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was il August 2018 approved by the Board on 21t May 2016; the second extension il 30
June 2018, approved by the board on 2nd February 2018 ; the third was tllDecember 2019
‘approved by the board on 215t February 2019; and the fourth extension tl 30th June 2020
‘was approved by the board on 281h February 2020 10 allow UNEP to complete some activites
under component 2.

“The Mid-Term Review was carred out from March to May 2018, as per GEF requirements.
‘While the overall rating of the poject was ‘atisfactory’, 9 ecommendations were suggested.
Itis worth noting that while ths was a jintly implemented project between UNEP and UNDP,
UNDP completed its actiites by Dec 2018 as noted in the 4* Board Meeting, and no cost
‘extension was granted to UNEP to complete the actiities by June 2020.

Section 2. OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

7.

2.

Objective of the Evaluation

24.In ine with the UNEP Evaluation Policy’, UNEP Programme Manual’, UNDP Evaluation
Guidelines? and the Guidance for Teminal Evaluations of UNDP-supported GEF-financed
Projects"the Terminal Evaluation s undertaken at completion of the project 1o assess project
performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and effciency), and determine outcomes:
and impacts (actual and potential)stemming from the project, including their sustainabily.
The evaluation has two primary purposes: () to_provide evidence of results to meet
accountabilty requirements, and (i) to promate operational improvement, learming and
Knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UNEP, UNDP, GEF, UNITAR,
the International Institutefor Environment and Development (IED) and LC group on Ciimate
‘Change (including past chais — Angola, Democratic Republic of Congo, Bhutan and Ethiopia).
Therefore, the evaluation will dentity lessons of operational relevance for future project
formulation and implementation, especialy for the second phase of the project, where
applicable

Key Evaluation Principles
Evaluation findings and judgements will be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly
‘documented in the evaluation report. Information wil be trangulated (Le. verified from
different sources) as far a5 possible, and when verifcation is not possibie,the single source
will be mentioned (whilst_anonymity is still protected). Analysis leading to evaluative
judgements should always be cleary spelled out.

‘The "Why?" Question. As this s a terminal evaluation and a follow-up prject i ikely[orsimilar
interventions are envisaged for the future], particula attention will be given to learing from
the experience. Therefore, the Why?” question should be at thefrontof the consultants’ minds
all thiough the evaluation exercise and is supported by the use of a theory of change
‘approach. This means that the consultan(s) needs 1o go beyond the assessment of “whar”
the project performance was and make a serious effort o provide a deeper understanding of
“why’ the performance was as it was. This should provide the basis for the lessons that can
be drawn from the project.

Attribution, Contribution and Credible Association: In order to attrbute any outcomes and
impacts to a project intervention, one needs to consider the difference between what has
happened with, and what would have happened without, the project (. take account of
‘changes aver time and hetween cantexts in order 1o isolate the effects of an intervention).
“This requires appropriate baseline data and the identifcation of a relevant counterfactual,
both of which are frequently ot avalable for evaluations. Establishing the contribution made
by a project n a complex change process reies heavily on prior intentionality (e.q. approved
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project design documentation, logical framework) and the artculation of causality (e,
narrative and/or llustration of the Theory of Change). Robust evidence that a project was.
elivered as designed and that the expected causal pathways developed supports claims of
‘contribution and thi i strengthened where an alternative theory of change can be excluded.
A credible association between the implementation of a poject and observed positive effects
can be made where a strong causal narrative, although not explicitly ariculated, can be
inferred by the chronological sequence of events, active involvement of key actors and
‘engagement in critcal processes.

25, Communicating evaluation results. A key aim of the evaluation s o encourage reflection and
leaming by UNEP/UNDP staff and key project stakeholders. The consultani(s) should
‘consider how reflection and learning can be promoted, both through the evaluation process
‘and in the communication of evaluation findings and key lessons. Clear and concise witing
is required on allevaluation deliverables. Draft and final versions of the main evaluation report
will be shared with key stakeholders by the Evaluation Manager. There may, however, be
severalintended audiences, each with dierent nterests and needs regarding the report. The
‘consultant(s) will lan with the Evaluation Manager which audiences totarget and the easiest
‘and clearest way to communicate the key evaluation findings and lessons to them. This may
include some, or al, of the fllowing; 2 webinar, conference call with relevant stakeholders,
the preparation of an evaluation brif o interactive presentation.

Key Strategic Questions

25 In addition 1o the evaluation criteria outined in Section 10 below, the evaluation will address
the strategic questions lsted below. These are questions of interest to UNEP and UNDP and
10 which the projectis believed to be able to make a substantive contribution:

2. To what extent was climate change negotiation capacity buit in LOCs? What factors.
enhanced/limited the  project's capacity-buiding efforts of climate change
negotiations?

b To what extent has the project developed national and intemational knowledge
networks? And how have these networks contributed to the effective dissemination
and exchange of knowledge products on climate change and cimate change
negotiations?

© To what extent was did the project enable LDCs 1o integrate ciimate change
mitigation and adaptation measures such as REDD+ and COM into national
strategies?

4. Towhat extentdid the joint UNEP/UNDP project implementation enhance the delivery
of outputs and increase the capacity of LDCs to_effectively participate in
intergovemmental climate change negotiations? What were the lessons leamed that
‘could be used for better jontly implemented UN Agency approaches going forward?

. Towhat extent, and with what success, were the recommendations from the mid-term
‘assessment taken up nthe latter pat of the project's implementation?

£ What changes were made 1o adapt 1o the effects of COVID-19 and how might any.
‘changes affect the project’s performance?

30, Address the questions requied for the GEF Portal in the appropriate parts of the report and
provide a summary of the findings inthe Conclusions section of the report:

(5) Under Monitoring and Reporting/Monitoring of Project Implementation:
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0.

What was the performance at the project's completion against Core Indicator Targets? (For
projects approved pror 1o GEF-7, these indicators wil be identified retrospectively and
‘comments on performance provided).

