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Executive summary 

Overview of the Objective and Methodology 
This Final Evaluation was undertaken between October and December 2021 and adhered to the UNDP 
guidelines and Terms of Reference (TOR) for this consultancy. The objective was (1) to assess the 
alignment of the project with the national development priorities, the UNDP country program and 
strategic plan, and the SDGs; (2) to analyze the project design, implementation strategy, approaches, 
challenges, and the extent to which these contributed to the achievement of project objectives; (3) to 
assess and disclose the extent of project accomplishments; and (4) to identify lessons that can help 
improve the design and implementation of current and future projects. The findings and 
recommendations will be used for the preparation of a new project under the strategic partnership 
that will support GASGI to deliver its intended task better and benefit from the lessons learned during 
the previous implementation. 

The methodology included a detailed review of all relevant project documentation; a one-week in-
country data collection mission involving interviews with GASGI management and technical staff, 
preparation and submission of a questionnaire to key stakeholders in the geospatial sector, a 
debriefing of the evaluation findings to UNDP and key stakeholders, and finally the preparation of the 
draft and final reports. 

This evaluation adopted a qualitative approach in which the project performance was measured 
against intended outputs articulated in the Results and Resources Framework. It was found that the 
Annual Project Reports did not enable to measure progress against target indicators because a lot of 
information, processes, outputs and other accomplishments were not captured by the reports. To 
compensate for the gap, more emphasis was put on interviews and secondary data sources such as 
internal reports and technical documents. In total, interviews with 14 people representing GASGI key 
personnel involved in the project were conducted. All findings from these interviews were validated 
with documentation and follow-up interviews. The major achievements reported by interviewees 
were intended to be validated through a questionnaire that was distributed to key stakeholders. 
However, the survey results were not available at the time of the report. 

Brief Project Description 
This project is a key element of the strategic partnership between the General Authority for Survey 
and Geospatial Information and the United Nations Development Program to strengthen and promote 
the survey and geospatial Information sector and create partnerships to market various survey 
products of the Authority. The project contributes to the key objective by supporting GCS/GASGI to 
carry out the activities under its mandate effectively and efficiently. The current phase seeks to 
improve the national capacities for production, collection, and processing of geospatial information 
and increase the effectiveness of its use in the Kingdom. This will be achieved through five planned 
Outputs: 

Output 1: National Centre for Geospatial Data1 (NCGD/GIC)established and operationalized. 

Output 2: National capacities developed for efficient delivery of survey services. 

                                                             
1 The current name of the National Centre for Geospatial Data is Geospatial Information Center. Therefore, from 
now on in the text will be used “National Centre for Geospatial Data/Geospatial Information Center - NCGD/GIC” 
to keep consistency with the TOR for this evaluation. 
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Output 3: Advisory services provided towards the achievement of financial sustainability and 
contribution to the national economy. 

Output 4: Quality of the geospatial services and products improved and promoted. 

Output 5: Advocacy promoted for a wider visibility of GCS. 

Main Findings 

Project Design 

The project was aligned with the national development priorities and the priorities of the UNDP 
Country Program and Strategic Plan. The Outputs were designed to contribute to the desired result 
and the theory of change developed for the country program outcome. 

The Result and Resources Framework (RRF) included specific and measurable targets for the end-of-
project. To less extent, this is valid for the SPBR, where some activities included many different sub-
activities, and additional indicators would have facilitated accountability and review. Both documents 
would have benefitted if specified who is responsible for each activity and in what specific timeframe. 

The project did not foresee measures to address gender inequalities, disability, and social inclusion 
issues relevant to the results and activities. 

The PD identified two main risks and a mitigation strategy - for the first one. 

Stakeholders were not explicitly identified. The PD envisaged the establishment of a detailed focal 
point mechanism allowing “focal persons from all sectors to be trained on methods of updating 
geospatial data, improvement of data quality and enhancement of accuracy”. 

The project design ensured sustainability in developing the survey and geospatial sector in KSA as a 
national income source. That was done through alignment of RRF with the national priorities and 
government strategies, intensive capacity building, establishment of NCGD/GIC providing data and 
services to the entire geospatial sector, and the unification of performance standards. 

The project management structure included PB of high-level representatives from GASGI and UNDP 
with the primary functions to review performance and make management decisions to ensure quality 
delivery of the project results. The PB members had project assurance responsibilities to support the 
PB in the project oversight and the National Project Manager to run the project on a day-to-day basis 
on behalf and within the constraints laid by the PB. 

The Monitoring Plan was designed to cover progress tracking, monitoring and managing risk, learning 
and knowledge sharing, project quality assurance, project reviews and coarse corrections, and project 
reporting. 

Project Implementation 

This project was implemented under the NIM, where UNDP provided Implementation Support 
Services (ISS) for recruitment of international and national advisors while GCS/GASGI assumed 
implementation responsibility with the UNDP ISS. 

The UNDP CO support was considered by GASGI as effective, efficient, and essential. 

GASGI, as the Implementing Partner, performed its functions in accordance with the provisions of the 
PD. GASGI has the administrative and technical capacity to implement this project. 

The National Project Manager (NPP), who is also the General Director Human Resources of GASGI, is 
the only member of the Project Implementation Unit (PIU). NPP is seen by UNDP CO to have employed 
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a professional, organized, and systematic approach to project execution. The M&E functions of NPM 
were mentioned in the PD but not implicitly allocated the Monitoring Plan to him. 

At the time of this evaluation, the project budget was USD 4,933,749, with 69.3% of it spent. No 
information was available for the budget allocations and expenditures per each Output and year. 

GASGI appreciated UNDP's capacity to recruit appropriate experts who provided a significant 
contribution to institutional capacity building. In total, 21 national and international experts had been 
hired on one-year contracts under the project. The international experts were on payroll by UNDP and 
were selected based on TOR prepared by GASGI. The national experts had contracts with the 
government and were paid via a request for direct payment. 

Project Results 

As detailed below, many of the targets set in the PD were met in terms of produced documents. 
However, fewer workshops were held, primarily because of the Covid restrictions and lockdowns. The 
degree of completion for the activities added with SBPR is less than planned. In that sense, the SPBR 
Work Plan may have been overly ambitious in terms of the expected targets. 

Formal project outputs do not tell the whole story about the project progress. Many outputs were not 
generated directly from pre-specified activities, but by the highly qualified, technical experts hired 
with the support of UNDP. 

Under Output 1, the NCGD/GIC was structured and implemented through an appropriate 
organizational design and governance structure. The planned new staff were recruited and attended 
training programs. To operationalize NCGD/GIC, a geospatial database based on a unified data model 
was designed and populated. In progress was work on a National Physical model and its components. 
GASGI started with good progress initiatives and activities to establish a National Geospatial Data 
Infrastructure (NGDI) related to this output. That included developing and updating the sector's key 
and guiding standards and controls to achieve integrated and adequate use of the geospatial 
information system among the stakeholders. Under this output, GASGI published Technical Summary 
for Saudi Arabia National Spatial Reference System, which describes the National Geodetic Reference 
Frame (NGRF), National Vertical Reference Frame, National Geoid Model. This information is essential 
for all positional and spatial data collection activities in the Kingdom. 

Under Output 2, GASGI conveyed workshops for extensive training on hydrographic survey and 
oceanographic science. They were in the form of on-the-job training for the assigned GASGI 
Hydrographic Surveyors who rotate on/off the ship on a fourteen-day schedule. Most of the planned 
workshops оn marketing of geospatial data among the рubliс and private sector institutions and оn 
land survey, geodetic survey and topographic survey were not conducted due to the Covid restrictions 
and lockdowns. Where possible, GASGI replaced them with various online workshops and discussions. 
To provide a base for capacity building and awareness rising on the use of the NGRF, GASGI published 
Technical Summary for Saudi Arabia National Spatial Reference System (SANRS). A significant 
contribution to this Output was provided by the technical advisors hired with the support of UNDP 

Under Output 3, designed and used to increase and promote the quality of geospatial products and 
services, GASGI Initiated studies to examine the development of a competitive geospatial market and 
economic value estimations for geospatial information and technologies in the Saudi economy. That 
was complemented by a study to analyze the GASGI's current position in order to develop the survey 
and geospatial sector in KSA as a national income source. At the time of this evaluation, GASGI was 
also in preparation of an action plan to rationalize spending and promote the sector by approving 
pricing for works, products, services, licenses, permits, and the fees of any work, product and service, 
that the Authority grants to concerned authorities. All mentioned activities were still in progress. 

All activities under Output 4 were reported still in progress. 
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Under Output 5 supporting the GASGI’s initiatives for promoting awareness about geospatial 
information, standards, and technologies, the Authority convened multiple workshops, messages, 
tweets, and TV interviews. GASGI recognizes that still more should be done according to the results 
and progress in the sector. Outside the planned activities, GASGI coordinated modified workshops to 
advance the awareness of and broader visibility of the Authority to the national stakeholders and 
general audience. 

The activities in progress under Outputs 3, 4, and 5 were carried out with the active participation of 
the experts hired with the support of UNDP. Under Output 4, they provided input to the technical 
planning and operations for the respective GASGI departments. Under Output 5, the experts 
supported GASGI by providing ideas, content (written and presented), and logistic support to execute 
the tasks. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

The monitoring plan was not fully implemented because of two negative factors: (1) lack of allocation 
of responsibility for M&E in the PD and (2) lack of clear definitions of target indicators and parameters 
after the SPBR. These factors did not allow the RRF to be used effectively to guide the project 
implementation and plan activities to achieve the targets. 

Conclusions 
The project had significant impacts in increasing GASGI institutional capacity and strengthening the 
survey and geospatial Information sector. 

The project was wholly aligned with GASGI's institutional objectives and within its structure. This was 
a key factor in project ownership and facilitated the achievement of project objectives. 

The PB was not well established to serve as an effective project management body. It should include 
a technical expert who will be able to provide guidance regarding the technical feasibility of the 
project. 

The M&E plan was not sufficiently detailed, and therefore the M&E process was not very effective. 

The documenting and sharing learning activities were treated as an "add-on" to technical delivery. 
Therefore the knowledge generated by the project was not proactively captured, disseminated, and 
used to inform management decisions. 

Reporting requirements were too sophisticated for this type of project. 

There was good communication between UNDP and the NPM, but both needed better communication 
with the technical team. 

The project results were not publicly visible on the GASGI website or another platform. 

Recommendations 

Recommendations Related to Project Design 

The project governance and management arrangements should be improved to ensure the project 
objectives are delivered efficiently and effectively. For that purpose, TORs should be prepared for the 
PB, NPM, and PIU, and the PIU should be strengthened by a technical advisor who will support it in 
ensuring the high quality of the project outputs. 

The M&E plan should be prepared with specific and measurable performance indicators, timeframe, 
and clearly allocated responsibilities for collecting the data for each indicator. 
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The project strategy should be reassessed to define the stakeholder involvement properly. For that 
purpose, the Project Document should include a carefully prepared section outlining all the main 
relevant stakeholders, including their roles and functions/mandate, interest in the project, and form 
of participation. 

The project scope and results framework should be reviewed and redefined through a highly 
participatory process involving technical experts from all departments supposed to produce 
deliverables. The activities not completed within this project should be carried forward into the new 
project. 

The project should foresee measures to address gender inequalities, disability, and social inclusion 
issues relevant to the results and activities. 

Recommendations Related to Annual Planning and Execution 

The annual work plans should be defined precisely in a participatory process involving all concerned 
departments to ensure proper reporting and focus activities. The plans should be prepared with the 
flexibility to adjust activities according to institutional demands. 

The technical advisors hired with the support of UNDP should be implicitly included in the annual work 
plans and should be requested to submit parallel reports to UNDP yearly. 

The PIU should: (1) Systematically assess the project progress according to the M&E plan and report 
the evaluation data in the progress reports when rated as critical; (2) Strengthen risk management by 
regularly monitoring project risk and updating the risk log as required in the PD; (3) Improve the 
knowledge management and communication as required by the M&E Plan; (4) Carry out strong 
financial management and employ an appropriate system to track, record and report project expenses 
against the budget. 

Recommendations Related to Project Reporting 

The PIU should carry out regular project reporting by submitting quarterly progress reports. 

The PIU should produce a single comprehensive annual report that meets all annual reporting 
requirements for the project. For that purpose, a template and minimum requirements for the content 
of the APR should be imposed. 

Recommendations Related to Project Collaboration 

The project should implement a Web-Based Collaboration Platform to empower team members' use 
of online tools for collaboration and sharing. The platform will (1) provide a single communication hub 
where all project documents, software, and documentation are stored in one enterprise repository; 
(2) notify users about content and conversations they should be involved and (3) allow users to create 
tasks, assign tasks and notify others of the assignment. 

Recommendations Related to Project Visibility 

Information about the project and its results should be uploaded to the GASGIˊs website to increase 
the project visibility. 

To promote wider visibility, GASGI should establish a partnership with national television for the 
production of communication messages, audiovisual documentaries, and clips. 

GASGI and UNDP should promote the dissemination of the project products in the country and 
international meetings. 
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Recommendations Related to the GASGI New Mandate 

To ensure effective delivery of the new mandate GASGI should: 

Complete the work on the transformation plan addressing the Agency's short- and long-term goals. 
This plan should be comprehensive enough to include a business case, outcomes, actions, milestones, 
target metrics, funding requirements, and training. 

Develop a stakeholder engagement strategy including the vision and objectives of stakeholder 
engagement and the details of purpose, players, methods, and responsibility. 

Develop a gender equity strategy articulating the priorities for advancing gender equity across the 
organization and achieving Vision 2030 goals. 

