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Annex 1: Evaluation Terms of Reference 

Objective and Scope of the Evaluation 

In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy4, the UNDP Evaluation Policy5, the UNEP Evaluation Manual6 

and the Guidelines for GEF Agencies in Conducting Terminal Evaluations7, the Terminal Evaluation of 

the Project “Implementing sustainable water resources and wastewater management in Pacific 

Island countries” is undertaken after completion of the project to assess project performance (in 

terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts (actual and 

potential) stemming from the project, including their sustainability. The evaluation has two primary 

purposes: (i) to provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote 

learning, feedback, and knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UNEP, UNDP 

the GEF and their executing partner –SOPAC and the relevant agencies of the project participating 

countries. Therefore, the evaluation will identify lessons of operational relevance for future project 

formulation and implementation. It will focus on the following sets of key questions, based on the 

project’s intended outcomes, which may be expanded by the consultants as deemed appropriate: 

(a) To what extent has the project contributed towards improved water resources 

management, water use efficiency and waste water management in the Pacific Island 

Countries? Are the necessary steps in place to reach the higher level results? 

(b) Were the demonstration projects useful in terms of generating practical lessons that have 

the capacity to be mainstreamed into existing local, national and regional approaches? To 

what extent have lessons been mainstreamed? Did the project put in place the necessary 

drivers to mainstream lessons? 

(c) Was the developed IWRM and WUE indicator framework practical and useful in improving 

IWRM and WUE planning and programming? If applied, does it have the potential to enable 

better monitoring of environmental impacts and further improved IWRM and WUE 

planning? To what extent was the framework adopted at the national and regional levels? 

Were the measures taken by the project adequate in order to support and promote the 

adoption of the framework, especially since the MTR recommended that this should be 

strengthened? 

(d) Was the project successful in contributing towards institutional change in the participating 

countries in terms of enacting National IWRM plans and WUE strategies? Did the project set 

in place the necessary structures that promote the endorsement of IWRM policies within the 

Pacific – region? To what extent can the change be attributed to the IWRM-Pacific project? 

(e) Is there evidence that institutional and community capacity in IWRM at national and 

regional levels in the Pacific has improved during the project period? To what extent can the 

change be attributed to the IWRM-Pacific project? 

  

                                                           
4
 http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/UNEPEvaluationPolicy/tabid/3050/language/en-US/Default.aspx 

5
 http://web.undp.org/evaluation/documents/Evaluation-Policy.pdf 

6
 http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPolicyandPractices/UNEPEvaluationManual/tabid/2314/language/en-

US/Default.aspx 
7
 http://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/TE_guidelines7-31.pdf 
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Overall Approach and Methods 

The Terminal Evaluation of the Project “Implementing sustainable water resources and wastewater 

management in Pacific Island countries” will be conducted by independent consultants under the 

overall responsibility and management of the UNEP Evaluation Office (Nairobi), in consultation with 

the UNEP GEF Coordination Office (Nairobi), the UNDP Regional Technical Advisor – RTA- in Bangkok 

and the UNEP Task Manager(S) at UNEP/DEPI (Washington and Nairobi).  

It will be an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders are kept 

informed and consulted throughout the evaluation process. Both quantitative and qualitative 

evaluation methods will be used to determine project achievements against the expected outputs, 

outcomes and impacts.  

The findings of the evaluation will be based on the following: 

(a) A desk review of project documents and others including, but not limited to: 

 Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP, UNDP and GEF policies, strategies 
and programmes pertaining to sustainable water resources management, wastewater 
management and IWRM; 

 Project design documents; Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to 
the logical framework and project financing; 

 Project reports such as progress and financial reports from the executing partners to 
the Project Management Unit (PMU) and from the PMU to UNEP and UNDP; Steering 
Group meeting minutes; annual Project Implementation Reviews, GEF Tracking Tools 
and relevant correspondence; 

 Project Mid-Term Review (June 2012) and Audit report (December 2011); 

 Documentation related to project outputs; 

 Review of media articles concerning the IWRM – Pacific project, including project 
website. 

