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Annex 1. TERMS OF REFERENCE
1. Introduction
The Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) of the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) will carry
out an Independent Country Programme Evaluation (ICPE) of UNDP programme in the Syrian Arab
Republic or Syria in 2019. The ICPE will inform the development of the new country programme and
UNDP's programme strategy in Syria. The ICPE will be conducted in close collaboration with the
Government of Syria, UNDP Syria country office, and UNDP Regional Bureau for the Arab States (RBAS).
ICPEs are independent evaluations carried out within the overall provisions contained in the UNDP
Evaluation Policy.1 The ICPE demonstrates evaluative evidence of UNDP’s contributions to development
results at the country level, as well as the effectiveness of UNDP’s strategy in facilitating and leveraging
national effort for achieving development results. The purpose of an ICPE is to:
•

Support the development of the next UNDP country programme

•

Strengthen accountability of UNDP to national stakeholders

•

Strengthen accountability of UNDP to the Executive Board

Based on the principle of national ownership, IEO seeks to conduct ICPEs in collaboration with the national
authorities where the country programme is implemented. The IEO is independent of UNDP management
and is headed by a Director who reports to the UNDP Executive Board. The responsibility of the IEO is twofold: (a) provide the UNDP's Executive Board with valid and credible information from evaluations for
corporate accountability, decision-making and improvement; and (b) enhance the independence,
credibility and utility of the evaluation function; and its coherence, harmonization and alignment in
support of United Nations reform and national ownership.

2. National context
The precipitation of the crisis in Syria, that started in March 2011, had devastating loss of human lives and
livelihoods impacting the economy, delivery of basic services and maintenance of infrastructure. Over
half of all Syrians have been displaced at least once. The displacement and movement of Syrian refugees
to bordering countries has been massive, estimated to exceed half the Syrian population. Almost 5.65
million registered Syrians have fled to nearby countries for asylum2 and 6.2 million are displaced within
Syria.3 While casualties of the war cannot be accurately confirmed they are estimated to be high. The
social and economic consequences are large and growing, and the impact of the crisis has been severe on
the social fabric of a country.

1 See

UNDP Evaluation Policy: www.undp.org/eo/documents/Evaluation-Policy.pdf. The ICPE is conducted in adherence
to the Norms and the Standards and the ethical Code of Conduct established by the United Nations Evaluation Group
(www.uneval.org).
2 UNHCR Syria Regional Refugee Response Portal, last updated 29 Nov 2018: 5,649,973 registered Syrian persons of
concern. https://data2.unhcr.org/en/situations/syria
3 UN OCHA, 2018 Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) Monitoring Report, January-June 2018. Figures as of 31 May 2018.
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The crisis has reversed development gains in the country by three decades and severely impacted human
development in Syria. Despite considerable progress on major Millennium Development Goals targets
(poverty reduction, primary education, and gender parity in secondary education, decrease in infant
mortality rates and increasing access to improved sanitation)4 there has been a decline in human
development progress. The UNDP Human Development Index value for Syria in 2017 is estimated at 0.536,
ranking 155th of 189 countries, which is a significant decline from a value of .631 and rank of 121st of 188
countries in 2010.5 Syria has a Gender Inequality Index (GII) value of 0.547, ranking it 136 out of 160
countries in the 2017 index. While 37.1 percent of adult women have reached at least a secondary level
of education compared to 42.6 percent of their male counterparts, female participation in the labour
market is 11.9 percent compared to 70.2 for men. 6
The conflict triggered an economic collapse, with an estimated $254 billion in cumulative GDP loss since
the crisis erupted. Gross domestic product (GDP), which was $60.2 billion in 2010 dropped by the end of
2015 to $27.2 billion7. The severe decline in oil receipts due to international embargo and disruptions of
trade particularly with the European Union has placed additional pressure on Syria’s external balances
and its international reserves. According to the World Bank, the cumulative GDP loss due to disruptions
in economic organization exceeds that of physical destruction by a factor of 20.
Damage to infrastructure has been massive. Roads, sanitation, and electricity systems, and hundreds of
hospitals and schools were destroyed. Destruction of housing and infrastructure is estimated at around
$90 billion; the total area under cultivation has fallen by 40%. An estimated 2.8 million Syrian children
have never attended or missed school during the conflict.8
Poverty has increased significantly due to lack of employment opportunities ad destruction of productive
assets. Over 50% of Syrians are unemployed (and 75% of youth) and 69% of households are in extreme
poverty.9 An estimated 7 million people are food insecure and a further 2 million people are at risk of
food shortage. This has two key implications: diminishing food consumption, which has reached poor or
‘borderline’ levels for 39 per cent of Syrians, putting them at risk of malnutrition; and the growing
adoption of risky and unsustainable mechanisms to access food.10 Severe hardship has compelled many
to resort to negative coping strategies such as ‘armed struggle’ or ‘illegal’ economic activity, child labour,
and early marriage.11

3. UNDP programme strategy in Syria
UNDP has worked in Syria since 1975. Prior to the outbreak of the Syrian crisis, UNDP’s work focused on
economic growth, governance, environmental management, and natural disaster risk management. Since
4 Third