Continue to develop the national geospatial data framework by promoting common classifications, 
content standards, data models, and other components facilitating data development, sharing, and 
use in a way that recognizes the need for compatibility with relevant international best practices and 
aligns with the government’s broader data policy approach and priorities. 

Increase the amount of geospatial data accessible and free to use while mitigating security, ethical, 
and privacy risks. 

Ensure that the data provided through the NCGD/GIC is findable, accessible, interoperable, reusable, 
and of high quality by preparation of a comprehensive data catalog; setting clear guidelines on data 
access; enhancing capabilities, skills, and awareness of data users; and attracting the private sector to 
share data. 

Take an active role in identifying the opportunities and barriers to using and sharing geospatial data 
to drive economic growth and improve services to citizens and customers. 

Prepare recommendations for policy interventions to support growth, competition, and innovation, 
based on the ongoing geospatial data market study. 

Lessons Learned 
Considering the technical nature of this project, the inclusion of a technical expert in the PIU is vital to 
ensure proper planning, implementation, and coherence of results. He/she will provide guidance, 
quality assurance and will be a source of continued technical support. 

Facilitated communication and collaboration between UNDP, PIU, and technical staff and continuous 
monitoring of the outputs of each activity are crucial for the establishment of an efficient 
implementation mechanism and effective risk management. 

The project governance and management arrangements should establish an efficient and effective 
project management mechanism. This can be significantly facilitated by preparing TOR for the Project 
Board, National Project Manager, and PIU. 

To ensure the mainstreaming of gender considerations, the gender-based expected results, indicators, 
and targets should be identified during the project design. Once part of the project strategy and 
monitoring framework, they will become part of the project implementation and reporting. 

The project will benefit from the more active involvement of UNDP on the technical side. Тhis will put 
UNDP in a stronger position to provide better oversight and monitoring to the project and better 
support services for revision of substantive studies to check their quality and assistance in getting 
exposed to best practices under the AWP. This may require an extension of the Implementation 
Support Services provided under the NIM. 
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The M&E system itself should be closely monitored and updated regularly during the life of the project. 
That was not done for this project, and the project delivered only part of the expected outputs. 

Report Content 
This report contains 10 sections: Introduction and Overview provides a general introduction to the 
evaluation; Description of the Project being Evaluated provides the basis to understand the design, 
general logic, results framework (theory of change) and other relevant information of the project; 
Evaluation Scope and Objectives explains the evaluation scope, primary objectives and main 
questions; Evaluation Approach and Methods describes the selected methodological approaches and 
methods; Data Analysis describes the procedures used to analyze the data collected to answer the 
evaluation questions; Findings and Conclusions set out the evaluation findings, based on analysis of 
the data collected, and the conclusions drawn; Recommendations proposes actions to be taken or 
decisions to be made, along with the possible consequences; Lessons Learned provides the lessons 
from this evaluation; Annexes include: TOR for the evaluation, evaluation matrix and data collection 
instruments, list of individuals or groups interviewed, interview questions, Project Document, 
Substantive Project and Budget Revision, survey questionnaire and list of supporting documents 
reviewed. 

Introduction and Overview 
This section introduces the evaluation purpose, structure, methodology, and the key issues addressed. 

Purpose of the Evaluation 
This evaluation was carried out following the guidance, rules, and procedures established by UNDP 
with the purpose: 

• To assess the alignment of the project with the national development priorities, the UNDP 
country program and strategic plan, and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

• To analyze the project design, implementation strategy, approaches, challenges, and the 
extent to which these contributed to the achievement of project objectives. 

• To assess and disclose the extent of project accomplishments. 

• To identify lessons that can help improve the design and implementation of a new project 
supporting GASGI under the strategic partnership. 

The evaluation was done before the project end to inform the preparation of a new project with GASGI 
under the strategic partnership. 

Key Issues Addressed 
To assess the project performance and rationale, the evaluation used the OECD-DAC evaluation 
criteria: 

• Relevance: the extent to which the project objectives and design respond to global and 
national needs, policies, and priorities, and those of beneficiaries and partner institutions, 
taking into consideration changes over time. 
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• Coherence: the extent to which the project fits with other country, sector, or institution 
interventions. 

• Effectiveness: the extent to which the project achieved, or is expected to achieve, its 
objectives and results. 

• Efficiency: The extent to which the project results have been delivered in an economical and 
timely way. 

• Sustainability: the extent to which the benefits of the project continue or are likely to 
continue after the project. 

• Impact: the extent to which the project has generated or is expected to generate significant 
positive or negative, intended or unintended, higher-level effects. 

Methodology of the Evaluation 
The methodology for this evaluation included the following components: 

Preparation 

The evaluator carried out an extensive review of documentation, including the Project Document (PD), 
Substantive Project and Budget Revision (SBPR) document, Annual Work Plans (AWPs), Annual Project 
Reports (APRs), Combined Delivery Reports (CDRs), Minutes of Meeting of Project Board, a wide 
variety of GASGI technical documents and other relevant information. The list of documents studied 
is provided in Annex 8 of the report. 

The desk review phase included emailing and virtual meetings with the Evaluation Manager and GASGI 
representatives to arrange the data collection mission. 

An Evaluation Inception Report was prepared with a schedule of meetings, key milestones, 

evaluation matrix, and details of the evaluation methodology to be followed. 

Data Collection Mission 

At the beginning of the mission, a meeting was held with the Evaluation Manager (EM), the UNDP 
Resident Representative (RR), and project staff to discuss UNDP's perceptions of the project's 
achievements, constraints and review the mission program. 

Further, a meeting with the GASGI President and the NPM was held together with the EM. 

These initial meetings were followed by meetings with representatives of various GASGI departments 
arranged by the NPM. These included: General Department of Hydrographic Survey, General 
Department of Geodesy, General Department of Map Production, and NCGD/GIC. 

In total, interviews and/or meetings were held with 14 GASGI representatives involved in different 
capacities with the project (see Annex 3 and Annex 4). 

To get opinions from key stakeholders in the geospatial sector, a questionnaire was prepared and 
provided for distribution by the NPM (Annex 5). 

On the fifth day of the mission, the initial findings were presented to the UNDP EM, GASGI 
management represented by the President and his two advisors (one of them also General Supervisor 
of Organizational Excellence), and the NPM. This led to further discussions, clarification of different 
points, and feedback. 
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Preparation of Draft Evaluation Report 

Follow-up was carried out with the UNDP CO and the NPM to obtain pending documents and request 
clarification on some issues. Additional material was reviewed with focused attention on project 
outcomes and outputs. A detailed analysis of the data was undertaken, and the findings were 
consolidated into a Draft Evaluation Report. The draft was prepared following the UNDP Evaluation 
Guidelines and TOR for this evaluation (see Annex 1). 

The draft was then submitted for review to UNDP. Upon receiving the consolidated UNDP and GASGI 
comments, a debriefing was done with UNDP, the additions and comments were incorporated, and a 
Final Evaluation Report was prepared. 

Structure of the Evaluation 

The structure of this evaluation followed the Terms of Reference (TOR) (see Annex 1) and UNDP 
Evaluation Guidelines. Also followed were the UNDP evaluation policy and UNEG norms and 
standards. 

Description of the Project being 
Evaluated 
The theory of change for this project accepts that the effective use of geospatial data and technologies 
to collect, manage, analyze, model, and visualize geographic data can improve data-driven decision-
making in all sectors of the economy. This can be achieved through comprehensive capacity building, 
enhanced institutional effectiveness, efficient service delivery, and forged partnership among 
stakeholders in the geospatial sector. Within this framework, the NCGD/GIC will enrich the short-to-
medium-term planning and decision-making along with a strong tendency towards globalization. Such 
a tendency will strengthen the competitiveness of the national economy. 

This project is a key element of the strategic partnership between GASGI and UNDP to strengthen and 
promote the survey and geospatial information sector and create partnerships to market various 
survey products of the Authority. 

The project was implemented under the National Implementation (NIM) modality, whereby GCS 
assumed implementation responsibility with UNDP Implementation Support Services for recruitment 
of international and national advisors and other activities as noted in the AWP. Activities were 
managed through a standard Project Board mechanism, which served as a steering body to ensure the 
coherence of all activities under the project. UNDP provided technical advisory support to all activities 
through the UNDP CO in Riyadh. 

The project's key objective in line with the priorities of the UNDP Country Program is the provision of 
advisory services in developing national capacity for effective geospatial surveys and geospatial 
information activities and the generation of multi-purpose knowledge. This is expected to boost the 
national efforts in achieving the key directions of the Saudi Vision 2030 and promote the national 
implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals. The project contributes to the key objective 
by supporting GCS/GASGI to carry out the activities under its mandate effectively and efficiently. 

The nature of the project is such that there were no specific geographical areas covered and no 
adverse impacts on marginalized and vulnerable groups or any other group of the population. 

The project's first phase contributed to building a foundation of financial sustainability, allowing the 
General Commission of Survey (GCS) to achieve a high-efficiency level in all hydrographical and 
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geospatial products. The core output was designing and operationalizing an NCGD/GIC, enabling GCS 
to expand marketing and broaden public awareness about its products and services. 

In 2020, the mandate of GCS was extended to include more regulatory, supervising, and monitoring 
functions, and the authority was renamed to General Authority of Survey and Geospatial Information. 

The project's current phase seeks to improve the national capacities for production, collection, and 
processing of geospatial information and increase the effectiveness of its use in the Kingdom. The 
project is expected to provide the Kingdom, represented by the Authority, with an opportunity to 
benefit from international best practices for developing and using geospatial data and methods. 

The project period considered by this evaluation was May 1, 2018 - October 28, 2021. It entirely 
covered all project outputs, except Output 4, with two remaining months to complete. 

Project Start, Expected Duration, and Funding 
The Project Document (Annex 6) was signed on May 14, 2018, with a planned 1 year and 11-month 
implementation period and a closure date of April 30, 2021. The total resources committed by the 
Government of Saudi Arabia for this project were USD 4,933,749. The GCS was the entity that had 
overall responsibility for implementing the project. A Project Board was constituted, and a National 
Project Manager from GCS was designated for the project. 

Project Extension 
In 2020, the mandate of GCS was revised, and GCS was renamed GASGI. The Resolution for 
establishing GASGI2 stipulated that the Authority shall continue to carry out surveying, map 
production, marine maps production, geographical information, and hydrographic marine surveys it 
used to carry out in its capacity as the General Commission for Survey, along with conducting research 
and considering the better means used to provide these activities. Thus, the Authority has four basic 
functions for the next few years: 

• Organization, upgrading, supervising, and monitoring of the survey and geospatial 
information sector, which is a new role for the Authority. 

• Exploration of options aimed at finding a national geospatial operator to provide geospatial 
data and digital products and services in order to segregate the operator from the regulator 
and allow the Authority to focus on its role as a general authority. 

• Continued provision of geospatial data, digital products, and services which is still among the 
Authority's tasks as the national authority responsible for driving work in the production of 
geospatial information for a period of up to 4 years. Hence, the Authority will continue to 
carry out its current role in delivering most activities until the entity that will perform the 

                                                             
2 Council of Ministers Resolution No. (90) dated 5/2/1442H approving the organization of the General Authority 
for Survey and Geospatial Information was preceded by a chain of documents including: 

• Council of Ministers Resolution No. (70) dated 22/4/1410H, which stipulates restricting all agencies 
operating in the field of surveying and producing maps, whether in government agencies or others, and 
collecting and concentrating all their work in one device called (Central Survey Administration), which shall 
be responsible for Every survey job needed by any governmental or non-governmental agency. 

• Council of Ministers Resolution No. (133) dated 2/5/1422H approving the transformation of the Central 
Survey Administration at the Ministry of Defence into a Commission called the "General Commission for 
Survey" that has legal personality and an independent budget and is linked to the Minister of Défense. 

• Council of Ministers Resolution No. (8) dated 14/1/1427H approving the organization of the General 
Commission for Survey and its organizational structure and guide in the attached formulas, and the board 
of directors of the Authority may - within the limits of its competence - amend the organizational guide. 
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operation in the future (operator) is chosen, while the departments must adhere to the 
requirements of the regulator. 

• Provision of help in achieving the Saudi Vision 2030 Programs and objectives related to 
geospatial information. 

In that context, a Substantive Project and Budget Revision (SPBR) (Annex 7) was made on April 30, 
2021. The intend was to help GASGI meet its new mandate and finalize activities under Output 3 and 
Output 4 pending from the previous phase (see below). 

The project was extended until December 31, 2021, and the budget was increased by USD 1,600,000 
to USD 2,933,333. At the time of this evaluation, the project budget was USD 4,933,749. The additional 
funding was from the government budget (see F18). 

Problems that the Project Seeks to Address 
Digital transformation is an essential part of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia’s Vision 2030. This strategic 
framework was developed to reduce the country's dependence on oil, diversify its economy, and 
develop public service sectors such as health, education, infrastructure, recreation, and tourism. 
Geospatial technology is a critical enabler of digital transformation. It provides a key input to the vast 
majority of new technologies and helps governmental operate effectively and efficiently. 

Today more and more sectors integrate geospatial solutions into their workflows. This leads to a 
greater demand for authoritative, accurate, updated, and accessible geospatial data platforms and 
intensive capacity building in geospatial technology for various domains. A vital role in these tasks play 
the national geospatial entities, which assist the government in implementing digital transformation 
in the context of the geospatial sector. 