(b) Interviews with: 

 Project management and execution support  at SOPAC, Suva, Fiji; 

 National Project Managers and National Project Assistants; 

 Members of the Regional Project Steering Committee and National Steering 
Committees; 

 Members of the Regional Technical Advisory Group; 

 UNEP Task Manager and Fund Management Officer (Washington & Nairobi); 

 UNDP RTA;  

 Relevant authorities in the participating countries; 

 Relevant staff of GEF Secretariat; and 

 Representatives of other multilateral agencies and other relevant organisations. 

 UNDP Fiji country office relevant staff 

 



Terminal Evaluation of the Pacific IWRM Project. April 2014 Page 67 

(c) Country visits. The evaluation team will participate in the 5th Regional Steering Committee 

meeting in Fiji from 11-15 November 2013 and visit selected project countries (The Cook 

Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Palau, 

Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu). The countries will 

be selected in consultation with the UNEP Evaluation Office, the project Implementing and 

Executing Agencies and the evaluation team. 

Key Evaluation principles 

Evaluation findings and judgements should be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly 

documented in the evaluation report. Information will be triangulated (i.e. verified from different 

sources) to the extent possible, and when verification is not possible, the single source will be 

mentioned. Analysis leading to evaluative judgements should always be clearly spelled out.  

The evaluation will assess the project with respect to a minimum set of evaluation criteria grouped 

in four categories: 

(1)  Attainment of objectives and planned results, which comprises the assessment of outputs 

achieved, relevance, effectiveness and efficiency and the review of outcomes towards 

impacts;  

(2)  Sustainability and catalytic role, which focuses on financial, socio-political, institutional and 

ecological factors conditioning sustainability of project outcomes, and also assesses efforts 

and achievements in terms of replication and up-scaling of project lessons and good 

practices;  

(3)  Processes affecting attainment of project results, which covers project preparation and 

readiness, implementation approach and management, stakeholder participation and public 

awareness, country ownership/driven-ness, project finance, UNEP / UNDP  supervision and 

backstopping, and project monitoring and evaluation systems; and  

(4)  Complementarity with the UNEP and UNDP strategies and programmes. The evaluation 

consultants can propose other evaluation criteria as deemed appropriate.  

Ratings. All evaluation criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. However, complementarity of the 

project with the UNEP / UNDP strategies and programmes is not rated. Annex 2 provides detailed 

guidance on how the different criteria should be rated and how ratings should be aggregated for the 

different evaluation criterion categories. 

In attempting to attribute any outcomes and impacts to the project, the evaluators should consider 

the difference between what has happened with and what would have happened without the 

project. This implies that there should be consideration of the baseline conditions and trends in 

relation to the intended project outcomes and impacts. This also means that there should be 

plausible evidence to attribute such outcomes and impacts to the actions of the project. Sometimes, 

adequate information on baseline conditions and trends is lacking. In such cases this should be 

clearly highlighted by the evaluators, along with any simplifying assumptions that were taken to 

enable the evaluator to make informed judgements about project performance. 

As this is a terminal evaluation, particular attention should be given to learning from the experience. 

Therefore, the “Why?” question should be at front of the consultants’ minds all through the 
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evaluation exercise. This means that the consultants needs to go beyond the assessment of “what” 

the project performance was, and make a serious effort to provide a deeper understanding of “why” 

the performance was as it was, i.e. of processes affecting attainment of project results (criteria 

under category 3). This should provide the basis for the lessons that can be drawn from the project. 

In fact, the usefulness of the evaluation will be determined to a large extent by the capacity of the 

consultants to explain “why things happened” as they happened and are likely to evolve in this or 

that direction, which goes well beyond the mere review of “where things stand” today.  

Evaluation criteria 

A: Strategic relevance 

The evaluation will assess, in retrospect, whether the project’s objectives and implementation 

strategies were consistent with: i) Sub-regional environmental issues and needs; ii) the UNEP / UNDP 

mandate and policies at the time of design and implementation; and iii) the GEF Climate Change 

focal area, strategic priorities and operational programme(s).  

It will also assess whether the project objectives were realistic, given the time and budget allocated 

to the project, the baseline situation and the institutional context in which the project was to 

operate. 

