 
• Does it involve key partners in M&E? 
• Is the M&E linked to partner institutions’ systems? 
• Does M&E provide the necessary information efficiently/effectively? 
• Is it considered cost--�effective? 
• Are additional tools required to make M&E more participatory and inclusive? 
• Are sufficient resources being allocated to monitoring and review? 
• Are these resources being allocated effectively? 

Stakeholder 
engagement  

• Has the project developed and leveraged the necessary and appropriate 
partnerships with direct and tangential stakeholders? 

• Do local and national government stakeholders support the objectives of the 
project? 

• Do  they  continue  to  have  an  active  role  in  project  decision--�making  that  
supports  efficient  and effective project implementation? 

• To what extent has stakeholder involvement and public awareness contributed to 
the progress towards achievement of project objectives 

Reporting and 
communication 

• Have changes made via adaptive management been reported by the project 
management and approved by the Project Board? 

• How well do the Project Team and partners understand and undertake UNDP 
reporting requirements (i.e. how have they addressed poorly--�rated PIRs, if 
applicable?) 

• Have lessons derived from the adaptive management process been documented, 
shared with key partners and internalized by partners? 

• How is internal project communication with stakeholders done? 
• Is it regular and perceived to be effective? What is the evidence of that? 
• Are there key stakeholders left out of communication? 
• Are there feedback mechanisms when communication is received? 
• Does this communication with stakeholders contribute to their awareness of project 

outcomes and activities and investment in the sustainability of project results? 
• How does the project communicate with the broader stakeholders? Via a project 

website? 
• Has an awareness campaign been mounted? 



 

4.4 Annex 4:  Revised Project Resource Matrix (and Logframe) 
 

This project will contribute to achieving the following Country Programme Outcome as defined in CPAP or CPD: Populations vulnerable to environmental risks and climate change 
become more resilient and relevant institutions are more effective the sustainable management of natural resources. 
 

Country Programme Outcome Indicators: 
 
Primary applicable Key Environment and Sustainable Development Key Result Area (same as that on the cover page, circle one):   
3.  Promote climate change adaptation OR    
Applicable GEF Strategic Objective and Program: 
Applicable GEF Expected Outcomes: 

Applicable GEF Outcome Indicators: 
 Indicator Baseline Targets  

End of Project 
Source of verification Risks and Assumptions 

Project Objective7  

To implement an urgent 
set of measures that will 
minimize and reverse the 
food insecurity and 
enhance adaptive 
capacity of at least 1000 
households form the  
small-scale farming and 
pastoral communities in 
4 vulnerable regions (at 
least 50% should be 
women headed 
households. 
 

Number of people 
adopted new adaptation 
measures and practices 
that build their 
resilience and secure the 
yields and household 
incomes in the face of 
climate change. 
 
Vulnerability of food 
security to rainfall 
variability established 
via perception-based 
stakeholder survey such 

as VRA8) 
 

To a degree, 
communities are 
autonomously adapting 
to climate variability; 
added pressures on 
livelihoods due to 
climate change have 
rendered current coping 
mechanisms in 
effective and mal-
adapted to long-term 
changes. 

At least 1000 households form the small-
scale farming and pastoral communities in 
4 vulnerable regions to climate change (at 
least 50% should be women headed 
households are engaged and adopted 
adaptation measures. 
 
The project lessons-learned and good 
practices inform national food security and 
agricultural policies and regulatory 
frameworks 

Project reports 
Evaluation reports 
National security and 
agricultural policies 
and related regulations; 
Community surveys 

local communities are willing to undertake 
adaptation measures and modify their 
current farming and pastoralist practices; 
local governments are supportive and 
engaged in implementation process; 
Extension workers, farmers, pastoralists and 
others on best practices for integrating and 
addressing climate risks into livelihood 
activities are willing to participate in the 
training workshops and recognize the 
benefits in engaging in adaptation processes 
to ensure food security. 

                                                      
7 Objective (Atlas output) monitored quarterly ERBM  and annually in APR/PIR 
8 Vulnerability Reduction Assessment (VRA) is a type of qualitative survey in which vulnerability factors are determined through stakeholder consultations, and stakeholders rate their vulnerability on a scale of 1-10 at 
the beginning, periodically throughout the project or programme, and at the end. Food security in relation to drought may vary from household to household, but the VRA approach allows the comparison of perceived 
changes despite this variability in terms or unit or % change in vulnerability scores. 