The central geospatial authority in Saudi Arabia before 2020 was the GCS. It worked to develop the 
survey and geospatial information sector as one of the national income resources to achieve Vision 
2030. GCS saw this by establishing a national data center and unification of the performance standards 
and means of measurement and control. This was expected to significantly reduce costs by eliminating 
the need for other sectors to establish geospatial data centers serving their needs only. The unification 
of performance standards promoted by GCS was expected to enhance the opportunities to invest in 
geographic information. 

In 2020 GCS was succeeded by the General Authority of Survey and Geospatial Information, but the 
strategic vision remained the same. The project intended to help GSC/GASGI reach its strategic goal 
to make the geospatial sector more efficient and attractive. 

Immediate and Development Objectives of the 
Project 
The Project Development Objective is to strengthen and promote the survey and geospatial 
Information sector in Saudi Arabia by developing national capacity for effective geospatial surveys, 
data processing, data management, data use, and generation of multi-purpose knowledge that will 
support the achievement of Vision 2030 and the National Development Goals. The objective is pursued 
by supporting GCS/GASGI to deliver the following interconnected outputs: 

Output 1: NCGD/GIC established and operationalized. 

Output 2: National capacities developed for efficient delivery of survey services. 

Output 3: Advisory services provided towards the achievement of financial sustainability and 
contribution to the national economy. 
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Output 4: Quality of the geospatial services and products improved and promoted; 

Output 5: Advocacy promoted for a wider visibility of GCS. 

The last output was added with the Substantive Project and Budget Revision of 2021 (see above). 

Expected Results 
The RRF in Section III of the PD presents the project Outputs and activities under each Output together 
with specific indicators, baselines, and targets (see Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, Table 7, and Table 8). 
According to PD, the project is expected to develop the government's national capacities “in coming 
up with high-quality geospatial products”. The first step towards this end will be the creation of the 
necessary institutional arrangements, including the establishment of an NCGD/GIC. The following two 
steps, which will be taken simultaneously, are the capacity development program and the 
partnerships with the best practices worldwide. The capacity development program will commence 
with a set of training modules to build the strategic, leadership, and technical competencies of the 
GCS “in various disciplines relevant to surveying, geospatial data processing, presentation, and 
marketing”. The PD further stipulates that a public awareness campaign will be launched “to promote 
the visibility of the GCS among the private sector and the civil society”. 

Main Stakeholders 
Stakeholders are not explicitly listed in the PD, but it can be assumed that these are the primary 
producers and users of geospatial information across the public and private sectors and civil society. 
The PD states that the success of the NCGD/GIC will rely “on a well-functioning system of focal points 
from all stakeholders”. For that purpose, “a detailed focal point mechanism will be developed”. “The 
focal persons from all sectors will be trained on methods of updating geospatial data on a timely basis, 
improvement of data quality and enhancement of accuracy”. 

Evaluation Scope and Objectives 
The evaluation objective was to examine the impact and challenges of the project to develop national 
capacity in the geospatial sector and generate multi-purpose knowledge for achieving Vision 2030 and 
the NDGs. 

The scope includes: 

• Assessment of the Outputs delivered against the targets set in the PD and SBPR: 

- NCGD/GIC established and operationalized; 

- national capacities developed for efficient delivery of survey services; 

- advisory services provided towards the achievement of financial sustainability and 
contribution to the national economy; 

- quality of the geospatial services and products improved and promoted; 

- advocacy promoted for wider visibility of GCS. 

• Identification of positive and negative experiences from the project including: 

- bottlenecks that may have impeded the delivery of the planned outputs; 

- opportunities that may have been missed; 

- opportunities arising from the GASGI new mandate. 
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The evaluation and derived recommendations will be used for the preparation of a new project under 
the strategic partnership that will support GASGI to deliver its intended task better and benefit from 
the lessons learned during the previous implementation. 

Evaluation Questions 
The evaluation questions (see Annex 2) are grouped by criteria and then prioritized into a smaller 
number of high-level questions under which the more detailed questions will sit. The prioritization is 
done considering: how important they are to the stakeholders; whether they reflect the objectives of 
the UNDP and national policy priorities; whether they reflect critical elements of the theory of change 
for the project; whether their answers can address evidence gaps found by the desk review; whether 
they will provide information that can be useful for the preparation of a new project supporting GASGI 
under the strategic partnership. 

The high-level key evaluation questions set for this evaluation are: 

• Was the project design adequate? 

• Has the project delivered the expected outputs, outcomes, and impacts? 

• How efficiently was the project implemented? 

• How sustainable are the project results? 

• What are the lessons learned for preparing a new project supporting GASGI? 

Evaluation Approach and Methods 
To ensure an objective and credible outcome, the evaluation was based on the project results and its 
theory of change, describing how activities and outputs were expected to lead to the desired 
outcomes. For that purpose, the evaluation examined the sequence of results, processes, and 
contextual factors using the OECD-DAC evaluation criteria of relevance, coherence, effectiveness, 
efficiency, impact, and sustainability (see above). Consideration was given to gender mainstreaming, 
human rights, and disability concerns. 

The evaluation used a participatory and consultative approach involving the EM and GASGI at any 
stage of the evaluation process, from the evaluation design to data collection, analysis, and reporting. 

Sources of Information 
The evaluation used multiple sources of information, including documents, filed information, 
information systems, financial records, management, staff, experts, and other stakeholders. 

Data Collection Methods 
The evaluation employed a variety of data collection methods, including: 

• Documents review of relevant documentation including but not limited to project 
documents; theory of change and results framework; quality assurance reports; AWPs; APPs; 
CDRs; minutes and highlights of PB meetings, financial data, and GCS/GASGI internal 
documents (Annex 8). 
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• Semi-structured interviews with GASGI management and technical staff designed based on 
evaluation questions around relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, and 
sustainability (Annex 3 and Annex 4). 

• Survey questionnaire to stakeholders (Annex 5). 

Most interview sessions were conducted face-to-face following a semi-structured format but also 
allowing for relevant, unplanned discussions. Notes from the interviews were filled in to assure 
completeness immediately following the end of each discussion. All interview notes were analyzed to 
identify themes in the comments related to the key evaluation questions. 

The evaluation was planned to seek an answer to the question of did the project adequately considers 
gender equity, disability, and social inclusion issues. For that purpose, it was planned to ensure that 
data collected was disaggregated by sex and other relevant categories to establish how the project 
has mainstreamed gender issues, considered disability issues, and applied the rights-based approach. 
All interviews were to involve male and female participants whose anonymity and confidentiality were 
to be maintained, and the final evaluation report was not to assign specific comments to individuals. 
None of this was applied because the interviews organized by GASGI did not involve women. 

It was requested in the Inception Report to establish two focus groups in order to discuss more details 
and achieve an equal gender split – one from GASGI and another one from key stakeholders. These 
focus groups, however, were not established. 

The questionnaire to stakeholders was designed to ensure a good response rate and based on the 
evaluation questions and objectives (Annex 5). However, the survey results were not available at the 
time of this report. 

Data Analysis 
To allow for greater confidence in the findings and triangulation of the data sources, the evaluation 
employed a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods, each suitable for answering 
different types of evaluation questions. 

Qualitative methods were used to investigate the perspectives and interpretations of participants in 
a holistic fashion utilizing the experience and long involvement of the evaluator in the geospatial field. 
The approach adopted was to measure the project performance against the intended outputs 
articulated in the RRF. The method was tailored to the nature and availability of the data. Project 
documentation and GASGI policy and priorities materials were reviewed to develop a sound 
understanding of the Authority and address evaluation questions related to the project. It was found 
that the APRs for this project were missing data to measure progress against target indicators. The 
2019 report contained only information about the international experts hired with the support of 
UNDP. The 2020 report was entirely dedicated to the expansion of project scope related to the new 
mandate of GASGI. Thus a lot of information, processes, outputs, and other accomplishments were 
not captured. The periodic assessments of the project progress according to the M&E plan had not 
produced progress reports. To compensate for these gaps, it was decided to put more emphasis on 
interviews and secondary data sources such as internal reports and technical documents. Most of the 
evidence was gathered through a set of interviews with GASGI management and technical staff. In 
total, interviews with 14 people were conducted. Respondents were selected to obtain representation 
from key GASGI personnel involved in the project. 

The limited set of interviews is a primary limitation to this evaluation. As a mitigation measure, findings 
from interviews were validated with documentation and follow-up interviews. Further, the major 
achievements reported by interviewees had to be validated through a questionnaire distributed by 
the NPM to key stakeholders. The respondents were asked to evaluate the training activities and 
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estimate the quality and visibility of GASGI products and services. Suggestions on how to address the 
geospatial skills needs and gaps in their organizations were also sought. However, the survey results 
were not available when this report was prepared. 

Where feasible, quantitative methods (such as analyses of data) were used to acquire more specific 
information about the effects of the project intervention. Qualitative and quantitative methods were 
combined to validate findings from quantitative and qualitative data sources and to explore/augment 
quantitative findings using qualitative data. 

Findings 

Project Design 

Alignment with National and International Priorities and Programs 

F1. The project was aligned with the national development priorities3, the priorities of the UNDP 
Country Program4, and the UNDP Strategic Plan5. The project outputs supported eight of the UN 
SDGs6. 

Project Objectives and Components, Results and Resources 
Framework 

F2. The project objectives and Outputs were well designed to contribute to the desired result: the 
development of the “national capacities of the government in coming up with high-quality 
geospatial products”. The project contributed to the theory of change developed for the country 
program outcome.7  

F3. The Strategy section of the PD would be better presented if provided a more specific and detailed 
description of the Outputs in order to clarify how they would be operationalized. The Project 
Implementation Unit (PIU) probably carried out more detailed planning on the specific activities 

                                                             
3 The Saudi Vision 2030 emphasizes the importance of geospatial information as a supportive and enabling tool 
for initiatives to enhance digital government and declares “We will expand the scope of current online services 
further to include areas such as geographic information, health care and education. Quality will be improved by 
streamlining processes, and diversifying communication channels. We will also support the wider use of online 
applications in government agencies, such as cloud applications, data sharing platforms and HR management 
systems. Finally, we will strengthen the governance of online services within the government itself”. 
4 Outcome 1: Improved knowledge-based equitable and sustainable development, underpinned by innovation 
and improved infrastructure. Output 1.1: National policies developed to promote economic diversification with 
a focus on increased employment of nationals. 
Outcome 2: Public sector strengthened through improved efficiency, effectiveness, equity and accountability. 
Output 2.1: National capacities enhanced and integrated towards local adaptation and implementation of the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the National Transformation Plan (NTP). 
5 The Strategic Plan declares that by 2021 UNDP wants to catalyse tangible progress on: “Accelerating structural 
transformations for sustainable development, especially through innovative solutions that have multiplier 
effects across the Sustainable Development Goals”. 
6 It is widely recognized that the achievement of the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) is highly 
dependent on geospatial information and enabling technologies as the primary data and tools for relating people 
to their location and place, and to measure 'where' progress is, or is not, being made, particularly at 
'disaggregated' sub-national and local levels. To great extent this is valid for Goals 1, 2, 3, 6, 11, 13, 14, 15. 
7 built on the premise that higher institutional effectiveness and efficient service delivery, developed national 
capacities and forged partnerships translate into higher input to national economy. 



22  

to be executed under each Output, but it would nonetheless have been helpful to have had more 
detail upfront. 

F4. The selected indicators in the PD were "SMART"8 and the RRF included specific and measurable 
targets for the end-of-project. To a lesser extent, this is valid for SPBR where some activities (for 
example, 1.6 Technical preparation for implementing the National Geodetic Reference Frame) 
included many different sub-activities, and additional indicators would have facilitated 
accountability and review. This is further complicated by measuring the achievement and 
progress in percentages which is an established practice for UNDP projects but is not helpful in 
this case. 

F5. The RRF in both documents did not specify who is responsible for each activity and in what 
specific timeframe. To a certain extent, that was done in SPBR, but to ensure timely and 
successful implementation of each activity, the responsibility should be allocated to the 
department level, and a precise timeframe for implementation should be given. 

Cross-cutting Issues 

F6. The project did not foresee measures to address gender inequalities, disability, and social 
inclusion issues relevant to the results and activities. 

Risks and Assumptions 

F7. The PD identified two main risks without ranking. These included: 

• Difficulty in smooth coordination across sectors and regions. 

• Delays might be encountered in recruiting long-term and top-notch short-term advisors with 
bilingual competency (Arabic and English). 

An appropriate mitigation strategy was identified for the first risk. Risks were not updated after the 
SPBR in April 2021. 

It might have been useful to analyze the potential risks associated with: 

• Activity delays due to excessive approval procedures, failure to develop a reasonable estimate 
of quantities, or the COVID-19 restrictions. 

• Key personnel from the implementing partner overloaded and unable to participate in the 
project activities. 

• Changing priorities of the implementing partner due to institutional changes or differences 
in the national agenda resulting in limited ownership of activities. 

Some of the above risks did materialize during the implementation and caused project delays. 

Stakeholder Participation 

F8. The Stakeholder Involvement section in the PD stated that the “overall impact of the intervention 
is projected to reach all population of Saudi Arabia and in terms of both the existing generation 
and the future ones”. It did not identify specific stakeholders that might have an interest in 
increasing capacity and knowledge in geospatial data management. To some extent, this was 
done in section Project Management which envisaged the establishment of a system of focal 
points from all stakeholders through which “the focal persons from all sectors will be trained on 

                                                             
8 Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time-bound. 
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methods of updating geospatial data on a timely basis, improvement of data quality and 
enhancement of accuracy”. 

The PD would have benefitted from an extended Stakeholder Involvement section outlining all the 
main relevant stakeholders, including their roles and functions/mandate, interest in the project, and 
form of participation. 