Millennium Development Goal Progress Report: Syria, 2010. The report assesses that Syria had achieved or was
highly expected to achieve the MDGs for universal primary education, reduction in child mortality, maternal health, HIV,
AIDS, malaria and other diseases, and environmental sustainability, with insufficient progress to eradicate extreme
poverty and hunger and achieve parity in girls’ education. http://www.undp.org/content/dam/rbas/report/MDGR-2010En.pdf
5 UNDP, Table 2. Human Development Index Trends, 1990-2017. http://hdr.undp.org/en/composite/trends
6 HDR, 2018, Ibid
7 ESCWA/UN 2016, Syria at War- Five Years On
8 ESCWA/UN 2016, Syria at War- Five Years On
9 UN OCHA, 2018 Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) Monitoring Report, January-June 2018. Figures as of 31 May 2018.
10 2017 Humanitarian Response Plan
11 UN OCHA, 2018 Humanitarian Needs Overview, November 2017.
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2011, UNDP support programmes focused on resilience and early recovery. Using a resilience-based
development approach, UNDP’s programmes aimed to mitigate the socio-economic impact of the crisis
on the most vulnerable.
The UN Development Assistance Framework operated from 2007 to 2011 and was extended annually until
2015. In 2015, in discussion with the Government of Syria, the UN developed a two-year Strategic
Framework for Cooperation (2017-2918).12 This Framework comprised three key programming pillars to
support building: i) capacity development and institutions, ii) essential services and infrastructure, and iii)
livelihoods, economic recovery, and social protection. The framework informed the Annual Humanitarian
Response Plans (HRP) for 2016, 2017 and 2018.
UNDP developed a 2016-2017 Country Programme in alignment with the UN Strategic Framework for
Cooperation,13 participating in all three pillars of the Framework. The overall strategic goal of the country
programme was to enhance the resilience and socioeconomic stabilization of individuals and
communities” by (a) restoring the disrupted livelihoods of the affected communities and (b) restoring,
rehabilitating and maintain sustainable basic services and infrastructure in damaged areas and host
communities. The programme took an area-based approach and have emphasized on including women
as beneficiaries and addressing gender-related concerns. The country programmes were extended into
annual plans for the subsequent years. UNDP’s programme outcome areas and partnerships outlined in
the country programme and annual plans are outlined below.14 Both the programme outcomes align with
UNDP Strategic Plan- 2014 – 2017 (outcome 6, on recovery and rapid return to sustainable development
pathways are achieved in post-conflict and post-disaster situations) and Strategic Plan 2018 – 2021
(outcome 3 on Strengthen Resilience to Shocks and Crisis).
Outcome 1. Households and communities benefit from sustainable livelihood opportunities, including
economic recovery and social inclusion.
This programme area is aligned with the third pillar of the UN Strategic Framework for Cooperation aimed
at “improving the socio-economic resilience of the Syrian population” for the reactivation of the
production process and provision of sustainable livelihood resources for the Syrian population.
Initiatives aimed to promote the recovery of micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises, local markets,
and value chains, and create new businesses opportunities. Programmes put emphasis on businesses and
value chains with proven social and environmental sustainability (‘green’ jobs), such as clothing and dairy,
agricultural livelihoods (with the Food and Agriculture Organization-FAO); production and distribution of
winterization products (with the United Nations Children’s Fund-UNICEF); and developing locallyproduced food products for food baskets (for World Food Programme-WFP). Market-relevant vocations
(such as welding and carpentry), vocational training, apprenticeship and on-the-job training that
complement existing and emerging livelihood opportunities were supported. UNDP programmes support
emphasized on the inclusion of persons with disabilities, female-headed households, and youth.
12

Strategic Framework for Cooperation between the Government of the Syrian Arab Republic and the United Nations
2016-2017
https://www.undp.org/content/dam/syria/docs/Framework/UN%20Strategic%20Framework%20for%20Syria%202016
-17.pdf
13 Country Programme Document (CPD) for the Syrian Arab Republic (2016-2017), DP/DCP/SYR/3
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/815250/
14 Country programme document for the Syrian Arab Republic (2016-2017)
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Outcome 2. Basic and social services and infrastructure restored, improved and sustained to enhance
community resilience
This programme area is aligned with the second pillar in the UN Strategic Framework for Cooperation,
“Restoring and expanding more responsive essential services and infrastructure” and contributes to
national priorities related to the responses and provision of basic needs of Syrian communities and
people.
UNDP aimed to support the stabilization of local communities and promote the return of IDPs by restoring
and rehabilitating basic social infrastructure and services in severely affected crisis areas with limited
access. This includes restoring electricity supply (in addition to exploring renewable and alternative energy
sources), repairing schools (in partnership with UNICEF); rehabilitating health facilities (for which WHO
provides equipment and medical supplies and UNFPA provides maternal health facilities); and supporting
debris management; and rehabilitating roads, sanitation networks, commercial areas and businesses, in
cooperation with local authorities, municipalities, technical directorates, and local communities. There
has been an emphasis to involve the private sector in rehabilitation activities. Needs of female-headed
households, persons with disabilities, and youth groups were to receive adequate emphasis in programme
design and implementation.
UNDP is the lead agency for the Early Recovery and Livelihoods (ERL) sector of the HRP and chairs the
Interagency Task Force on Syria and the Post-Agreement Planning Exercise.15 The interagency taskforce
work has been challenging due to underfunding as well as lack of access to affected areas.16
UNDP’s programme portfolio has expanded since 2014 because of the crisis response. Programme
expenditure has grown from $10.3 million in 2014 to $65 million in 2018. Figure 1 below illustrates the
delivery trends since 2015 and projection up to 2020. Allocation for the two outcomes for 2014-2019 are
$195.7 million (See Table 1).
Table 1: Country Programme outcomes and indicative resources (2014-2019)
Allocations
(US$)
Outcome 1: Households and communities benefit from $64.3 million
sustainable livelihood opportunities, including economic
recovery and social inclusion
Outcome 2: Improving housing services, including drinking $117.2 million
water and sanitation, and increasing the number of
beneficiaries and improving quality (number of the people
provided with services, share per capita and quality
indicators).
Other
$14.1 million
Country Programme Outcome

15 UNDP

Expenditure to date
(US$)
$49.1 million

$85.8 million

$7.1 million

Supporting Syrians and the Region Results and Programme Update, April 2018,
http://www.undp.org/content/dam/brussels/docs/UNDP%20and%20the%20response%20to%20the%20Syria%20Crisis
-April%202018.pdf
16 UN OCHA, Regional Funding Update – Syria Crisis (as reported on 31 October 2018),
https://www.humanitarianresponse.info/sites/www.humanitarianresponse.info/files/documents/files/regional_fundin
g_update_31october_2018_181126_en.pdf. The Syria HRP appeal overall is 52.8% funded, with $1.77 billion funds
received and a $1.59 billion shortfall.
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Total
$195.7 million
Source: UNDP Atlas financial records, 2014-2019, 12 December 2018.