B: Achievement of Outputs  

The evaluation will assess, for each component, the project’s success in producing the programmed 

results as presented in Table 2 above, both in quantity and quality, as well as their usefulness and 

timeliness. Briefly explain the degree of success of the project in achieving its different outputs, 

cross-referencing as needed to more detailed explanations provided under Section F (which covers 

the processes affecting attainment of project objectives). The achievements under the regional and 

national demonstration projects will receive particular attention. 

C: Effectiveness: Attainment of Objectives and Planned Results 

The evaluation will assess the extent to which the project’s objectives were effectively achieved or 

are expected to be achieved.  

The evaluation will reconstruct the Theory of Change (ToC) of the project based on a review of 

project documentation and stakeholder interviews. The ToC of a project depicts the causal pathways 

from project outputs (goods and services delivered by the project) over outcomes (changes resulting 

from the use made by key stakeholders of project outputs) towards impact (changes in 

environmental benefits and living conditions). The ToC will also depict any intermediate changes 

required between project outcomes and impact, called intermediate states. The ToC further defines 

the external factors that influence change along the pathways, whether one result can lead to the 

next. These external factors are either drivers (when the project has a certain level of control) or 

assumptions (when the project has no control). 

The assessment of effectiveness will be structured in three sub-sections:    

(a) Evaluation of the achievement of direct outcomes as defined in the reconstructed ToC. 

These are the first-level outcomes expected to be achieved as an immediate result of project 

outputs. 
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(b) Assessment of the likelihood of impact using a Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtI) 

approach as summarized in Annex 6 of the TORs. Appreciate to what extent the project has 

to date contributed, and is likely in the future to further contribute to changes in 

stakeholder behaviour as a result of the project’s direct outcomes, and the likelihood of 

those changes in turn leading to changes in the natural resource base, benefits derived from 

the environment and human living conditions. 

(c) Evaluation of the achievement of the formal project overall objective, overall purpose, 

goals and component outcomes using the project’s own results statements as presented in 

original logframe (see Table 2 above) and any later versions of the logframe. This sub-section 

will refer back where applicable to sub-sections (a) and (b) to avoid repetition in the report. 

To measure achievement, the evaluation will use as much as appropriate the indicators for 

achievement proposed in the Logical Framework Matrix (Logframe) of the project, adding 

other relevant indicators as appropriate. Briefly explain what factors affected the project’s 

success in achieving its objectives, cross-referencing as needed to more detailed 

explanations provided under Section F. 

There are some effectiveness questions of specific interest which the evaluation should certainly 

consider: 

D. Sustainability and replication 

Sustainability is understood as the probability of continued long-term project-derived results and 

impacts after the external project funding and assistance ends. The evaluation will identify and 

assess the key conditions or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the persistence of 

benefits. Some of these factors might be direct results of the project while others will include 

contextual circumstances or developments that are not under control of the project but that may 

condition sustainability of benefits. The evaluation should ascertain to what extent follow-up work 

has been initiated and how project results will be sustained and enhanced over time. The 

reconstructed ToC will assist in the evaluation of sustainability. 

Four aspects of sustainability will be addressed: 

(a) Socio-political sustainability. Are there any social or political factors that may influence 

positively or negatively the sustenance of project results and progress towards impacts? Is 

the level of ownership by the main national and regional stakeholders sufficient to allow for 

the project results to be sustained? Are there sufficient government and stakeholder 

awareness, interests, commitment and incentives to execute, enforce and pursue the 

programmes, plans, agreements, monitoring systems etc. prepared and agreed upon under 

the project? 

(b) Financial resources. To what extent are the continuation of project results and the eventual 

impact of the project dependent on continued financial support? What is the likelihood that 

adequate financial resources8 will be or will become available to implement the 

programmes, plans, agreements, monitoring systems etc. prepared and agreed upon under 

                                                           
8
  Those resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and private sectors, income generating 

activities, other development projects etc. 
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the project? Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project results 

and onward progress towards impact? 

(c) Institutional framework. To what extent is the sustenance of the results and onward 

progress towards impact dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and 

governance? How robust are the institutional achievements such as governance structures 

and processes, policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and accountability frameworks etc. 

required to sustaining project results and to lead those to impact on human behaviour and 

environmental resources?  