Sustainability 

F9. The project design ensured sustainability in developing the survey and geospatial sector in KSA 
as a national income source. Several factors determined this: 

• The project RRF was well aligned with the national priorities and government strategies 
which generates high-level political and institutional support during and beyond the project. 

• The project included intensive capacity building of key stakeholders in the geospatial sector 
and was aimed at developing a focal point mechanism allowing focal persons from all sectors 
to be trained on various aspects. These factors have a continuous effect and will help build 
synergies among the key stakeholders. 

• The establishment of an NCGD/GIC providing data and services to the entire geospatial 
sector will have a positive effect lasting far beyond the project duration. 

• Unification of the performance standards and means of measurement within the project 
supports the adoption of new work processes within the geospatial sector leading to 
improved services and better operation of the work units in the long term. 

Project Management and Governance 

F10. The project management structure outlined in the PD included: 

• Project Board (PB) of high-level representatives from GASGI and UNDP established to review 
performance based on monitoring and evaluation and address implementation issues to 
ensure quality delivery of results. PB was responsible for making consensual management 
decisions when the NPM required guidance. At the time of this evaluation, members of the 
PB were the NPM (Executive and Senior Beneficiary) and the UNDP RR (Senior Supplier). 

• The PB was supported in the project oversight and monitoring by a Project Assurance team 
composed of the UNDP Team Leader for Governance and a similar level government 
representative from GASGI. 

• The NPM was a senior official of GASGI (General Director Human Resources) with the 
authority to run the project on a day-to-day basis on behalf and within the constraints laid 
by the PB. 

F11. As mentioned above (F8), the Project Management section in PD envisaged the establishment of 
a system of focal points from all stakeholders, but there was no mechanism to involve them in 
the management process. 

Monitoring and Evaluation Design 

F12. The Monitoring Plan was designed to cover key activities, such as results tracking (quarterly), 
monitoring and managing risk (quarterly), learning and knowledge sharing (at least annually), 
project quality assurance (annually), project reviews, and coarse corrections (at least annually), 
project reports (annually). 
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F13. The M&E plan would have been more effective if identified who is responsible for collecting the 
data for each indicator. 

Project Implementation 

Implementation, Execution, and Coordination 

F14. This project was implemented under the National Implementation Modality (NIM), where UNDP 
provided Implementation Support Services (ISS) for recruitment of international and national 
advisors and other activities as noted in the AWP while GCS/GASGI assumed implementation 
responsibility with the UNDP ISS. In that context, direct payments were made from the UNDP 
bank account, but GCS/GASGI assumed responsibility for the contracting process and performed 
recruitment or procurement according to its own rules and regulations. UNDP assumed the 
responsibility for support services based on UNDP rules and regulations. 

UNDP Country Office Support 

F15. The UNDP CO support was considered by GASGI as effective, efficient, and essential. 

• The ISS provided by UNDP CO under NIM included: revision of substantive studies to check 
their quality, recruitment of short- and long-term experts, assistance in getting exposed to 
best practices, procurement of professional services and equipment. The procurement of 
goods and services and the recruitment of personnel by the UNDP CO were in accordance 
with the UNDP regulations, rules, policies, and procedures. 

• UNDP CO participated in the PB and provided project assurance (see F10). 

GASGI 

F16. GASGI, as the Implementing Partner, performed its functions in accordance with the provisions 
of the PD and has the administrative and technical capacity to implement this project. GASGI has 
experience implementing international projects and has established relationships with various 
stakeholders across the geospatial sector, which played a beneficial role in the project execution. 

F17. The PIU consisted of the National Project Manager only (who is also the General Director Human 
Resources of GASGI). The NPM was seen by UNDP CO to have employed a professional, 
organized, and systematic approach to project execution. It demonstrated leadership and had 
the ability to mobilize key actors and develop partnerships. GASGI technical staff interviewed 
concurred that the NPM provided regular support and a high level of communication. In turn, 
the technical staff provided updates consolidated by the NPM to prepare annual project reports. 

According to PD, the “National Project Manager's prime responsibility is to ensure that the 
project produces the results specified in the project document, to the required standard of 
quality and within the specified constraints of time and cost”. 

• The M&E functions for this project included regular submission of Quarterly Progress 
Reports, Quarterly Risk Logs, Annual Lessons-learned Reports, and Annual Review Reports. 
These responsibilities were not explicitly allocated to NPM in the Monitoring Plan. 

• The NPM functions to monitor and control the project's budgetary execution should be 
better defined. 

• The NPM should be supported by a technical expert in the geospatial field to perform better. 
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Finance 

F18. The total project budget was USD 4,933,749. At the time of the final evaluation, the project had 
spent 69.3% of its budget. Table 1 shows the annual budget allocations. 

 
Table 1. Annual Budget Allocations in USD. 

Year Annual Budget 

2018 0 

2019 2,000,416 

2020 1,333,333 

2021 1,600,000 

Total Budget 4,933,749 

 

F19. The total resources initially allocated to the project by the Government of Saudi Arabia (GOSA) 
under the PD were USD 800,000. That amount was increased by USD 1,600,000 with the SBPR. 
Table 2 shows amounts per Output in the original PD and SBPR. 

 

Table 2. Summary of amounts per Output in PD and SBPR in USD. 

Description PD After SBPR 

Output 1: NCGD/GIC established and operationalized. 360,000 725,000 

Output 2: Capacities developed for efficient delivery of survey 
services. 

255,000 1,203,910 

Output 3 Advisory services provided towards the achievement of 
financial sustainability and contribution to the national economy. 

135,000  

Output 4: Quality of the geospatial services and products improved 
and promoted. 

 784,452 

Output 5: Advocacy promoted for a wider visibility of GCS.   

NIM Audit 10,000 25,000 

General Management Support 24,000 85,437 

Direct Project Costing (DPC) 16,000 109,534 

Total Budget 800,000 2,933,333 

 

The budget increase to USD 4,933,749 came from additional funding from the government. 

No information was available for the expenditures per Output and per year compared to the 
amounts allocated. 
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Experts hired under Project 

F20. GASGI appreciated UNDP's capacity to recruit appropriate experts who provided a significant 
contribution to institutional capacity building. In total, 21 experts had been hired on one-year 
contracts under the project, including: 

 

Table 3. Experts hired under the Project. 

Number National/International Position 

8 National Advisor 

5 National  Survey and Geospatial Works Advisor 

1 National  Business Service Department Advisor 

1 National  GASGI President Advisor for Transformation 

1 National  Geographical Names and Mapping Advisor 

1 International GIS Expert 

1 International Hydrographic Expert 

1 International Hydrographic Survey Specialist 

1 International Party Chief, HSV Sultan, GCS Vessel 

1 International Senior Advisor for the General Director of GDG 

 

The international experts were on payroll by UNDP and were selected based on TOR prepared 
by GASGI. The national experts had contracts with the government and were paid via a request 
for direct payment. 

F21. The work of the technical advisors hired with the support of UNDP was not directly linked to the 
project outputs. During the evaluation, they provided information that was considered as an 
addition to the APR. In some cases, it was difficult to determine if the advisor’s input was 
precisely aligned with the project scope. 

Adaptation to Changes 

F22. During the project implementation period, there were institutional changes when the mandate 
of GCS was extended to include more regulatory, supervising, and monitoring functions, and the 
authority was renamed to GASGI. That did not have a negative impact on the project because 
the project scope was extended beyond the initial focus, and an additional budget was allocated 
to the new Output. The positive impacts and opportunities were that the project extension: 

• provided an opportunity for the completion of the planned project activities and 

deliverables; 

• allowed GASGI to develop a transformation plan and a marketing strategy for the 

expansion of services; 

• provided time for building a training framework for the geospatial sector and thus 

increasing the sustainability of the project results; 
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• assisted in building the GASGI institutional capacity. 

Stakeholders 

F23. The project developed a system of focal points for the involvement of stakeholders in training 
activities on methods of updating geospatial data on a timely basis, improvement of data quality, 
and enhancement of accuracy. There is no information if stakeholders were consulted for the 
preparation of the training program. 

Project Results 
The evaluation findings are presented in a separate section for each Output. The section starts with a 
table summarizing the achievements, followed by a more detailed explanation cross-referenced in the 
table. 

Formal project outputs do not tell the whole story about the project progress. Many outputs were not 
generated directly from pre-specified activities. The technical experts hired with the support of UNDP 
provided everyday assistance in developing the capabilities of GASGI to reach a high-performance 
standard. These achievements are also presented in the relevant sections but are not cross-referenced 
in the table. 

As detailed below, many of the targets set in the PD were met in terms of produced documents. 
However, fewer workshops were held, primarily because of the Covid restrictions and lockdowns. The 
degree of completion for the activities added with SBPR is less than planned. In this sense, the SPBR 
Work Plan may have been overly ambitious in terms of the expected targets. 

Output 1: NCGD/GIC established and operationalized. 

Table 4. Level of Achievement of Output 1 based on Project Indicators. 

Indicator 

Level 
Cross 

Reference 
Baseline Project End 28.10.21 

NCGD/GIC structured and implemented. 0 1 1 F24  

Geospatial database designed and populated. 0 1 IP F27 

Number of staff recruited and trained for the 
NCGD/GIC. 

0 35 35 F25 

Models of data simulation developed. 0 250 IP F26 

Geospatial datasets simulated.  100% N/A  

Technical preparation for the implementation of the 
National Geodetic Reference Frame completed. 

 100% 100% F28 

Note: 

Underlined are revisions and additions made with the Substantive Budget and Project Revision document of 
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March 3, 2021. 

N/A indicates that information is not available or not provided. 

IP indicates work in progress. 

 

F24. The NCGD/GIC was structured and implemented through an appropriate organizational design 
and governance structure with job descriptions, a chain of command, and reporting lines. 

F25. The planned new staff was recruited. They all had the necessary background and experience to 
perform the work of the assigned position. Part of the NCGD/GIC staff attended training 
programs. However, more human resources are still needed, especially on the experts and senior 
level, to complete the remaining activities. 

F26. GASGI prepared a document titled “Data Modeling Methodology and Principle” defining the 
conceptual framework, methodology, modeling principles, and rules for developing Data 
Models. The document outlines the mechanism for creating consistent KSA Foundation Theme 
Data Models and provides the framework to manage, maintain and update the Data Models over 
time. It is aimed at data modelers with the purpose is to ensure that Data Models are developed 
following well-defined rules which can be validated. Together with the Generic Conceptual 
Model, the document is expected to be the foundation for the development of consistent data 
specifications for the 12 Foundation Themes: Land Parcels, Imagery, Water, Geology, Elevation, 
Land Cover, Saudi Arabia National Spatial Reference System, Land Use, Geographical Names, 
Transport, Administrative, and National Address. 

F27. A geospatial database was designed and populated based on a unified data model. The work on 
a National Physical model and its components was still in progress. 

F28. GASGI published Technical Summary for Saudi Arabia National Spatial Reference System. It 
describes the National Geodetic Reference Frame, National Vertical Reference Frame, and 
National Geoid Model. The information is essential for all positional and spatial data collection 
activities in the Kingdom, such as surveying, mapping, remote sensing, geo-informatics, 
geospatial information, geomatics engineering, architecture engineering and construction, 
research, and development. 

F29. GASGI started with good progress initiatives and activities related to the establishment of a 
National Geospatial Data Infrastructure, at which core is the NCGD/GIC. That included: the 
creation of a National Geospatial Platform, development of National Geospatial Standards, 
creation of a Geospatial Data Governance framework, and Geospatial Data Dissemination 
initiatives. Developed and updated were key and guiding standards and controls of the sector to 
achieve integrated and adequate use of the geospatial information system among the 
stakeholders. 

Output 2: National capacities developed for efficient delivery of 
survey services. 
Table 5. Level of Achievement of Output 2 based on Project Indicators. 

Indicator 

Level 
Cross 

Reference 
Baseline Project End 28.10.21 

Comprehensive training package formulated on 
survey specialties: law of the sea; land survey; 
geodetic survey; and cadastral survey. 

 100% N/A  
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Five workshops convened for extensive training оn 
hydrographical survey, and oceanographic science. 

0 5 5 F30 

Six workshops conducted оn marketing of 
geospatial data among the рuЫiс and private 
sectors’ institutions. 

0 6 N/A  

Four training workshops conducted оn land survey, 
geodetic survey; topographic survey and 
hydrographical survey. 

0 4 N/A  

Capacity building and awareness initiatives 
launched for using the NGRF. 

 100% IP F31 

Note: 

Underlined are revisions and additions made with the Substantive Budget and Project Revision document of 
March 3, 2021. 

N/A indicates that information is not available or not provided. 

IP indicates work in progress. 

 

F30. The five scheduled workshops for extensive training on hydrographical9 survey and 
oceanographic science were convened. They were in the form of on-the-job training for the 
assigned GASGI Hydrographic Surveyors who rotate on/off the ship on a fourteen-day rotation 
schedule. This training covered all the professional areas of equipment and sensor deployment, 
sensor calibration, digital operating systems, multi-sensor data acquisition, data cleaning, tide 
application, and integrated product output. The workshops were not held onboard the vessel 
Sultan due to it being an industrial work space. However, ship-borne training from the two UNDP 
Experts to the GASGI personnel was delivered as a continuous “knowledge transfer” during the 
ongoing prosecution of the real-time hydrographic surveying operations. 

F31. As noted in F28, GASGI published Technical Summary for Saudi Arabia National Spatial Reference 
System (SANRS), which provided a solid base for launching activities for capacity building and 
awareness rising on the use of the NGRF. 