(8) Under Factors Affecting Performance/Stakeholder Partcipation and Cooperation:
What were the progress, chalienges and outcomes regarding engagement o stakeholdersin
the project/program as evolved from the time of the MTR? (This shouid be based on the
descrptionincluded nthe Stakeholder Engagement Pan or equivalent documentstion submitted
atceo

Endorsement/Approval)

(0 Under Factors Affecting Performance/Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender
Equalty:

What were the completed genderesponsive measures and, if applicable, actual gender
result areas? (This should be based on the documentation at CEO Endorsement/Approval,
including gender-sensitive indicators contained in the project resits framework or gender
action plan or equivalent) (4) Under Factors Affecting Performance/Environmental and
‘Social Safequard:

What was the progress made i the implementation of the management measures against
the Safeguards Plan subitted at CEO Approval? The isk classifcations reported inthelatest
IR eport should be verified and the findings of the effectiveness of any measures orlessons
leamed taken to address dentifed risks assessed. (Any supporting documents gathered by the
‘Consultant during this review should be shared with the Task Manager fo uploading i the GEF
Porta)

(&) Under Factors Afecting Performance/ Communication and Publc Awareness:

What were the challenges and outcomes regarding the projects completed Knowledge
Management

Approach, including: Knowledge and Leaming Deliverables (e.g. website/platiom
development);

Knowledge Products/Events; Communication Strategy; Lessons Learned and Good Practice;
‘Adaptive Management Actions? (Ths should be based on the documentation approved at CEO
Endorsement/Approval)

Evaluation Criteria
31. All evaluation crtera will be rated on a six-point scale. Sections A below, outline the
‘scope of th criteria and a ink to a table for recording the ratings s provided in Annex 1). A
weightings table will be provided i excel format (ink provided in Annex 1) to support the
determination of an overall project rating. The set of evaluation ciiteia are grouped i nine
categories: (A) Strategic Relevance; (8) Quaty of Project Design; (€) Nature of Extemal
Context; (D) Effectiveness, which comprises assessments of the availabily of outputs,
‘achievement of outcomes and likeliood of impact; (€) Fnancial Management; (F) Efficiency.
(©) Monitoring and Reporting; (H) Sustainabilty, and () Factors Affecting Project
Performance. The evaluation consultant(s) can propose other evaluation criteia as deemed
approprate.

‘Stategic Relevance
32, The evaluation will assess The extent o which the activy is suited to the pricities and
poicies of the taret group,recpient and donor’ The evaluation will nclude an assessment of
the project’s elevance inreation to UNEP and UNDP's mandate and is aignment with UNEP
‘and UNDPs poliies and strategies at thetime of project approval. Under strategic relevance
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an assessment ofthe complementarity of the project with other interventions addressing the
needs of the same target groups will be madie. This criterion comprises four elements:

i Algnment to the UNEP (Medium Term Strategy™ (MTS), Programme of Work (POW) and
‘trategic rioities of UNEP and UNDP.

33, The evaluation should assess the project’s alignment with the MTS and POW under which the.
project was approved and include, i its narrative,reflections on the scale and scope of any
‘contributions made 10 the planned results reflected in the relevant MTS and POW. UNEP
strategic prioites include the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity
Building® (BSP) and South-South Cooperation (S-SC). The BSP relates 1o the capacity of
‘governments to: comply with interational agreements and obligations at the national level
promote, faciltate and finance environmentally sound technologies and 1o strengthen
frameworks fo developing coherent international environmental policies. S-SC s regarded as
the exchange of resources, technology and knowledge between developing countries.

34. UNDP strategic pririties include - The programme was designed to contribute to outcome 1
‘of UNDP'5 20142017 Strategic Plan (‘Growth and developmentare nclusive and sustainable,
incorporating productive capacities that create employment and livelihoods forthe poor and
‘excluded") CP outcome “Nationsl capacites are strengthened to mainsiream climate change
poliies nto national development plans. It also contibutes to the UNDP 20182021 Strategic:
Plan, solution 4: Promote nature based solutions for a sustainable planet, Contibuting SP
Outcomes:

1: advance poverty eradication i al ts forms and dimensions
2 accelerate structural ransformations for sustainable
‘development 3:strengthen resiience to shocks and criss

Alignment to Donor/GEF Partner Strategic Priorities
35. Donor, including GEF, strategi priortes willvary across inerventions. GEF prirites are:
‘specified in published programming prorities and focal area strategies. The Evaluation will
assess the extent 10 which the project i suited 10, of responding 1, donor proriies. I some
ases, alignment with donor priorities may be a fundamental part of project design and grant
‘approval processes while in others, for example, instances of‘softy-eammarked funding, such
alignment may be more of an assumption that should be assessed.

. Relevance to Global, Regional, Sub-regional and National Environmental Priorties

36. The evaluation wil assess the alignment of the project with lobal priortes such as the
'SDGs and Agenda 2030. The extent to which the intervention i suited, of responding 10, the
stated environmental concerns and needs of the counries, sub-regions of regions where tis:
being implemented will be considered. Examples may include: national or sub-ational
development pians, poverty reduction strategies or National Adaptation Plans (NAP) or
National Adaptation Programme of Adaptation (NAPA) or Nationally Appropriate Mitigation
Action (NAMA) plans or regional agreements etc. Within this section consideration will be
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given o whether the needs of all beneficiary groups are being met and reflects the current
policy priority to leave no one behind.

. Complementarity with Existing Interventions/Coherence™
37. An assessment will be made of how wel the project ither at design stage or during the
project inception or mobilization27, took account of ongaing and planned iftatives (under
the same subprogramme, other UNEP sub-programmes, or being implemented by other
agencies within the same country, sector or insitution) that address similar needs of the
‘same target groups. The evaluation will consider if the project team, in collaboration with
Regional Offices and Sub-Programme Coordinators, made efforts 10 ensure their own
ntervention was complementary o other nterventions, optimized any synergies and avoided
dupliation of ffort. Examples may include UN Development Assistance Frameworks of One
UN programming. Linkages with other interventions should be described and nstances where
UNEP and UNDP's comparative advantages have been partcularly well appiied should be
highlighted.

Esctors this critrion may include:
+ Stakeholders'partcipation and cooperation

+ Responsiveness to human ights and gender equity
+ Country ownership and driven-ness.

B Qualiyof Project Design

38, The quality of project design is assessed using an agreed template during the evalustion
inception phase, ratings are attrbuted 10 identified criteia and an overall Project Design
Quality rating is established (www.unenvironemnt org/about-un-environment/our-evaluation-
‘approach/templatesand-tools). Ths overall Project Design Qualtyratingi entered n th final
evaluation ratings table as tem B. In the Main Evaluation Report a summary of the project’s
strengths and weaknesses at design stage is included, while the complte Project Design
Qualit template is annexed inthe Inception Report.

Eactors ffecting this criteron may include (s the design stage)
- Stakeholders partcipation and cooperation
+ Responsiveness to human rghts and gender equity

G Natureof Extemal Context

39. At evaluation inception stage a rating is established forthe project’s extemal operating
context (considering the prevalence of confict, natural disasters and poitcal upheaval2s).
“This rating is entered n the final evaluation ratings table as item C. Where a poject has been
rated as facing either an Unfavourable or Highly Unfavourable extemal operating context,
and/ora negative external event
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has occurred during project implementation, the ratings for Effectiveness, Effciency and/or
‘Sustainabity may be increased at the discretion of the evaluation consultant and Evaluation
Manager together. A justification for such an increase must be given.