100

$142.1 million

Figure 1: Financial portfolio 2015-2020 (delivery and projections) M$

80

65

57.2

60

100

70

35.9

40
16.6
20
0
2015

2016

2017

2018
Delivered

2019

2020

Projected

Source: UNDP Syria
To implement programmes more
effectively, UNDP has established
nine Field Offices which are expected
to expand in operations and become
“Field Hubs” (See Figure 2). As
illustrated in Figure 2, UNDP Syria
reached
over
4.6
million
beneficiaries (4.1 million indirectly
and .5 million directly) in nine
governorates: Aleppo, Al-Hassakeh,
Damascus, Deir-ez-Sor, Hama, Homs,
Lattakia, Rural Damascus, and
Tartous through field presence,
outsourced
personnel,
private
service providers, or partner NGOs.17
The Country Office has a Field
Management Unit which coordinates
the work of the 9 Field Offices. There
Source: UNDP Syria 2017 Annual Report
are ongoing measures to restructure
country office to align them with field offices, strengthen internal control framework and oversight
capacities as well as enhance arrangements for operations, partnerships and communications.
Figure 2. UNDP’s programme reach

4. Scope of the evaluation
The ICPE will assess UNDP programmes during 2016-2020 and will cover projects under the two outcomes
(see Table 1). The evaluation will include the entirety of UNDP’s activities in the country and therefore
covers interventions funded by all sources, including government, donor funds, allocations from UNDP’s

17 UNDP

Supporting Syrians and the Region, Results and Programme Update, April 2018. The 2017 UNDP Syria annual
report states that UNDP partners with more than 51 non-governmental local actors including NGOs, CBOs and FBOs.
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core resources, and UNDP regional and global programmes. Given the programme focus at the local level,
the evaluation includes visits to programme locations. In addition, the evaluation will include ‘non-project’
activities such as support to coordination of recovery and stabilisation efforts. Specific attention will be
paid to assess the stabilisation strategy of UNDP.

5. Methodology
Framework for assessing UNDP's contribution
As discussed in the previous section, UNDP has outlined 2 outcomes and 10 outputs in the country
programme and annual plans and intended to promote area-based and resilience approaches. In assessing
the significance of UNDP’s contribution to recovery, stabilisation, and development, the evaluation theory
of change (presented schematically in Figure 3) builds on the UNDP commitments in the country
programme and annual plans, including more specific ones outlined in project documents. It seeks to
provide a framework for assessing UNDP programme support given the humanitarian and stabilisation
context in Syria (what did UNDP do?), programme approach (were UNDP programmes appropriate for
achieving national objectives of recovery, stabilisation and development), contribution process (how did
the contribution occur), and the significance of the contribution (what is the contribution — did UNDP
accomplish its intended objectives). The linkages outlined in the Theory of Change are intended to identify
the level of contribution that is commensurate with the scope of UNDP’s programme, and the significance
of such a contribution for the stabilisation and development outcomes identified in the country
programme and various projects.
The evaluation acknowledges that UNDP programme activities and outputs do not add up to contribute
to the outcomes in a substantive way. The theory of change, therefore, examines the contributions to
recovery, stabilisation and development processes. Although iterative, the evaluation makes a distinction
between intermediary outcomes and overall outcomes, indicating the level of contribution. Such a
categorization will also be useful for the evaluation to set expectations commensurate with the scope of
its support.
The theory of change outputs are a range of specific activities/actions UNDP in Syria has identified that
are necessary for achieving immediate outcomes or outputs. UNDP activities combined with other ongoing
activities pursued by the government and other development actors are likely to manifest in outputs. This
entails establishing some of the necessary conditions pursuant to intermediary outcomes and overall
outcomes. The intermediary outcomes indicate the policy and institutional processes and enabling
environment necessary for achieving outcomes outlined by UNDP; and leaves the possibility to establish
different dimensions of contribution to the outcome, wherever it takes place.

7

The evaluation recognizes that the level of visibility of UNDP programmes in terms of contribution to
processes and outcomes depends largely on their relative importance and positioning vis a vis national
and other development actors. Some UNDP programme activities may complement an array of activities
of different actors at the country level, which also presents a challenge to identifying causal linkages
regarding contribution.
Given the range of actors at the country level and the predominant role of the government, UNDP’s
contribution to the outcomes will take into consideration the level of interventions and the space available
for stabilisation and development contribution.
Key evaluation questions
The evaluation methodology will adhere to the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) Norms &
Standards.18 The ICPE will address the following three key evaluation questions and the sub-questions
presented in Table 2.19 These questions will also guide the presentation of the evaluation findings in the
report.
1. What did the UNDP programme intend to achieve during the period under review?
This will include an assessment of UNDP programme choices in Syria. Considering the humanitarian and
stabilisation context in Syria, the evaluation will assess if the programme choices of UNDP is appropriate
for resilient reconstruction and development -- strengthening services and infrastructure and improving
livelihoods. There will be specific attention paid to stabilisation approach followed by UNDP.

18

http://www.uneval.org/document/detail/1914
The ICPEs have adopted a streamlined methodology, which differs from the previous ADRs that were structured
according to the four standard OECD DAC criteria.
19
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2. To what extent has the programme achieved (or is likely to achieve) its intended objectives?
The evaluation will assess the extent to which UNDP contributed to the intended objectives outlined in
the UNDP Country Programme, annual plans — the outcomes achieved, and contribution to recovery,
stabilisation, development processes. This will include positive and negative, direct and indirect and
unintended outcomes.
3. What factors contributed to or hindered UNDP’s performance and eventually, the sustainability
of results?
Factors that can explain UNDP’s programme performance and positioning in Syria will be identified. This
includes specific factors that influenced, positively or negatively, UNDP’s performance and eventually, the
sustainability of programme outcomes in the country. UNDP’s capacity to adapt to the changing context
and respond to national recovery, stabilisation and development needs and priorities will be assessed.
The utilisation of resources to deliver results (including managerial practices), the extent to which UNDP
fostered partnerships and synergies with other actors, and the integration of gender equality and
women’s empowerment in programme design and implementation are some of the aspects that will be
assessed.
Table 2: Key questions, sub-questions, and what is judged
KEY QUESTIONS
What are the contextual
issues that determined
UNDP programme
choices?

UNDP response
1. What did the UNDP
country programme
intend to achieve
during the period
under review?