F32. The technical advisors hired with the support of UNDP contributed to this Output as follows: 

• Тhe professional services by the Hydrographic Specialists are fully committed to the 
continuous daily “knowledge transfer” to GASGI Hydrography Department, on all aspects 
hydrographic, to promote and advance the capacity development of the Authority. 

• The Hydrographic Survey Specialist at the Authority's headquarters provided everyday 
continuous “knowledge transfer” within GASGI’s three primary internal Hydrography 
Departments, namely Operations and Training, Marine Cartography, and Marine Sciences. 
This knowledge transfer was across all levels of management and all hydrographic activities 
and operational issues, including bathymetry cleaning, tide application, chart production, 
UNCLOS, Territorial Sea Baselines, equipment purchases, project technical specifications, 
and satellite technologies. 

• The GIS expert at the Geographical Names Department provided training to the GIS Team on 
GIS tools and techniques for quality checking, preparation of data for fieldwork, final QC on 
data submitted by contractors, and preparation of a QC report. 

                                                             
9 Instead of “hydrographical” the PD uses the term “hydrological”. 
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• Under the supervision of the Chief Senior Advisor to the General Supervisor-Technical Affairs 
has been established an expert team from three GDG departments with the task to resolve 
problems in the field of Geodetic Survey and Geodetic Earth Observation, provide guidance 
to the management of various GDG departments and transfer highly professional knowledge 
and experience to GDG staff. With the advisor's help, GDG set a training methodology based 
on three main pillars: General Training, Training through GDG Projects, and Training before 
Field Tasks. 

- The General Training was planned to raise the knowledge and experience of GDG 
employees with general geodetic activities. This training included theoretical and 
practical exercises which would improve field survey planning, observation and 
processing, and maintenance of surveying instruments. 

- Training through GDG Projects was planned to be delivered by contractors 
implementing GDG projects to enhance the skills of GDG staff by real-life examples of 
field data collection and the use of different software packages for QC and data 
processing. That included the Airborne Gravity project and the KSA-GRF17 realization 
project by IGN. 

- Training before Field Tasks was planned to be delivered to each GDG employee 
assigned with a field task. The program included theoretical instructions and practical 
exercises before going to the field. That included training on making gravity 
measurements for the Airborne Gravity project in the Flying Restricted Areas and on 
GNSS observations using the KSA-CORS network to test the new geoid model (KSA-
GEOID21). 

Besides these three pillars, the training plan included everyday technical advice and support 
to the management and participation and giving presentations at conferences. 

Output 3: Advisory services provided towards the achievement of 
financial sustainability and contribution to the national economy. 
Table 6. Level of Achievement of Output 3 based on Project Indicators. 

Indicator 

Level 
Cross 

Reference 
Baseline Project End 28.10.21 

Desk review of best practices in financial 
sustainability. 

0 3 N/A  

Study conducted оn marketing of the geospatial 
data products. 

0 1 IP F34 

Assessment done fог potential contribution of the 
GCS to the national есоnomу. 

1 2 IP F34 

Action plans formulated towards financial 
sustainaЬility. 

0 3 IP F35 

Note: 

Underlined are revisions and additions made with the Substantive Budget and Project Revision document of 
March 3, 2021. 
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N/A indicates that information is not available or not provided. 

IP indicates work in progress. 

 

F33. Based on the foundations of financial sustainability set in the first phase of this project, through 
which the GASGI is expected to achieve a high level of efficiency in all marine survey and 
geospatial information products, the Authority expanded the scope of marketing its products 
and raising public awareness of its works. With this purpose GASGI Initiated: 

• a study to examine the development of a competitive geospatial market, a regulatory 
environment, and potential investments and 

• a study to examine the economic value estimations for geospatial information and 
technologies in the Saudi economy. 

F34. GASGI initiated a study to examine and analyze its current position to develop the survey and 
geospatial sector in KSA as a national income source. With its current mandate, the Authority is 
in a position to regulate, promote, supervise and control the sector (except for work related to 
the Ministry of Defense) to achieve quality, improve performance and maintain security aspects 
in coordination with the other stakeholders. 

F35. At the time of this evaluation, GASGI was in preparation of an action plan to rationalize spending 
and promote the sector by approving the pricing and fees of any work, product, service, license, 
or permit that the Authority grants to concerned authorities. GASGI also intended to develop 
legislation, monitor the survey and geospatial information sector, enhance and standardize the 
performance standards, means of measurement and control, and significantly reduce spending 
costs due to implementing similar projects without coordination. 

All activities under this Output are still in progress with the active participation of the experts hired 
with the support of UNDP. 

Output 4: Quality of the geospatial services and products improved 
and promoted. 
Table 7. Level of Achievement of Output 4 based on Project Indicators. 

Indicator 

Level 
Cross 

Reference 
Baseline Project End 28.10.21 

Study conducted to scope the geospatial market 
size and the feasibility of geospatial products and 
services. 

 100% IP F36 

Formulated marketing strategy.  100% IP F36 

Developed annual plans for implementation of the 
marketing strategy. 

 100% IP F36 

Created plan for transforming GASGI as per the 
new mandate. 

 100% IP F36 
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Conducted sector related studies for 
implementation of the marketing strategy. 

 100% N/A  

Designed plan for investments attraction.  100% N/A  

Participation in international events of relevance 
to excellence in geospatial performance. 

 100% N/A  

Note: 

Underlined are revisions and additions made with the Substantive Budget and Project Revision document of 
March 3, 2021. 

N/A indicates that information is not available or not provided. 

IP indicates work in progress. 

 

F36. These activities were reported as still in progress. They were added with the SBPR, but no 
strategy was outlined in the document. 

Output 5: Advocacy promoted for a wider visibility of GCS. 
Table 8. Level of Achievement of Output 5 based on Project Indicators. 

Indicator 

Level 
Cross 

Reference 
Baseline Project End 28.10.21 

Рubliс awareness ргоgгаmm formulated and 
implemented. 

1 1 N/A  

Communication messages developed and 
delivered. 

1 12 IP F37 

Note: 

Underlined are revisions and additions made with the Substantive Budget and Project Revision document of 
March 3, 2021. 

N/A indicates that information is not available or not provided. 

IP indicates work in progress. 

 

F37. Multiple workshops, messages, tweets, tv interviews were done. For example, in September 
2021, the Authority organized a symposium entitled “Polling the Private sector's Views on the 
Development of the Surveying, Geospatial Information, and Imaging Sector”. It was the first of a 
series of meetings with the private sector and relevant authorities. A workshop followed the 
symposium to discuss the launch of a national geospatial infrastructure program to ensure the 
integration and sharing of geospatial data between government agencies and the private sector 
through the National Geospatial Platform. Nevertheless, GASGI recognizes that still more should 
be done according to the progress of activities related to the sector. 
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F38. Outside the planned activities, GASGI coordinated several modified workshops to advance the 
awareness of and broader visibility of the Authority to the national stakeholders and general 
audience. These included: 

• On the World Hydrography Day celebrated every year on 21 June to highlight the importance 
of hydrography and its impact on national/international trade, fisheries, tourism, recreation, 
and all offshore activities. GASGI Hydrography Department promoted itself through multi-
media outlets (newspapers, television, Twitter, and YouTube) and recently by virtual online 
workshops involving national stakeholders and international hydrographic companies. 

• An in-kingdom workshop was conducted with IC-ENC in August 2019 to transfer the 
understanding of the IC-ENC’s processes of validation, production support, dissemination, 
and revenue management to promote the extensive Red Sea chart folio, managed by GASGI, 
in compliance with the International Maritime Organization (IMO) Regulations for use by the 
Maritime World. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 
F39. The monitoring plan was not fully implemented, which may have affected the project's 

achievements. Two negative factors mainly caused this: 

• Lack of allocation of responsibility for M&E in the PD. 

• Lack of clear definitions of indicators and parameters after the SPBR. 

These factors did not allow the RRF to be used effectively to guide the project implementation 
and plan activities. 

The implementation was as follows: 

• The project progress was not monitored continuously, the risk log was not actively 
maintained, and relevant lessons were not captured regularly to inform management 
decisions. 

• The APRs were brief and did not enable to measure progress against target indicators 
because a lot of information, processes, outputs and other accomplishments were not 
captured. 

• The project quality was assessed in August 2021 against the UNDP's quality standards to 
identify the project strengths and weaknesses and inform management decision-making to 
improve the project. The results will eventually be used for the preparation of a new project 
under the strategic partnership that will support GASGI. 

Efficiency 
F40. The project was efficient in its use of resources to achieve expected results. This was due to 

several factors: 

• the high levels of participation of experts and personnel from GASGI significantly augmented 
the impacts that the project was able to have with the resources available; 

• the project benefitted from additional government financing of USD 2,533,749, which 
exceeded the original projection in the PD; 

• the project worked in partnership with other GASGI projects to maximize synergies and 
reduce costs. 



34  

Ownership 
F41. The institutional ownership of this project is high. This is easily understandable because of the 

GASGI role as Implementing Partner and since most of the work was done by GASGI employees. 

Coherence 
F42. The project was coherent with other interventions at various levels to build national capacities, 

enable digital transformation, and develop a unified database to help governments operate 
effectively and efficiently. In this context, GASGI established partnerships with the Ministry of 
Municipal and Rural Affairs, Ministry of Environment Water & Agriculture, State Properties 
General Authority, Saudi Post, etc. 

At the institution level, the project has clear synergies with other projects within GASGI, such as 
Geospatial Data Governance, National Spatial Reference System, and Hydrography projects. 

Sustainability 
F43. The project enhanced the strategic, product, personnel, and financial sustainability of GASGI that 

will have a long-term effect extending beyond the project end. 

F44. No substantial risks were noted in the legal frameworks, policies, accountability systems, 
governance structures, and processes that could jeopardize project benefits' sustainability. 

F45. The data collection mission interviews demonstrated strong institutional support to sustain 
project outcomes and continue the strategic partnership to support GASGI. 

Conclusions 
C1. The project had significant impacts in increasing GASGI institutional capacity and strengthening 

the survey and geospatial Information sector: 

• The project contributed to establishing and operationalizing the NCGD/GIC and creating a 
geospatial database within the structure of the National Geospatial Platform to support the 
business functions of GASGI and the services that GASGI is intended to provide to external 
users. 

• GASGI was supported in reaching financial sustainability and contribution to the national 
economy, enhancing the quality of geospatial services and products, and gaining higher 
visibility and a greater marketing reach. 

• The project contributed to increasing the national capacity in survey specialties by preparing 
key technical documents, raising public awareness, delivering training courses, and holding 
workshops in various fields. 

C2. The project employed several best practices in technical fields, which should be taken into 
consideration by other projects to maximize effectiveness and impact. For example, GASGI 
recruited subject matter experts to study the international best practices, promote the economy 
and rationalize spending. 

C3. The project was wholly aligned with GASGI's institutional objectives and within its structure. The 
General Director Human Resources of GASGI served as the National Project Manager. This was a 
key factor in project ownership and facilitated the achievement of project objectives. It also meant 
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that the project staff were experienced and had already established institutional relationships that 
enhanced project implementation. 

C4. GASGI was able to develop partnerships with many stakeholders to support achieving the 
project's objectives. For example, GASGI recently signed a Memorandum for Cooperation with 
the Ministry of Environment Water & Agriculture (MEWA), intending to make use of data, 
information, experiences, available capabilities, and coordination in areas of mutual interest. 
That was followed by a Memorandum for Cooperation with the State Properties General 
Authority (SPGA) for linking to the national geospatial platform.  Such a link will enable SPGA to 
benefit from data and geospatial information to raise the efficiency of government spending. 

C5. The project was not designed and implemented to address gender inequalities, disability, and 
social inclusion issues relevant to the results and activities. This reduced the project's role as a 
transformative intervention in addition to its technical input for reaching the objectives of Vision 
2030. 

C6. The PB was not well established to serve as an effective project management body. It was 
designed to include the National Project Manager and the UNDP Resident Representative with 
the idea RR to provide guidance when required by the NPM, who is one of the members. In such 
a composition and without a member with technical knowledge in the field, the PB cannot carry 
out its role and be helpful to the NPM. 

C7. The M&E plan was not sufficiently detailed, and therefore the M&E process was not very 
effective. 

C8. The documenting and sharing learning activities were treated as an "add-on" to technical 
delivery. Therefore the knowledge generated by the project was not proactively captured, 
disseminated, and used to inform management decisions. 

C9. Reporting requirements were too sophisticated for this type of project. 

C10. There was good communication between UNDP and the NPM, but both needed better 
communication with the technical team. As mentioned above, the APRs did not contain technical 
information to review progress, but even if it had been provided, there was no technical expert 
at PIU or UNDP to review it. A similar problem was seen with the advisors hired with the support 
of UNDP, who did not submit personal reports. 

C11. The project results were not publicly visible on the GASGI website or another platform. 

Recommendations 

Recommendations Related to Project Design 
R1. The project governance and management arrangements should be improved to ensure the project 

objectives will be delivered efficiently and effectively. For that purpose: 

• The role and responsibilities of the PB should be streamlined by preparing TOR for this body. 
The TOR should include the identification of members and detailed descriptions of their 
duties, responsibilities, and qualification requirements. 

• The NPM should not be a member of the Project Board. As a governance body, the PB must 
be made up of people who are not working on the project and can therefore provide an 
objective assessment of whether the project is progressing successfully. 
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• The PIU should be strengthened by a Technical Advisor to support the PIU in ensuring a high 
quality of the project outputs and achieving the intended outcomes. The alternative of 
establishing a Technical Advisory Group is not feasible for this project. 