D Effectiveness

i Avalabilty of Outputs™
40. The evaluation will assess the project’s success in producing the programmed outputs
and  achieving milestones as per the project design document (ProDoc). Any formal
‘modifications/revisions made during project implementation will be considered part of the
project design. Where the project outputs are inappropriately or inaccurately stated in the
ProDoc, reformulations may be necessary i the reconstruction of the TOC. In such cases a
table should be provided showing the original and the reformulation of the outputs for
wansparency. The availailty of outputs will be assessed in tems of both quantity and
quality, and the assessment wil consider their ownership by, and usefuiness to, intended
beneficiaries and the timeliness of ther provision. It is noted that emphasis i placed on the
performance of those outputs that are most important to achieve outcomes. The evaluation
will riefly explain he reasons behind the success or shortcomings of the project in delvering
its programmed outputs and meeting expected qualiy standards.

Eactors affecting this riteron may include:

+ Preparation and readiness.
- Qualityof project management and supervision™

Achievement of Project Outcomes®"

41, The achievement of project outcomes is assessed as performance against the project
outcomes as defined n the reconstructed™ Theory of Change. These are outcomes that are:
intended to be achieved by the end of the project timeframe and within the project’s resource
envelope. Emphasis is placed on the achievement of project outcomes that are most
important for attaining intermediate states. As with outputs, a table can be used where
‘substantive amendments tothe formulation o project outcomes is necessary. The evaluation
Should report evidence of attrbution between UNEP and UNDP's intervention and the project
outcomes. In cases of normative work or where several actors are collaborating to achieve
‘common outcomes, evidence of the nature and magnitude of UNEP and UNDP’s ‘substantive:
contribution' should be included and)or ‘credible association' established between project
efforts and the project outcomes realised.

Eactors ffecting this criteron may include:
~ Quality of project management and superision
~ Stakeholders' partcipation and cooperation
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- Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity
+ Communication and public awareness.

Likelihood of Impact

42. Based on the articulation of long-asting effects in the reconstructed TOC (e from project
outcomes, via intermediate states to impact) the evaluation willassess the lieliood of the
intended, positive impacts becoming a realty. Project objectives o goals should be
incorporated in the TOC, possibly as intermediate states or longlasting impacts. The
Evaluation Office's approach to the use of TOC n project evaluations is outined i a guidance
note available on the Evaluation Office webite, htps://www.unenvironment org/about-un-
environment/evaluation and is supported by an excelbased flow chart, Uikelihood of Impact
Assessment Decision Tree'. Essentially the approach follows a Tikelihood tree’ fom project
outcomes to impacts, taking account of whether the assumptions and drivers dentified in the
reconsiructed TOC held. Any unintended positive effects should also be identiied and their
‘causal inkages to the intended impact desecribed

43, The evalustion wil also consider the Tkelihood that the intervention may lead, o contribute
to, unintended negative effects. Some of these potential negaive effects may have been
identifiedinthe project design as isks or as part ofthe analysis of Environmental, Social and
Economic Safeguards ™

44 The evaluation will onsider the extent to which the project has played a cataivtic role or has
‘Dromoted scaling up and/or replication® as part of its Theory of Change and as factors that
are ikely 1o contribute to longer term impact.

4. Uttimately UNEP and UNDP and llts partners i to bring about beneitsto the environment
‘and human wellbeing. Few projects are likely to have impact statements that reflect such
long-term or broad-based changes. However,the evaluation will assess the likelihood of the
project to make a substantive contrbution to the long-asting changes represented by the
‘Sustainable Development Goals and/or the intermediate-evel results reflected in UNEP's
Expected Accomplishments and the strategic prioites of funding partners.

Eactors ffecting this crieron may include:

" Qualityof Project Management and Supervision (including adapive management)
- Stakeholders participation and cooperation

+ Responsiveness to human rghts and gender equity

+ Country ownership and driven-ness.

+ Communication and public awareness.

Financial Management
46. Financial management wil be assessed under three themes: adherence to UNEP and
UNDP's financial policies and_procedures, completeness of financial information and
‘communication between financial and project management staff. The evaluation wilestablish
the actual spend across the ife of the project of funds secured from ail donors. This
expenditure will be reported, where possible, at output level and il be compared with the
‘approved budget. The evaluation will veriy the application of proper fisancial management
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standards and adherence to UNEP and UNDPs financial management policies Any financial
management ssues that have affected the imely delivery of the project or the ualty of ts
performance will be highiighted. The evaluation il record where standard financial
documentation is missing, inaccurate, incomplete or unavailable n a timely manner. The
evaluation will assess the level of communication between the Project/Task Manager and the
Fund Management Officer as it relates 1o the effective delivery of the planned project and the
needs of a responsive, adapive management approach

Eactors affecting this crieron may include:
+ Preparation and readiness.
~ Quality of project management and supervision

F. Eficiency
7. The evaluation will assess the extent to which the project delivered maximum result from
the given resources. This wilinclude an assessment o the cost-ffectiveness and timeliness:
of project execution. Focussing on the translation of inputs into outputs, cost-effectiveness
s the extent o which an ntervention has achieved,or i expected o achieve, s results at the
lowest possible cost. Timeliness refers tohether planned actiites were delvered according
10 expected timeframes as wel as whether events were sequenced efficientl. The evaluation
will also assess o what extent any project extension could have been avoided through
sttonger project management and identify any negative impacts caused by project delays or
extensions. The evaluation will describe any cost or time-saving measures put in place to
‘maximise results within the secured budget and agreed project timeframe and consider
whether the project was implemented in the most effcient way compared to alterative:
interventions or approaches.

45, The evaluation will give special attention to efforts made by the project teams during project
implementation to make use of/build upon pre-existing institutions, agreementsand
partnerships, data sources, synergies and complementarities™ with other intatives,
programmes and projects etc. to ncrease project efficiency. The evaluation will also consider
the extent to which the management of the project minimised UNEP and UNDP's
‘environmental footprint.

45, The factors underpinning the need for any project extensions will also be explored and
discussed. As management o project support costs cannol be increased in cases of o cost
‘extensions', such extensions represent an ncrease in unstated costs to implementing parties.
Eactors affecting this criteron may include:

" Preparation and readiness (e.. imeliness)
~ Quality of project management and supervision
- Stakeholders participation and cooperation

G Monitoring and Reporting

50. The evaluation will assess monitoring and reporting across three sub-categories:
‘monitoring design and budgeting, moritoring implementation and project reportng

ooy it tersons i e s, e o e under St e e
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. Monitoring Design and Budgeting
51. Each project should be supported by a sound monitoring plan that is designed o track
progress against SMART* results towards.the provision of the project’s outputs and
achievement of project outcomes, including at a level disaggregated by gender, vlnerabilty
or marginalisation. I partcular, the evaluation willassess the relevance and appropriateness:
of the project indicators s well s the methods used fo tracking progress against them as
part of conscious results-based management. The evaluation willassess the quality of the
design of the monitoring plan a5 well as the funds allocated for its implementation. The
‘adequacy of resources for mid-term and terminal evaluation/review should be discussed if
appiicable.