SUB-QUESTIONS
a) In each of the areas assessed:
• What are the relevant
contextual issues in Syria?
• Which are the key issues that
needed attention and gaps yet
to be filled?
• Who are the key development
actors?
b) Scale and level of engagement
of UNDP?
c) What is UNDP's role in assisting
Syria in recovery, stabilisation
and development efforts?
d) Did UNDP respond to the
evolving country situation and
national priorities by adapting
its role and approaches in each
of the areas of support? How
responsive has UNDP (and the
corporate tools) been in
responding to recovery and
stabilisation priorities?
e) How critical are the areas of
UNDP support for achieving
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WHAT IS JUDGED?
• Key challenges and gaps in the areas
of UNDP's engagement and to what
extent they informed UNDP's
programme response
• UNDP response

o

o

o

The extent to which UNDP
programme choices enabled a
meaningful
role
and
contribution
to
recovery/stabilisation/
development outcomes in Syria
in each of the areas of
engagement.
The extent to which UNDP's
positioning enabled inclusive
recovery/stabilisation/
development processes
The extent to which UNDP's
positioning enabled gender-

KEY QUESTIONS

2. Did the UNDP country
programme
and
annual plans achieve
intended objectives
for the period under
review?

SUB-QUESTIONS
national recovery/stabilisation/
development outcomes?
• Did the programme choices of
UNDP activities build on its
comparative strengths?
• Did UNDP's position enable it to
further an inclusive recovery
and stabilisation?
• Did
UNDP's
programmes
contribute to strengthening
livelihoods, improving basic
services and infrastructure?
• Did UNDP's development
choices
improve
the
humanitarian
and
development
nexus
and
resilient
approaches
reconstruction,
service
delivery,
and
livelihood
support?
• Did UNDPs programme choices
emphasize inclusiveness and
gender equality?
• Did UNDP's programme choices
improve cooperation with
humanitarian
and
development actors in Syria?
f) What is UNDP's contribution to
development outcomes and
processes in the areas of
inclusive
and
sustainable
growth and employment? Did
UNDP
achieve
intended
objectives in this area?
g) Did
UNDP
interventions
strengthen
livelihoods,
improve basic services and
infrastructure.
h) What was the contribution of
UNDP to gender-inclusive
recovery, stabilisation and
development processes?
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WHAT IS JUDGED?
inclusive
recovery/
stabilisation/ development
o The extent to which UNDP
programme choices enabled
the creation of an enabling
environment for stabilisation
o The extent to which UNDP's
positioning enabled increasing
complementarities
and
reducing gaps in livelihood
support
(improved
coordination between UN
agencies)
o Approach
to
stabilisation
support
o UNDP’s
support
to
coordination of recovery and
stabilisation efforts

•

•

The contribution of UNDP to
strengthening
livelihoods,
improving basic services and
infrastructure.
o The extent to which the
objectives of the country
programme were achieved
given
their
relative
importance to national
efforts.
The contribution of UNDP to
national recovery, stabilisation,
development
outcomes
and
processes in each of the areas of
support.

KEY QUESTIONS

SUB-QUESTIONS
i) The contribution of UNDP to
policies
and
enabling
environment for stabilisation
and development?
j) Are there unintended results
(positive/negative) of UNDP
interventions?
k) Was there a balancing of
support to national and local
development processes and
linking the two?

3. What factors enabled
UNDP’s contribution
and the sustainability
of
programme
outcomes?

l)

What are the factors that
enhanced/constrained
the
contribution
of
UNDP
programmes (for example,
context, UNDP's technical
capacities,
UNDP
niche,
partnerships,
programming,
operation?
m) Are
UNDP’s
programme
approach and processes (such
as integrated programming,
sustainable
development,
resilience,
inclusiveness)
appropriate for achieving
intended objectives? Did they
enable
sustainable
achievement of outcomes?
n) Was there any identified
synergy
between
UNDP
interventions
in
complementary
areas
of
programme support? If the
synergies are lacking, what are
factors
that
undermined
programme synergies?
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WHAT IS JUDGED?
• The extent to which UNDP
programme approaches enabled
support to further humanitariandevelopment nexus / innovative
processes for improved economic
opportunities, basic services and
infrastructure.
• The contribution of UNDP to
strengthening
institutional
capacities or enabling environment.
• The contribution of UNDP to
furthering gender equality and
women’s
empowerment
in
recovery,
stabilisation
and
development processes.
• UNDPs support to private sector
engagement/innovation
in
recovery and stabilisation
• Contextual and programming
factors
that
facilitated
or
constrained UNDP's contribution to
recovery,
stabilisation,
and
development
outcomes
and
processes.
• Contextual and programming
factors
that
facilitated
or
constrained UNDP's contribution to
recovery,
stabilisation
and
development in Syria

KEY QUESTIONS

SUB-QUESTIONS
o) Did UNDP programmes provide
viable models that had the
potential for scaling? What are
the factors that facilitated
adoption / scaling up of UNDP’s
initiatives?
p) Did UNDP explore options for
scaling up micro-interventions?
q) What are the factors that
enabled consolidation of local
level outcomes of UNDP
support
in
strengthening
livelihoods, basic services and
infrastructure?
r) What are the areas where
UNDP had an advantage over
other development actors
(policy support, local /national
level support, institutional
strengthening/
technical
support/specific development
areas)? Was this advantage
used to increase UNDP's
contribution?
s) Is
UNDP’s
programme
approach and processes (such
as
area
development,
integrated
programming,
resilience (humanitarian and
development nexus approach),
inclusiveness) appropriate for
achieving intended objectives?
Did they enable sustainable
achievement of outcomes?
t) Did UNDP forge partnerships
that would enhance the
contribution of its programme
interventions and outcomes?
u) To what extent were UN agency
partnerships forged to enable a
coherent
programme
response?
v) Did UNDP use its global
networks to bring about
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WHAT IS JUDGED?

KEY QUESTIONS

SUB-QUESTIONS
opportunities for knowledge
exchanges?
w) Did UNDP find the right
programme niche that had the
potential to add value to Syria’s
recovery, stabilisation and
development processes?

WHAT IS JUDGED?

6. Data collection
Assessment of data collection constraints and existing data
An assessment was carried out for each of the outcomes to ascertain the available information and
evaluative evidence, identify data constraints, to determine the data collection needs and method. The
country office has planned two outcome evaluations and a livelihood project impact evaluation planned
for 2019.20 With respect to indicators, the country programme / annual plans, UNDP Results-Oriented
Annual Report (ROAR) and the corporate planning system associated with it provides baselines, indicators,
targets, as well as annual data on the status of the indicators.
Data collection methods
The evaluation will use multiple methods, primary as well as secondary sources, to assess UNDP
performance. This evaluation will make use of a wide range of evaluative evidence, gathered from UNDP
policy and programme documents, independent and evaluations and assessments conducted by UNDP
Syria (to the extent they used given the low-quality scores of some of the evaluations) and partners,
UNDAF and country programme reviews and other performance report, UNDP Results Oriented Annual
Reports (ROARs) and background documents on the national context. The evaluation will include a multistakeholder consultation process, including a range of key development actors. There will be interviews
with government representatives, civil society organizations, private-sector representatives, UN agencies,
multilateral organizations, bilateral donors, and communities.
The criteria for selecting projects for field visits will include:
•

Programme coverage (projects covering the various components and cross-cutting areas);

•

Financial expenditure (projects of all sizes, both large and smaller pilot projects);

•

Geographic coverage (not only national level and urban-based ones, but also in the various regions);

•

Maturity (covering both completed and active projects);

•

Programme cycle (coverage of projects/activities from the past and mainly the current cycles);

•

Degree of “success” (coverage of successful projects, projects where lessons can be learned, etc.).