R2. The M&E plan should be prepared with specific and measurable performance indicators, 
timeframe, and allocated responsibilities for collecting the data for each indicator. For this project, 
the target values after the SPBR were given in percentages. Some activities included many 
different sub-activities, and additional indicators associated with practical units of measurement 
would have facilitated accountability and review. Who is responsible for collecting the data for 
each indicator in the M&E plan should be decided from the early planning stages to ensure timely 
reporting and decision making. This column was empty in the M&E plan for this project. 

R3. The project strategy should be reassessed to define the stakeholder involvement properly. For 
that purpose, the PD should include a carefully prepared section outlining all the main relevant 
stakeholders, including their roles and functions/mandate, interest in the project, and form of 
participation. Proper consideration of stakeholder involvement will contribute significantly to the 
successful implementation of the project. 

R4. The project scope and results framework should be reviewed and redefined through a highly 
participatory process involving technical experts from all departments supposed to produce 
deliverables.  

The following activities not completed within this project should be carried forward into the new 
project: 

• Development of a comprehensive training package of survey specialties: law of the sea, land 
survey, geodetic survey, topographic survey, and cadastral survey (Output 2). The package 
should provide a framework for course delivery in the geospatial sector. It should contain a 
curriculum presenting a set of competencies necessary for each activity and assessment 
guidelines. Each module should be provided with the learning outcomes, learning contents, 
suggested learning activities and resources, and finally, with assessment specifications and 
guidelines. 

• Organization of training workshops on land survey, geodetic survey; topographic survey and 
hydrographical survey, and workshops for capacity building and awareness-raising about the 
NGRF (Output 2). 

• Desk review of best practices in financial sustainability (Output 3). This review should examine 
barriers and facilitators to financial sustainability and synthesize best practices to reach it. It 
should provide the financial planning principles and framework to ensure the GASGI’s 
priorities, the main financial issues that might be faced, and the strategy to address them. The 
review should identify the lessons from selected good practices to serve as a guide to the 
achievement of a financial sustainability of GASGI. 

• Study on the marketing of geospatial data products (Output 3). This study should analyze 
different elements of the geospatial data market, including data collection, data 
management, data distribution, delivery of location-based content and services. Insight 
should be given onto the data market structure and the key characteristics that influence 
the dynamics of how it operates. 

• Assessment for the potential contribution of GASGI to the national economy (Output 3). It 
should include the distribution of geospatial data to interested users using a range of tools 
and technologies and the delivery of location-based content and services to consumers. 

• Formulation of an action plan towards financial sustainability (Output 3). Based on the 
overall strategy of GCS to strengthen the national economy, the plan should identify the 
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areas of intervention. For each area, the plan should define the tasks that should be 
undertaken to deliver the desired outputs and achieve the strategy. 

• Formulation of a marketing strategy (Output 4). It should be based on tailoring the geospatial 
market to a few specific industries or use cases where GASGI solutions provide a clear 
competitive advantage; outlining the buyers; creation of a clear and concise messaging strategy 
highly tailored to each target market and buyer; building a highly visual and modern website; 
creating and distributing valuable data content, providing clients with efficient service. 

• Development of annual plans for implementation of the marketing strategy (Output 4). 

• Development of a plan for transforming GASGI to implement the new mandate (Output 4). 
The plan should include tangible milestones to be achieved to facilitate the transition of 
GASGI to the new mandate, including more regulatory, supervising, and monitoring 
functions. It should also include measures to achieve quality, improve performance, 
maintain security aspects and create investment opportunities in the sector in coordination 
with the other stakeholders. 

• Development of a plan for attracting business investment (Output 4). The plan should 
identify the GASGI competitive advantage and develop strategy and tactics to engage key 
business leaders in the emerging business opportunities. 

• Formulation and implementation of public awareness program (Output 5). The specific 
objectives should be to inform the geospatial community and public about the mandate of 
the Authority and the geospatial data and services it provides. The campaign should include 
designing and preparing information and visual materials posted on the Internet and 
distributed by radio, TV, and local newspapers. 

R5. The project should foresee measures to address gender inequalities, disability, and social inclusion 
issues relevant to the results and activities. For that purpose, UNDP should first answer whether 
the project presents potential opportunities to create greater gender equality and whether GASGI 
can manage and implement the project in a gender-sensitive way. If so, UNDP should carefully 
analyze gender roles in the context of the project and sector to identify root causes of existing 
gender inequalities and increase understanding about how to address them. The analysis should 
be based on gender-disaggregated data from the sector, background information, discussions 
with stakeholders, civil society organizations, etc. The findings should be used to refine the theory 
of change for the project and determine the strategy to be used to support the achievement of 
results from a gender perspective. Based on that, the project goal, outcomes, and outputs 
statement should be designed to include explicit references to gender equality. The target 
indicators in the RRF should be able to measure changes in gender relations. Finally, the gender-
related risks and project assumptions should be identified. 

It should be noted that the current government policy in Saudi Arabia is supportive of gender-
transformative interventions, as the government encourages the provision of employment and 
training opportunities for women as a basis to reach Vision 2030’s objective of increasing women’s 
employment rate to 30%. 

Recommendations Related to Annual Planning 
and Execution 
R6. To ensure proper reporting and focus activities, the annual work plans: 

• should be defined precisely in a participatory process involving all concerned departments. 
Lack of clarity of activities means potentially poor project accountability, failures due to 
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unrealistic targets that had not been jointly agreed upon, and poor project reporting and 
performance monitoring. 

• should be prepared with the flexibility to adjust activities according to institutional demands, 
for example, saying: “additional training courses in line with the project activities may be 
included”. 

R7. The technical advisors hired with the support of UNDP should be implicitly included in the AWPs 
and should be requested to submit parallel reports to UNDP on an annual basis. 

R8. The PIU should: 

• Systematically assess the project progress. The evaluation data should be regularly 
monitored according to the M&E plan and reported in the progress reports when rated as 
critical. The evaluated project was not monitored regularly, and therefore corrective actions 
were not taken to reduce the chance of not producing planned deliveries. 

• Strengthen risk management by regularly monitoring project risk and updating the risk log 
as required in the PD. If the risk was monitored and adequately managed during the project, 
the planned workshops could be held online to avoid delays due to the Covid restrictions. 

• Ensure women and men are provided with equal employment, training, and capacity-
building opportunities. This should include close monitoring and adjustments to prevent the 
project from perpetuating or neglecting gender inequalities. 

• Improve knowledge management and communication. For that knowledge, good practices 
and lessons should be proactively captured, disseminated, and used to inform management 
decisions as required by the M&E Plan. 

• Carry out strong financial management and employ an appropriate system to track, record, 
and report project expenses against the budget. 

Recommendations Related to Project Reporting 
R9. The PIU should carry out regular project reporting by submitting quarterly progress reports. 

R10. The annual project reporting requirements should be simplified. The PIU should produce a single 
comprehensive annual report that meets all annual reporting requirements for the project. This 
will increase the ease of review and will ensure that all contextual information is provided in a 
single location. It is recommended to impose a template and minimum requirements for the 
content of the APR. At a minimum, it should include: 

• Summary communicating what progress is being made to achieve the expected outputs in 
the APR. 

• A table representing the results against the predefined annual targets for each activity in 
APP. Each row should represent an activity in 6 columns: “Expected output”, “Planned 
activity”, “Target”, “Description of the result”, “Statement on whether the target was 
reached and details on any deviation”, “Expenditure”. Wherever feasible, the results must 
be presented as gender-disaggregated data. 

• Project expenses against the budget by output. 

• Updated risk log with mitigation measures. 

• Annual lessons learned. 

• Annual project quality rating summary. 

• The results of any evaluation or review conducted over the period. 
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Recommendations Related to Project 
Collaboration 
R11. The project collaboration should be improved by implementing a Web-Based Collaboration 

Platform, such as Confluence, ClickUp, Nifty, Trello, Nuclino, etc. This will empower team 
members to use online tools for collaboration and sharing. A collaboration platform: 

• Provides a single communication hub where all project documents, software, and 
documentation are stored in one enterprise repository. 

• Keeps all content safe and secure. 

• Allows users to share files with previewing capabilities and version control. 

• Supports notification of users about content and conversations they should be involved in. 

• Allows users to create tasks, assign tasks, and notify others of the assignment. 

Recommendations Related to Project Visibility 
R12. Information about the project and its results should be uploaded to the GASGIˊs website to 

increase the project visibility. 

R13. To promote wider visibility, GASGI should establish a partnership with national television for the 
production of communication messages, audiovisual documentaries, and clips. 

R14. GASGI and UNDP should promote the dissemination of the project products in the country and 
internationally. There is merit in sharing the project's experiences in implementing GRF and NGDI, 
creating a geospatial database, enhancing the quality of geospatial services and products, 
developing a national marketing strategy, increasing the national capacity in survey specialties 
etc. Therefore, it is recommended that GASGI encourage the presentation of articles, posters, 
etc., related to the project at national and international events. 

Recommendations Related to the GASGI New 
Mandate 
To ensure effective delivery of the new mandate GASGI should: 

R15. Complete the work on the transformation plan addressing the Agency's short- and long-term 
goals. This plan should be comprehensive enough to include a business case, outcomes, actions, 
milestones, target metrics, funding requirements, and training. 

R16. Develop a stakeholder engagement strategy including the vision and objectives of stakeholder 
engagement and the details of purpose, players, methods, and responsibility. 

R17. Develop a gender equity strategy articulating the priorities for advancing gender equity across 
the organization and achieving Vision 2030 goals. 

R18. Continue to develop the national geospatial data framework by promoting common 
classifications, content standards, data models, and other components facilitating data 
development, sharing, and use in a way that recognizes the need for compatibility with relevant 
international best practices and aligns with the government’s broader data policy approach and 
priorities. 
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R19. Increase the amount of geospatial data accessible and free to use while mitigating security, 
ethical, and privacy risks. 

R20. Ensure that the data provided through the NCGD/GIC is findable, accessible, interoperable, 
reusable, and of high quality by: 

• preparation of a comprehensive data catalog; 

• setting clear guidelines on data access, 

• working with partners for the improvement of data and service quality and access across the 
geospatial sector; 

• enhancing capabilities, skills, and awareness of data users; 

• attract the private sector to share data. 

R21. Take an active role in identifying the opportunities and barriers to using and sharing geospatial 
data to drive economic growth and improve services to citizens and customers. 

R22. Prepare recommendations for policy interventions to support growth, competition, and 
innovation, based on the ongoing geospatial data market study. 

Follow Up 
R23. UNDP should follow up on the progress of implementing the recommendations, especially for the 

implementation of the M&E plan, regular reporting, and stakeholder involvement. 

Lessons Learned 
L1. Considering the technical nature of this project, the inclusion of a technical expert in the PIU is 

vital to ensure proper planning, implementation, and coherence of results. He/she will provide 
guidance, quality assurance and will be a source of continued technical support. 

L2. Facilitated communication and collaboration between UNDP, PIU, and technical staff and 
continuous monitoring of the outputs of each activity are crucial for the establishment of an 
efficient implementation mechanism and effective risk management. 

L3. The project governance and management arrangements should establish an efficient and 
effective project management mechanism. This can be greatly facilitated by preparing TOR for 
the Project Board, National Project Manager, and PIU. 

L4. To ensure the mainstreaming of gender considerations, gender-based expected results, 
indicators, and targets should be identified during the project design. Once part of the project 
strategy and monitoring framework, they will become part of the project implementation and 
reporting. 

L5. The project will benefit from UNDP's more active involvement in implementing the technical side. 
Тhis will put UNDP in a stronger position to provide better oversight and monitoring to the project 
and better support services under the AWP. This may require an extension of the Implementation 
Support Services provided under the NIM. 

L6. The M&E system itself should be closely monitored and updated regularly during the life of the 
project. That was not done for this project, and the project delivered only part of the expected 
outputs. 
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Annex 1: TOR for the Evaluation 
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Annex 2: Evaluation Matrix and Data Collection Instruments 
RELEVANCE 

Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Data Collection 
Methods 

Indicators 

Success Standards 

Methods for Data 
Analysis 

WAS THE PROJECT DESIGN ADEQUATE? 

How relevant was the project to the national 
development priorities, country program outputs and 
outcomes, UNDP Strategic Plan, and the SDGs? 

Project Document. 

National and sector 
strategies and 
assessments. 

UNDP Strategic Plan and 
Umbrella Program. 

Documents review. Existence of a clear 
relationship between the 
project objectives, national 
priorities, UNDP country 
program objectives, and the 
SDGs. 

Assessment for 
coherence with 
policies, strategies, 
and plans. 

To what extent does the project contribute to the 
theory of change for the country program outcome? 

Project Document. 

UNDP Strategic Plan and 
Umbrella Program. 

Country Reviews. 

Documents review. Consistency between the 
project log frame and country 
theory of change. 

Assessment of 
project goals, 
activities, and 
expected results. 

Were risks and assumptions adequately identified and 
addressed in the project design? 

Project Document. Document review. Project assumptions and risks 
are logical and robust. 

Analysis of project 
assumptions and 
project risks. 

Were gender equality and the empowerment of 
women addressed in the project design? 

Projects document. 

Assessments on gender 
issues in Saudi Arabia. 

Documents review. Evidence of a project effort to 
ensure equal and active 
participation of women in the 
activities. 

Search for evidence 
for gender 
mainstreaming in the 
project design. 
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COHERENCE 

Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Data Collection 
Methods 

Indicators 

Success Standards 

Methods for Data 
Analysis 

WAS THE PROJECT DESIGN ADEQUATE? 

How well does the project fit with other projects in 
the country? 

Project Document. 

National and sector 
programs and reviews. 

Documents review. Consistency with other 
interventions in the country. 