 

Outcome 19 

Resilience of food 
production systems and 
food insecure 
communities improved 
in the face of climate 
change   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

% of increase in yields 
and household incomes 
as a result of project 
implemented adaptation 
measures 
 

The country’s inherent 
vulnerability to climate 
change may best be 
captured by the fact 
that food security in 
Sudan is mainly 
determined by rainfall, 
particularly in rural 
areas, where 70% of the 
total population lives; 
coupled with the fact 
that changes in 
temperature and 
precipitation could 
cause shifts in the 
precarious distribution 
of these ecological 
zones, in the productive 
capacity of rainfed 
agriculture, and thus, in 
the security of the 
nation’s food supply. 
Sudan’s farmer and 
pastoralist communities 
rely on mal-adapted 
practices to increasing 
climatic variability and 
have limited capacity 
and resources to modify 
their current land and 
water management 
practices that are viable 
under the changing 
climatic conditions. 
 

At least 3 categories of adaptation options 
(e.g. water harvesting, adoption of drought 
resistant local varieties, rangeland 
rehabilitation and reseeding) successfully 
implemented and introduced to 1000 
farming and pastoral households In each of 
the targeted states. 
 

Project reports 
Evaluation reports 
Community surveys 
 
 

Extreme drought events do not disrupt the 
implementation of the proposed adaptation 
measures 

Output 1.1.  
Based on rainfall-run-off 
models the surface water 
harvesting techniques in 

Number of farmers and 
pastoralists benefitting 
from climate 
compatible irrigation 

However traditional 
practice, water 
harvesting has not been 
practice at a scale that 

10 additional communities (1500 ha) in the 
rain fed sector 
5 additional villages in each of NK and RN 
(800 ha)  

Project reports 
Field visits reports 
Evaluation reports 

 

                                                      
9 All outcomes monitored annually in the APR/PIR.  It is highly recommended not to have more than 4 outcomes. 



 

South Darfur and Gedarif 
and small scale irrigation 
methods in North 
Kordofan and River Nile 
states delivered to benefit 
1000 farmers and 
pastoralists households. 
 
 

and water harvesting 
methods.  

is required to secure 
water availability at 
farm and rangeland 
level. While supporting 
water harvesting 
infrastructure (e.g. 
traditional hafir 
reservoirs) the 
government has no 
relevant skill and 
ability to do so 
considering long term 
rainfall and run-off 
model outputs.  
As a result of LDCF 
funded project The 
water harvesting and 
irrigation mechanisms 
functioning in 6 
communities  (700 ha 
in SD & Gedarif), 
Water provision has 
improved the resilience 
of communities in 13 
villages  (600 ha in RN 
& NK) 

Rehabilitation of 5 wells in NK and fitting 
them with solar pumps, introducing 15 
solar pumps in RN 

Activities: 1.1.1.  detailed baseline studies in the target regions to identify climate risk and vulnerability to climate change conditions, including the household incomes and document 
the starting point prior to the project intervention; 
1.1.2. generate rainfall and run-off models, drainage, terrain, soil permeability  mapping, including delineation of watershed, wadis and small streams delivered for the 
identification of locations and techniques of water harvesting;  
1.1.3. detailed inventory and technical studies on water harvesting techniques and technologies; 
1.1.4. Based on models and technical data, participatory community water harvesting plans formulated applying integrated watershed management approaches and include 
both contour systems and storage infrastructure;  
1.1.5. At least 4 rain and flow gauge stations installed at sub basins and catchments of the main wadis; 
1.1.6. community mobilisation and organisation of works for implementation of water harvesting techniques and construction of water harvesting infrastructure;  
1.1.7. Organisation of series of targeted trainings on water harvesting methods that take watershed management approaches; trainings for communities, technical staff of 
the Ministries of Water and Environment and specialised engineers; 
1.1.8. technical studies on shallow groundwater-based  irrigation schemes for small farming plots; 
1.1.9. Rehabilitation of 5 groundwater wells and installation of at least 15 solar powered pumping station for a small scale seasonal irrigation schemes; 
1.1.10. training in groundwater management and guidance to the maintenance of the irrigation infrastructure, including solar pumping stations; 



 

1.1.11. Organise farm demonstrations to showcase the results of the project intervention against the indicators and baseline data.   
Output 1. 2 
Diversified, drought 
resistant varieties of 
crops and animal breeds 
introduced and delivered 
on shelterbelt protected 
farm plots to improve 
food security situation in 
all targeted communities 
 
  

 
% increase in 
productivity of crops 
and livestock and 
income per targeted 
household 
 
% increase in income of 
women 

 
Drought resistance 
varieties, crop 
diversification 
(vegetables, lupine, 
fodder crops), 
extension, shelterbelts 
and animal feed has 
resulted in increased 
productivity 