Monitoring of Project Implementation
52. The evaluation will assess whether the monitoring system was operational and faciltated
the timely tracking ofresuits and progress towards projects objectives throughou the project
implementation period. This assessment il include consideration of whether the project
gathered relevant and good quality baseline data that is accurately and appropriately
documented. This should include monitoring the representation and participation of
disaggregated groups (including gendered, vulnerable and marginalised groups) in project
activitie. 1t will also consider the quality of the information generated by the monitoring
‘system during project implementation and how it was used 10 adapt and improve project
execution, achievement of outcomes and ensure sustainabilty. The evaluation should
‘confirm that funds allocated for monitoring were used to support this actvty.

. Project Reporting
53, UNEP has a centralised project information management system (Anubis), while UNDP
uses Project Information Management System (PIMS#) for GEF projects in which project
‘managers upload simonthy progress reports against agreed project milestones. This
information will b provided to the Evaluation Consultant(s) by the Evaluation Manager. Some
projects have additional requirements o report regularty to funding partners, which wil be
‘supplied by the project team (e.g. the Project Implementation Reviews and Tracking Tool o
‘GEF-funded projects). The evaluation will assess the extent 1o which both UNEP, UNDP and
donor reporting commitments have been fulfiled. Consideration will be given as to whether
reporting has been carred out with respect 1 the effects of the nitiative on disaggregated
groups.

Eactors affecting this riteron may include:

~ Quality of project management and supervsion

~ Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity (e disaggregated indicators and
data)

‘Sustainability
54. Sustainabilty™ is understood as the prababiity of project outcomes being maintained
and developed after the close of the intervention. The evaluation will dentify and assess the
key conditions or factors that are likely 1o undermine or contribute t0 the endurance of
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achieved project outcomes (ie. ‘assumptions’ and ‘drivers). Some factors of sustainabilty
‘may be embedded n the project design and implementation approaches while others may be
contextual circumstances or conditons that evolve over the lfe of the intervention. Where
‘applicable an assessment of bio-physical factors that may affectthe sustainabiiy of roject
outcomes may also be included.

i Socio-politcal Sustainabiity
55. The evaluation will assess the extent to which social or political factors support the
continuation and further development of project outcomes. It will consider the level of
‘ownership, interest and comitment among government and other stakeholders to take the
project achievements forwards. In partcular the evaluation will consider whether individual
‘capacity development efforts are ikely o be sustained.

Financial Sustainabilty
56. Some project outcomes, once achieved, do not require further financial nputs, e.g. the
‘adoption of  revised policy. However, in order o derive a benefit rom this outcome further
‘management action may stllbe needed e.g.to undertake actions to enforce the poicy. Other
project outcomes may be dependent on a continuous flow of action that needs o be
resourced for them 1 be maintained, e.g. continuation of a new resource management
‘approach. The evalustion wil assess the extent to which project outcomes are dependent on
future funding for the benefit they bring to be sustained. Secured future funding s only
relevant to financial sustainabilty where the project’s outcomes have been extended into a
future project phase. Even where future funding has been secured the question sil remains
‘ast0 whether the project outcomes are financially sustainble.

i Institutional Sustainabilty
57. The evaluation wil assess the extent to which the sustainabily of project outcomes
(especially those rlating o policies and aws) is dependent on issues relating o nstitutional
frameworks and govermance. It will consider whether instituional achievements such as
govemance structures and_processes, polices, subegional agreements, legal and
accountabilty frameworks etc. are fobust enough to continue delivering the benefits
‘associated with the project outcomes after project closure. In particular, the evaluation will
‘consider whether institutional capacity development efforts are likely o be sustained.

Eactors ffecting this crieron may include:

- Stakeholders participation and cooperation

+ Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity (¢.g. where interventions are not
inclusiv, their sustainabity may be undermined)

+ Communication and public awareness.

~ Country ownership and drivem-ness.

Factors Affecting Project Performance and Cross-Cutting lssues
(These factors arerated i th ratings table but are discussed within the Main Evaluation Report
s cross-cuttng themes as appropriate under the other evaluationcritria, above. Where the ssues
have not been addressed under other evaluation criteri, the consultant(s) wil povide summary
sections under the following headings.)

i Preparation and Readiness.

58, This crterion focuses on the inception or mobilsation stage of the project (e.the time
between project approval and first disbursement). The evaluation will assess whether
appropriate measures were taken to ither address weaknesses in the project design or
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respond to changes that took place between project approval, the securing of funds and
project mobilsation. In particular the evaluation will consider the nature and qualit of
engagement with stakeholder groups by the project team, the confirmation of partner
‘capacity and development of partnership agreements as well as intial staffing and financing
artangements. (Project preparation is included i the templte for the assessment of Prject
Design Qualiy).

. Quality of Project Management and Supervision

55 In some cases project management and supervision’ will refer 10 the supervision and
‘quidance provided by UNEP and UNDP to implementing partners and national governments
‘while in others, specifically for GEF funded projects, it will efer o the project management
performance of the executing agency and the technical backstopping and supervision
provided by UNEP and UNDP.

0. The evaluation will assess the effectiveness of poject management with regard to: roviding
leadership towards achieving the planned outcomes; managing team structures; maintaining
productive partner relationships (including Steering Groups etc); maintaining. project
relevance within changing external and strategic contexts; communication and collaboration
with UNEP and UNDP coleagues; riskmanagement; use of problem-saling; project
‘adaptation and overal project execution. Evidence of adaptive management should be
highlighted.

‘Stakeholder Partcipation and Cooperation
1. Here the term stakeholder”should be considered in a broad sense, encompassing allproject
partners, duty bearers with a role in delivering project outputs and target users of project
outputs and any other collaborating agents extemal to UNEP, UNDP and the Executing
‘Agencies. The assessment will consider the quality and effectiveness of all forms of
‘communication and consultation with stakeholders throughout the project ffe and the
support given to maximise collaboration and coherence between various stakeholders,
including sharing plans, pooling resources and exchanging leaming and expertise. The
inclusion and participation of all diffeentiated groups, including gender groups should be
considered.

. Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equity

2. The evaluation il ascertain 1o what extent the project has appied the UN Common
Understanding on the human rights based approach (HREA) and the UN Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous People. Within this human rights context the evaluation willassess to
‘what extent the intervention adheres to UNEPs Policy and Strategy for Gender Equalty and
the Environment™ as well as UNDP Gender Equity Strategy 2018 - 2021

63, In partcular the evaluation will consider to what extent project-implementation and
monitoring have taken into consideration: ) possible inequalities (especialy those related to
‘gender) in access to, and the control over, natural resources; () specific vulnerabiltes of
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disadvantaged groups (especially women, youth and children) to environmental degradation
o disasters; and (i) the role o disadvantaged groups (especialy those related to gender) in
mitigating or adapting to environmental changes and engaging in environmental protection
and rehabitaton.

V. Environmentl and Socil Safeguards

4. UNEP projects address environmental and socisl safeguards primarly through the process of
‘environmental and social screening at the project approval stage, risk assessment and
management (avoidance, minimization, mitigation o, in exceptional cases, offsetting) of
potential environmental and socia isks and impacts associated wth project and programme
acivties. The evaluation will confirm whether UNEP requirements®" were met 1o: eview rsk
ratings on a regular basis; monitor project implemention for possible safeguard issues;
respond (whererelevant) to safeguard issues through sk avoidance, minimization, mtigation
or offsetting and report on the implementation of safeguard management measures taken.
UNEP requirements for proposed projects to be screened for any safeguarding issues; for
Sound environmental and social rsk assessments to be conducted and iniil rsk ratings to
be assigned are evaluated above under Quality of Project Design).

65. The evaluation il also consider the extent to which the management of the project
‘miimised UNEP and UNDP's envitonmental footprint.

Vi Country Ownership and Driven-ness.

6. The evaluation will assess the quality and degree of engagement of govemment / public:
sector agencies in the project. Whil there is some overlap between Country Ownership and
Institutional Sustainabiity, this criteion focuses primarly on the forward momentum of the
intended projects results, e_ either ) moving forwards from outputs 1o project outcomes or
) moving forward from project outcomes towards intermediate states. The evaluation will
‘consider the involvement not only f those directy involved in project execution and those
particpating in technical orleadership groups, but also those offcil epresentatives whose
‘caoperation is needed for change to be embedded in thir respective insttutions and offices.
(e representatives. from multiple sectors. or relevant minitries beyond Ministry of
Environment). This factor is concened with the level of ownership generated by the project
over outputs and outcomes and that is necessary for long term impact o be realised.
‘Ounership should extend to all gendered and marginalised groups.

. Communication and Publc Awareness

7. The evaluation will assess the effectiveness of 2) communication ofleaming and experience
sharing between project partners and interested groups aising from the project during s e
and ) public awareness activites that were undertaken during the implementtion of the
project o influence atitudes or shape behaviour among wider communities and civil saciety
at large. The evaluation should consider whether existing communication channels and
networks were used effectively,including meeting the differentiated needs of gendered or
marginalised groups, and whether any feedback channels were established. Where knowledge
sharing platiorns have heen established under 2 project the evaluaton will comment on the
sustainabily of the communication channel under either socio-oliical, nstitutional o
financial sustainabilty 25 aporopriate

‘Section 3. EVALUATION APPROACH, METHODS AND DELIVERABLES.

5. The Terminal Evaluation will b anin-depth evaluation using a paricipatory approach whereby
Key stakeholders are kept informed and consaulted throughout the evaluation process. Both
‘quantitative and qualitative evaluation methods wil be used as appropiate to determine
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project achievements against the expected outputs, outcomes and impacts. It s highly

recommended that the consulant(s) maintains close communication with the project team

‘andpromotes information exchange throughout the evaluation implementation phase inorder

1o increase their (and other stakeholder) ownership of the evaluation findings. Where

‘appiicable, the consultani(s) willprovide a georeferenced map that demarcates the area

covered by the project and, where possible, provide georeference photographs. of key

intervention sites (eg. sites of habitat rehabiltation and protection, pollution treatment
infrastructure,etc)

“The findings of the evaluation will b based on the following:

(2) A desk review of.

+ Relevant background documentation,inter alia UNEP MTS 20102013 and 2014 - 2017
‘and POWs 2012-13 and 201415, the UNDP Strategic Plan, the goals of GEF-5 Cimate.
Change Adaptation
Strategy 20102014, LDCF focal area strategies and GEF's crosscutting issues and
programs on Capacity Development;

+ Project design documents (including minutes of the project design review meeting at
approval);

‘Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent revisions o the project (Project Document
‘Supplement), the logical framework and ts budget;

+ Project eports such as simonthly progress and financial reports, progress reports from
colaborating partners, meeting minutes, relevant correspondence and including the.
Project Implementation Reviews and Tracking Tool etc..

+ Project outputs:including but not imited to LDC negotiator publications and reports, e-
learning publications and reports, manuals and toolkits produced by the project ncluding
those by IIED, UNITAR, UNFCCC and other internal and external partners;

* Mid-Term Review (2018) ofthe project; = Evaluations/reviews of similar pojects.

(®) Interviews (individual or

group) with:

o UNEP Task Manager (TM); and UNDP Oversight Team (in particular the regional
technical advisor);

o Project management team, including the Project Manager withinthe Executing Agency;
- UNDP portfolio management offcer

UNEP Fund Management Oficer (FMO):

UNEP Portfolio Manager and Sub-Programme Coordinator;

Project partners, including UNITAR, IED and LOC Group;

Relevant resource persons;

‘Selected national UNFCCC focal points;

coooo

(0 Surveys as deemed necessary and designed during the inception phase of the TE

(6) Field visits I ight of the curent ravel restrictions due o the COVID-18 global pandernc.
the Terminal Evaluation, fo the time being, will take place without field visits. Vitual
‘methods of interviews/consultations will have to replace ield visits

(o) Other data collction tools as deemed necessary and designed during the nception phase
ofthe TE.

Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures

70. The evaluation team willprepare:
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(9 Inception Report: (see Annex 1 for links to al templates, tables and guidance notes)
containing an assessment of project design quality, a drat reconstructed Theory of
‘Change of the project project stakeholder analyss, evaluation framework and a tentative
‘evaluation schedule

(@) Preliminary Findings Note: typicallyinthe form of a PowerPoint pesentation,the sharing
of preliminary findings isintended to support the particpation of the poject team, act as
2 means 1o ensure all information sources have been accessed and provide an
‘opportunity o verify emerging findings. In the case of highiy strategic project/portfolio
‘evaluations o evaluations with an Evaluation Reference Group, the preliminary findings
may be presented as a word document for review and comment.