(d) Environmental sustainability. Are there any environmental factors, positive or negative, that 

can influence the future flow of project benefits? Are there any project outputs or higher 

level results that are likely to affect the environment, which, in turn, might affect 

sustainability of project benefits? Are there any foreseeable negative environmental impacts 

that may occur as the project results are being up-scaled? 

Catalytic role and replication. The catalytic role of GEF-funded interventions is embodied in their 

approach of supporting the creation of an enabling environment and of investing in pilot activities 

which are innovative and showing how new approaches can work. UNEP and the GEF also aim to 

support activities that upscale new approaches to a national, regional or global level, with a view to 

achieve sustainable global environmental benefits. The evaluation will assess the catalytic role 

played by this project, namely to what extent the project has: 

(a) catalysed behavioural changes in terms of use and application by the relevant stakeholders 

of: i) technologies and approaches show-cased by the demonstration projects; ii) strategic 

programmes and plans developed; and iii) assessment, monitoring and management 

systems established; 

(b) provided incentives (social, economic, market based, competencies etc.) to contribute to 

catalysing changes in stakeholder behaviour;  

(c) contributed to institutional changes. An important aspect of the catalytic role of the project 

is its contribution to institutional uptake or mainstreaming of project-piloted approaches in 

the regional and national demonstration projects; 

(d) contributed to policy changes (on paper and in implementation of policy); 

(e) contributed to sustained follow-on financing (catalytic financing) from Governments, the 

GEF or other donors; 

(f) created opportunities for particular individuals or institutions (“champions”) to catalyse 

change (without which the project would not have achieved all of its results). 

Replication, in the context of GEF projects, is defined as lessons and experiences coming out of the 

project that are replicated (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in different geographic 

areas) or scaled up (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in the same geographic area but 

on a much larger scale and funded by other sources). The evaluation will assess the approach 

adopted by the project to promote replication effects and appreciate to what extent actual 

replication has already occurred or is likely to occur in the near future. What are the factors that may 

influence replication and scaling up of project experiences and lessons? 
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E: Efficiency  

The evaluation will assess the cost-effectiveness and timeliness of project execution. It will describe 

any cost- or time-saving measures put in place in attempting to bring the project as far as possible in 

achieving its results within its programmed budget and (extended) time. It will also analyse how 

delays, if any, have affected project execution, costs and effectiveness. Wherever possible, costs and 

time over results ratios of the project will be compared with that of other similar interventions. The 

evaluation will give special attention to efforts by the project teams to make use of/build upon pre-

existing institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies and complementarities 

with other initiatives, programmes and projects etc. to increase project efficiency.  

F: Factors and processes affecting project performance  

Preparation and readiness. This criterion focusses on the quality of project design and preparation. 

Were project stakeholders9 adequately identified? Were the project’s objectives and components 

clear, practicable and feasible within its timeframe? Were the capacities of executing agencies 

properly considered when the project was designed? Was the project document clear and realistic 

to enable effective and efficient implementation? Were the partnership arrangements properly 

identified and the roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to project implementation? Were 

counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities) and enabling legislation assured? Were 

adequate project management arrangements in place? Were lessons from other relevant projects 

properly incorporated in the project design? What factors influenced the quality-at-entry of the 

project design, choice of partners, allocation of financial resources etc.? Were GEF environmental 

and social safeguards considered when the project was designed10? 

Project implementation and management. This includes an analysis of implementation approaches 

used by the project, its management framework, the project’s adaptation to changing conditions 

(adaptive management), the performance of the implementation arrangements and partnerships, 

relevance of changes in project design, and overall performance of project management. The 

evaluation will: 

(a) Ascertain to what extent the project implementation mechanisms outlined in the project 

document have been followed and were effective in delivering project outputs and 

outcomes. Were pertinent adaptations made to the approaches originally proposed?  

(b) Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of project management by SOPAC and how well the 

management was able to adapt to changes during the life of the project. 

(c)  Assess the role and performance of the units and committees established and the project 

execution arrangements at all levels.  

(d) Assess the extent to which project management responded to direction and guidance 

provided by the Steering Committee and UNEP / UNDP supervision recommendations. 