20 https://erc.undp.org/evaluation/plans/detail/1427
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All information and data collected from multiple sources will be triangulated to ensure its validity. The
evaluation matrix will be used to organize the available evidence by key evaluation question. This will also
facilitate the analysis process and will support the evaluation team in drawing well-substantiated
conclusions and recommendations.
In line with UNDP’s gender mainstreaming strategy, the evaluation will examine the level of gender
mainstreaming across all of UNDP Syria programmes and operations. Gender disaggregated data will be
collected, where available, and assessed against its programme outcomes. This information will be used
to provide corporate level evidence on the performance of the associated fund and programme.
Stakeholder involvement
A participatory and transparent process will be followed to engage with multiple stakeholders at all stages
of the evaluation process. During the initial phase, a stakeholder analysis will be conducted to identify all
relevant UNDP partners, including those that may have not worked with UNDP but play a key role in the
outcomes to which UNDP contributes. This stakeholder analysis will serve to identify key informants for
interviews during the main data collection phase of the evaluation and to examine any potential
partnerships that could further improve UNDP’s contribution to the country.

7. Management arrangements
Independent Evaluation Office of UNDP: The UNDP IEO will conduct the ICPE in consultation with the
UNDP Syria country office, the Regional Bureau for the Arab States and the Government of Syria. IEO
senior evaluation advisor will lead the evaluation and coordinate the evaluation team. The IEO will meet
all costs directly related to the conduct of the ICPE.
UNDP Country Office in Syria: The country office will support the evaluation team to liaise with key
partners and other stakeholders, make available to the team all necessary information regarding UNDP’s
programmes, projects and activities in the country, and provide factual verifications of the draft report on
a timely basis. The country office will provide the evaluation team support in kind (e.g. arranging meetings
with project staff, stakeholders and beneficiaries; and assistance for the project site visits). To ensure the
anonymity of the views expressed in interviews with stakeholders for data collection purposes, CO staff
will not participate in the evaluation meetings. The country office will jointly organize the final stakeholder
debriefing, ensuring participation of key government counterparts, through a video-conference with the
IEO, where findings and results of the evaluation will be presented. Additionally, the country office will
prepare a management response in consultation with the regional bureau and will support the use and
dissemination of the final outputs of the ICPE process.
UNDP Regional Bureau for Arab States (RBAS): RBAS will support the evaluation through information
sharing and participate in discussions on conclusions and recommendations.
Evaluation Team: The IEO will constitute an evaluation team to undertake the ICPE. The IEO will ensure
gender balance in the team which will include the following members:
•

Lead Evaluator (LE): IEO senior evaluation advisor will have the overall responsibility for developing
the evaluation design and terms of reference; managing the conduct of the ICPE, preparing and
finalizing the final report; and organizing the stakeholder workshop, as appropriate, with the country
office.
14

•

Consultants: Two external consultants (preferably national/regional but international consultants will
also be considered, as needed) will be recruited to collect data and help assess the programme and/or
the specific outcome areas. Under the guidance of LE, they will conduct preliminary research and data
collection, prepare outcome analysis, and contribute to the preparation of the final ICPE report.

•

Research Assistant (RA): A research assistant based in the IEO will support background research.

The roles of the different members of the evaluation team is summarised in Table 3.
Table 3: Data collection responsibilities by outcome
Components of the assessment
Outcome analysis
Outcome 1: Households and communities benefit
from sustainable livelihood opportunities, including
economic recovery and social inclusion
Outcome 2: Basic and social services and
infrastructure restored, improved and sustained to
enhance community resilience
UNDP programme approaches
Strategic positioning issues
Operations and management issues

Data collection/ analysis/ report drafting
LE and Consultant A

Consultant B

All team members in their respective area of
assessment
LE and team
All team members in their respective area of
assessment

Analysis and drafting of the evaluation report
Overall analysis

LE

Drafting of the ICPE report

LE drawing on the inputs from team
members

8. Evaluation process
The ICPE will be conducted according to the approved IEO process21. The following represents a summary
of the five key phases of the process, which constitute a framework for conducting the evaluation.
Phase 1: Preparatory work. The IEO prepares the TOR, evaluation design and recruits external evaluation
team members, comprising international and/or national development professionals. They are recruited
once the TOR is approved. The IEO start collecting data and documentation internally first and then filling
data gaps with help from the UNDP country office, and external resources through various methods.
Phase 2: Desk analysis. Further in-depth data collection is conducted, by administering an “advance
questionnaire” and interviews (via phone, Skype etc.) with key stakeholders, including country office staff.
Based on these the key evaluation questions will guide the evaluation matrix containing detailed
questions and means of data collection and verification to guide data collection based on an overall
evaluation matrix for the ICPEs. Evaluation team members conduct desk reviews of reference material,
prepare a summary of context and other evaluative evidence, and identify the outcome theory of change,

21 The

evaluation will be conducted according to the ICPE Process Manual and the ICPE Methodology Manual
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specific evaluation questions, gaps and issues that will require validation during the field-based phase of
data collection.
Phase 3: Field data collection. The phase will be during July-August 2019. During this phase, the
evaluation team undertakes an in-country mission to engage in data collection activities. The estimated
duration of the mission is up to 3 calendar weeks. Data will be collected according to the approach
outlined in Sections 5 and 6 with the responsibilities outlined in Section 7. The evaluation team will liaise
with CO staff and management, key government stakeholders and other partners and beneficiaries. At
the end of the mission, the evaluation team holds a formal debrief presentation of the key preliminary
findings at the country office.
Phase 4: Analysis, report writing, quality review and debrief. Based on the analysis of data collected and
triangulated, the LE will undertake a synthesis process to write the ICPE report. The first draft (“zero
draft”) of the ICPE report will be subject to peer review by IEO and the Evaluation Advisory Panel (EAP).
Once the first draft is quality cleared, it will be circulated to the country office and the UNDP Regional
RBAS for factual corrections. The second draft, which takes into account any factual corrections, will be
shared with national stakeholders for further comments. Any necessary additional corrections will be
made, and the UNDP Syria country office will prepare the management response to the ICPE, under the
overall oversight of the regional bureau. The report will then be shared at a final debriefing where the
results of the evaluation are presented to key national stakeholders. Ways forward will be discussed with
a view to creating greater ownership by national stakeholders in taking forward the recommendations
and strengthening national accountability of UNDP. Taking into account the discussion at the stakeholder
event, the evaluation report will be finalized.
Phase 5: Publication and dissemination. The ICPE report and summary will be widely distributed in hard
and electronic versions. The evaluation report will be made available to the UNDP Executive Board by the
time of approving a new Country Programme Document. It will be distributed by the IEO within UNDP as
well as to the evaluation units of other international organisations, evaluation societies/networks and
research institutions in the region. The UNDP country office and the Government of Syria will disseminate
the report to stakeholders in the country. The report and the management response will be published on
the UNDP website22 as well as in the Evaluation Resource Centre (ERC). The regional bureau will be
responsible for monitoring and overseeing the implementation of follow-up actions in the ERC.23