(n) Draft and Final Evaluation Report:(seelnks in Annex 1) containing an executive summary
that can act a5 a stand-alone document; detailed analysis of the evaluation findings
organised by evaluation criteria and supported with evidence; lessons learned and
recommendations and an annotated ratings table.

A Evaluation Brif, (2 2page overview of the evaluand and key evaluationfindings) for wider
dissemination thigugh the UNEP and/or UNDP website may be required. This will be
discussed with the Evaluation Manager no later than during the finaization of the Inception
Report.

Review of the draft evaluation report. The evaluation team will submit a drat report o the
Evaluation Manager and revise the draft n response to their comments and suggestions.
Once a draft of adequate quality has been peer-reviewed and accepted, the Evaluation
Manager will share the cleared draft report ith the Task Manager and Project Manager, who
will alert the Evaluation Manager in case the report contains any blatant factual errors. The
Evaluation Manager will then forward revised draft report (corrected by the evaluation
‘consultant(s) where necessary) to other project stakeholders,forther review and comments.
‘Stakeholders may provide feedback on any erors of fact and may highiight the significance
of such errors in any conclusions as well as providing feedback on the proposed
recommendations and lessons. Any comments of responses to draft reports il be sent to
the Evaluation Manager for consalidation. The Evaluation Manager will provide all comments
10 the evaluation consultant(s) for consideration in preparing the final report, along with
‘quidance on areas of contradiction orissues requiring an nstitutional response.

Based on a careful review of the evidence collated by the evaluation consultants and the
intemal consistency of the report the Evaluaion Manager will povide an assessment of the
atings in the final evaluation report. Where there are differences of opinion between the
evaluator and the Evaluation Manager on project ratings, both viewpoints will be clearly
presented in the final report. The Evaluation Office ratings willbe considered the fina ratings:
forthe project.

‘The Evaluation Manager will prepare a quality assessment of the first draft of the main
‘evaluation report, which acts as a tool for providing structured feedback o the evaluation
‘consultants. The quality of the final report will be assessed and rated against the citeria
specified in template listed in Annex 1 and this assessment wil be appended 10 the Final
Evaluation Report.

At the end of the evaluation process,the Evalation Office will prepare a Recommendations
Implementation Plan n the format of  table, 1o be completed and updated at regular intervals:
by the Task Manager. The Evaluation Ofice will track compliance against this plan on a six-
monthiy basis for a maximum of 18 months.
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‘The Evaluation Team/Evaluation Consultant

76. For this evaluation, the evaluation team will consis of a one Evaluation Consultant who will
‘work under the overal responsibilty of the UNEP Evaluation Offce represented by an
Evaluation Manager, Neeral Shah,in consultation with the UNEP Task Manager, Jessica Troni
‘and UNDP oversight team, Vusuke Taishi; UNEP project manager (Soumya Bhattacharya)
UNDP Project Manager, Rohini Kohli, UNEP Fund Management Officer Sharon Kerosi and the
‘Subprogramme Coordinators of Cimate Change, Nias Hagelberg. The consultant wil laise
with the Evaluation Manager on any procedural and methodological matters related t0 the
‘evaluation. I i, howeve, each consultant's individual responsibiity 0 arrange for their visas
‘and immunizations as well as to plan meetings with stakeholders, organize online surveys,
‘obtain documentary evidence and any other logistical matters related to the assignment. The
UNEP Task Manager and project team wil, where possible, provide logistical support
(introductions, meetings etc.)allowing the consultants to conduct the evalution as eficiently
‘and independently as possible.

77. The Evaluation Consultant will be hired over a period of 9 months 01 Aprl 2021 10 31 Dec:
2021 and should have the following: a university degree in environmental sciences,
interational development o other elevant poifical o socialsciences area s required and an
‘advanced degree in the same areas is desirable; a minimum of 10 years of technical /
‘evaluation experience is required, preferably including evaluating lrge, regiona or global
programmes and using a Theory of Change approach; and a good understanding of climate
‘change diplomacy and the negotiation process, multiateral agreements and familiarity with
UNFCCC processes is desired. English and French are the working languages of the Urited
Nations Secretariat. For this consultancy, fluency in oral and wrtten English i a requirement.
Working knowedge of the UN system and specifically the work of UNEP and UNDP is an added
‘advantage. The work will be home-based.

78. The Evaluation Consultant will be responsible, in close consultation with the Evaluation Office:
of UNEP for overall management of the evaluation and timely provision of its outputs,
escribed above n Section 11 Evaluation Deliverables, above. The consultant ill ensure that
all evaluation citeia and questions are adequately covered.

79. In close consultation with the Evaluation Manager, the evaluation consultant will be
responsie forthe overall management of the evaluation and timely provision of ts outputs,
data collection and analysis and report-writing. More specificaly:

Inception phase of the evaluation including
" preliminary desk review and inroductory interviews with poject staf;
+ draft the reconstructed Theory of Change o the project;
- prepare the evaluation framework;
+ develop the desk review and interview protocols;
+ drat the survey protocls (f reevant);
~ develop and present ritera for country and/or site selection fo the evaluation
+ plan the evaluation schedule;
« prepare the Inception Report, ncorporating comments until approved by the
Evaluation Manager

‘Data collecton and: ofthe.
" conduct further desk review and in-depth interviews with project implementing
‘and executing agencies,project partners and project stakeholders;
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(where appropriate and agreed) conduct an evaluation mission(s) to selected
‘ountries, viitthe projectlocations, interview project partners and stakeholders,
including a good representation of local commuritis. Ensure independence of
the evaluation and confidentialty of evaluation nterviews.

requiarly report back 1o the Evaluation Manager on progress and inform of any
possible problems orissues encountered and;

Keep the Project/Task Manager nformed of the evaluation progress.

‘Beportng phase including:

draft the Main Evaluation Report,ensuring that the evaluation reportis complete,
coherent and consistent with the Evaluation Manager guidelines both in
substance and style;

liase with the Evaluation Manager on comments received and finaze the Main
Evaluation Report, ensuring that comments are taken into account until approved
by the Evaluation Manager

prepare a Response 1o Comments annex for the main report, listing those
‘comments not accepted by the evaluation consultant and indicating the reason
forthe rejection; and

(where agreed with the Evaluation Manager) prepare an Evaluation Brief (2-page:
‘summary ofthe evaluand and the key evaluation findings and lessons)

‘Managing relatons including:

maintain a positive relationship with evaluation stakeholders, ensuring that the
evaluation process s as partcipatory as possible but at the same time maintains
its independence;

‘communicate in a timely manner with the Evaluation Manager on any issues.
requiring s attention and intervention.

13 Schedule of the evaluation

80, The table below presents the tentative schedule fo the evaluation.