(e) Identify operational and political / institutional problems and constraints that influenced the 

effective implementation of the project, and how the project partners tried to overcome 

                                                           
9
 Stakeholders are the individuals, groups, institutions, or other bodies that have an interest or stake in the outcome of the 

project. The term also applies to those potentially adversely affected by the project. 
10

 http://www.thegef.org/gef/node/4562 
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these problems. How did the relationship between the project management team (SOPAC) 

and the national teams develop? 

(f) Assess the extent to which MTR recommendations were followed in a timely manner.  

(g) Assess the extent to which the project implementation met GEF environmental and social 

safeguards requirements. 

Stakeholder participation and public awareness. The term stakeholder should be considered in the 

broadest sense, encompassing project partners, government institutions, private interest groups, 

local communities etc. The ToC analysis should assist the evaluators in identifying the key 

stakeholders and their respective roles, capabilities and motivations in each step of the causal 

pathway from activities to achievement of outputs and outcomes to impact. The assessment will 

look at three related and often overlapping processes: (1) information dissemination between 

stakeholders, (2) consultation between stakeholders, and (3) active engagement of stakeholders in 

project decision making and activities. The evaluation will specifically assess: 

(a) the approach(es) used to identify and engage stakeholders in project design and 

implementation. What were the strengths and weaknesses of these approaches with respect 

to the project’s objectives and the stakeholders’ motivations and capacities? What was the 

achieved degree and effectiveness of collaboration and interactions between the various 

project partners and stakeholders during design and implementation of the project? 

(b) the degree and effectiveness of any public awareness activities that were undertaken during 

the course of implementation of the project; or that are built into the assessment methods 

so that public awareness can be raised at the time the assessments will be conducted; 

(c) how the results of the project (strategic programmes and plans, monitoring and 

management systems, sub-regional agreements etc.) promote participation of stakeholders, 

including users, in decision making in the transport sector. 

Country ownership and driven-ness. The evaluation will assess the performance of government 

agencies involved in the project in The Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, 

Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu 

and Vanuatu: 

(a) How far have the Governments assumed responsibility for the project and provided 

adequate support to project execution, including the degree of cooperation received from 

the various public institutions involved in the project and the timeliness of provision of 

counter-part funding to project activities? 

(b) To what extent has the political and institutional framework of the participating countries 

been conducive to project performance?  

(c)  To what extent have the public entities promoted the participation of transport facility users 

and their non-governmental organisations in the project? 

(d) How responsive were the government partners to SOPAC coordination and guidance, and to 

UNEP / UNDP supervision? 
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Financial planning and management. Evaluation of financial planning requires assessment of the 

quality and effectiveness of financial planning and control of financial resources throughout the 

project’s lifetime. The assessment will look at actual project costs by activities compared to budget 

(variances), financial management (including disbursement issues), and co-financing. The evaluation 

will: 

(a) Verify the application of proper standards (clarity, transparency, audit etc.) and timeliness of 

financial planning, management and reporting to ensure that sufficient and timely financial 

resources were available to the project and its partners; 

(b) Appreciate other administrative processes such as recruitment of staff, procurement of 

goods and services (including consultants), preparation and negotiation of cooperation 

agreements etc. to the extent that these might have influenced project performance; 

(c) Present to what extent co-financing has materialized as expected at project approval (see 

Table 1). Report country co-financing to the project overall, and to support project activities 

at the national level in particular. The evaluation will provide a breakdown of final actual 

costs and co-financing for the different project components (see tables in Annex 3). 

(d) Describe the resources the project has leveraged since inception and indicate how these 

resources are contributing to the project’s ultimate objective. Leveraged resources are 

additional resources—beyond those committed to the project itself at the time of 

approval—that are mobilized later as a direct result of the project. Leveraged resources can 

be financial or in-kind and they may be from other donors, NGO’s, foundations, 

governments, communities or the private sector.  

Analyse the effects on project performance of any irregularities in procurement, use of financial 

resources and human resource management, and the measures taken by SOPAC or UNEP / UNDP to 

prevent such irregularities in the future. Appreciate whether the measures taken were adequate. 