Assessment of 
compatibility with 
other interventions 
in the country. 

Have overlaps with other projects been avoided and 
synergies established? 

National and sector 
programs and reviews. 

Documents review. Evidence for lack of overlaps 
and synergies with other 
projects. 

Assessment for 
overlaps and 
synergies with other 
projects. 

To what extent were lessons learned from other 
relevant projects considered in the design? 

National and sector 
program/project 
evaluations and reports. 

Documents review. Evidence of implemented 
lessons learned. 

Assessment for 
implementation of 
lessons learned. 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 

Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Data Collection 
Methods 

Indicators 

Success Standards 

Methods for Data 
Analysis 

HAS THE PROJECT DELIVERED THE EXPECTED OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES, AND IMPACTS? 

What is the level of achievement of each of the main 
indicators/targets set in the results framework: (1) 
establishment and operationalization of the 
NCGD/GIC; (2) development of capacities for efficient 
delivery of survey services; (3) improving and 
promoting the quality of geospatial services and 
products; (4) achievement of wider visibility of GASGI; (5) 
achievement of financial sustainability of GASGI and 
contribution to the national economy? 
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Establishment and operationalization of the 
NCGD/GIC 

    

Is the NCGD/GIC structured and operationalized to 
meet the target objectives?10 

• Is the Center properly designed to expand the 
marketing and broaden public awareness 
about the GASGI products and services? 

• Is the Center's organizational structure 
defined with clear job descriptions, a chain of 
command, and reporting lines? 

• How many staff has been employed during 
the project implementation? 

• Is the number of staff adequate to meet the 
workload requirements? 

• Does staff have the necessary background 
and experience to perform the work of their 
position? 

• What is the percentage of women recruited 
compared to men, and to what position? 

NCGD/GIC organization 
chart. 

NCGD/GIC technical, 
financial, monitoring, 
and evaluation reports. 

NCGD/GIC management. 

National Project 
Manager. 

GASGI focus group. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

High level of NCGD/GIC’s 
organizational effectiveness. 

Assessment of 
organizational 
structure and 
performance. 

Is the geospatial database designed and populated?11 

• How many data models have been developed 
and tested? 

• Is the database designed to support all business 
and data creation functions of GASGI? 

• To what extent has the database been 
populated with test and real data? 

• What is the current database functionality? 

• To what extent has the established geospatial 
database contributed to the improvement of 

GSC/GASGI evaluation 
reports on the geospatial 
database. 

NCGD/GIC management 
and technical staff. 

GASGI Focus Group. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

Database design meets all 
organization and user needs. 

Assessment of 
technical feasibility 
and viability. 

                                                             
10 Related to Output 1: NCGD/GIC established and operationalized, Indicator: 1.1 NCGD/GIC structured and implemented. 
11 Related to Output 1: NCGD/GIC established and operationalized, Indicators: 1.2 Geospatial database designed and populated and 1.4 Models of data simulation 
developed. 



58  

GASGI product generation and service 
delivery? 

How effective were the project activities in 
strengthening the capacity of NCGD/GIC staff?12 

• Has staff been provided with proper training 
to perform their duties? 

• How do they apply the knowledge gained 
from the training? 

• To what extent have women and persons 
with disabilities been involved in the capacity 
building? 

Training package of 
survey specialties: law of 
the sea, land survey, 
geodetic survey, 
topographic survey, and 
cadastral survey. 

Reports from training 
workshops. 

NCGD/GIC management 
and technical staff. 

GASGI Focus Group. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

Evidence that the trainees 
increased their knowledge 
and understanding. 

Degree of satisfaction of 
NCGD/GIC staff with the 
provided services. 

Assessment of 
training curricula and 
results. 

What was the objective, and which activities have 
been included in the technical preparation for 
implementing the NGRF?13 

• What documents and deliverables have been 
produced during the project? 

• Which capacity building and awareness 
initiatives have been undertaken? 

GASGI report for the 
preparation for 
implementing the NGRF. 

GASGI management and 
technical staff. 

Documents review. 

Interviews, 

Evidence of appropriateness 
and completeness of 
activities. 

Assessment of scope 
and feasibility. 

Development of capacities for efficient delivery of 
survey services. 

    

To what extent did the project contribute to 
improvement in capacities in the core areas of land 
survey, geodetic survey, topographic survey, and 
hydrographical survey?14 

Training package of 
survey specialties: law of 
the sea, land survey, 
geodetic survey, 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

Evidence that the trainees 
increased their knowledge 
and understanding.  

Degree of satisfaction with 
the provided services. 

Assessment training 
curricula and results. 

                                                             
12 Related to Output 1: NCGD/GIC established and operationalized, Indicator: 1.3 Number of staff recruited and trained for the NCGD/GIC. 
13 Related to Output 1: NCGD/GIC established and operationalized, Indicator: 1.6 Technical preparation for the implementation of the NGRF completed. 
14 Related to Output 2: Capacities developed for efficient delivery of survey services, Indicators: 2.1 Comprehensive training package formulated on survey specialities: law 
of the sea; land survey; geodetic survey; and cadastral survey and 2.2 Five workshops convened for extensive training on hydrographical survey and oceanographic science, 
2.3 Six workshops conducted оn marketing of geospatial data among the рuЫiс and private sectors’ institutions and 2.4 Four training workshops conducted оn land survey, 
geodetic survey; topographic survey and hydrographical survey. 
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• Has a training package of survey specialties: 
law of the sea, land survey, geodetic survey, 
topographic survey, and cadastral survey 
been developed? 

• How many trainings and in which fields have 
been organized? 

• Have professionals outside GASGI been 
involved? How many and from which 
institutions? 

• To what extent have women and persons 
with disabilities been involved in the training? 

• Have trainees been provided with relevant 
and effective training for their job? 

• How do trainees apply what they have 
learned in training? 

topographic survey, and 
cadastral survey. 

Reports from training 
workshops. 

GASGI management and 
technical staff. 

GASGI focus group. 

Stakeholders. 

Stakeholder focus group. 

Level of involvement of 
interested professionals in the 
training activities. 

Improving and promoting the quality of geospatial 
services and products? 

    

To what extent has the project contributed to 
improving the quality of geospatial services and 
products?15 

• Has a scoping of the geospatial market size 
and feasibility of geospatial products and 
services been undertaken, and what are the 
results? 

• Has a marketing strategy been formulated, 
and what are the main elements? 

• Have sector-related studies for marketing 
strategy implementation been conducted, 
and what are the results? 

Project reports. 

Marketing strategy. 

Sector-based studies. 

Transformation plan. 

Action plans. 

Business plans. 

Transformation plan. 

Financial reports. 

GASGI management and 
technical staff. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Evidence of positive changes 
in quality and service delivery. 

Analysis of 
performance and 
financial results. 

                                                             
15 Related to Output 3: Quality of the geospatial services and products improved and promoted (added after the Substantive Project Revision of March 3, 2021). 
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• Has annual planning for implementation of 
the marketing strategy been applied? What 
are the key components? 

• How effective has been the developed 
marketing strategy? 

• Has a plan for transforming GASGI to 
implement the new mandate been developed? 
What are the changes and new priorities? 

• Has a plan for attracting business investment 
been developed? What are the objectives, 
attraction strategies, and tactics? 

• How many and which international events 
related to excellence in geospatial 
performance have been attended? How do 
attendees apply what they have learned? 

Achievement of wider visibility of GASGI.     

To what extent has the project contributed to the 
wider visibility of GASGI?16 

• Has a public awareness program been 
formulated and implemented? 

• How many communication messages have 
been delivered? 

• How have stakeholders accepted the public 
awareness program? 

Public awareness program. 

Communication messages. 

Monitoring reports. 

GASGI management and 
technical staff. 

Stakeholders. 

Stakeholder focus group. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

Improved business activity 
indicators. 

Analysis of business 
results. 

Achievement of financial sustainability of GASGI and 
contribution to the national economy. 

    

To what extent did the project contribute to the 
achievement of GASGI financial sustainability and 
input to the national economy?17 

Financial reports. 

GASGI management. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Improved financial 
sustainability and 
performance indicators. 

Analysis of 
sustainability 
indicators. 

                                                             
16 Related to Output 4: Advocacy promoted for a wider visibility of GCS. 
17 Related to Output 3: Advisory services provided towards the achievement of financial sustainability and contribution to the national economy. 
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• To what extent has the project improved the 
performance of GCS/GASGI.18 

• Does GCS/GASGI perceive itself as better 
positioned and skilled to cover its role and 
perform its duties? 

• To what extent do other government 
institutions and private businesses perceive 
this? 

GASGI management and 
technical staff. 

Stakeholders. 

Stakeholder focus group. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

High level of approval from 
stakeholders. 

Analysis of 
performance results. 

 

EFFICIENCY 

Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Data Collection 
Methods 

Indicators 

Success Standards 

Methods for Data 
Analysis 

HOW EFFICIENTLY WAS THE PROJECT IMPLEMENTED? 

To what extent was the project management structure 
outlined in the PD efficient in generating the expected 
results? 

Project document. 

Project quality assurance 
reports. 

National Project Manager. 

Documents review. 

Interview. 

Extent to which the 
management structure 
facilitated the project 
implementation. 

Analysis of 
management 
experience and 
problems. 

Has a system of focal points from stakeholders been 
established and involved in the project management 
and implementation? 

• Is this contributed towards the achievement 
of the project objectives? 

National Project Manager. 

Stakeholders. 

Stakeholder focus group. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

Level and extent of 
stakeholder involvement. 

Analysis of 
stakeholder 
involvement and 
impact on the 
project. 

To what extent have the UNDP project 
implementation strategy and execution been efficient 
and cost-effective? 

• Have resources been allocated strategically to 
achieve outcomes? 

Project reports. 

Financial reports. 

National Project Manager. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Evidence that the most 
feasible and economic 
alternatives have been 
identified to reach the project 
objectives. 

Analysis of efficiency 
and cost-
effectiveness. 

• To what extent have resources been used 
efficiently? 

Financial reports. 

Financial monitoring 
reports. 

Documents review. Level of expenditure, against 
the level of achievement 

Analysis of results 
and resources 
framework. 

                                                             
18 Related to Output 1: NCGD/GIC established and operationalized, Indicator: 1.3 Number of staff recruited and trained for the NCGD/GIC. 



62  

Minutes of meeting of 
Project Board. 

across the project 
components. 

• Have there been regular reviews of the 
project work to track progress to inform 
corrections and adjustments? 

Project reports. 

Project quality assurance 
reports. 

Minutes of Meeting of 
Project Board. 

Documents review. Evidence of regular reviews 
and corrective measures to 
improve performance. 

Assessment of the 
project performance. 

• To what extent have project activities been 
delivered on time? 

Project reports. Documents review. Planned versus actual work 
plan. 

Assessment for 
delays in project 
deliveries. 

• Were risks adequately identified and 
managed during the project implementation? 

Project Document. 

Project reports. 

Project quality assurance 
reports and risk logs 

Documents review. Level to which risks are 
managed effectively. 

Analysis of project 
risk management. 

To what extent did the M&E systems utilized by UNDP 
ensure effective and efficient project management? 

• Was the project’s M&E Plan sufficient and 
adequately implemented? 

• Were baseline conditions, methodology, and 
roles and responsibilities well-defined in the 
Project Document? 

• Were progress data against indicators 
regularly reported according to the frequency 
stated in the Monitoring Plan? 

• Were the progress indicators effectively used 
to measure progress and performance? 

Project Document. 

Project reports. 

Project quality assurance 
reports. 

Minutes of Meeting of 
Project Board. 

Documents review. Evidence that the M&E 
system fulfilled both 
accountability and learning 
requirements. 

Analysis of the M&E 
system during the 
project 
implementation. 
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SUSTAINABILITY 

Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Data Collection 
Methods 

Indicators 

Success Standards 

Methods for Data 
Analysis 

HOW SUSTAINABLE ARE THE PROJECT RESULTS? 

Does the project have a sustainability plan, and how 
often has it been reviewed? 

Project document. 

Project quality assurance 
reports. 

Documents review. A sustainability plan exists 
and is adequate for the 
project. 

Assessment of 
sustainability 
measures. 

To what extent will financial and economic resources 
be available to sustain the benefits achieved by the 
project? 

• Has the NCGD/GIC been prepared to carry 
out the activities after the project 
completion? 

• What financial arrangements have been 
made? 

GASGI and NCGD/GIC 
management. 

National Project 
Manager. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Likelihood that adequate 
financial resources will be 
available prepared and agreed 
upon under the project. 

Analysis of financial 
arrangements and 
sustainability 
indicators. 

Do the legal frameworks, policies, and governance 
structures and processes within which the project 
operates pose risks that may jeopardize the 
sustainability of project benefits? 

GASGI management. 

National Project 
Manager. 

Interviews. Lack of legal risk and 
governance uncertainty. 

Analysis of legal risk 
and governance 
uncertainty. 

To what extent are lessons learned documented by 
the project team on a continual basis and used to 
inform management decisions? 

Project quality assurance 
and lessons learned 
reports. 

Minutes of Meeting of 
Project Board 

Documents review. Evidence that lessons learned 
are documented and used to 
inform decisions. 

Analysis of 
completeness of 
documentation and 
management 
decisions. 

Does GASGI see that it is in their interest to continue 
the project benefits? 

GASGI management. 

National Project 
Manager. 

Interviews. Degree to which GASGI 
assumed responsibility for the 
project and provided 
adequate support to project 
execution. 

Examination of the 
institutional 
capacities needed to 
sustain the project 
outcomes/benefits. 