Table 3. Tentative schedule forthe evaluation

Manager and team

Milestone Tentative Dates

‘Evaluation Inftiation Meeting March 2021

Inception Report May 2021

Evaluation Mission For the time being there vill be no travel
untilthe COVID-19 subsides and travel
restrictions are removed.

‘Skype/zoomTelephone nterviews, surveys etc__| July 2021

"Powerpaint/presentation on preliminary findings | August 2021

and recommendations

Draft report to Evaluation Manager (and Peer ‘August 2021

Reviewer)

‘Draft Report shared with UNEP and UNDP Project | September 2021
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Milestone Tentative Dates
‘Draft Report shared with wider group of October 2021
stakeholders

Final Feport. November 2021
Final Feport shared with all respondents ‘November 2021

1. Contractual Amangements

81 Evaluation consultants willbe selected and recrited by the Evaluation Office of UNEP under
an individual Special Service Agreement (SS) on a “fees only” basis (see below). By signing
the service contract with UNEP /UNON, the consultant(s) certify that they have not been
‘associated with the design and implementation of the project in any way which may
jeopardize their independence and impartalty towards project achievements and project
partner performance. In addiion, they will not have any future interests (within six months
after completion of the contract) with the project’s executing or implementing units. All
‘consultants are required o sigh the Code of Conduct Agreement Form.

2. Fees will be paid on an instalment basis, paid on acceptance by the Evaluation Manager of
‘expected key deliverables. The schedule of payment is as follows:

‘Schedule of Payment for the [Evaluation Consultant/Principal Evaluatorl:

Deliverable. Percentage Payment
Approved Inception Report (as per annex document 7) 0%

“Approved Draft Main Evaluation Repor (as per annex 0%

document 13)

“Approved Final Main Evaluation Report a0

3. Fees only contracts: A tickets will be purchased by UNEP and 75% of the Daily Subsistence
‘Allowance for each authorised travel ission will be paid up front.Local i-country travel will
only be reimbursed where agreed in advance with the Evaluation Manager and on the
production of acceptable receipts. Terminal expenses and residual DSA entitlements (25%)
il be paid after mission completion.

4. The consulants may be provided with access to UNEP's Anubis information management
System and f such access is granted, the consultants agree nt to disclose information from
that system to third parties beyond information required for, and included in, the evaluation
report.

85. In case the consultants are not able to provide the deliverables in accordance with these
quidelines, and in line with the expected quality standards by the UNEP Evaluation Office,
payment may be withheld at the discretion of the Director of the Evaluation Office unti the
‘consultants have improved the deliverables to meet UNEP's quality standards.

86. Ifthe consultant(s)fail o submit a satisfactory fnal product to UNEP in a timely manner, e
before the end date of their contract, the Evaluation Office reserves the right to employ
‘additional human resources to fnalize the report, and to reduce the consultants'fees by an
‘amount equa to the additional costs borne by the Evaluation Offce to bring the report up to
standard.
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ANNEXVL. EVALUATION TORS (WITHOUT ANNEXES)

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP/UNDP/GE ID 1215 Buiding Capacityfor LDCS to participate:
effectively in intergovernmentalclimate change processes” project

‘Section 1: PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

1. Project General nformation

Table 1: Project Summary
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Climate Change.

GEF Strategic PHOrY: | agapraton
Expected stat date: “Actua start date: 1% October 2014
‘Actualoperational | UNEP:
Plamned compleion date: | 31 May 2017
May completion date: UNDP. Dec 2018
Plammed project budget at “Actua total expenditures | USD 1900002
it USD 19232380 | o seof el
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GEF grant allocaton: USD 4000000
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2 Projectrationale

1. Atthe time of the project design (2011), 48 countries were categorized as Least Developed
based on their gross national income, weak human assets and economic vulnerabily.
‘According 10 the International Panel on Ciimate Change (IPCC)'s Fifth Assessment Report
(ARS),the effects of climate change and variabilty further exacerbate the socio-economic and
environmental problems that Least Developed Countres (LDCs) aready face, including
financial constraints, technical capacity consiraints,political nstabilty, regional conflcts and
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‘ecosystem degradation, depriving large sections of populations ofthei ivelihoods and thus
remaining in povery.

Decisions taken at intergovermental climate change negotiations, such as the Urited
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) are of significance for the
lobal response to climate change. Many intemational decisions on ciimate change policies
are implemented without adequate participation from LDCs due to insufficient technical
‘capacity and resources to effectivelyrepresent their countries in the UNFCCC processes and
are further exacerbated by. ) increased pace of UNFCCC negotiaions; ) increased number of
topics, agendas, and institutions being negoliated; and i) insufficient nstitutonal capacity
of LDC to follow these negotiations.

102001, a1 COP- (decision 5/CP.7), ix priority needs were identiied for LDCs to) strengthen
existing national climate change secretarats and/or focal points o enable the effective
implementation of the UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol in LDC; ) provide traning, on an
ongoing basis, in negotiating skills and language; i) support the preparation and
implementation of National Adaptation Programmes of Adaptation (NAPAS); V) promote
publicawareness programmes to ensure the issemination of nformation on climate change
issues; ) develop and transfer of technology, particularly adaptation technology in
‘accordance with Decision 4/CP.7; and v) strengthen the capacity of meteorological and
hydrological services 1o collect, analyse, interpret and disseminate weather and climate
information to support the implementation of NAPAS.

1n 2011 at COP-17, it was realised that most of the Least Developed Counties Fund (LOCF)
fesources had been directed to the third point ~ supporting the preparation and
implementation of the NAPAS ~ and that specific support was required to enable LOCS to
partiipate more effectively in the UNFCCC processes, decision-making and implementation
of decisions.

Decisions 5/CP.144 and 5/CP.165 requested the Global Environment Fund (GEF) Secretarial,
in close callaboration with Least Developed Countres Expert Group (LEG) to implement a
‘Global Support Programme (GSP) to focus on addressing the shortalls in institutional and
technical capacities that prevent LDCs from assuming greater ownership of the
implementation of the UNFCCC; and establish sustainable institutional arrangements forco-
ordinating their adaptation and mitigation efforts based on national prioiies, including
capitalzing financial assistance (eg Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest
Degradation in developing countries (REDD+) and Clean Development Mechanism (COM)
made available 1o them through the UNFCCC processes, decision-making and implementation
of decisions. This LDCF project was coimplemented and co-executed by United Nations
Development Programme (UNDF) together with United Nations Environment Programme
(UNEP) as GEF Agencies between 2014 and 2020 i the 48 LDCs.

Project objectives and components.
“The project’s goal was to“support LDC to effectively engage in and implement the outcomes
of intergovemmental climate change negoliations'; and its objective was 10 “strengthen
institutional and technical capacities in LDCs for more effective partcipation in
intergovermmentl ciimate change negoriations and coordination of cimate change effors”.