9. Timeframe for the ICPE process
The timeframe and responsibilities for the evaluation process, for submission of a new country
programme to June 2020 Executive Board Session, are presented in Table 4.
Tentative timeframe and responsibilities for the evaluation process is presented in Table 4. The timeframe
is indicative of process and deadlines but does not imply full-time engagement of evaluation team during
the period.
Table 4: Timeframe for the ICPE process
Activity
22

Responsible party

http://web.undp.org/evaluation/

23 https://erc.undp.org/
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Proposed timeframe

Phase 1: Preparatory work
TOR – approval by the Independent
Evaluation Office
Selection of other evaluation team
members
Phase 2: Desk analysis
Preliminary analysis of available data
and context analysis
Phase 3: Data Collection
Data collection and preliminary
findings
Phase 4: Analysis, report writing,
quality review and debrief
Outcome analysis reports
Analysis and Synthesis
Zero draft ICPE for clearance by IEO
and EAP
First draft ICPE for CO/RB review
Second draft ICPE shared with GOV
Draft management response
Final debriefing with national
stakeholders
Phase 5: Production and Follow-up
Editing and formatting
Final report and Evaluation Brief
Dissemination of the final report

LE

April 2019

LE

May 2019

Evaluation team

May-June 2019

Evaluation team

August 2019

Evaluation team
LE
LE

15 September 2019
October 2019
End October 2019

CO/RB
CO/GOV
CO/RB
CO/LE

First week of November 2019
End of November 2019
1 December 2019
December 2019

IEO
IEO
IEO/CO

January 2020
January 2020
January 2020
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Annex 2. COUNTRY OFFICE AT A GLANCE
Country office programme financial data is for 2016-2018, source: Atlas/PowerBI, 21 October 2019.
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UNDP
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Akkad, Fayez, Country Office Security Associate
Al Kahwaji, Amer, Project Associate, Economic Development and Livelihoods
Al Taki, Eng. Etab, Programme Specialist, SDGs - Advocacy and Knowledge Management
Al-Akkad, Hala, M&E Officer
Askar, Zakaria, Operations Manager
Chardonnens, Sarah, Social Cohesion Specialist
Elissa, Yasser, Ar-Raqqa Area Manager
El-Rifai, Bassam, General Manager, Venture International
Fallaha, Hasan, Project Officer, Economic Development & Livelihoods
Fallouh, Louay, PWDs Project Manager
Hadid, Mahmoud, Hassakeh Area Manager
Halabi, Sami, UNDP Outcome Evaluations Team Leader, Director of Knowledge and Co-Founder, Triangle
Issa, Sahar, Lattakia/Tartous Area Manager
Kayali, Ali, Rural Damascus/Southern Area Manager
Khalidi, Ramla, Resident Representative
Manome, Minako, Team Leader, Economic Development & Livelihoods
Negrotto Cambiaso, Giacomo, Partnership Development Specialist
Pushkarev, Sergei, Aleppo Head of Office
Qazi, Usman, Early Recovery Advisor
Rifae, Bassam, Third Party Monitoring Team Leader, Venture International
Rizk, Hala, Team Leader – Programme Specialist, Social Cohesion and Local Development
Safar, Tarek, Homs Area Manager
Saffour, Dr. Mouhamad-Hayan, Infrastructure Rehabilitation Team Leader, Programme Specialist
Salman, Wiam, Project Coordinator, Venture International
Shabarek, Muhamad, Innovation Project Manager
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Development Partners
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Government
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Al Laham, Abdul Karim, Deputy Minister, Ministry of Agriculture
Ali, Dr. Youness, General Director of National Research Center, Ministry of Electricity
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Annex 5. STATUS OF COUNTRY PROGRAMME INDICATORS
As reported by the Country Office in the Corporate Planning System
Note: The 2016-2017 Country Programme Document was extended through 2019.
Indicator

Baseline
Progress
Target
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2019
CPD Outcome 1: Households and communities benefit from sustainable livelihood opportunities, including economic recovery and social
inclusion
No. of direct/indirect beneficiaries from
52,000
66,527
547,774
48,569
67,341
200,000 (2018)
livelihoods opportunities provided
50,000 (2019)
Affected household assets are replaced;
0
4,389
15,629
2,027
6,356
3,000 (2018)
household incomes at least at break-even levels
2,000 (2019)
Monetary value of total benefits from
$37,000,000 $35,754,892 $56,864,904 $45,603,928 $43,074,899 $50,000,000
temporary employment / productive livelihoods
(2018)
options, distributed in the context of early
$45,000,000
economic recovery programmes
(2019)
CPD Output 1.1: Disrupted livelihoods including markets/businesses restored and revived
No. of businesses/markets restored and revived 0
120
266
252
342
100 (2018)
200 (2019)
Number of people benefiting from emergency
0
66,527
547,774
48,313
67,341
60,000 (2018)
jobs and other livelihood opportunities in crisis
50,000 (2019)
or post-crisis settings
CPD Output 1.2: Youth-led initiatives promoting tolerance and acceptance undertaken
No. of youth-led initiatives promoting social
0
80
135
67
88
100 (2018)
cohesion implemented in partnership with NGOs
60 (2019)
and local municipalities
No. of people engaged in community and inter0
31,293
40,535
18,727
28,747
25,000 (2018)
communal activities.
15,000 (2019)
CPD Output 1.3: Livelihood opportunities generated for female-headed households
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Indicator