  



64  

Questions on Lessons Learned for Preparing a New Project Supporting GASGI 
RELEVANCE 

Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Data Collection 
Methods 

Indicators 

Success Standards 

Methods for Data 
Analysis 

WHAT HAS THE POTENTIAL TO UPGRADE THE PROJECT RELEVANCE? 

Have there been significant changes in the context 
that may affect the future project design and 
implementation? 

Geospatial sector review 
documents. 

National Project Manager. 

Stakeholders. 

Stakeholder focus group. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

Significant changes occurred 
in the context within which 
the project operates. 

Analysis of geospatial 
sector situation. 

What priority needs should still be addressed in the 
country's geospatial sector? 

Project work plan. 

Geospatial sector review 
documents. 

National Project Manager. 

Stakeholders. 

Stakeholder focus group. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

Priority changes occurred or 
are expected to take place. 

Analysis of geospatial 
sector situation and 
perspectives. 

Is there potential to scale up the project in the future 
to better contribute to the national development 
priorities and country program outputs and outcomes? 

GASGI management. 

National Project Manager. 

Interviews.  Analysis of the 
management vision 
and goals. 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 

Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Data Collection 
Methods 

Indicators 

Success Standards 

Methods for Data 
Analysis 

WHAT FACTORS CONTRIBUTED TO THE PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS OR INEFFECTIVENESS? 

Were the project objectives and outputs feasible 
within its frame? 

Project Document. 

Project reports. 

Documents review. 

Interview. 

Extent to which the project 
has achieved its main 
objectives. 

Analysis of project 
design and results. 
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National Project 
Manager. 

Was the project work plan appropriate to address 
identified capacity needs and goals? 

Project work plan. 

Geospatial sector review 
documents. 

National Project 
Manager. 

Stakeholders. 

Stakeholder focus group. 

GASGI focus group. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Focus group discussions. 

Questionnaires. 

Evidence of alignment with 
the capacity needs. 

Review of work plan 
against identified 
capacity needs and 
priorities. 

What factors contributed to the project's effectiveness 
or ineffectiveness? 

Project reports. 

Project quality assurance 
reports. 

National Project 
Manager. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Contributing factors 
identified. 

Review of project 
effectiveness. 

In which areas does the project have the most 
significant achievements? 

• Why and what have been the supporting 
factors? 

• How can the project build on or expand these 
achievements? 

Project reports. 

GASGI management. 

National Project 
Manager. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Degree to which various 
project activities contributed 
to the project outcomes and 
objectives. 

Analysis of project 
performance. 

In which areas does the project have the fewest 
achievements? 

• What have been the constraining factors and 
why? 

• How can or could they be overcome? 

Project reports. 

GASGI management. 

National Project 
Manager. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Degree to which various 
project activities contributed 
to the project outcomes and 
objectives. 

Analysis of project 
performance. 

What, if any, alternative strategies would have been 
more effective in achieving the project objectives? 

Project reports. 

GASGI management. 

National Project 
Manager. 

Documents review. 

Interviews. 

Degree of success in achieving 
expected outcomes and 
benefits. 

Analysis of 
alternatives. 
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Annex 3: List of Individuals Interviewed 
 

Name of participant Position/ Institution 

Dr. Mohammed Yahya Alsaye President GASGI 

Mr. Ali Alshahrani Advisor to GASGI President 

Eng. Basem Alshafi 
Advisor to GASGI President, General Supervisor of 
Organizational Excellence 

Eng. Faisal Alzahrani 
Assistant Director General, Hydrography 
Department 

Mr. Ian Martin 
Advisor under the UNDP program, Hydrography 
Department 

Eng. Sultan Alshahrani Assistant Director General, Geodesy Department 

Dr. Rossen Grebenitcharsky 
Advisor under the UNDP program, Geodesy 
Department 

Eng. Majdi Alharbi 
Manager of Geographic Names, Map Production 
Department 

Mr. Siyaf Khan 
Advisor under the UNDP program, Map Production 
Department 

Eng. Bader Alharbi 
Assistant Director General, Geospatial Information 
Center, National Project Manager 

Eng. Mohammed Almabrook 
Manager of Business Services, Geospatial 
Information Center 

Eng. Husam Alharbi 
Survey Engineer, Geospatial Data Governance, 
Geospatial Information Center 

Eng. Abdulrahman Kenanah 
Project Management Officer, Geospatial Data 
Governance, Geospatial Information Center 

Eng. Turki 
GIS Engineer, Geospatial Data Governance, 
Geospatial Information Center 
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Annex 4: Interview Questions 

GASGI Management 
How relevant is the project to the national development priorities? 

How well does the project respond to the needs in the geospatial sector? 

What is the synergy with other projects? 

How do you evaluate the level of achievement of the main target indicators set in the RRF: (1) 
establishment and operationalization of the NCGD/GIC; (2) development of capacities for efficient 
delivery of survey services; (3) improving and promoting the quality of geospatial services and 
products; (4) achievement of wider visibility of GASGI; (5) achievement of financial sustainability of 
GASGI and contribution to the national economy? 

In which areas did the project have the greatest and fewest achievements? 

To what extent did the project improve the performance of GASGI? 

To what extent did the project contribute to the wider visibility of GASGI? 

Do you see that it is in GASGI’s interest to continue and possibly expand the project? 

To what extent will financial and economic resources be available to sustain and continue the project? 

Common Questions to Representatives of GASGI 
Departments 
What was your department's involvement in the project? What were the deliverables? What was the 
level of achievement of each deliverable? 

What do you consider to be the project’s main achievements? 

What was the level of collaboration with stakeholders in the sector? 

How many staff from your department was involved in training under the project? What was the 
percentage of women? What was the training program? How do you evaluate the training's relevancy 
and effectiveness? How do trainees apply what they have learned in training? What are your 
department's geospatial skills needs and gaps, and how can these be most effectively addressed? 

Please comment on the project's relevance, effectiveness, impact, and sustainability. Were gender 
equity, disability, and social inclusion issues adequately considered? What else should be included to 
improve the project? 

How do you evaluate the level of communication with PIU and USAID CO? 

Hydrography Department 
How many of the five planned workshops for extensive hydrographical survey and oceanographic 
training were carried? What was the training program? How do you evaluate the training's relevancy 
and effectiveness? 

Did you participate in public awareness campaigns, and what was your contribution? 
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Geodesy Department 
What was the objective, and which activities have been included in the technical preparation for 
implementing the NGRF? What documents and deliverables have been produced? Which capacity 
building and awareness initiatives have been undertaken? 

Was a training package of survey specialties: law of the sea, land survey, geodetic survey, topographic 
survey, and cadastral survey developed, and what was the content? How many trainings and in which 
fields were organized? Were professionals outside GASGI involved? How many and from which 
institutions? 

Geospatial Information Center 
Was the NCGD/GIC structured and operationalized to meet the target objectives? How many staff was 
employed during the project implementation? What was the percentage of women recruited 
compared to men, and to what position? Is the number adequate to meet the workload 
requirements?  

Is the geospatial database designed? How many data models were developed and tested? Which 
percent of the database was populated? Which business functions were supported? Do the database 
support services that GASGI is intended to provide to external users? Is the database assessable to 
external users? 

How effective were the project activities in strengthening the capacity of NCGD/GIC staff? How many 
staff was involved in training designed specifically for NCGD/GIC? What was the percentage of 
women? What was the training program? What were the training's relevance and effectiveness? How 
do trainees apply the knowledge gained from the training? 

Were the following outputs related to the improvement of the quality of geospatial services and products 
delivered and what was their content: (1) Assessment for the potential contribution of GCS to the national 
economy; (2) Action plan towards financial sustainability; (3) Scope of the geospatial market size and the 
feasibility of geospatial products and services; (4) National marketing strategy; (5) Studies for 
implementation of the marketing strategy; (5) Annual plan for implementation of the marketing strategy; 
(6) Plan for transforming GASGI to implement the new mandate; (7) Plan for attracting business 
investment? 

PIU 
How many staff does the PIU have, and what are their functions? How do you control the project's 
budgetary execution? How do you evaluate the level of communication with USAID CO and the 
technical staff? 

What is the level of achievement of each of the target indicators set in the RRF: (1) establishment and 
operationalization of the NCGD/GIC; (2) development of capacities for efficient delivery of survey 
services; (3) improving and promoting the quality of geospatial services and products; (4) achievement 
of wider visibility of GASGI; (5) achievement of financial sustainability of GASGI and contribution to 
the national economy? 

How many of the planned: five workshops for extensive training оn hydrographical survey, and 
oceanographic science; six workshops оn marketing of geospatial data among the рuЫiс and private 
sectors’ institutions; and four training workshops conducted оn land survey, geodetic survey; 
topographic survey and hydrographical survey were conducted and what was the content? How many 
participants from GASGI and institutions outside the Authority were included? What was the percent 
women? 
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Was a system of focal points from stakeholders established and involved in the project training and 
capacity-building activities? Did this contribute towards the achievement of the project objectives? 

Was a public awareness program to increase the GASGI visibility formulated and implemented? How 
many public awareness campaigns and communication messages were delivered? 

How do you evaluate the project relevance, coherence, and effectiveness? Were the project 
objectives and outputs feasible within its frame? To what extent was the project management 
structure outlined in the PD efficient in generating the expected results? Did the project adequately 
consider gender equity, disability, and social inclusion issues? What are your recommendations for a 
future project? 

In which areas does the project have the greatest and fewest achievements? 

To what extent were the UNDP project implementation strategy and execution efficient? How do you 
evaluate the level of communication and collaboration with UNDP? What factors contributed to the 
project's effectiveness or ineffectiveness? 

Is there potential to scale up the project in the future to better contribute to the national development 
priorities? 
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Annex 5: Survey Questionnaire 
 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

project “Advisory Services to the General Commission for Survey” 

This project (2018-2021) was a strategic partnership between the General Authority for Survey and Geospatial 

Information (GASGI) and the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), aimed at strengthening and 

promoting the survey and geospatial Information sector and seeking to create partnerships to market the 

various survey products produced by the Authority.  The project's objective was expected to be achieved 

through five Outputs: 

• Output 1: NCGD/GIC established and operationalized. 

• Output 2: National capacities developed for efficient delivery of survey services. 

• Output 3: Advisory services provided towards the achievement of financial sustainability and 

contribution to the national economy. 

• Output 4: Advocacy promoted for a wider visibility of GCS. 

• The Substantive Project and Budget Revision of 2021 (see above) added a new Output: 

• Output 5: Enhance the quality of the geospatial services and products. 

 

Institution and department 
 
 
 

Name and position 
 
 
 

 

Did you participate in training 
workshops under the project? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

What was the workshop for? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

How do you evaluate the training's 
relevancy and effectiveness? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Do you apply the knowledge gained 
from the training? 
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Were you involved in consultations 
related to the project? 
 
such as training program, geospatial 
data standards, ownership, accuracy, 
etc 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What was the topic? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Do you use geospatial products or 
services from GASGI? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What kind of product or service? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

How do you estimate the quality and 
visibility? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Do you face challenges, and how 
could these be addressed? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

What are your organization's 
geospatial skills needs and gaps, and 
how can these be addressed? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Date 
 
 

 



72  

Annex 6: Project Document 
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Annex 7: Substantive Project and Budget 
Revision 
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Annex 8: List of Supporting Documents 
Reviewed 

 

Advisory Services to the General Authority for Survey and Geospatial Information (GASGI), Annual 
Work Plan, UNDP, 2021. 

Advisory Services to the General Authority for Survey and Geospatial Information (GASGI), Substantive 
Project and Budget Revision, UNDP, 2021. 

Advisory Services to the General Commission for Survey, Annual Project Report, GASGI, 2020. 

Advisory Services to the General Commission for Survey, Annual Project Report, GASGI, 2019. 

Advisory Services to the General Commission for Survey, Annual Project Report, GASGI, 2018. 

Advisory Services to the General Commission for Survey, Implementation Stage, Quality Assurance 
Report (2018-05-01 / 2021-12-31), UNDP, 2021. 
Capacity Development for the General Commission of Survey, Project Document, UNDP, 2014. 

Country Programme Document for Saudi Arabia (2017-2021), UNDP, 2016. 

Data Modelling Methodology and Principle, GASGI, 2021. 

General Authority for Survey and Geospatial Information, Minutes of Meeting, 28 March 2021. UNDP, 
2021. 

Project Evaluations. Guidance for conducting terminal evaluations of UNDP-supported, GEF financed 
projects,  UNDP, 2012. 

Saudi Arabia National Spatial Reference System Implementation Guidelines, GASGI, 2021. 

Saudi Arabia Vision 2030. 

Support to the General Commission for Survey, Combined Delivery Report, UNDP, 2018. 

Support to the General Commission for Survey, Combined Delivery Report, UNDP, 2019. 

Support to the General Commission for Survey, Combined Delivery Report, UNDP, 2020. 

Support to the General Commission for Survey, Combined Delivery Report, UNDP, 2021. 

Support to the General Commission for Survey, Project Document, UNDP 2018. 

Technical Summary for Saudi Arabia National Spatial Reference System (SANSRS), GASGI, 2021. 

The Foundation Theme Descriptions for all 12 Foundation Themes written by the Foundation Theme 
Working Groups, GASGI, 2021. 

Umbrella Programme for Socio-Economic Development, Saudi Arabia, Project Document, UNDP 2019. 

UNDP Independent Country Program Review Saudi Arabia 2017-2021, January 2021. 

UNDP Strategic Plan, 2018-2021, 28 November 2017. 

UNDP Support Services to National Implementation. 

UN Common Country Strategic Framework 2017-2021 Saudi Arabia, February 2017. 