‘The project was made up of three main components:
‘The role o LDCs i intergovemmental climate change negotiations (UNDP);

National systems/insiitutions for co-ordinating cimate change information i LDCs (UNEP);
and
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10. Knowledge Management (UNDP and UNEP).
11, Table 2 below summarises the outcomes and outputs and the budget allocated 1o them as
per the project document (2013).

Table 2: Project Outcomes and Outputs as per the ProDoc (2013)

Outcome Ooutput
1:Capacity of LDCs to 1.1 Negotiators from each LDC have enhanced diplomacy skils and
particpate effectively in critica information on key isues underpinning the negotiations in

intergovernmental climate
change negoiation is
strengthened (UNDP)

order to formulate their own negotiation positions pertaiing to
'UNFCCC negotiation topis.

1.2 Negotiators from LDC have increased technical knowledge.
pertaining to negoriation topics

1.3 A community of practice to support LDCs to interpret and respond
to negotiaion outcomes

1.4 Along-tem operational srategy for the LOC Group o co-ordinate:
responses/submissions and partcipate in parallel negotiation topics:

2 Insttutional capacity of LDCs.
to collect interprt, and
disseminate cimate change:
data and information s
strengthened. (UNEP)

2.1 Support provided for formulation of country specifc nstitutional
coordination srategies for effective paricipation i
intergovemmental climate change negotiations and faciitation of
dissemination of

relevant information emanating from the negotiations

2.2 Technical assistance and guidance provided forthe development
of national systems for managing cimate change information and
data to support reporting under the UNFCCC:

3. Knowledge Products.
‘generated by the project are
accessible and available

31 Knowledge products generated thiough the project are ransiated
‘and available on an approprate knowledge platform. (UNDP)

32 Strategy to sustain knowledge is generated by the project
including through the South-South Co-operation (UNEP).

4 Executing Amangements

12. The project was to be co-mplemented by UNEP and UNDP as the GEF Implementing Agencies:
responsible for the project and budget oversight, a5 wel s serve on the Project Board as co-

chairs.

13 Outcome 1 and Outcome 3/Output 31 were to be executed under UNDP's Direct
Implementation Modaity (DIM) thiough the UNDP Asia Pacific Regional Centre, with a
Technical Specialist o undertake the day-to-day management of the project.

14. Outcome 2 and Outcome 3/Output 3.2 were to be executed through UNEP's Regional Office:
Asia Pacific with oversight from the Ecosystems Division (previously DEPI), with a Technical
‘Specalist to undertake the day-to-day management ofthe project.

15. A single Project Board was to be the trategic decision-making body of the project 1o provide
overall guidance and direction to the project and be responsible, when high-ievel strategic
‘quidance is required for making decisions on a consensus basis, including the approval of
‘amnual workplans, major revisions 1o the project strategy or implementation approach.
Meetings were 10 take place once a year within the margins of UNFCCC events and/or LEG
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‘events and/orvirually. The project board was to b made up of: UNDP GEF Task Manager as
Cochair, UNEP GEF Task Manager as Cochar a representative each from UNFCCC
secretrat and LEG, the LDC group chair and two representatives from countries by the
intiative (selected by UNFCCC Secretariat and the LEG) ~ representng the benefcary LDC
negotitors and other relevant takeholders may particpate in meeings s observes a5
needed.

16 A Technical Suppert Unit was to be set up to manage to the day 1o-day management of the
project, incluing preparing work plans and deivering approved plans. It as o be made up
of 2 Seior Technical Specialist (UNDF), wo technica specialsts (UNDP and UNEP),and a
project assistant (UNEP).

17. A Terminal Evaluation was to be managed jantly by UNEP and UNDP Evaluation Offices in
accordance with UNEP, UNDP and GEF guidance. The UNEP Evaluation Office was 10,
however,lead the TerminalEvalution (TE) and was to iaise with the UNDP Evaluation Ofice
throughout the process toointlydecide on key decision points in the evluation process

18. Figure 1 shows the proposed project organization structure at project design.

Figure 1: Proposed project organisation structure (Prodoc 2013)

Project Cost and Financing

19. The total estimated project at design was USD 19232,380, of which USD 4,000,000 was to
‘come from the GEF LDCF, co-finance (inkind) donations valued at USD 15232380 (USD
120000 from the Knowledge, Innovation and Capacity Group (UNDP-KCIG) Intiatives; USD
54,000 from UNITAR's eleaming course; USD 1,000,000 from UNITAR' UN CC:Learn platfor;
USD 300,000 from National Implementing Entities Direct Access (UNEP-NIE), USD 11858380
from UNEP/UNDP-GCF Readiness project; USD 200,000 from UNDP-Adaptation Learning
Mechanism; USD 700,000 rom Asia-Pacific Adaptation Network (UNEP-APAN) and the Afica
‘Adaptation Knowledge Network (UNEP-AAKNET) and USD 1,000000 from the Climate
Technology Centre and Network (UNEP-CTCN).
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20. Table 3 and Table 4 below breaks down the project cost at design broken down by component

‘and funding sources.

Table 3: Project Costs at Design (Prodoc 2013)

‘Component UNDP(USD) | UNEP (USD) | Total (USD)
‘Component 1:The role of LDCsin | 1,687,000 - 1687000
intergovermmentl ciimate change
negotiations (overseen by UNDP)

‘Component 2:National - 1373818 1373818
systems institutions for

‘coordinating climate change

information in LDCs

(overseen by UNEP)

‘Component 3. Knowledge 156000 09818 565818
management (overseen joinly by

UNDP and UNEP)

Project Management 157,000 156364 313361
MaE - 60000 60000
Total 2000000 2000000 4000000

Table 4: Co-Finance at Project Design (Prodoc 2013)

‘Cofinancing nitiative Typeof | Amount (USD)
co
financing
UNDPKCIG initiatives. inkind | 120000
UNITAR's e-Leaming course Climate Change Diplomacy inkind | 54000
UNITARs One UN Training Service Platform on Climate. Indind | 1000000
Change (UN CC:Learn)
UNEP- NIE direct access project inkind | 300,000
UNEP/UNDP-GCF Readiness Project inkind | 11856380
UNDP Adaptation Learning Mechanism indind | 200000
UNEP-APAN & UNEP AAKNet inkind | 700,000
UNEP- CTCN inkind | 1000000
Total 15232380
Implementation sues.

6

21, There were several delays in the project start and implementation due t0 various reasons,
Some beyond the control of the project team. As a result there were 4 no-cost extensions to
the project that were that were approved at the 2%, 3% 47 and 5* Board Meetings. The frst