Baseline
2015

Progress

Target
2019
50,000 (2018)
50,000 (2019)

2016
2017
2018
2019
No. of people benefiting from emergency jobs
0
16,615
61,680
43,039
15,012
and other livelihoods opportunities in crisis or
post-crisis settings
CPD Output 1.4: Rehabilitation and livelihood opportunities provided to persons with disabilities
No. of Persons with Disabilities benefiting from
0
110
3,751
1,803
588
1,500 (2018)
physical rehabilitation support
1,000 (2019)
No. of Persons with Disabilities directly
0
3,596
11,082
928
6,437
3,000 (2018)
benefiting from livelihood opportunities created
5,000 (2019)
CPD Outcome 2: Improving housing services, including drinking water and sanitation, and increasing the number beneficiaries and
improving quality (number of the people provided with services, share per capita and quality indicators).
No. of people with restored access to social
0
2,389,081
4,185,980
2,837,308
3,203,958
400,000 (2018)
infrastructure (disaggregated by sex and
3,000,000
governorate and type of service)
(2019)
Infrastructure is rehabilitated and functional
0
36
84
82
17
90 (2018)
(number of social/ productive infrastructure
15 (2019)
repaired)
All household waste is collected systematically
0
211,565
592,437
283,797
427,637
300,000 (2018)
250,000 (2019)
CPD Output 2.1: Basic social services and other infrastructure repaired and/or restored in affected areas (schools, hospitals, health facilities,
roads, electricity)
Number of people employed in infrastructure
0
19,138
56,854
4,649
3,104
10,000 (2018)
rehabilitation (National)
2,500 (2019)
CPD Output 2.2: Solid waste management system in identified communities built/restored and functioning
Number of people employed in solid waste
0
12,284
31,916
5,696
3,869
10,000 (2018)
management
3,000 (2019)
CPD Output 2.3: Debris management system undertaken in identified areas
Number of people employed in debris removal
0
4,465
7,415
1,844
3,993
5,000 (2018)
services
3,000 (2019)
Number of neighbourhoods cleared of debris
32
34
201
250
30 (2018)
300 (2019)
CPD Output 2.4: Technical capacities at the national and local level to plan develop and deliver basic services strengthened
31

Indicator
Number of national/local institutions with
management plans in place for the delivery of
social services

Baseline
2015
0

Progress
2016
45

2017
429

32

2018
67

2019
221

Target
2019
150 (2018)
100 (2019)

Annex 6. PROJECT LIST
Source: Atlas/PowerBI programme financial data as of 21 October 2019.
Project

2016 E

2016 B

2017 E

2017 B

2018 E

2018 B

2019 E

2019 B

2016-2019 E

2016-2019 B

Outcome 1 Households and communities benefit from sustainable livelihood opportunities, including economic recovery and social inclusion
Outcome 1
Total
Agricultural
Livelihoods
and Rural
Development
Active Labour
Market
Foster the
Recovery of
Disrupted
Livelihoods24
Rehab. &
livelihoods
opps. to PWD
Socio-econ.
Stabilization
& Resilience
Building25
Sustainable
Livelihood &
Recovery
Strengthen
Resilience in
Syria26
Private
Sector

$9,564,827

$1,604,485

$10,960,593

$23,187,372

$24,463,765

$12,769,721

$16,269,770

$7,419,170

$26,961,249

$52,941,090

$78,655,378

$4,300,828

$6,045,808

$1,014,463

$5,681,247

$5,315,291

$11,727,055

$1,507,245

$1,535,400

$5,286,021

$7,252,291

$11,401,315

$10,676,913

$10,714,628

$4,041,289

$7,880,784

$6,899,492

$7,141,469

$1,678,289

$2,875,113

$2,929,760

$1,237,294

$2

$10,664,993

$10,714,626

$11,920

$2,269,204

$3,155,137

$1,772,085

$4,725,647

$2,140,697

$2,182,086

$4,522,102

$4,751,855

$234,161

$207,528

$2,533

$2,507,366

$3,398,614

$1,962,006

$2,167,287

$273,172

$357,807

$71,047

$215,818

$4,813,590

$6,139,526

$3,058,106

$3,173,554

$271,949

$409,475

$62,729

$52,992

$109,905

$1,162,450

$3,502,690

$4,798,471

$1,013,218

$4,348,080

$1,013,218

$4,348,080

24

(jobs and income generation; youth engagement outputs)
(disrupted livelihoods; livelihood opportunities for FHHs; rehabilitation and livelihoods - PWDs outputs)
26 (advocacy and coordination; recovery of vulnerable groups; socioeconomic recovery; socioeconomic assessments; improve access and mobility of IDPs outputs)
25

33

Project
Recovery and
Development
JSB Training
for All27
EC Scaling-up
Emergency
Restoration
&
Stabilization

2016 E

$366,637

2016 B

$521,580

2017 E

2017 B

2018 E

2018 B

2019 E

2019 B

2016-2019 E

2016-2019 B

$213,898

$210,751

$870,209

$1,153,939

$600,256

$927,464

$1,684,363

$2,292,155

$1,544,834

$1,759,948

$1,911,470

$2,281,528

28

Community
Security and
Access to
Justice for
Peace29
Local
Governance
Restoration
of disrupted
livelihoods30
Prevention of
Local Conflict
through Soc.
Cohesion31
Context
Sensitive
Programming
in Syria32
Emergency
Support to
Strengthen
Resilience33

$481,243

$657,081

$475,396

$1,003,794

$516,269

$546,876

$581,418

$1,560,379

$1,062,660

$2,107,255

$194,397

$1,336,524

$194,397

$1,336,524

$992,460

$1,326,498

$718,778

$885,977

$777,830

$855,550

$766,302

$790,947

$335,379

$322,704

$660,779

$755,713

$57,998

$762,376

$855,550

$15,455

$290,906

$274,678

27

$130,264

Project management, programme management, and capacity building for government and media project outputs
Support disrupted livelihoods, social cohesion and resilience, emergency support to WHH, and emergency support - disabilities outputs
29 Support affected communities, project management and HLP EU-UN Joint programme project outputs
30 Socioeconomic recovery, tech. assistance – Phases I and II project outputs
31 Social cohesion project output
32 Assistance is strengthened and stabilization of livelihoods project outputs
33 Socioeconomic recovery and technical assistance phases I and II project outputs
28