UNEP and UNDP supervision and backstopping. The purpose of supervision is to verify the quality 

and timeliness of project execution in terms of finances, administration and achievement of outputs 

and outcomes, in order to identify and recommend ways to deal with problems which arise during 

project execution. Such problems may be related to project management but may also involve 

technical/institutional substantive issues in which UNEP / UNDP has a major contribution to make. 

The evaluators should assess the effectiveness of supervision and administrative and financial 

support provided by UNEP and UNDP including: 

(a) The adequacy of project supervision plans, inputs and processes;  

(b) The emphasis given to outcome monitoring (results-based project management);  

(c) The realism and candour of project reporting and ratings (i.e. are PIR ratings an accurate 

reflection of the project realities and risks);  

(d) The quality of documentation of project supervision activities; and  

(e) Financial, administrative and other fiduciary aspects of project implementation supervision. 
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Monitoring and evaluation. The evaluation will include an assessment of the quality, application and 

effectiveness of project monitoring and evaluation plans and tools, including an assessment of risk 

management based on the assumptions and risks identified in the project document. The evaluation 

will appreciate how information generated by the M&E system during project implementation was 

used to adapt and improve project execution, achievement of outcomes and ensuring sustainability. 

M&E is assessed on three levels:  

(a) M&E Design. Projects should have sound M&E plans to monitor results and track progress 

towards achieving project objectives. An M&E plan should include a baseline (including data, 

methodology, etc.), SMART indicators and data analysis systems, and evaluation studies at 

specific times to assess results. The time frame for various M&E activities and standards for 

outputs should have been specified. The evaluators should use the following questions to 

help assess the M&E design aspects: 

 Quality of the project logframe (original and possible updates) as a planning and 
monitoring instrument; analyse, compare and verify correspondence between the 
original logframe in the Project Document, possible revised logframes and the logframe 
used in Project Implementation Review reports to report progress towards achieving 
project objectives;  

 SMART-ness of indicators: Are there specific indicators in the logframe for each of the 
project objectives? Are the indicators measurable, attainable (realistic) and relevant to 
the objectives? Are the indicators time-bound?  

 Adequacy of baseline information: To what extent has baseline information on 
performance indicators been collected and presented in a clear manner? Was the 
methodology for the baseline data collection explicit and reliable? 

 Arrangements for monitoring: Have the responsibilities for M&E activities been clearly 
defined? Were the data sources and data collection instruments appropriate? Was the 
frequency of various monitoring activities specified and adequate? In how far were 
project users involved in monitoring? 

 Arrangements for evaluation: Have specific targets been specified for project outputs? 
Has the desired level of achievement been specified for all indicators of objectives and 
outcomes? Were there adequate provisions in the legal instruments binding project 
partners to fully collaborate in evaluations?  

 Budgeting and funding for M&E activities: Determine whether support for M&E was 
budgeted adequately and was funded in a timely fashion during implementation. 

(b) M&E Plan Implementation. The evaluation will verify that: 

 the M&E system was operational and facilitated timely tracking of results and progress 
towards projects objectives throughout the project implementation period; 

 annual project reports and Progress Implementation Review (PIR) reports were 
complete, accurate and with well justified ratings; 

 the information provided by the M&E system was used during the project to improve 
project performance and to adapt to changing needs. 

(c) Use of GEF Tracking Tools. These are portfolio monitoring tools intended to roll up indicators 

from the individual project level to the portfolio level and track overall portfolio 
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performance in focal areas. Each focal area has developed its own tracking tool11 to meet its 

unique needs. Agencies are requested to fill out at CEO Endorsement (or CEO approval for 

MSPs) and submit these tools again for projects at mid-term and project completion. The 

evaluation will verify whether UNEP has duly completed the relevant tracking tool for this 

project, and whether the information provided is accurate. 