 
1000 additional households are reached; at 
least 50%women headed households 
among them; 
Establishing 10  additional women 
managed shelterbelts 

 
Project reports 
Reports of the 
Ministries of 
Agriculture Research 
centres in targeted 
states 

 

Activities 1.2.1. detailed baseline studies for yield and income calculations and their correlations with rainfall variability; 
1.2.2. community mobilisation and organisation of works for the introduction of local drought resistant vegetable and fodder varieties; 
1.2.3. Community mobilisation and organisation of works for establishing shelterbelt plantations to protect the target farm plots for sand encroachment; 
1.2.4. Training of the extension service personnel in the target states in designing new extension products and services on farming methods and drought resistant varieties; 
1.2.5. Organise farm demonstrations to showcase the agronomic measures and yield results from drought resistant crops; 
1.2.5. Technical study to identify the feasible options for sustainable biomass production for thermal energy in order to reduce the rate of deforestation and remove the 
current pressures from forests around the rangeland and farm area negatively impacting the land productivity; 
1.2.6. Based on the findings of the feasibility study organise a pilot for thermal energy production from the use of solid agricultural biomass residues. 
 

Output 1.3 
Rangeland rehabilitation 
through reseeding and 
fencing 
 

 
Number of ha reseeded 
Number of trees planted 

 
200 ha of rangeland is 
reseeded and planted 
with trees 

 
500 ha are reseeded and planted with trees, 
100 ha is fenced 

  

Activities 1.3.1 technical studies on pastoral mobility and seasonal grazing routs in the target regions and impacts of climate variability and change on fodder availability and 
production; 
1.3.2. Inventory of target rangelands and productivity in the past ten years to establish a baseline trend; 
1.3.3. community mobilisation for rangeland rehabilitation works through reseeding and re-plantation; 
1.3.4. Training of extension service personnel and pastoral communities on climate resilient rangeland management options in the context of 4 target agro-ecological zones; 
1.3.5. Implementation of rangeland rehabilitation works through reseeding and re-plantation activities.  

Output 1.4 
Women’s associations 
have the relevant 
capacities, skills and 
knowledge to undertake 

1.4.1. Consultations with women in the target regions through series of stocktaking exercise and risk identification workshops; 
1.4.2. Mobilisation of women headed households and women associations to engage in the adaptation measures of relevance to farm productivity and household incomes; 
1.4.3. Training sessions for women to implement a range of climate resilient agronomic measures (e.g. establishment of nurseries around shelterbelts, intercropping and 
adoption of drought resistant crop varieties, contour-based    



 

farm and household level 
adaptation measures  

Outcome 2 
A better understanding of 
lessons learned and 
emerging best practices 
captured and up-scaled at 
the national level 

Increase in coverage of 
adaptation practices in 
the target states as a 
result of well tested 
practices demonstrated 
results 

Majority of rainfed 
farmer and pastoral 
communities are 
trapped in low 
productive and highly 
vulnerable agricultural 
practices exposed to 
climate and specifically 
rainfall variability. 
There is limited 
knowledge of 
agronomic innovation 
that can help build 
greater resilience and 
secure yields and 
family incomes. 

at least 3 government programme or policy 
documents initiate adoption and upscale of 
project demonstrated adaptation practices 
 

 Project reports  
Lessons learned 
documents 
Evaluation reports 

Government remains committed and willing 
to uptake successfully tested adaptation 
measures and practices as part of the food 
security and agriculture policies and 
regulatory framework. 

Output 2.1. 
Successfully 
demonstrated adaptation 
measures and practices 
codified, documented 
and integrated into the 
state level and national 
policies 
 

Number of legal acts, 
policy documents and 
regulations reflect good 
adaptation practices 
demonstrated by the 
project 

NAPA-process 
identified adaptation 
strategies for 
implementation. 
However, there is 
limited knowledge and 
understanding of the 
good practices of 
applying these 
measures into practice. 
Information on 
innovative practices of 
water harvesting, rural 
land water 
management, or climate 
resilient agronomic 
measures are very 
limited 

At least 3 knowledge products containing 
critical lessons learned and good 
adaptation practices from the four pilot 
agro-ecological zones 
 

Project reports  
Lessons learned 
documents 
Evaluation reports 

 

Activities 2.1.1.  a comprehensive report documenting lessons learned and successfully tested adaptation measures; 
2.1.2. preparation of a package of adaptation measures for the integration into the agriculture and food security related programmes and policies, including national and 
state level programme budgets for further up-scaling; 
2.1.3. Lessons codified and disseminated through the Adaptation Learning Mechanism and other knowledge networks; 
  



 

 