34

Project

2016 E

2016 B

2017 E

2017 B

2018 E

2018 B

2019 E

2019 B

2016-2019 E

2016-2019 B

Context
$262,842
$322,989
$121,718
$439,583
$384,560
$762,572
Analysis &
Sensitivity
Empower.
$50,086
$53,592
$52,938
$543,254
$103,024
$596,846
Vulnerable
Women &
Men
(Gender)
Improving
$184,001
$179,000
$173,436
$337,007
$357,437
$516,007
health,
access and
participation
of PWDs
Donor DPC &
$398,445
$391,812
$21,419
$86,736
$419,863
$478,548
IMT
Positioning
$84,327
$86,400
$106,386
$180,774
$190,714
$267,174
UNDP Syria
for longer
term dev.
planning
Operationally ($112,464)
$6,469
($178)
($24,900)
$1
($137,542)
$6,470
closed
livelihoods
projects
Outcome 2 Improving housing services, including drinking water and sanitation, and increasing the number beneficiaries and improving quality (number of the people provided
with services, share per capita and quality indicators).
Outcome 2
Total

$25,656,391

$27,970,845

$33,412,718

$39,853,878

$23,480,700

$32,846,645

$7,658,217

$27,097,658

$90,208,027

$127,769,026

Electricity &
Renewable
Energy
Support to
Electricity
Sector
Rehab. of
Social
Services &
Infrastructur
e

$323,631

$426,306

$7,149,558

$9,369,541

$5,352,331

$10,642,695

$1,318,082

$4,574,314

$14,143,602

$25,012,856

$18,751,622

$19,444,806

($1,198,417)

$188,390

$383,396

$766,243

$7,327

$17,943,928

$20,399,439

$5,846,433

$7,715,852

$1,286,127

$7,132,560

$17,530,747

35

$9,814,895

Project

2016 E

2016 B

2017 E

2017 B

2018 E

2018 B

2019 E

2019 B

2016-2019 E

2016-2019 B

Foster the
Recovery of
Disrupted
Livelihoods34
JSB Training
for All35
Socio-econ.
Stabilization
& Resilience
Building36
Solid Waste
and Debris
Management
Basic and
Social
Services &
Infrastructur
e restored
EC Scaling-up
Emergency
Restoration
&
Stabilization

$12

$1

$11,072,935

$11,181,158

$62,458

$86,400

$4,481

$76,423

$11,139,886

$11,343,982

$1,447,643

$2,519,617

$3,350,664

$4,717,776

$1,369,495

$2,586,034

$6,167,803

$9,823,427

$6,196,621

$6,532,326

$626,324

$557,950

$31,826

$7,996,335

$8,435,613

$2

$2,408,651

$2,688,766

$2,255,375

$5,663,279

$4,664,026

$8,352,047

$65,069

$16,831

$9,450

$67,108

$7,120,798

$8,182,947

($4,618)

$1

$2,665,506

$3,263,078

$1,141,564

$1,345,337

$1,853,346

$2,698,042

$5,192,934

$5,400,966

$1,011,261

$1,042,720

$1,658,864

$2,220,357

37

Donor DPC &
IMT
Emergency
Support to
Strengthen
Resilience38
Prevention of
Local Conflict
Through

$759,662

$1

$2,033,207

$2,043,208

$572,446

$574,007

$2,605,652

$2,617,216

$840,601

$975,249

$1,005,340

$29,822

$1

$1,764,734

$1,845,942

$259,244

$273,600

$234,211

$1,561,112

$493,455

$1,834,712

34

Basic infrastructure restoration and technical assistance project outputs
Capacity building for infrastructure, livelihoods, cultural heritage, governance and media project outputs
36 Project outputs for basic infrastructure rehabilitation, debris management, solid waste management, and technical capacities
37 Project outputs for tech. assistance, restoration of basic services, solid waste management, and debris management outputs
38 Infrastructure rehabilitation phases I and II, social cohesion promotion phases I and II project outputs
35

36

Project
Social
Cohesion39
Strengthen
Resilience in
Syria
CSOs
Engagement
& Capacity
Development
Support to
National TB
Programme
Community
Security and
Access to
Justice for
Peace40
Restoration
of disrupted
livelihoods41
Strength
Humanitarian
Recovery and
Resilience in
Aleppo
Strengthen.
HIV
Prevention
MARPs
Emergency
Grant Aid in
response to
humanitarian
crisis
Community
Security and

2016 E

2016 B

2017 E

2017 B

2018 E

2018 B

2019 E

2019 B

2016-2019 E

2016-2019 B

$1,371,925

$1,490,184

$64,996

$65,855

$65,587

$77,220

$3,560

$0

$1,506,068

$1,633,259

$406,196

$627,680

$207,556

$955,520

$613,752

$1,583,200

$3,638

$3,638

$876,112

$1,156,749

$83,562

$944,520

$938,659

$932,203

$842,288

$876,542

$416,686

$699,900

$821,628

$931,193

$50,847

$221,918

$83,562

$904,388

$932,203

$34,271
$601,550

$381,155

$591,956

$35,530

$77,158

$944,520

$596,098

$240,738

$280,444

$107,944

$273,000

$652,637

$648,000

$652,637

$648,000

$191,042

$198,298

$268,200

$471,298

39

Capacity for social cohesion, social cohesion, youth engagement and social cohesion, and strengthen capacity for social cohesion outputs
Project outputs for strengthen resilience; community security; improve access to justice; and strengthen capacity for community security
41 Basic and social services infrastructure project output
40

37

Project
Access to
Justice for
Peace
building
Context
Sensitive
Programming
in Syria42
National
Support
Programme
Tech. Assist.
Regional
Plan. Comm.
Enhancing
Civic
Engagement
in CSR
Management
projects
Regional
projects

42

2016 E

2016 B

2017 E

2017 B

2018 E

2018 B

2019 E

$126,831

$144,450

$8,777

$35,923

$36,600

2019 B

2016-2019 E

2016-2019 B

$135,608

$144,450

$35,923

$36,600

$206

$300

$206

$300

$41

$1

$41

$1

$262,906

$357,512

$13,675

$18,000

$47,689

$94,873

$94,897

($153)

$1

$50

$35,578,997

$39,383,848

$56,613,612

$64,335,644

$36,298,160

Solid and debris management project output

38

$903,174

$50,019,589

$80,240

$500,148

$404,510

$1,778,834

$14,278

$75,000

$109,047

$169,898

$15,171,905

$54,634,055

$143,662,674

$208,373,136