G: Complementarities with UNEP and UNDP strategies and programmes 

UNEP aims to undertake GEF funded projects that are aligned with its own strategies. The evaluation 

should present a brief narrative on the following issues:  

(a) Linkage to UNEP’s Expected Accomplishments and POWs 2010-2011, 2012-2013. The UNEP 

MTS specifies desired results in six thematic focal areas. The desired results are termed 

Expected Accomplishments. Using the completed ToC/ROtI analysis, the evaluation should 

comment on whether the project makes a tangible contribution to any of the Expected 

Accomplishments specified in the UNEP MTS. The magnitude and extent of any 

contributions and the causal linkages should be fully described. Whilst it is recognised that 

UNEP GEF projects designed prior to the production of the UNEP Medium Term Strategy  

2010-2013 (MTS)12 would not necessarily be aligned with the Expected Accomplishments 

articulated in those documents, complementarities may still exist and it is still useful to 

know whether these projects remain aligned to the current MTS. 

(b) Alignment with the Bali Strategic Plan (BSP)13. The outcomes and achievements of the 

project should be briefly discussed in relation to the objectives of the UNEP BSP. 

(c) Gender. Ascertain to what extent project design, implementation and monitoring have taken 

into consideration: (i) possible gender inequalities in access to and the control over natural 

resources; (ii) specific vulnerabilities of women and children to environmental degradation 

or disasters; and (iii) the role of women in mitigating or adapting to environmental changes 

and engaging in environmental protection and rehabilitation. Appreciate whether the 

intervention is likely to have any lasting differential impacts on gender equality and the 

relationship between women and the environment. To what extent do unresolved gender 

inequalities affect sustainability of project benefits? 

(d) South-South Cooperation. This is regarded as the exchange of resources, technology, and 

knowledge between developing countries. Briefly describe any aspects of the project that 

could be considered as examples of South-South Cooperation. 

The Consultants’ Team 

For this evaluation, the evaluation team will consist of one team leader and 1-2 supporting 

consultants. The consultants should have experience in project evaluation, and in planning and 

implementing sustainable water resources and wastewater management projects, preferably in the 

Pacific Islands – region. At least one of the consultants should be a policy expert from the relevant 

field. The consultants should be fluent in written and spoken English. Familiarity with the GEF, UNEP 

and UNDP is an advantage. The Team Leader will coordinate data collection and analysis, and the 

                                                           
11

 http://www.thegef.org/gef/tracking_tools 
12

 http://www.unep.org/PDF/FinalMTSGCSS-X-8.pdf 
13

 http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-add-1.pdf 

http://www.unep.org/PDF/FinalMTSGCSS-X-8.pdf
http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-add-1.pdf
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preparation of the main report for the evaluation, with substantive contributions by the supporting 

consultants. The consultants will ensure together that all evaluation criteria are adequately covered. 

By undersigning the service contract with UNEP/UNON, the consultants certify that they have not 

been associated with the design and implementation of the project in any way which may jeopardize 

their independence and impartiality towards project achievements and project partner 

performance. In addition, they will not have any future interests (within six months after completion 

of the contract) with the project’s executing or implementing units.  

Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures 

The evaluation team will prepare an inception report (see Annex 1(a) of TORs for Inception Report 

outline) containing a thorough review of the project context, project design quality (see Annex 7), a 

draft reconstructed Theory of Change of the project, the evaluation framework and a tentative 

evaluation schedule.  

The review of design quality will cover the following aspects: 

(a) Strategic relevance of the project; 

(b) Preparation and readiness; 

(c) Financial planning; 

(d) M&E design; 

(e) Complementarities with UNEP / UNDP strategies and programmes; 

(f) Sustainability considerations and measures planned to promote replication and up scaling. 

The inception report will also present a draft, desk-based reconstructed Theory of Change of the 

project. It is vital to reconstruct the ToC before the most of the data collection (review of reports, in-

depth interviews, observations on the ground etc.) is done, because the ToC will define which direct 

outcomes, drivers and assumptions of the project need to be assessed and measured to allow 

adequate data collection for the evaluation of project effectiveness, likelihood of impact and 

sustainability. 

The evaluation framework will present in further detail the evaluation questions under each 

criterion with their respective indicators and data sources. The evaluation framework should 

summarize the information available from project documentation against each of the main 

evaluation parameters. Any gaps in information should be identified and methods for additional 

data collection, verification and analysis should be specified.  

The inception report will also present a tentative schedule for the overall evaluation process, 

including a draft programme for the country visit and tentative list of people/institutions to be 

interviewed. The inception report will be submitted for review and approval by the Evaluation Office 

before the evaluation team travels. 

The main evaluation report should be brief (no longer than 35 pages - excluding the executive 

summary and annexes), to the point and written in plain English. The evaluation team will deliver a 

high quality report in English by the end of the assignment. The report will follow the annotated 

Table of Contents outlined in Annex 1. It must explain the purpose of the evaluation, exactly what 
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was evaluated and the methods used (with their limitations). The report will present evidence-based 

and balanced findings, consequent conclusions, lessons and recommendations, which will be cross-

referenced to each other. The report should be presented in a way that makes the information 

accessible and comprehensible. Any dissident views in response to evaluation findings will be 

appended in footnote or annex as appropriate. To avoid repetitions in the report, the authors will 

use numbered paragraphs and make cross-references where possible. 

Review of the draft evaluation report. The evaluation team will submit the zero draft report latest 

two weeks after the country visits has been completed to the UNEP EO and revise the draft following 

the comments and suggestions made by the EO. Once a draft of adequate quality has been 

accepted, the EO will share this first draft report with the UNEP Task Manager and the UNDP RTA, 

who will ensure that the report does not contain any blatant factual errors. The UNEP Task Manager 

and the UNDP RTA will then forward the first draft report to other project stakeholders, in particular 

the SOPAC and country teams for review and comments. Stakeholders may provide feedback on any 

errors of fact and may highlight the significance of such errors in any conclusions. It is also very 

important that stakeholders provide feedback on the proposed recommendations and lessons. 

Comments would be expected within two weeks after the draft report has been shared. Any 

comments or responses to the draft report will be sent to the UNEP EO for collation. The EO will 

provide the comments to the evaluation team for consideration in preparing the final draft report.  

The evaluation team will submit the final draft report no later than 2 weeks after reception of 

stakeholder comments. The team will prepare a response to comments, listing those comments not 

or only partially accepted by them that could therefore not or only partially be accommodated in the 

final report. They will explain why those comments have not or only partially been accepted, 

providing evidence as required. This response to comments will be shared by the EO with the 

interested stakeholders to ensure full transparency. 

Submission of the final Terminal Evaluation report. The final report shall be submitted by Email to 

the Head of the Evaluation Office, who will share the report with the Director, UNEP/GEF 

Coordination Office, the UNEP/DEPI Task Manager and the UNDP RTA. The Evaluation Office will also 

transmit the final report to the GEF Evaluation Office.  

The final evaluation report will be published on the UNEP Evaluation Office web-site 

www.unep.org/eou. Subsequently, the report will be sent to the GEF Office of Evaluation for their 

review, appraisal and inclusion on the GEF website.  

As per usual practice, the UNEP EO will prepare a quality assessment of the zero draft and final draft 

report, which is a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation consultants. The quality of 

the report will be assessed and rated against both GEF and UNEP criteria as presented in Annex 4.  

The UNEP Evaluation Office will also prepare a commentary on the final evaluation report, which 

presents the EO ratings of the project based on a careful review of the evidence collated by the 

evaluation consultant and the internal consistency of the report. These ratings are the final ratings 

that the UNEP Evaluation Office will submit to the GEF Office of Evaluation. 

http://www.unep.org/eou
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Logistical arrangement 

This Terminal Evaluation will be undertaken by a team of independent evaluation consultants 

contracted by the UNEP Evaluation Office. The consultants will work under the overall responsibility 

of the UNEP Evaluation Office and will consult with the EO on any procedural and methodological 

matters related to the evaluation. It is, however, the consultants’ individual responsibility to arrange 

for their travel, visa, obtain documentary evidence, plan meetings with stakeholders, organize field 

visits, and any other logistical matters related to the assignment. The UNEP Task Manager, UNDP 

RTA and SOPAC will, where possible, provide logistical support (introductions, meetings, transport 

etc.) for the country visit, allowing the consultants to conduct the evaluation as efficiently and 

independently as possible.  

Schedule of the evaluation 

The consultants will be hired under an individual Special Service Agreement (SSA).  

  


